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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce a  group  of  students  from  Dubreuiville, 
Ont.  I  wish  that  the  members  would  welcome 
them  at  this  time. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, could  I  introduce  to  you,  sir,  and  members 
of  the  Legislature  74  grade  10  students  from 
Madonna  High  School  accompanied  by  their 
teacher,  Mrs.  Murphy.  May  I  say  that  Mrs. 
Murphy,  who  is  in  charge,  I  think,  of  four 
classes ;  of  .Madonna  High  School,  regularly 
brings  her  students  down  here  and  gives  them 
a  wonderful  background  in  the  basic  demo- 
cratic principles. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  like  to  introduce  to  the  Legislature 
this  afternoon  some  grade  7  and  8  students 
from  the  Gogama  Public  School  who  are 
accompanied  by  their  principal,  Mr.  Quinn.  I 
hope  the  members  of  the  Legislature  will  give 
them  a  rousing  welcome. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  perhaps  we  should  not 
overlook  the  fact  that  the  new  Minister  of 
Labour  is  in  his  seat.  We  welcome  him  and 
wish  him  well  and  we  suggest  perhaps  that 
he  shouldn't  have  missed  prayers. 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize  I  shouldn't  have  missed 
prayers.  I  need  them.  The  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Clem- 
ent) has  suggested  to  me  that  this  greet- 
ing will  not  go  on  for  long  and  I  had  better 
enjoy  it  while  I  could. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  We 
thought  it  ended  last  Friday  morning,  as  a 
matter  of  fact. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 


NORTH  YORK  TRAFFIC  TRIBUNAL 

Hon.   R.   Welch   (Provincial   Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
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would  like  to  advise  you  and  the  members 
of  the  House  of  this  week's  inauguration  of 
a  pilot  project,  the  North  York  traffic  tri- 
bunal, where  new  concepts  relating  to  the 
handling  of  some  traffic  offences  under  the 
Highway,  Traffic  Act  and  municipal  bylaws 
will  be  tested. 

Many  of  these  new  concepts  and  new  ap- 
proaches to  the  method  of  dealing  with  such 
offences  are  the  result  of  the  recommendations 
contained  in  the  report  of  the  Committee  on 
Alternative  Forms  of  Trial  and  Disposition 
for  Offences  under  Provincial  Statutes  and 
Municipal  bylaws. 

This  committee,  you  may  well  recall,"  Mr, 
Speaker j  Was  created  by  my  predecessor  (Mr. 
Bales),  who  appointed  Chief  Judge  F.  C.' 
Hayes  of  the  criminal  division  of  the  provin- 
cial court  to  be  its  chairman. 

Members  will  appreciate  that  at  present 
most  of  the  traffic  offences  which  occur  in  the 
borough  of  North  York  are  tried  in  the  pro- 
vincial court  criminal  division  at  5200  Yonge 
St.,  Willowdale,  with  criminal  matters  also 
tried  in  the  same  premises.  As  the  committee 
recommended  that  there  be  a  gradual  re- 
moval of  the  trial  of  provincial  offences  from 
the  criminal  process  and  from  association  with 
criminal  trials,  it  was  decided  that  separate 
facilities  would  be  made  available. 

For  the  purpose  of  this  pilot  project,  facili- 
ties have  been  acquired  at  1300  Don  Mills 
Rd.  These  facilities  designed  by  the  com- 
mittee will  allow  for  a  more  flexible,  less 
formal,  more  conversational  approach  to  the 
trial  of  minor  traffic  offences.  It  is  expected 
that  the  new  procedures  to  be  adopted  at  the 
pilot  project  will  reduce  the  length  of  time 
between  the  laying  of  a  charge  and  its  dis- 
position. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  In  an  attempt  to  create  a 
more  relaxed  and  less  formal  atmosphere  for 
the  disposition  of  minor  traffic  offences,  a 
number  of  experienced  justices  of  the  peace 
for  Metropolitan  Toronto  have  been  chosen  to 
sit  as  hearing  officers. 

I  am  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  members 
will  agree  in  many  instances  an  offender  may 
feel  that,  although  he  or  she  has  committed 
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an  offence,  there  were  extenuating  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  commission  of  the 
charge  which  should  be  rightfully  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  court.  Under  the  present 
system  there  is  no  alternative  but  to  plead  not 
guilty  and  proceed  to  trial.  That  is  why  for 
the  pilot  project  only,  an  alternative— a  plea 
of  guilty  with  an  explanation— will  be  intro- 
duced and  made  available  to  oflFenders. 

The  offender  choosing  to  adopt  this  plea 
can  drop  in  at  the  hearing  room  designated 
for  such  pleas  at  the  North  York  traflSIc  tri- 
bunal at  his  or  her  convenience,  during  busi- 
ness hours,  at  any  time  after  seven  days  of 
receipt  of  the  ticket  or  summons  but  at  least 
one  business  day  before  the  trial  date.  This 
will  provide  the  offender  three  weeks  to  re- 
solve the  matter  at  his  convenience. 

The  pleas  of  guilty  with  an  explanation  will 
not,  at  the  outset  of  the  pilot  project,  be 
available  to  those  charged  with  parking  of- 
fences, careless  driving,  and  traffic  offences  re- 
sulting from  accidents. 

The  physical  facilities  at  the  North  York 
traffic  tribunal  are  notably  different  from 
those  of  a  provincial  court  within  the  crim- 
inal division. 

The  proceedings  will  be  recorded  by  elec- 
tronic recording  equipment.  This  equipment 
has  been  proved  both  reliable  and  accurate 
through  its  use  in  other  courts  of  the  prov- 
ince. 

An  offender's  driving  record  will  be  avail- 
able to  the  North  York  traffic  tribunal  through 
the  use  of  a  computer  connection  with  the 
driver  information  files  at  the  Ministry  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  at 
Downs  view. 

The  offender's  driving  record  will  be  shown 
upon  conviction  and  not  before  on  two  video 
screens  which  have  been  installed  in  each  of 
the  hearing  rooms  at  the  Don  Mills  facility. 
A  personal  copy  will  be  provided  the  of- 
fender. 

It  is  hoped,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  by  having 
the  personal  driving  record  of  the  offender 
available  for  discussion,  the  offender  might 
better  understand  the  possible  need  for  a 
change  in  his  driver  attitude. 

In  the  hearing  rooms  in  which  minor  traf- 
fic offences  are  heard  there  will  be  no  prose- 
cutor. There  will  be  no  cross-examination  by 
the  Crown  in  these  cases;  of  course,  an  of- 
fender or  his  counsel  will  be  able  to  cross- 
examine  Crown  vwtnesses.  The  hearing  officer 
may  ask  questions  of  all  vidtnesses  in  order 
that  he  can  fully  understand  the  circum- 
stances of  the  alleged  offence. 


A  one-hour  driver  improvement  program- 
me, designed  by  the  Ministry  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications,  will  be  imple- 
mented as  an  integral  part  of  the  whole 
sentencing  process. 

The  on-premise  driver  improvement  centre 
will  be  staffed  by  four  lay  driver  training 
instructors,  each  of  whom  has  considerable 
experience  in  this  field. 

At  the  outset,  a  convicted  offender  will  be 
offered  the  option  of  attending  the  driver 
improvement  programme  on  a  voluntary 
basis.  Attendance  will  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration at  the  time  a  fine  is  assessed. 

As  the  project  proceeds,  consideration  will 
be  given  to  making  the  driver  improvement 
course  a  mandatory  part  of  the  sentencing 
process  so  as  to  further  move  away  from 
tile  concept  of  penal  consequences  and  to 
move  toward  rehabilitation  of  the  offender. 

However,  I  would  like  to  emphasize,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  are  confident  that  this  very  posi- 
tive, constructive  ingredient  in  the  sentencing 
process  will  serve  as  one  solution  toward 
lessening  the  ever-increasing  number  of  sense- 
less deaths  of  automobile  drivers  and  pas- 
sengers in  Ontario  each  year. 

In  response  to  a  continuing  demand  from 
the  community,  the  North  York  traffic  tri- 
bunal will  offer  a  more  flexible  schedule  of 
sittings  than  is  now  available. 

Pleas  of  guilty  with  an  explanation  may 
be  given  from  9  o'clock  in  the  morning  until 
9  o  clock  at  night,  Monday  through  Thurs- 
day; and  from  9  o'clock  in  the  morning  until 
4  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  on  Fridays. 

In  the  four  hearing  rooms  for  pleas  of  not 
guilty,  there  will  be  five  sessions  each  day 
at  9;  10:30;  2;  3:30;  and  7,  except  on  Friday 
when  there  will  be  no  night  sitting.  Each 
session  will  be  of  1%  hours'  duration. 

It  is  hoped  that  the  longer  hours  and  in- 
creased number  of  sessions  will  allow  the 
public  earlier  and  more  convenient  trial  dates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  mechanics  have  been 
established  to  conduct  a  fair  and  objective 
evaluation  of  this  pilot  project.  People  attend- 
ing at  any  of  the  hearing  rooms  will  be 
requested  to  complete,  anonymously,  a  ques- 
tionaire  designed  to  reflect  the  effectiveness 
and  the  acceptance  of  these  new  changes.  I 
shall  report  to  the  hon.  members  of  the  pro- 
gress of  the  pilot  project  as  it  develops. 

Careful  consideration  will  be  given  to  the 
results  obtained  from  a  careful  evaluation  of 
the  project  with  a  view  to  the  desirability  of 
applying  some  of  its  principles  to  other  areas 
of  the  province. 
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I  really  wish  to  acknowledge  at  this  time, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  co-operation  and  support 
extended  by  Chief  Adamson  and  members 
of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  police  force 
with  responsibflities  in  the  borough  of  North 
York.  Each  of  these  oflBcers  has  toured  the 
facility  and  become  acquainted  with  the 
aims  and  the  objectives  of  this  programme. 
And  through  the  driver  improvement  pro- 
gramme and  other  fresh  concepts  being 
implemented  in  this  ambitious  pilot  project, 
it's  hoped  that  drivers  will  accept  a  more 
positive  approach  toward  the  serious  effects 
of  failing  to  follow  our  community's  high- 
way trajffic  laws. 

I  can  assure  all  members  of  the  House,  sir, 
that  this  pilot  project  represents  an  effort  to 
respond  to  the  public's  attitude  to  court  pro- 
cedures, and  to  couple  them  with  a  new  en- 
lightened approach  to  sanctions  for  the  breach 
of  provincial  statutes. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  invite  the  mem- 
bers of  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  tour  the 
facilities  at  the  Don  Mills  Rd.  location  to- 
morrow afternoon,  beginning  at  4.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  North  York  municipal  council  have 
also  been  invited  to  attend  on  this  tour  as 
well. 


ASSISTANCE  FOR  FLOOD  VICTIMS 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Resources  Development):  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  have  been  some  questions  asked  in  the 
last  week  as  to  the  nature  of  the  investigation 
to  be  carried  out  in  respect  of  the  Grand 
River  flooding.  I  would  like  to  advise  the 
House  that  the  investigation  will  not  be  an 
internal  one.  It  will  be  carried  out  by  people 
outside  of  the  ministry  and  the  hearings  will 
be  held  in  public. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  wonder  if  the  Solicitor 
General  (Mr.  Kerr)  heard  that? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Well  said! 
That's  the  best  thing  the  minister  has  done 
this  session.  Him  personally. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  further  statements 
by  the  ministry? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  best  thing  he  has  done 
this  session. 

Mr.  Lewis;  That's  co-ordination. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


ASSISTANCE  FOR  FLOOD  VICTIMS 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    Further   to    the    brief 
statement   from  the   policy   secretary,   is   he 


prepared  to  name  those  who  will  have  the 
responsibility  for  conducting  the  investiga- 
tion and  when  it  will  begin? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
believe  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources 
(Mr.  Bernier)  will  have  that  information,  per- 
haps by  tomorrow  when  he  is  in  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
there  is  still  a  considerable  feeling  in  the 
community— and  it  is  not  going  to  disappear 
—that  the  method  of  assistance  to  those 
damaged  by  the  flood  waters  is  inadequate, 
both  provincially  and  federally,  can  the  min- 
ister now  report  to  the  House  if  he  has  had 
any  communications  with  the  government 
of  Canada  whereby  it  might  be  brought  into 
an  assistance  programme  on  a  more  generous 
basis  than  that  provided  under  the  present 
legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
really  is  not  a  supplementary  question,  it  is 
a  separate  matter  altogether. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  on  the  Grand  River 
problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  However,  while  I'm 
on  my  feet  I  might  tell  the  House  that  the 
assistance  to  the  municipalities  is  not  just 
confined  to  the  Grand  River  area.  It  is  for 
anyone  in  the  province  who  has  suffered  as 
a  result  of  those  floods.  They  weren't  just  in 
the  Grand  River  area.  However,  in  respect  to 
whether  we've  heard  from  the  federal  govern- 
ment, I  have  had  no  reply.  It  may  very  well 
be  that  my  colleague  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
White)  has,  and  I  would  suggest  that  per- 
haps if  we  haven't  had  a  reply  by  tomorrow, 
we'll  find  out  why.  I  don't  really  know  the 
amount  of  assistance  that  has  been  applied 
for  to  date,  because  that's  being  handled  by 
Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  supplementary  question, 
if  I  may:  Will  the  terms  of  reference  of  the 
inquiry  include  the  opportunity  for  persons 
who  suffered  damage  as  a  result  of  the  flood 
to  make  representation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
think  that  it  would  be  advisable  to  wait  for 
the  exact  terms  of  the  inquiry  to  be  an- 
nounced to  this  House  when  the  minister,  who 
is  absent  on  government  business  at  this  time, 
appears  in  the  House,  which  will  probably 
be  tomorrow.  I  would  just  as  soon  avoid 
making  any  comment  on  something  which 
may  pre-empt  the  investigation  to  be  carried 
out  by  the  board  of  inquiry,  or  whatever 
it  may  be. 
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Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Since  it  is  a  matter  of 
policy,  can  the  minister  advise  if  the  federal 
authorities  have  been  approached  to  provide 
funds  other  than  under  the  present  agreement, 
which,  of  course,  requires  the  damages  to  be 
at  least  equivalent  in  dollar  value  to  the 
population  of  the  province,  before  they  parti- 
cipate? Is  there  any  other  programme  that 
they  may  be  prepared  to  consid^er,  or  does  the 
minister  have  any  knowledge  of  other  pro- 
cedures that  could  be  followed  to  ensure  that 
federal  assistance  is  possible? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  we've 
done  is  to  ask  the  federal  government  to 
participate  in  giving  some  assistance  to  those 
people  who  have,  unfortunately,  su£Fered  as  a 
result  of  the  flood.  Now  any  kind  of  assist- 
ance would  be  welcome,  whether  it  be  under 
our  existing  legislation  or  perhaps  the  federal 
government  may  be  as  free  as  it  has  in  othefr 
instances  and  just  hand  out  a  few  cheques 
here  where  it  is  very,  very  sorely  needed. 


POLICE  RAID  ON  HOTEL 

^r,  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of.  the  Solicitor  General:  Can  the  minister  con- 
firm the  story  in  Saturday's  Star  that  he  has 
announced  that  he  is  looking  for  an  outsider 
to  head  the  investigation  into  the  Fort  Erie 
raid  circumstances?  It  probably  should  be 
called  the  Landmark  raid. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Fort  Erie  raid.  It  conjures 
up  1812. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  assume  that  is  in  reference 
to  questions  that  were  asked  in  the  House  on 
Friday  morning.  I  had  indicated  then  that  we 
were  attempting  to  hire  counsel  and  we  hoped 
that  would  be  done  within  the  matter  of  a 
few  days.  I  don't  recall  if  I  used  the  word 
"outsider"  or  not,  but  certainly  we  want  to 
hire  counsel  immediately  and  then  have  him 
assist  in  setting  up  the  machinery. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  not  agree,  having  thought  about 
the  situation  over  the  last  few  days,  and  pre- 
sumably having  discussed  it  with  his 
colleague,  the  policy  secretary,  that  the  situa- 
tion does  demand  an  outside  investigation— 
particularly  the  chairman  of  the  investigation 
should  be  an  outsider— rather  than  leaving  it 
entirely  in  the  hands  of  the  police  commis- 
sion? Has  the  minister  given  any  further  con- 
sideration to  that? 


Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  can't 
help  but  feel  that  this  is  one  of  the  reasons 
the  Ontario  Police  Commission  was  set  up  in 
the  first  place  and  the  Police  Act  was 
amended  just  a  few  years  ago  to  provide  for 
this  type  of  procedure.  Really,  if  we  haven't 
got  some  faith  in  that  commission  to  carry 
out  one  of  the  main  functions  of  the  commis- 
sion, the  commission  should  fold. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  chairman  has 
indicated  there  should  not  be  an  investigation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  answered  two  questions 
on  that  point  on  Thursday  and  Friday.  Cer- 
tainly the  chairman  has  two  assistants  oh  the 
commission  with  him.  There  are  staff  within 
the  commission  to  conduct  many  of  the  in- 
vestigations that  will  have  to  be  conducted. 
We  will  call  on  assistance,  for  example,  from 
the  OPP  and  things  like  that.  So  I  think  the 
inquiry  can  be  directed  by  the  commission. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
wouldn't  the  Solicitor  General  beheve,  that 
it  would  be  in  the  best  interests  of  all  of  the 
people  of  Ontario  if  he  didn't  have  policemen 
investigating  policemen,  and  that  to  guarantee 
impartiality  in  an  investigation  of  this  kind, 
the  least  the  minister  can  do  is  to  call  on  a 
judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario  or  the 
county  court,  or  someone  of  equally  impartial 
views,  to  conduct  the  investigation  so  there 
is  no  way  the  government  can  be  accused  of 
whitewashing  this  horrendous  tragedy  that 
took  place  at  Fort  Erie? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 

by  way  of  supplementary- 
Mr.    Speaker:    Perhaps    the    hon.    minister 

would  answer  the  first  supplementary? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  indi- 
cated that  I  want  the  police  commission  to 
direct  the  inquiry  generally.  Whether  or  not 
there  should  be  a  judge  appointed  is  some- 
thing that  can't  be  ruled  out  at  this  time  nor 
necessarily  has  to  be  ruled  out  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Solicitor  General  said  a 
judge  last  week. 

Mr.  Singer:  Backing  up  again.  No  wonder 
everybody  calls  for  the  minister's  resignation. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  The 
member  for  Downsview  is  the  only  one  who 
calls  for  his  resignation. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Even  the 
young  PCs  have  disowned  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  proceedings,  as  I  have 
said  before— the  conduct  and  the  whole  ma- 
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chinery  dealing  with  this  inquiry— have  not 
been  finalized  yet,  that  is  the  point  I  am 
making.  I  have  indicated  that  I  want  the 
Ontario  Police  Commission,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Act,  to  conduct  this  inquiry 
and  generally  be  in  charge  of  this  inquiry. 
I  have  also  indicated  that  there  will  be 
open  hearings,  public  hearings,  and  I  think 
that- 

Mr;  Singer:  Fully  open  or  partially  open? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —as  far  as  gathering  infor- 
mation is  concerned,  certainly  people  who 
are  attached  to  the  Ontario  Police  Commis- 
sion are  in  a  good  position  to  ask  the  neces- 
sary questions  of  the  various  people,  either 
the  police  or  patrons  who  were  involved  in 
that  particular  incident. 

■  Mt.  Singer:  Why  can't  a  judge  do  it  better? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dstle  is  next. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the  min- 
ister must  recognize  that  there  are  two  pub- 
lic interests  which  require  to  be  resolved  and 
understood  by  the  public?  One  is  the  public 
interest  in  the  police  activity  with  respect  to 
the  suppression  and  control  of  the  narcotics 
trade.  The  other  public  interest  is  with  re- 
spect.to  the  individual  liberty  and  freedom 
frorn  police  harassment. 

Surely  the  minister  must  understand  that  it 
is  equally  in  the  interests  of  the  police  as  it  is 
of  all  members  of  the  public, that  the  decision 
and  the  investigation  be  carried  out  by  a  per- 
son who  is  fully  impartial,  such  as  a  Supreme 
Court  judge  or  a  county  court  judge,  so  that 
we  will  be  able  to  resolve  very  difficult  ques- 
tions 6f  the  conflict  between  those  two  public 
interests. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Certainly  not  by  the  minister. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  was  perfectly  put.  How 
does  the  Solicitor  General  answer  it? 

Mr.  Singer:  It  has  been  perfectly  put  for 
three  days  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  again,  as  I 
refer  to  the  section  of  the  Police  Act,  there 
is  a  section  that  provides  for  hearings  under 
the  Public  Inquiries  Act.  It  is  quite  possible, 
at  that  stage,  as  far  as  the  conduct  of  the 
holding  of  those  hearings  is  concerned,  that 
somebody  other  than  a  member  of  the  On- 
tario Police  Commission  could  share  those 
hearings. 

Mr.  Singer:  When  is  the  minister  going 
to  decide?  How  long  is  he  going  to  delay? 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Does  the  minister  not  agree 
that  the  unfortunate  comments,  apparently 
made  by  the  chairman  of  the  Police  Commis- 
sion, surely  would  mean  that  that  gentleman 
could  not  serve  on  this  inquiry? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  the  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  have  answered  that  ques- 
tion twice  now. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Perhaps  the  minister  might 
answer  it  again. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister's  explanation  that 
he  was  misquoted  doesn't  even  coincide  with 
the  denial  by  him. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Stand  up  and  be 
recognized. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  will  speak  any  way  I  want. 
Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Stand  up! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary-^ 

Hon,  Mr.  Rhodes:  Stand  up! 

Mr.  Speatker:  Ordef,  please; 

Mr.  Lewis:  Am  I  to  understand  the  answer 
of  the  minister  to  mean  that  part  of  the  in- 
quiry, presumably  In  camera,  will  be  eondiict- 
ed  under  the  aegis  of  th6  Police. Commission, 
and  that  the  rother  part  of  the  inquiry,  pre- 
sumably external  and  public,  may  be  con- 
ducted under  the;  aegis  -of  a  judge  appointed 
by  the  minister,  and  that  this  is  the  Jekyll- 
and-Hyde  way  in  which  he  intends  to  handle 
something  of  this  consequence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  My  un- 
derstanding of  the  particular  section  of  the 
Act  is  that  there  will  be  a  lot  of  investigatory 
processes  that  will  be  conducted  by  the  com- 
mission; at  the  same  time,  or  during  the 
course  of  this  investigation,  there  will  be 
public  hearings.  It  is  quite  possible,  at  that 
stage- 
Mr.  Singer:  There  will  be  hearings  if  neces- 
sary but  not  necessarily,  eh? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  have  indicated  that  there 
will  be  hearings.  The  Police  Commission 
have  indicated  to  me  that  they  are  prepared 
to  hold  hearings. 

Mr.    Lewis:    Well,    who   will    govern? 
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Mr.   Singer:   All  the  hearings  are  private. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  will  govern  the  investiga- 
tion, the  judge  or  the  Police  Commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  All  I'm  saying,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  some  time  this  week  I  will  be  making 
an  announcement  in  this  House  as  to  the 
name  of  counsel  and  the  general  structure  and 
conduct  of  this  hearing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


HOUSING  PROGRAMMES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Can  the  Minister  of 
Housing  explain  to  the  House  why,  once 
again,  we  are  getting  specific  information 
about  the  implementation  of  housing  action, 
so-called,  in  the  weekend  press?  Specifically, 
can  he  give  information,  in  addition  to  what 
was  in  the  weekend  press,  about  the  agree- 
ment that  evidently  nas  been  signed  with 
Mississauga?  Has  he  worked  out  the  previous- 
ly expressed  objections  from  Mississauga, 
that  they  were  not  prepared  to  accept,  let 
us  say,  reduced  planning  facilities  in  order 
to  enter  into  this  special  programme?  Can 
he  indicate  how  many  houses  would  be  built 
and  what  their  cost  would  be,  and  what  de- 
velopers have  signed  an  agreement,  or  are 
prepared  so  to  do  with  tie  ministry? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  I  am  pleased 
that  the  mayor  of  Mississauga  considered  it 
appropriate  to  make  an  announcement  over 
the  weekend.  There  has  been  no  agreement 
signed.  I  think  the  Mississauga  council  is  to 
be  commended  for  accepting,  in  principle, 
the  housing  action  programme.  But  until  such 
time  as  there  is  an  agreement  on  the  price 
of  houses,  the  income  groups  which  will 
be  served  by  those  houses  built  under  the 
housing  action  programme— and  there  is  a 
clear  mdication  that  this  is  an  accelerated 
programme  and  not  simply  lots  that  were  due 
to  come  on  to  the  market  anyway— there 
can  t  be  an  agreement.  However,  I  do  hope, 
within  a  week,  to  be  sitting  down  with  Uie 
niayor  and  his  council  and  ironing  out  these 
details.  But  until  that  time,  I  don't  believe 
an  announcement  is  appropriate. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Then 
there  is  no  agreement  that  has  been  entered 
into  and,  as  far  as  the  minister  knows,  noth- 
ing has  been  done  to  dispel  the  objections 
previously  expressed  strongly  by  Mississauga, 
that  they  were  not  prepared  to  go  forward 
if  the  amenities  of  the  communities  that  were 


to  be  built  under  the  accelerated  programme 
were  going  to  be  reduced? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
response  to  the  first  part  of  the  question, 
obviously  I  can  concur  that  there  has  been 
no  agreement  signed.  As  far  as  the  second 
part  of  the  question  is  concerned,  I  have 
not  received  any  indication  whatsoever  from 
Mississauga  that  there  is  any  question  about 
social  amenities  which  they  may  be  deficient 
in  now  being  supported  by  the  nousing  action 
programme.  If  that  position  is  put  to  me, 
obviously  it  will  be  considered;  but  that 
position  has  not  been  put  to  me  recently. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Could  the  minister  say  just  how 
many  additional  units,  or  accelerated  units, 
he  hopes  to  achieve  in  Mississauga  imder 
the  programme  and  when  that  acceleration, 
if  any,  will  take  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  until 
such  time  as  an  agreement  is  signed  with 
Mississauga,  I  believe  it  would  be  premature 
to  start  playing  the  numbers  game  with  the 
hon.  member. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  supple- 
mentary: Is  the  minister  making  available 
details  to  the  members  of  councils,  where 
the  housing  action  programme  is  being  im- 
plemented, to  show  them  why  the  financial 
support  proposed  by  the  minister  will  en- 
sure that  no  existing  property  taxpayer  will 
suffer  as  a  result  of  the  low-income  housing 
being  developed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  put  before  the  councils  a  proposal  for 
an  interim  unconditional  grant.  We  have  also 
proposed  to  the  councils  that  we  help  them 
finance  housing  action  studies.  If,  in  the 
process  of  maJdng  those  studies,  it  is  in- 
dicated that  the  financial  impact  is  greater 
than  the  interim  unconditional  grant,  we 
would  be  quite  prepared  to  consider  an 
additional  grant.  I  think  I  should  point  out 
to  the  hon.  member,  however,  that  this  will 
vary  from  municipality  to  municipality  be- 
cause of  the  wide  range  of  lot  levies  which 
different  municipalities  impose  on  developers. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  final  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  not  have  gross 
figures  from  a  study  by  TEIGA  that  could 
be  made  available  to  them  and  to  the  rest 
of  us  so  that  we  can  understand  the  basic 
costs  that  are  involved,  regardless  of  lot 
levies? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  be- 
lieve that  the  figures  TEIGA  gave  us  were 
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developed  very  quickly  and  probably  with- 
out the  kind  of  intensive  research  that  would 
make  them  completely  accurate.  They  are 
an  interim  indication  of  the  financial  impact 
of  accelerated  development.  That's  all  they 
are.  This  is  what  we  have  committed  our- 
selves to  as  a  ministry.  As  I  said  to  the  hon. 
member  in  reply  to  his  previous  question,  if 
more  intensive  studies  conducted  by  the 
municipalities  themselves,  in  conjunction 
with  TEIGA,  should  indicate  that  the  grants 
which  we  are  now  making  available  are  not 
suflBcient,  then  we  are  prepared  to  enter  into 
further  negotiations  with  them. 

Mr-    Speaker:    The    hon.    Leader    of    the 
Opposition. 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 


PRICE  DIFFERENTIAL  BETWEEN 
CANADIAN,  U.S.  CARS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  First  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations.  Is  the  minister  aware 
that  on  many  models  of  automobiles  the 
difference  in  the  factory  list  prices  between 
the  United  States  andi  Canada  ranges  from 
11.5  per  cent  to  15.3  per  cent  higher  in 
Canada?  Since  that  violates  the  spirit  of  the 
auto  pact,  does  he  intend  to  undertake 
corrective  action,  either  by  getting  to  the 
companies  themselves  for  an  explanation  or 
by  approaching  the  federal  government? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Constmier 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr,  Speaker,  I 
was  aware  that  there  is  a  substantial  per- 
centum  per  automobile  attached'  to  the  price. 
I  have  also  been  under  the  impression  that 
this  was  primarily  attached  to  the  automobile 
as  a  form  of  federal  tariflF  for  the  introduction 
of  automobiles  into  this  province. 

I  recall  reading  an  article  not  too  many 
years  ago,  which  stated,  I  believe,  that  the 
Maverick  automobile,  manufactured  in  or  near 
St.  Thomas,  Ont.,  cost  more  to  the  Canadian 
consumer  than  to  the  consumer  in  the  United 
States. 

I  have  no  intention  of  writing  at  this  par- 
ticular time.  I  will  point  out  once  again  that 
if  I  felt  any  purpose  was  served,  I  would 
certainly  be  the  first  to  do  so. 

I  am  also  aware  of  tariffs  that  apply  in 
other  areas,  particularly  relating  to  my  own 
area,  the  tender  fruit  industry;  their  com- 
plaints for  reduction  of  tariffs  so  far  have  re- 
sulted in  a  negative  response  in  any  mean- 
ingful way.  It's  a  matter  of  great  concern  in 
that  particular  industry  in  my  own  home  area. 


Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
the  workers  in  the  industry  on  both  sides  of 
the  border,  having  carefully  analysed  the  sub- 
ject matter,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  price  diflFerential  is  unjustified  and  not 
attributable  to  tariffs,  and  since  it  ranges  from 
$339  to  $823  on  various  automobiles,  who 
then  protects  the  consumers  of  Ontario  from 
whatever  the  automobile  companies  think 
they  can  make  additionally? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  It's  the  same  way  consumers 
are  treated  in  Manitoba. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  As  I  have  pointed  out 
many  times  to  the  hon.  member,  my  charter, 
as  I  understand  it,  is  not  one  of  economic 
management  of  this  province,  but  one  of  trade 
practices.  I  suggest— 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  consumer  protection, 
though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —I  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  the  hon.  member  knows  perfectly  well, 
that  economic  management  of  that  type  of 
product  would  certainly  appear  to  me  to  be 
seated  in  the  federal  government,  not  only 
as  to  the  people  of  Ontario  but  to  all  of  the 
consumers  in  Canada. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Consumer  protection  is  in  the 
minister's  department. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Whatever 
is  good  for  CM  is  good  for  Ontario. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  his  responsibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Under  what  legislation? 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
the  minister  is  engaged  in  studies  of  rates  of 
return,  for  example,  in  the  food  industry, 
clearly  considering  it  within  his  province,  can 
he  explain  why  the  rate  of  return  for  the 
entire  corporation  of  Ford  Motor  Company  is 
14.6  per  cent  in  the  United  States  but  26.5 
per  cent  in  Canada,  primarily  the  Ontario- 
based  operation  therefor?  Again  I  ask  the 
minister,  who  protects  the  consmners  of  On- 
tario from  what  may  be  price  gouging,  what 
some  of  us  think  clearly  is  price  gouging,  on 
the  part  of  the  automobile  companies? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
leader  of  the  NDP  has  pointed  out  that  I 
have  now  presumed  that  I  am  seized  with 
the  responsibility  and  he  analogizes  by  using 
the  food  industry. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  used  the  tender  fruit  in- 
dustry. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  will  tell  him  this— 
and  I  have  said  this  in  this  House,  too— we 
did  the  food  study  and  we  did  the  seminar 
last  fall  as  a  method  of  an  educational  under- 
taking for  the  people  of  this  province,  to  put 
the  facts  and  figures  before  them  hopefully  in 
a  meaningful  and  accurate  way. 

■  It  appeared  to  us  and  to  my  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  last  July 
and  August  that  many  of  the  articles  read 
were  created  and  regurgitated  through  the 
media  and  the  facts  and  figures  were  not 
correct.  By  having  the  seminar  in  Toronto  on 
Sept.  18  last  and  inviting  over  400  members 
of  the  media  to  attend— and  it  was  well 
attended— 

.  \i[r,  Cassidy:  The  consumers  were  absent. 
And  the  industry— to  give  its  side  of  the 
story, 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Why  not? 

iMr.,  Cassidy;  The  minister  is  just  a  captive 
of  the  industry. 

Hon.   Mr.  Clement:   I   notice  the  member 

didn't  attend.  Why  doesn't  he  shut  up?  If  he 

is  talking,  let  him  say  something  he  knows; 

otherwise  he  should  listen  and  he  might  learn 

something. 

,  . '  ■  , 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  only  way  the  minister 

deals  in  consumer  protection  is  to  act  as  an 

applpgist  for  the  industry. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

'•:  Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  suggest  the  cars 
manufactured  in  this  province  and  most  of 
the  cars  manufactured  in  this  country  are  sold 
throughout  Canada.  I  submit  it  is  a  matter 
of  federal  monitoring  and  a  matter  of  federal 
taxation.- 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  federal. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Most  of  the  automobiles  are 
sold  here  and  the  minister  knows  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  thank  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  for  the  question.  I  did 
expect  it  or  a  question  along  that  line. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Did  the  minister  put 
him  up  to  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  I  didn't  put  him 
up  to  it,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  a  problem;  it 
gives    our  mediation   services   great   concern. 

On  Friday  evening  they  briefed  me  not 
only  on  the  Union  Gas  situation  but  on  some 
other  labour  problems  throughout  the  prov- 
ince but  this  is  the  one  at  the  top  of  our 
list.  I  feel  at  this  point  in  time  it  is  in  good 
hands  and  it  would  be  a  mistake  for  me  to 
intervene  personally  other  than  by  our  me- 
diation service.  As  members  know,  these 
things  can't  be  done  in  the  public  eye.  Pro- 
gress is  being  made.  It  is  serious  and  I  am 
going  to  keep  in  touch  with  it  but  I  will  not 
give  an  undertaking  to  intervene  at  the  pres- 
ent time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  presume  the  applause  was 
for  the  attitude  of  the  minister's  response 
rather  than  its  content. 


•      CONDITIONS  AT  BROCKVILLE 
CHEMICAL  INDUSTRIES 

Mr,  Lewis:  Can  I  ask  another  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour?  Was  another  matter 
on  which  the  minister  was  briefed  the  ques- 
tion of  health  and  safety  conditions  at  the 
Brock ville  Chemical  Industries  Ltd.  in  Corn- 
wall? His  predecessor  did  .  virtually  nothing 
about  this  even  though  there  is  a  letter  on 
record,  dated  April  5,  from  the  industrial 
safety  branch  of  the  ministry  indicating  that 
the  complaints  of  the  men  were  justified,  that 
corrective  measures  were  ordered  but  they 
have  as  yet  to  be  implemented. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  not 
have  any  information  on  that  but  I  will  try 
to  obtain  it  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 


UNION  GAS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour,  if  I  may:  Would  he 
undertake  to  involve  himself  directly,  as  the 
new  Minister  of  Labour,  in  the  Union  Gas 
dispute  in  the  hope  that  he  might  bring  to 
that  problem  a  perspective  which  no  one  else 
has  been  able  to  bring  thus  far? 


LICENSING  OF  LANDFILL  SITES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment.  I  notice  that 
quietly— that  is,  without  his  anouncement— 
Disposal  Services  Ltd.  received  the  increased 
extension  of  dumping  on  the  20-acre  landfill 
site  in  Vaughan  township.  What  has  hap- 
pened to  the  900-acre  site  for  which  it  has 
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also    requested    authority    from    the    ministry 
to  proceed? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  ( Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment ) :  As  far  as  the  larger  site  is  con- 
cerned—I believe  it  is  a  700-acre  site— there 
are  applications  on  two  parts  of  it  for  an 
environmental  hearing.  There  has  been  no 
date  set  for  that  as  yet. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  date  at  all? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No  date. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Is 
the  minister  satisfied  in  his  own  mind  that  the 
further  wanton  abuse  of  that  20-acre  site— I 
don't  know  how  else  to  describe  it;  some  of 
us  have  seen  it— is  justified  by  this  private 
firm? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  the  member  knows, 
we  put  a  control  on  it  and  there  are  certain 
things  they  had  to  do  on  the  site.  When  the 
Environmental  Hearing  Board  made  its  re- 
port back,  it  made  certain  recommendations 
of  things  that  must  be  done  at  the  site. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  minister's  reason  for  approval  of  this 
purel\-  the  desperate  situation  in  Toronto  for 
garbage  disposal?  Or  is  the  minister  also 
concerned  about  the  potential  contamination 
of  the  headwaters  of  the  Don  River;  the 
sources  of  water  supply  for  both  Maple  and 
Richmond  Hill?  What  will  the  minister  do  if 
further  development  of  landfill  disposal  sites 
in  that  area  contaminates  these  important 
sources  of  water  for  the  areas  north  of 
Toronto? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Before  they  will  be 
allowed  to  go  ahead  on  the  20-acre  site,  the 
teclinical  studies  will  have  to  be  completed; 
and   they  are  being  done  right  now. 

Mr.  Deacon:  By  the  hydraulics  branch? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  By  the  hydraulics 
branch,  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  a  last  question  of  the 
same  minister  on  a  related  matter.  In  the  case 
of  York  Sanitation  Co.,  another  American 
firm,  which  has  applied  to  the  minister  for 
expansion  for  the  so-called  Bremner  dump, 
four  miles  west  of  Stouffville,  which  involves 
great  concern  to  the  community  about  the 
possibility  of  leakage  into  the  wells,  why  is 
he  considering  a  further  hearing  on  this  dump 


when  there  is  such  consolidated  elected 
municipal  antagonism  to  any  further  disposal 
on  that  site? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  quite 
obvious  the  member  for  Scarborough  West 
isn't  up  to  date. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  may  be. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  issued  a  control  or- 
der last  week  setting  out  12  conditions  for 
that  particular  site— the  one  known  as  the 
Bremner  dump.  We  cut  down  the  amount  of 
tonnage  that  could  go  in  there  and  we  gave 
them  certain  clean-up  instructions.  I  will  also 
be  meeting  with  their  representative,  the 
member  for  York  North  (Mr.  W.  Hodgson), 
who  has  requested  a  meeting  with  the  coun- 
cil. I  believe  we  will  be  meeting  next  week 
on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  The 
minister  is  saying,  I  take  it,  that  if  the  con- 
trol order  is  adhered  to,  he  will  continue  to 
allow  the  site  to  be  used  for  dumping  pur- 
poses, despite  the  behaviour  of  the  company 
in  the  past? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  I  said,  we  issued  a 
control  order  and  set  out  12  points  to  which 
they  must  adhere. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River  I  believe  was  first. 


STRIKE  AT  ARTISTIC  WOODWORK 
CO.  LTD. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Thank  you 
Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Solici- 
tor General.  What  answer  is  the  Solicitor 
General  going  to  give  to  the  Canadian  Lib- 
erties Association  in  regard  to  Miss  Vickie 
Trerise  and  the  action  of  the  police  during 
the  Artistic  Woodwork  Co.  strike? 

Hon.    Mr.    Kerr:    Mr.    Speaker,   I   just   re- 
ceived   a    letter    late    last    week    from    Mr. 
Borovoy,   who    I   believe   is    counsel   to   the 
Civil  Liberties  Association- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Director. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —or  the  director— and  had 
a  chance  to  read  it.  There  are  one  or  two 
things  that  concern  me  before  I  reply  to  the 
letter.  One  is,  of  course,  that  this  matter  was 
the  subject  of  a  court  case;  and  also  appar- 
ently the  main  complaint  by  Mr.  Borovoy  is 
the  complaints  bureau  operated  by  the  Metro 
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police  commission  or  the  Metro  council.  In 
other  words,  he's  suggesting  that  there  be  a 
province-wide  complaints  bureau. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes;  the  minister  must  have 
heard  a  bit  about  that  in  his  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  right.  Now  one  of  the 
things  also  is  the  fact  that  the  Metro  council 
has  appointed  Arthur  Maloney,  QC,  to  look 
into  this  whole  matter  of  the  complaints 
bureau.  I  wouldn't  want  to  prejudge  his  find- 
ings or  make  a  decision  as  to  the  necessity  of 
a  province-wide  bureau  until  we  have  the 
advantage  of  his  particular  investigation.  Also, 
of  course,  the  OPC  looks  into  complaints  in 
respect  to  actions  of  municipal  policemen.  So 
having  said  that,  I'm  still  not  satisfied  I  have 
enough  information  to  reply  to  all  the  points, 
particularly  in  relation  to  the  individual 
Vickie  Trerise.  I  want  to  find  out  more  about 
that,  and  then  I'll  reply. 

Mr.  Reid:  Supplementary,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  not  feel  in  view  of 
this  particular  situation— and  the  Landmark 
situation— where  the  young  lady  was  found 
innocent  and  acquitted,  that  the  time  has 
come  for  a  different  mechanism  to  deal  with 
this  so  the  public  can  be  satisfied  that  justice 
is  being  done? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  is  not  too  much  of 
an  analogy  between  this  situation  and  the 
Landmark  situation  really.  This  is  a  matter  of 
charges  that  were  laid  against  a  young  lady 
about  whom  the  civil  liberties  group  is  now 
concerned. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  point  is  that  people  can't 
get  any  redress. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Whether  there  was,  for 
example,  police  brutality  in  this  particular 
instance  is  something  that  is  requested  of  me 
by  the  director. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  is  next. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary:  In  the  same 
vein,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  will  the  minister 
take  action  to  remove  judges  from  police 
commissions  in  order  to  remove  the  conflict 
of  interest  that  was  first  outlined  by  the 
McRuer  commission  three  or  four  years  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  was  also 
subject  to  consideration  and  recommendation 
by  the  task  force  on  policing.  A  recommenda- 
tion was  made  there. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  recommended  it  on  a 
split  vote. 


Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  was  a  minority 
report. 

Mr.  Singer:  AH  the  policemen  M^ere  in 
favour  of  retaining  the  judges. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  This  is  one  of  the  recom- 
mendations I  hope  to  deal  with  first. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Interminable  is  the  word. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  two  questions  from  that 
party. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  think  not. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  I  submit, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  question  from  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  was  a  new  ques- 
tion and  not  a  supplementary  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  perhaps  the  hon. 
member  is  correct  but  I  did  not  rule  it  out 
of  order  on  that  basis.  I  felt  there  was  some 
area  of  similarity  and  I  therefore  permitted  it 
as  a  supplementary.  Therefore,  to  correct  the 
situation,  the  next  member  will  be  a  member 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party. 

An  hon.  member:  Unfair. 


SALE  OF  GOODS  AT  CNIB  STORE 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Goverrunent  Services.  Is  the  minister 
aware  that  in  the  boutique  operated  by  the 
CNIB  downstairs  most  of  the  material  is 
made  outside  Canada?  There  are  things  from 
the  Republic  of  China,  from  Taiwan  and 
Japan. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Even  a  Bill  Davis  doll. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Bill  Davis  doll  comes  from 
Taiwan. 

Mr.  Reid:  Wind  it  up  and  it  does  nothing. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Will  the  minister  undertake, 
in  co-operation  with  his  colleague,  the  Min- 
ister of  Community  and  Social  Services  (Mr. 
Brunelle)  who  pays  a  young  lad)-  full  timj 
to  promote  the  sale  and  the  marketing  of 
Indian  crafts  and  gemstones,  which  is  becom- 
ing an  important  industry  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  to  have  those  articles  sold  that  are 
of  such  great  interest  to  the  people  and 
which  are  receiving  wide  acclaim  from  the 
people  in  the  province? 
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Mr.  Singer:  How  about  a  model  of  the 
CNR  private  car? 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Govern- 
ment Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  could 
certainly  agree  to  that  suggestion.  I  think 
we  could  encourage  the  CNIB  Cater  Plan 
people  to  sell  souvenirs  made  by  the  native 
peoples  and  other  such  articles.  I  don't  think 
I  can  forbid  the  CNIB  from  selling  items 
other  than  what  might  be  made  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Supplementary:  Will  the  min- 
ister undertake  to  co-ordinate  such  a  plan 
with  his  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services,  who  actually  has 
people  on  his  staflF  doing  precisely  that  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Yes,  I  think  it  would  be 
an  excellent  idea  and  I  will  certainly  discuss 
it  with  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George  is  next. 


HOUSING  PROGRAMMES 

Mrs.  Campbell:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Housing:  In  view  of  the 
editorial  in  this  morning's  Globe  and  Mail, 
has  the  minister  decided  that  10  per  cent 
of  the  housing  product  under  the  Ontario 
action  programme  should  be  public  housing, 
that  is,  rent-geared-to-inoome  units  rather 
than  units  sold  under  the  HOME  plan? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  could 
give  the  hon.  member  a  very  short  answer 
and  say  no.  The  housing  action  programme 
contains  the  provision  in  it  that  10  per  cent 
of  the  units  made  available  -will  be  under 
the  HOME  plan.  We  are  studying  the  im- 
plications of  including  some  type  of  rent 
supplement  programme  within  housing  action. 

It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that 
the  majority  of  the  products  will  not  in  fact 
be  rentals.  They  will  be  for  home  owner- 
ship. Inasmuch  as  there  may  be  some  rentals 
built  by  developers  under  the  plan,  we  are 
quite  prepared  to  consider  including  in  the 
plan  rent  supplement  units. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Supplementary:  Mr. 
Speaker,  will  the  minister  give  this  Legis- 
lature a  breakdown  of  this  figure  so  that  we 
understand  precisely  out  of  the  31,100  units 
how  many  may  be  rent-geared-to-income 
housing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
initial  statement  which  was  tabled  in  the 
House     last     Monday     indicates     this     quite 


clearly:  The  only  part  of  the  31,000  which 
will  not  be  public  housing  will  be  the  12,000 
units  built  under  OHAP,  and  of  course  a 
portion  of  those  will  be  included  in  the 
HOME  programme,  as  I  have  just  said. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   That's  not  true.   The  Globe 
is  too  kind  to  the  minister  anyway. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 


SPADINA  EXPRESSWAY 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications,  in  the  absence  of 
the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  since  today  is  the 
third  aimiversary  of  the  scuttling  of  the 
Spadina  Expressway,  which  has  been  re- 
placed by  nothing,  what  message  of  hope  and 
expectations  does  the  minister  have  for  the 
people  who  live  in  my  constituency  and  who 
have  been  strangling  on  the  traffic  and 
transportation  congestion  in  my  area?  Or  are 
they  to  be  as  disappointed  in  the  future  as 
they  have  been  in  the  past  three  years? 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  will  be  another  an- 
nouncement about  this  time  next  year,  I 
would  think. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
afraid  that  I  don't  have  any  message  at  all 
to  pass  along  to  the  hon.  member's  con- 
stituents. 

Mr.  Reid:  Oh,  we  know  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  just  about  sums  up  the 
minister's  pohcy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Windsor 

West. 


DISPUTE  AT  BORDEN  CO.  LTD. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Can  the  minister  inform  the  House  about  the 
extent  of  involvement,  if  any,  of  the  media- 
tion branch  in  the  dispute  with  Borden's  at 
Belmont,  Ont.,  where  the  company  has  in 
fact  locked  out  the  workers  and  is  now  adver- 
tising for  and  hiring  additional  help? 

Hon.  Mr.  McBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't 
catch  the  name  of  the  party  involved. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Borden's  at  Belmont,  Ont. 


2748 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No  sir.  I  have  no  in- 
formation on  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  will  db 
my  best  to  obtain  information  on  the  situa- 
tion there  and  pass  it  on  to  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Windsor- Walkerville, 


RAILWAY  RIGHTS  OF  WAY 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications. As  railway  rights  of  way  in  many 
communities  are  located  in  the  core  areas, 
holding  core  area  urban  land,  and  as  many 
communities  wish  to  redevelop  the  lands  on 
which  the  railways  are  now  situated,  what 
financial  involvement  is  the  ministry  pre- 
pared to  take  with  the  federal  authorities  so 
that  these  lands  may  be  expropriated  and 
municipalities  may  develop  tiiem  for  other 
uses? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  no  policy  developed  along  those  lines. 
We  have  been  awaiting,  of  course,  the  pass- 
ing of  the  legislation  at  the  federal  level,  and 
now  that  that  is  passed  we  will  have  an  op- 
portunity to  enter  into  discussions  with  the 
federal  ministry.  I  can  assure  the  hon.  mem- 
ber that  if  there  is  some  way  that  we  can  co- 
operate to  help  develop  these  unused  rights 
of  way  then  the  ministry  would  certainly  be 
interested  in  doing  so. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Will  the  minister  report  to  the  House 
after  he  does  meet  with  the  federal  author- 
ities, so  that  we  know  exactly  what  the  policy 
of  the  ministry  will  be  at  that  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  would  be  most  pleased 
to,  Mr.  Speaker.  Of  course,  the  hon.  member 
realizes  it  will  be  sometime  after  July  8. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sandr 
wich-Riverside. 


STUDY  OF  VINYL  CHLORIDE 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  arising  out  of  today's  report  of 
new  cases  of  hver  cancer  in  the  vicinity  of 
vinyl  chloride  plants  in  the  United  States: 
Since  this  raises  the  possibility  that  vinyl 
chloride  and  polyvinyl  chloride  manufactur- 
ing processes  present  an  air  pollution  hazard 
outside  the  plants— therefore,  not  only  to  the 
workers  on  the  inside  but  also  to  those  who 
live   in   the   vicinity   of   the   plants— can   the 


minister  tell  us  how  many  such  plants  there 
are  in  Ontario  and  whether  emissions  from 
such  plants  are  being  or  will  be  monitored? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
can't  tell  the  hon,  member  how  many  plants 
there  are,  but  I  can  certainly  tell  the  hon. 
member  that  we  do  keep  an  eye  on  all  plants 
that  are  creating  air  pollution  problems,  and 
I  will  get  the  hon.  member  a  fuller  report  as 
soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may:  In 
view  of  the  astonishing  evidence  that  is 
emerging  in  the  United  States  about  the 
effects  of  vinyl  chloride  and  polyvinyl 
chloride— I  guess  associated  with  B.  F,  Good- 
rich, is  it  not,  as  one  of  the  companies— has 
the  minister  himself  yet  initiated  a  survey  of 
whether  or  not  such  processes  are  being  used 
in  the  manufacture  of  plastics  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Such  as  Esso  Chemicals  in 
Sarnia? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —whatever  the  plants  may  be- 
in  order  to  avoid  the  kind  of  crisis  that  we 
now  see  in  lead,  in  asbestos  and  in  uranium? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Of  course,  we  are  deal- 
ing with  a  health  problem  as  well  as  an 
environmental  problem. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  can  assure  the  hon, 
member  that  we  are  very  much  concerned 
about  any  problems  that  affect  our  environ- 
ment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  has  the  minister  initiated  a 
study— 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  assume  that  our  people 
are  looking  at  it.  I  am  not  sure  of  it,  no. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Will  the  minister  report  back? 


DIAL-A-BUS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  Can  he  tell  us  the  amount 
of  current  expenditure,  capital  expenditure, 
and  the  amount  assessed  to  staff  work  in 
relation  to  the  disastrous  dial-a-bus  experi- 
ment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  anticipating 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  has  a 
great  interest  in  this  particular  project,  I  am 
having  all  those  figiues  put  together  for  him. 
Rather  than  simply  presenting  one  lump 
figure,  I  am  having  it  broken  down  exactly 
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the  way  he  would  like  it  and  I  will  present  it 
to  him  here  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  there  are  a  few  minutes 
remaining. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


HIRING  OF  LIQUOR  STORE 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations:  Is  the 
minister  aware  of  any  sex  discrimination  in 
hiring  and  employment  practices  at  the 
Liquor  Control  Board  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Am  I  aware  of  any— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sex  discrimination. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  No,  I  am  not  aware  of 
any  sex  discrimination  practices  at  that  board. 
I  am  aware  that— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  not  a  two-part 
question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  am  aware  that  there 
is  a  difference  and  I  often  have  toasted  to  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  min- 
ister inquire  into  the  employment  practices 
of  the  board  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  has 
only  two  full-time  women  employees  at  its 
retail  stores  compared  with  2,200  men;— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —in  view  of  the  fact  that 
only  one  woman  at  the  board  earns  more 
than  $15,000  a  year  compared  with  257  men; 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  only  two  women  earn 
between  $10,000  and  $15,000  a  year,  com- 
pared with  1,253  men;  and  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  part-time  female  cashiers  are  being 
paid  at  a  rate  of  $107  a  week,  if  they  work 
full-time,  compared  to  about  double  that  rate 
for  men  doing  comparable  work  in  the  same 
stores? 

Will  the  minister  conduct  an  inquiry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  fig- 
ure I  am  aware  of  is  that  there  is  somewhere 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  80  female  employees 
at  the  Liquor  Control  Board  of  Ontario  at 
this  particular  time.  As  the  board  swings  into 
its  self-service  stores  programme  entirely 
across  the  province,  this  figure  will  neces- 
sarily increase  as  they  are  employing  females 
as  cashiers. 


I  was  asked  the  other  day  if  we  would  hire 
women  in  any  other  capacity.  To  my  knowl- 
edge we  have  not  had  any  apply,  but  there 
are  some  difficulties,  particularly  in  the 
manual  work  that's  involved  at  the  stores  in 
loading  and  unloading  trucks.  As  far  as  I  am 
aware  no  women  have  ever  made  application 
for  that  type  of  employment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  aware  that  women  are 
actually  discouraged  from  seeking  those  jobs, 
and  is  he  also  aware  that  the  weight  of  a 
case  of  liquor  which  they  might  be  possibly 
required  to  lift  on  the  job  is  about  the  same 
as  the  weight  of  a  nine-month-old  baby? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  a  good  parallel. 
Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  don't  know  whose— 
An  hon.  member:  That's  a  big  baby. 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Does  the  case  leak? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  like  to  know 
who  is  actively  discouraging  the  ladies  from 
making  application.  That  I  don't  know  and  I 
would  welcome  that  information. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  when  one  doesn't  invite 
it,  one  discourages  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Second,  they  don't 
raise  them  as  big  in  Niagara  Falls  as  they  do 
in  Ottawa  Centre  because  a  case  of  40-oz 
bottles  weighs  about  30  lb,  so  they  must  have 
a  lot  of  big  babies  up  there  in  Ottawa. 

An  hon.  member:  One  of  Pierre's. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville,  with  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary  to  the 
minister:  In  the  hiring  of  ladies  as  cashiers 
in  the  liquor  stores,  would  the  minister  con- 
sider ladies  who  have  physical  handicaps  so 
that  we  can  have  another  avenue  available  for 
those  who  are  handicapped? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  a  good  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr,  Speaker,  the  board 
has  followed  a  pattern  in  certain  stores  of 
hiring  people  who  are  somewhat  handicapped 
so  long  as  they  can  complete  and  carry  out 
their  function.  The  tyi)e  of  function  that  the 
member  describes  I  would  suggest  could  be 
carried  out  by  someone  who  had  a  bad  leg 
or  something  of  that  nature. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  All  their 
employees  are  handicapped.  They  are  all 
Tories. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Perhaps  they  appear 
to  be  handicapped  to  the  member  when  he 
goes  in  but  it's  three  times  in  one  day,  you 
know,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  isn't  fair  for  him  to 
comment  after  his  third  trip. 

Nothing  personal;   I   admire   his   capacity, 


sir. 


Mr.  Rreithaupt:  In  that  as  in  other  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  be  glad  to 
obtain  a  definitive  statement  from  the  board. 
I  have  had  discussions  with  the  chairman  and 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned  and  aware,  there 
is  no  discrimination  in  this  type  of  hiring. 

I  should  point  out  that  I  think  a  number 
of  people,  particularly  members  of  this 
Legislature,  are  approached  constantly  by 
people  in  their  own  communities,  and  prop- 
erly so,  for  an  opportunity  to  obtain  employ- 
ment in  liquor  stores  and  various  outlets.  I 
have  followed  this  up,  and  I  know  that  in 
my  own  riding  I  think  there  are  some  200 
applications  from  people  who  have  indicated 
their  interest  in  working  in  this  particular 
capacity. 

It  has  just  been  pointed  out  that  two 
women  did  apply  for  jobs  in  the  warehouse. 
They  were  accepted,  but  they  didn't  turn 
up  on  the  day  that  they  were  to  commence 
work;  so  that's  the  only  thing  I  know. 

An  hon.  member:  They  were  NDP. 

An  hon.  member:  NDPers. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  final  supplementary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Briefly,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  a  very  gratuitous  note 
to  end  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  table  copies  of  the  contract  between 
the  consortium  and  my  ministry,  relating  to 
the    Haldimand-Norfolk    purchase. 


BRANTFORD  JAIL  BREAK 

Hon.  R.  T.  Potter  (Minister  of  Correctional 
Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  16,  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  asked  if  I  would  table 
information  in  connection  with  an  escape  in 
April  from  the  Brantford  jail.  I  am  pleased 
to  table  the  information  regarding  this  occur- 
rence. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 


SPEAKER'S  RULINGS 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
I  should  like  to  deal  with  two  matters  that 
were  raised,  I  believe,  on  Thursday,  of  last 
week;  one  was  raised  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  West  and  one  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth.  I  have  now  had  an 
opportunity  to  look  into  these  two  matters 
and  my  findings  are  as  follows. 

Firstly,  the  point  made  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  with  respect  to 
the  reference  of  boards  and  conmiissions  is 
valid  up  to  a  point.  It  is  perfectly  true  that 
on  Wednesday,  March  6,  when  the  standing 
committees  for  this  session  were  authorized 
by  the  order  of  the  House,  it  was  ordered 
that,  and  I  quote:  "All  boards  and  commis- 
sions are  hereby  referred  to  committees  Nos. 
1  to  4,  in  accordance  with  the  policy  areas 
indicated  by  the  titles  of  the  said  com- 
mittees." Therefore,  all  boards  and  commis- 
sions coming  within  the  Resources  Develop- 
ment policy  field  stand  referred  to  the  re- 
sources  development   committee. 

However,  before  any  such  board  or  com- 
mission can  be  called  before  the  committee 
there  must  be  a  decision  by  the  committee, 
at  least  by  a  majority  of  the  members  of 
that  committee,  that  the  committee  wishes 
to  hear  that  particular  board  or  commission. 
Moreover,  should  the  committee  decide  to 
call  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board, 
any  discussion  of  the  silicosis  problem  would 
have  to  be  confined  to  matters  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  board. 

The  schedule  of  meetings  of  any  standing 
committee  is  the  responsibility  of  the  chair- 
man. The  vice-chairman,  who  is  at  present 
acting  as  chairman,  takes  the  position  that 
as  the  board  comes  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Ministry  of  Labour,  the  estimates  of 
which  have  not  yet  been  considered  by  the 
committee,  there  will  be  ample  opportunity 
to  question  the  board  at  that  time.  As  the 
committee  has  already  taken  up  a  great  deal 
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of  time,  this  inquiry  should  be  conducted  in 
that  way. 

Those  are  my  findings  in  connection  with 
the  matter  raised  regarding  the  standing 
committees. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  point  of 
order,  you're  simply  giving  findings  rather 
than  an  opinion,  I  take  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  my  opinion  is  based  on 
these  findings  and  this  is  my  ruling  in  con- 
nection with  the  situation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  may  I  ask  you,  Mr. 
Speaker— I  didn't  quite  understand  the  final 
observation.  Because  the  chairman  of  the 
committee  believes  that  the  appropriate  place 
to  discuss  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  may  be  at  the  end  of  the  Labour 
estimates,  which  may  come  some  time  in 
October,  November  or  December,  rather  than 
calling  that  board  before  the  committee  now 
and  discussing  something  that  is  currently 
actively  under  discussion,  are  you  saying 
that  the  opinion  of  the  chairman  on  that  must 
therefore  prevail  over  the  views  of  the  com- 
mittee, or  over  the  responsibilities  of  the 
House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No.  What  I  had  really  said 
to  the  hon.  members  of  the  House  is  that  the 
chairman  does  schedule  the  meetings  of  the 
committee,  and  the  committee  meets  and 
hears  those  boards  or  commissions  decided 
upon  by  a  majority  of  the  members  when  they 
vote. 

Now,  the  chairman,  in  this  case  the  vice- 
chairman,  is  acting  as  the  chairman,  and  I  am 
reciting  to  the  House  the  position  taken  by 
the  vice-chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  hear;  but  it  contradicts 
the  position  taken  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  this  is  the  position  taken 
by  the  chairman  and  the  chairman  does 
schedule  the  meetings  of  the  committee. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Just  one  moment,  please.  If 
the  hon.  members  of  the  committee  decide 
that  they  should,  in  fact,  by  majority  vote, 
summons  any  board  or  commission,  it  would 
be  my  position  that  they  can  do  so. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  know 
whether  it  is  a  point  of  order  or  a  point  of 
privilege:  As  someone  who  sat  through  the 
entire  committee  hearings,  the  committee  on 
two  occasions  decided  to  summons  before  it, 
or  request  to  appear  before  it,  representatives 
from  the  board  to  deal  within  the  capacity  of 


the  board,  precisely  as  you  have  described, 
with  the  questions  of  miners'  health  at  ElHot 
Lake.  I  don't  in  any  way  incriminate  the 
Speaker  in  it,  but  your  findings  today  effec- 
tively destroy  the  possibility  of  having  any 
outside  testimony,  contributions,  submissions, 
on  matters  at  Elliot  Lake.  I  see  it  as  a  delib- 
erate effort  on  the  part  of  the  government  to 
suppress  what  should  be  legitimate  public 
information.  It  is  worthy  of  none  oi  the 
government  members.  And  I  am  sure  I  am 
right;  because  that  kills  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  is  right  and  the  govern- 
ment knows  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  been  killed  dtead  today. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  same  point 
of  order:  I,  too,  was  in  the  estimates  when 
this  whole  discussion  took  place.  And,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  I  was  just  rereading  what  I 
consider  one  of  the  most  shameful  pieces  of 
interchange  that  has  gone  on  in  this  Legis- 
lature in  regard  to  the  democratic  process. 

It  was  agreed  by  all  parties  in  that  com- 
mittee, sir,  that  they  would  follow  the  course 
of  action  as  outHned  and  the  vice-chairman 
—I  can't  think  of  his  riding  offhand)— 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Lanark. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  member  for  Lanark  (Mr. 
Wiseman)  agreed  that  he  had  made  a  commit- 
ment and  was  prepared  to  follow  that 
through.  And  if  this  matter  does  not  go 
through  as  was  promised'  and'  was  indicated— 
and  it  had  the  approval  originally  as  well  of 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources^then  I 
would  say  it  is  a  subversion  of  the  whole 
democratic  process  in  this  chamber. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Absolutely.  Quite  incredible. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Might  I  ask  a  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  with  respect  to  this  matter?  Can 
the  Speaker  advise  us  as  to  how  members  of 
the  committee  can  bring  this  kind  of  a 
problem  before  the  House  if  the  chairman  of 
the  committee  does  not  call  a  meeting  at 
which  the  matter  can  be  discussed? 

What  is  the  alternative  open  for  members 
of  committees  to  bring  this  point  forward  so 
that '  something  that  may  have  been  decided 
in  committee  can  be  proceeded  with  in  the 
absence  of  the  co-operation  and  leadership  of 
the  chairman  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  perhaps  there  is  some 
misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  the  members 
as  to  what  I  said. 

For  their  benefit  and  clarification,  I  think 
perhaps  I  should  re-read  part  of  the  com- 
ments that  I  made: 
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Before  any  such  board  or  commission 
[And  I  was  referring  there  to  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  in  this  par- 
iticular  case.]  can  be  called  before  the  com- 
mittee, there  must  be  a  decision  by  the 
committee,  at  least  by  a  majority- 
Mr.  Lewis:  There  were;  there  were  two  dfe* 
cisions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  information  that  I  foimd 
was  that  there  was  no  such  majority  decision. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  absolutely.  On  a  point  of 
order  that  is  a  categorical  fabrication*— 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right;  just  a  mintite. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —if  that  is  what  was  conveyed 
to  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wasn't  at  the  committee;  I 
am  just  pas,sing  on  the  information  that  was 
passed  on  to  me.  And  if  the  committee- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Then  the  Speaker  has  been  mis- 
led inadvertently  by  that  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  committee  passes  a 
resolution  by  a  majority  vote  that  they  sum- 
mon the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board, 
they  must  so  summons  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  not  do  it.  I  don't 
know  why;  it  is  quite  iimocent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  last  part  of  the  com- 
ments I  had  made  was  simply  reciting  to  the 
House  the  position  taken  by  the  vice-chair- 
man; and  I  take  no  responsibility  for  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Then,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  fur- 
therance to  the  point  I  raised,  if  at  this  stage 
the  members  of  the  committee  are  of  a  mind 
to  summons  the  board,  and  the  chairman  does 
not  call  a  meeting  of  the  committee,  what 
recourse  do  the  members  of  the  committee 
have  to  get  the  matter  dealt  with— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Reopened?  No  way.  You  have 
killed  it;  not  you  personally.  Generically,  it 
is  destroyed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  think  not.  I  think  that 
if  this  takes  place,  and  the  members  by 
majority  vote  approve  a  resolution  to  summon 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  that  it 
is  incumbent  upon  the  chairman  or  vice- 
chairman  to  arrange  such  a  meeting. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  can't  do  that  if  you 
can't  have  a  meeting. 


Mr.  Lewis:  You  can't  do  that  without  a 
meeting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  I  think  the  chainnan  is 
obliged  to  call  a  meeting.  If  this  is  not  done, 
I  think  the  hon.  members  should  report  it 
to  me  as  Speaker,  and  I  will  look  into  it. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  that  if  a  majority  of  the 
members  wish  to  have  a  meeting  of  the 
committee  and  it  is  not  called,  Mr.  Speaker 
should  be  advised? 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, we  will  request  such  a  meeting  to  rein- 
state the  decisions  that  were  taken.  But  we 
know,  by  virtue  of  what  has  been  read  to 
the  House  today,  that  a  decision  has  been 
made  over  there  to  prevent  the  committee 
from  hearing— 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  It  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Absolutely.  A  calculated  decis- 
ion has  been  made  over  there.  A  calculated 
decision  for  no  reason. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Didn't  the  member 
say  the  minister  agreed  to  that?  He  is  con- 
tradicting himself. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  must  say  to 
the  hon.  members  that  there  was  no  such 
information  passed  on  to  me.  Neither  the 
government  nor  any  persons  within  the  gov- 
ernment passed  on  to  me  any  decision  they 
had  made.  I  based  this  purely  on  my  find- 
ings. 

Mr.  Reid:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  final  word,  if 
I  may,  on  this  matter.  Could  I  suggest,  sir, 
that  you  make  yourself  acquainted  with  the 
Hansard  for  Thursday,  May  23,  I  believe, 
and  the  conversation  or  dialogue  which  took 
place  between  the  members  of  that  commit- 
tee between  approximately  9  and  10:30  at 
night?  I'm  sure,  sir,  I  think  it's  incumbent 
upon  you  to  protect  the  rights  and  privileges 
of  this  House.  I'm  sure  you  will  do  so  once 
you  have  read  Hansard. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  sure  the  hon.  member 
realizes  that  I,  as  Speaker,  fully  realize  what's 
incumbent  upon  me  as  Speaker  and  what  is 
not  incumbent  upon  me. 

I  am  referring  now  to  the  point  raised  by 
the  member  for  Wentworth.  As  I  said  pre- 
viously, Wednesdays  are  sessional  days  even 
when  reserved  for  committees.  Non-sessional 
days  during  the  sessions  are,  of  course,  Sat- 
urdays and  Sundays,  public  holidays,  and  any 
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day  on  which  this  House  is  actually  adjourn- 
ed and  recessed  for  such  things  as  funerals, 
etc. 

A  sessional  day  reserved  by  order  of  the 
House  for  committees,  therefore,  is  nonethe- 
less a  sessional  day.  The  suggestion  that  be- 
cause a  certain  committee  is  sitting  on  an- 
other matter,  for  example,  a  bill,  on  a  certain 
Wednesday  and  not  on  estimates  could  not 
be  interpreted  to  mean  that  it  was  therefore 
not  a  sessional  day.  In  accordance  with  what 
I've  already  said,  and  I've  ruled  on  this  be- 
fore, sessional  days  are  such  regardless  of 
what  may  be  the  agenda  of  any  committees 
which  may  be  sitting  on  such  days. 

Orders  of  the  day. 


THIRD  READINGS 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order, 
third  reading  of  Bill  Pr20,  An  Act  respecting 
the  City  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  I  may  comment  on  this  bill;  we  had  a 
debate  on  second  reading  of  the  bill  on  Friday 
and  we  asked  that  the  bill  be  put  over  until 
the  government's  intentions  were  known  with 
respect  to  general  legislation  in  this  whole 
area  of  demolition  control  to  meet  the  very 
legitimate  and  needful  requests  of  the  city 
of  Toronto  to  protect  the  inner  core  of  the 
city  principally. 

Now  the  minister  is  in  the  House  today;  he 
was  not  here  on  Friday.  I  want  to  know  why 
it  is  not  possible  to  hold  this  bill  until  the 
minister  introduces  his  legislation?  The  strange 
conjunction  in  time  is  very  odd  in  that  we 
should  be  forced  to  put  through  the  City  of 
Toronto  bill  when  we  now  understand  that 
the  mayor  and  the  minister  have  talked  about 
the  demolition  control  legislation.  I  have  no 
idea  whether  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  Toronto 
is  in  agreement  with  the  province's  legisla- 
tion. My  guess  is  he's  not.  My  guess  is  that 
the  government's  legislation,  when  it's  intro- 
duced, will  be  substantially  defective  in  ac- 
complishing what  the  mayor  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  wishes  to  accomplish. 

I  don't  quite  know  how  to  proceed.  I  don't 
particularly  wish  to  move  another  hoist  for 
this  bill  and  force  a  vote  on  a  pleasant  sum- 
mer Monday  afternoon  in  the  Legislature 
when  we  have  other  matters,  such  as  that 
fascinating  Bill  25,  to  deal  with  on  third 
reading  as  well.  To  be  spending  all  our  time 
on  the  third  reading  of  bills  rather  than  deal- 
ing with  other  matters  seems  to  me  to  be  per- 
haps a  little  bit  wasteful. 


Is  it  conceivably  possible  that  in  the  course 
of  this  debate  on  the  third  reading  of  Bill 
Pr20  the  government  could  tell  us  the  exact 
day  on  which  the  bill  is  going  to  be  intro- 
duced? Will  that  exact  day  of  the  introduction 
of  that  bill  be  today,  tomorrow,  the  next  day? 
Will  it  be  during  the  course  of  this  week? 
Have  the  discussions  taken  place  with  the 
city  of  Toronto?  Are  the  officials  of  the  city 
of  Toronto  and  the  elected  representatives  of 
the  city  of  Toronto  in  agreement  about  the 
nature  of  the  general  legislation;  or  are  we 
going  to  find  that  Bill  Pr20,  by  reason  of  the 
motion  as  moved  by  the  member  for  Beaches- 
Woodbine  (Mr.  Wardle)  will  be  a  fait  ac- 
compli and  a  dead  issue  as  far  as  its  being 
recalled  into  the  Legislature  on  our  finding 
that  the  actual  legislation  as  proposed  by  the 
government  is  inadequate? 

It's  an  exasperating  situation.  I  can't  con- 
ceive of  anything  other  than  ill  motivations 
that  would  lead  the  government  to  force  a 
man  like  the  member  for  Beaches-Woodbine 
to  be  in  complicity  with  the  government  in 
this  method  of  defeating  the  legitimate  wishes 
of  the  city  of  Toronto.  I  am  afraid  my  friend, 
the  member  for  Beaches-Woodbine,  is  being 
used  by  his  own  party  for  this  purpose. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  know  how  a  person 
who  is  not  a  member  of  the  private  bills 
committee,  in  a  procedure  that  allows  a  bill 
to  go  from  second  to  third  reading  without 
going  to  committee  of  the  whole  House,  can 
make  any  comments  on  individual  clauses  of 
a  bill  or  make  any  motions  for  amendments 
in  the  clause-by-clause  consideration  of  a 
private  bill? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  private  bill,  of  course, 
has  been  referred  to  the  private  bills  com- 
mittee for  fuU  consideration.  It  does  not  go 
to  the  committee  of  the  whole. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  can  make  a  few 
comments  at  this  time- 
Mr.  Speaker:  As  the  hon.  member  was 
wanting  to  speak,  I'll  deal  with  this  question 
later  if  necessary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'd  just  like  to  clarify  for 
the  member  for  Riverdale  the  situation  that 
we  have  at  the  present  time.  I  was  away  on 
Friday,  otherwise  I  would  have  spoken  to 
the  point  on  second  reading  of  Bill  Pr20; 
however,  the  matter  in  Thunder  Bay  was 
quite  important  to  northwestern  Ontario. 

Specifically,  what  we  have  done  is  we  met 
with  Mayor  Crombie  of  the  city  of  Toronto 
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and  his  staff  on  Thursday.  We  have  told  him 
we  would  wait  until  today  to  receive  his 
written  comments  as  to  the  proposed  legis- 
lation. There  were  two  points  which,  in  our 
opinion,  were  not  too  diflBcult  to  resolve,  but 
I  wanted  to  have  in  writing  their  exact  posi- 
tion. As  I  had  indicated  to  the  members  of 
the  private  bills  committee,  I  wanted  that 
before  we  introduce  legislation. 

We  have  meetings  scheduled  for  later  on 
this  afternoon  to  discuss  this  bill  further.  We 
will  be  meeting  in  cabinet  on  Wednesday  to 
refine  the  proposal  of  last  week,  which  the 
Treasurer  ( Mr.  WTiite )  indicated  to  the  mem- 
bers of  this  House  we  did  discuss  last  week 
in  cabinet.  It  is  our  intention,  if  all  goes  well, 
to  bring  the  proposed  legislation  to  caucus  on 
Thursday  and  to  introduce  the  legislation  to 
the  House  this  week.  I  am  sure  that  the  city 
of  Toronto  does  not  want  the  other  phases  of 
its  bill  held  up  because  of  this  proposed  legis- 
lation, which  I  have  indicated,  and  the  Treas- 
urer has  indicated  will  be  brought  forth  in 
this  session. 

I  would  only  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
to  other  members  of  the  House,  I  would  deem 
it  very  appropriate  that  we  go  ahead  with  the 
bill  before  us  for  third  reading. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  the  minister  committing 
himself  to  introduce  the  bill  this  week? 

Mr.  Deacon:  On  a  point  of  order,  could  I 
get  clarification  of  this  matter  of  clause-by- 
clause  consideration  by  a  member? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  has  asked  in  what  manner  a  private 
bill  may  be  sent  to  the  committee  of  the 
whole  House.  At  second  reading,  if  any 
member  asks  for  it  to  be  sent  to  the  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House,  it  may  be  sent. 
No  member  dad  ask. 

'Does  any  other  member  wish  to  participate 
in  the  debate  on  third  reading?  The  hon. 
member  for  Beaches-Woodbine. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Wardle  (Beaches- Woodbine):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  merely  make  the  same  point  I 
made  on  Friday  morning.  The  six  remaining 
items  in  the  city  of  Toronto  bill  were  all 
approved  at  the  private  bills  committee.  I 
don't  think  there  is  very  much  discussion  on 
any  of  those  six  points.  It  seems  to  me,  see- 
ing they  were  discussed  fully  at  that  point, 
there  is  no  reason  to  hold  up  the  bill  on 
account  of  the  demolition  section  that  was 
withdrawn  before  it  went  to  this  House. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  have 
made  the  point  on  several  occasions  last 
year  and  again  this  year,  that  I  do  feel  the 
city    of    Toronto    requires    demolition    per- 


mission in  certain  forms  that  are  agreeable  to 
the  city  and  to  the  government.  So,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  most  anxious,  when  this  comes 
forward,  to  debate  the  issue  and  to  take  the 
appropriate  action.  But  I  see  no  reason  to 
hold  up  the  balance  of  the  Toronto  bill  while 
this  other  matter  comes  forward. 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 

Bill  Pr20,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Toronto. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  third  order,  third 
reading  of  Bill  25,  An  Act  to  impose  a  Tax 
on  Land  in  respect  of  certain  speculative 
Transactions  affecting  the  Control  or  Owner- 
ship of  Land. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  has  been  before  this  Legis- 
lature and  debated  for  as  long  a  time  as  any 
bill  I  have  seen  in  my  15  years  of  service  in 
this  Legislature. 

I  have  never  seen  a  bill  that  has  been  more 
badly  drafted,  more  confusing,  more  lacking 
in  clear  language,  or  more  difficult  to  under- 
stand than  this  one.  It's  small  wonder  that 
so  many  weeks  were  taken  up  in  debating  in 
committee  of  the  whole,  section  by  section, 
the  meaning  and  significance  of  this  statute. 
It's  small  wonder  the  ministry  has  been  forced 
to  retreat,  cover  up,  reverse  itself,  to  present 
originally  22  or  23  pages  of  amendments 
and  then  amendments  to  the  amendments.  It 
is  sad  that  the  bill,  while  in  theory  good,  its 
principle  having  logic  and  appealing  to  my 
party  because  we  believe  that  people  who 
just  push  pieces  of  paper  around  and  make 
inordinate  profits  should  be  taxed,  has  been 
so  badly  presented,  so  badly  drafted  and  so 
badly  advanced  by  the  government. 

(The  answer  of  the  minister  has  been:  "Well, 
don't  worry.  Don't  worry,  because  if  in  the 
process  we  find  that  the  bill  is  not  going  to 
work  properly,  or  not  work  the  way  we 
intended,  or  ff  the  net  is  cast  so  wide  that  it 
catches  the  barracudas  and  lets  the  minnows 
sneak  through"— or  is  it  the  other  way  around? 
—"we  are  going  to  take  imto  ourselves  by 
regulation  powers  that  will  allow  us  to  correct 
it." 

He  has  forgotten,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  prin- 
ciples of  taxing  statutes.  He's  forgotten  that 
they  should  be  precise.  He  has  invented  new 
law  as  he  has  gone  on.  He's  indicated  that 
persons  who  might  take  advantage  of  sections 
of  the  statute  as  written  have  every  right  to 
do  that.  He's  forgotten  the  difference  between 
avoidance  and  evasion.  He's  forgotten  most 
of  the  taxing  principles  that  have  been  estab- 
lished  by    decisions    of   our   courts,    and   he 
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presents  us  with  a  bill  that  the  editorial 
writers  in  the  Globe  this  morning  dtescribe  in 
an  editorial  in  one  section  as  "an  incentive  to 
cronyism."  What  else  could  one  expect  when 
the  minister  takes  unto  himself  the  power  to 
amend  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  bill  in 
any  way  he  wants  by  order  of  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council,  or  to  allow  taxes  to  be 
avoided  or  forgiven  or  forgotten  if  they  are 
inconvenient. 

Those  things  are  bad  enough  by  them- 
selves; but,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  most  serious 
flaw  in  this  bill  is  that  no  one  yet  knows 
whether  or  not  this  tax  is  going  to  be  allowed 
as  a  business  expense  by  the  government  of 
Canada.  If  it  is  going  to  be  allowed'  as  a 
business  expense  by  the  government  of 
Canada,  one  rate  of  taxes  will  apply.  If  it  is 
not  going  to  be  allowed  as  a  business  expense 
by  the  government  of  Canada,  another  rate  of 
taxes  would  apply. 

We  have  asked  the  minister,  we  have  urged 
the  minister,  we  have  begged  the  minister 
to  bring  us  some  land  of  an  authoritative 
opinion  from  someone  saying  there  is  reason 
to  believe  that  the  government  of  Canada 
would!  allow  this  as  an  expense  of  doing  busi- 
ness. But  all  we  get  are  mysterious  little 
memos  passed  from  the— well  it  is  only  the 
wondjerful  two  now,  it  is  usually  the  wonder- 
ful' three  who  sit  under  the  gallery,  who 
present  the  minister  with  arguments  from 
time  to  time. 

We  have  had  no  opinion  from  any  of  the 
known  or  accepted  or  accredited  tax  au- 
thorities, either  lawyers  or  accountants.  We 
have  asked  the  minister  if  he  couldn't  refer 
to  people  like  the  present  treasurer  of  the 
Law  Society,  Stuart  Thom,  who  is  well 
known  and  well  regarded  as  a  tax  lawo'er; 
Mr.  Stikeman,  who  is  a  partner  of  one  John 
Robarts,  who  is  well  known  for  his  tax  ex- 
pertise; or  Wilf  Goodman,  another  outstand- 
ing tax  lawyer  who  practises  here  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  We  have  asked  the 
minister  if  he  couldn't  seek  the  opinions  of 
some  of  the  outstanding  accounting  firms.  He 
hasn't  done  that. 

An  hon.  member:  Clarkson  Gordon. 

Mr.  Singer:  Clarkson  Gordon,  for  instance. 

It  is  interesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  particularly 
referring  to  Clarkson  Gordon,  that  when  the 
minister  was  pinned  down  in  the  hall  one  day 
by  the  press,  he  said:  "Yes,  there  was  one 
firm.  Peat  Marwick,  that  seemed  to  think  that 
the  tax  would  not  be  allowable.  However, 
Clarkson  Gordon  had  said  that  there  was  no 
reason  why  it  should  not  be  allowable  as  an 
expense." 


I  found  that  very  interesting,  because  if  the 
minister  had  ascertained  that  kind  of  informa- 
tion, I  wondered  why  he  hadn't  presented  it  to 
us  in  the  House,  because  it  has  been  a  great 
concern  to  many  of  us  as  to  what  outside 
opinion  there  possibly  was.  It  became  obvious 
the  minister  consulted  none  of  the  federal 
people.  It  became  obvious  there  was  no  opin- 
ion from  Mr.  Turner  or  from  his  deputy, 
or  from  Mr.  Gray  or  his  deputy  in  Ottawa. 
In  fact  Mr,  Turner,  in  a  recent  interview 
given  to  the  Toronto  Daily  Star  indicated  he 
had  grave  reservations  as  to  this  bill. 

There  are  a  whole  battery  of  federal  civil 
servants  whose  opinion  could  have  been 
sought.  There  are  a  few  groups  up  in  Ottawa 
who  give  opinions  about  taxing  matters;  none 
of  those  were  referred  to.  The  Tax  Founda- 
tion is  another  one. 

None  of  those  people  did  the  minister  call 
as  his  witness  or  as  his  authority.  Instead,  he 
refers  to  these  notes  he  gets  passed  from 
under  the  gallery  by  his  own  civil  servants. 
None  of  those,  Mr.  Speaker,  am  I  prepared 
to  accept  as  authority,  particularly  in  view 
of  the  very  bad  drafting  of  this  statute;  and 
the  bad  drafting  is  obvious  in  the  myriad  of 
amendments  that  we've  seen. 

But  back  to  Clarkson  Gordon:  If  the  min- 
ister was  correctly  quoted  in  an  article  in  the 
Star,  Clarkson  Gordon  had  given  him  some 
indication  there  is  no  reason  why  the  tax 
should  not  be  deducted.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  made 
it  my  business  to  inquire  of  Clarkson  Gordon 
as  to  whether  or  not  they  had  been  retained 
by  the  government  of  Ontario  to  give  them  an 
opinion.  I  was  told  definitely  by  Clarkson 
Gordon  that  no  such  retainer  had  been  en- 
tered into;  that,  in  fact,  Clarkson  Gordon  had 
given  no  such  opinion  to  the  government 
of  Ontario;  and  that,  in  fact,  Clarkson  Gor- 
don, in  its  letter  to  its  clients,  said  something 
quite  entirely  different  from  what  the  minis- 
ter implied  in  his  interview  with  the  press. 

I  have  in  my  hand,  Mr.  Speaker,  Clarkson 
Gordon's  memorandum  to  its  clients,  headed: 
"Ontario's  Provincial  Tax  Changes,  1974".  On 
page  A-2  of  that  opinion— and  this  is  on  their 
own  letterhead;  this  is  authoritative  and  was 
widely  distributed  to  the  clients  of  Clarkson 
Gordon— this  is  what  they  had  to  say: 

It  is  not  clear  how  the  land  speculation 

tax   and  income  taxes  interrelate. 

Quite  contrary  to  what  the  minister  implied 
in  his  interview  with  the  press. 

In  presenting  the  new  tax,  the  Ontario 
government  has  assumed  it  would  be  treat- 
ed as  a  cost  of  disposition  and  hence  a 
deduction   in   computing  the   gain  for  in- 
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come  tax  purposes.  While  the  tax  is  payable 
by  the  transferor  of  the  land  and  calciilated 
by  reference  to  the  gain  he  realizes,  it  is 
structured  as  a  tax  on  the  land  itself;  as 
such,  it  appears  to  be  a  tax  on  property 
rather  than  a  profits  tax. 

This  is  the  key  sentence  of  that  paragraph, 

Mr.  Speaker: 

The  federal  government  has  not  yet  indi- 
cated whether  it  will  accept  this  position 
for  income  tax  purposes. 

A  far  cry,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  that  last  sen- 
tence to  what  the  minister  misleadingly  told 
the  press,  presuming  he  was  correctly  re- 
ported; and  in  the  event  that  he  was  not 
correctly  reported,  and  since  the  report  was 
in  the  paper  several  days  ago,  one  would 
have  thought  the  minister  would  have  been 
the  first  one  to  stand  in  his  place  and  say 
he  had  been  incorrectly  reported. 

I'm  not  going  to  read  the  whole  of  this 
report,  but  down  at  the  bottom  of  page  A-2, 
Clarkson  Gordon  sets  out,  in  table  one,  the 
prospects  for  a  taxpayer  in  the  upper  brack- 
ets. It  has  two  columns;  one  says  if  the  land 
tax  is  deductible  and  the  other  says  if  the 
land  tax  is  not  deductible.  If  the  gain  is  in- 
come and  the  income  tax  rate  is  50  i)er  cent, 
75  per  cent  would  be  the  total  tax;  so  if  the 
income  tax  rate  is  61  per  cent,  80.5  per  cent 
would  be  the  total  tax. 

That,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  only  if  the  tax  is 
deductible;  but  then  move  over  to  the  next 
column.  If  the  tax  is  not  deductible  and  the 
income  tax  rate  is  50  per  cent,  the  tax  would 
be  100  per  cent;  if  the  income  tax  rate  is  61 
per  cent,  the  tax  would  be  111  per  cent. 

Now  that's  what  Clarkson  Gordon  said  in 
its  letter.  That  is  the  Clarkson  Gordon  opin- 
ion and  that  is  what  the  minister  wasn't  pre- 
pared to  tell  the  House  or  wasn't  prepared 
to  tell  the  press. 

The  table  goes  on  to  say  if  the  gain  is 
capital,  with  the  income  tax  rate  at  50  per 
cent  the  total  tax  would  be  62.5  if  it's  de- 
ductible and  75  per  cent  if  not  deductible. 
If  the  rate  was  61  per  cent  the  total  tax  if 
deductible  would  be  65.5  per  cent;  or  if  not 
deductible  80.5  per  cent. 

Again,  it's  a  far  cry  from  anything  the 
minister  told  either  us  in  the  House  or 
through  the  press  outside  the  House. 

Just  let  me  quote  one  more  sentence  from 
the  Clarkson  Gordon  letter,  on  page  A-3: 

No  attempt  has  been  made  to  integrate 
the  new  tax  with  the  Ontario  gift  tax  and 
both  might  apply  to  the  same  land  at  the 
time  of  a  gift. 


That's  something  we  really  haven't  touched 
on  before  and  I  think  it  is,  again,  significant. 
I  don't  know  the  consideration  the  government 
has  given  to  that  but  if  we  are  going  to  em- 
bark, Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  new  tax  surely  we 
should  know,  we  must  know,  we  have  to 
know,  what  the  incidence  of  that  tax  is  go- 
ing to  be.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  day  to 
say:  "Don't  worry;  if  there  is  something 
wrong  we'll  fix  it  up." 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  would  urge  the  Treasurer 
to  get  into  this  argument;  but  the  Treasurer 
dhooses  to  ignore  by  and  large  most  of  this 
debate.  He  did  get  quoted  in  the  press  one 
day  and  said  he  was  sure  his  good  friend, 
Mr.  Stanfield,  would  allow  this  item  to  be 
deductible  as  a  business  tax.  "Whether  or  not 
his  good  friend,  Mr.  Stanfield,  is  ever  going 
to  be  in  the  position  to  make  that  kind  of  a 
decision  remains  yet  to  be  decided.  A  lot  of 
people  in  Canada  don't  think  he  will. 

Whether  or  not  Mr.  Stanfield  will  ever  be 
in  that  position,  it's  interesting  that  the  Treas- 
urer refused  to  answer  whether  he  had  such 
a  commitment  from  Mr.  Stanfield;  and  the 
Treasurer  is  not  bashful  about  coming  for- 
ward when  he's  got  a  point  to  make.  If  he 
did  have  such  a  commitment  from  Mr.  Stan- 
field, I  am  certain,  knowing  the  Treasurer  as 
we  all  do,  he  wouldn't  have  hesitated  to  tell 
us  there  was  such  a  commitment.  It  was 
interesting  that  when  the  Treasurer  was  asked 
about  this  in  the  House,  his  rationalization 
in  this  regard  was  Mr.  Stanfield  knows  full 
well  the  problems  Ontario  has  in  raising  ade- 
quate finances  and  he  should  be  or  would  be 
one  of  the  first  to  say  that  Ontario  should 
have  greater  sources  of  revenue. 

Let's  examine,  really,  what  the  Treasurer 
meant  by  that  or  must  have  meant  and  how 
his  words  have  to  be  understood.  What  the 
Treasurer  was  saying  was  that  the  Province 
of  Ontario  has  too  few  sources  of  revenue 
and  it  should  have  an  abihty  to  tax  at  greater 
rates  and  not  have  to  go  cap  in  hand  to 
Ottawa.  What  the  Treasurer  was  saying  was 
that  the  Province  of  Ontario  should  be  able 
to  undercut  the  federal  taxing  power. 

Now  if  that  was  ever  allowed,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  whole  federal  taxing  power 
would  go  down  the  drain. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  don't  understand  this 
argument.  Will  the  member  try  to  make  it 
clear  to  me?  I  have  never  understood  that 
from  the  beginning. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right,  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale  says  he  doesn't  understand.  Let  me 
explain  it  this  way. 
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If  a  province,  any  province,  is  able  to  levy 
whatever  tax  it  chooses  in  whatever  amount 
and  set  it  off  as  a  deductible  item— and  chang- 
ing the  title  of  this  statute  from  being  a 
tax  on  income  to  a  tax  on  land  really  doesn't 
change  the  effect  of  the  Act— the  Province 
of  Ontario  is  levying  an  additional  tax 
claiming  it  is  deductible  and  shortening 
thereby,  or  lessening  thereby,  the  ability  of 
the  federal  power  to  use  its  taxing  power. 

The  Province  of  Ontario  then  grabs  unto 
itself  a  substantial  number  of  dollars— and 
this. is  the  point  that  the  Treasurer  was  mak- 
ing—which are  not  accountable  to  the  federal 
treasury,  which  the  federal  treasury  will  not 
be  able  to  use  in  equalization  payments  and 
for  the  general  good  for  the  whole  of  Canada. 

If  Ontario  so  taxes  that  its  taxes  are  of  such 
a  high  incidence,  and  those  taxes  are  not 
available  to  Ottawa,  then  the  whole  taxing 
power  of  the  federal  government  is  thereby 
reduced,  and  in  my  opinion,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  whole  structure  of  federalism  is  partially 
destroyed. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  member's  argument  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  law;  it  has  to  do  with 
political  economy. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  it  is  about  the  effect  of 
the  law. 

I  say  that  when  the  Treasurer  wanders 
into  this  kind  of  thinking  and  says  that  Mr. 
Stanfield,  as  an  intelligent  man,  would  agree 
with  this  kind  of  a  tax,  then  I  say  he  avoids 
the  realities  of  the  financial  structure  of  the 
government  of  Canada.  There  is  no  way 
that  any  federal  government,  no  matter  what 
stripe  it  has,  could  possibly  allow  this  tax  to 
be  deductible.  Mr.  Turner  was  asked  about 
it;  and  he  didn't  answer  completely,  but  he 
certainly  gave  no  indication  to  the  Province 
of  Oiitario  that  it  should  expect  this  as  a 
deduction. 

The  fact  that  the  minister  has  been  unable 
to  summon  to  his  assistance  any  tax  authority 
—the  fact  that  the  minister  has  refused  to 
retain  any  tax  authority  who  would  give  him 
an  opinion  to  back  up  his  position— speaks 
volumes. 

As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  diflBculty  that 
we  face  in  this  statute,  even  though  we  are 
in  accord  with  its  principle,  is  that  we  believe 
that  the  people  of  Ontario  have  to  know  what 
the  incidence  of  taxation  is  going  to  be.  Is 
the  incidence  of  taxation  going  to  be  in  cer- 
tain instances  as  high  as  111  per  cent,  as 
Clarkson  Cordon  say  in  their  letter  to  their 
customers?  If  that  is  so,  to  use  the  words 
of  the  minister,  the  tax  is  going  to  be  con- 
fiscatory,  and  the  minister  says  the  govern- 


ment of  Ontario  could  not  allow  confiscatory 
taxation. 

Surely,  before  this  bill  goes  through  third 
reading,  some  finality  to  this  very  serious 
problem  must,  in  fact,  be  arrived  at. 

Mr.  Singer  moves  that  the  motion  present- 
ly before  the  House  be  amended,  and  that 
all  the  words  in  the  motion  for  third  read- 
ing of  Bill  25  after  the  word  "that"  be  struck 
out,  and  the  following  substituted  therefor: 
"the  bill  be  not  now  read  a  third  time  but 
be  referred  to  the  standing  administration 
of  justice  committee  so  that  that  committee 
may  determine  whether  or  not  the  tax  im- 
posed by  this  bill  is,  in  fact,  deductible  as  a 
business  expense  under  the  federal  taxing 
statutes." 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  House  ready  for  the 
question? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs ) :  I  want  to  speak, 
if  I  may,  to  this  matter.  A  niunber  of  points 
have  been  made  by  the  hon.  member  prior 
to  offering  this  amendment  and  I'd  like  to 
touch  on  some  of  them. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  This  is 
very  interesting  to  see  the  Treasurer  in  this 
at  this  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  First  of  all,  the  hon. 
member  has  placed  an  amendment  which 
would  move  this  land  speculation  tax  bill  not 
forward  into  law  but  sideways  into  a  standing 
committee.  I  think  this  would  be  most  unfor- 
tunate. The  criticism  has  been  offered  by 
members  of  this  Legislature,  and  no  doubt 
elsewhere,  that  the  delay  in  enacting  a  statute 
is  making  it  diflBcult  for  business  transactions 
to  go  ahead;  and  to  once  again  postpone  a 
determination  of  the  issue  I  think  would  be 
unfair  to  those  affected  by  the  law. 

I  suppose  I  am  out  of  order  in  saying  so 
since  it  ascribes  motives  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  hon.  member  doesn't  want  further 
debate  and  consideration  in  committee,  he 
simply  wants  to  filibuster  this  law  to  death. 
This  must  bring  some  joy  to  the  hearts  of 
land  speculators.  I  can't  think  of  anybody 
else  who  would  be  satisfied  to  see  this  course 
of  action  decided  upon. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  this  perhaps  comes 
as  close  to  imputing  motives  as  I  have  ever 
heard. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Yes,  I  think  so. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  it  apologetically, 
so  he  didn't  mean  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Without  knowing  what 
the  hon.  member's  motives  are  and  without 
even  caring,  I  do  observe  that  the  only  peo- 
ple this  move  could  make  happy  are  the  land 
speculators  in  this  province  who,  funnily 
enough,  have  found  themselves  allied  with 
the  Liberal  Party  on  more  than  one  occasion 
in  the  last  13  or  14  months. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Shame. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  didn't  go  over,  try  the 
next  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Now,  sir,  the  hon.  member 
in  presenting  his  case  has  made  reference 
to  several  distinguished  jurists.  I  have  in  my 
hand  a  memorandum  which  one  of  those 
lawyers— I'm  sorry  I  used  the  wrong  word- 
sent  to  his  associates.  He  was  good  enough 
to  put  this  memorandum  in  the  hands  of  my 
colleague  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Meen), 
and  while  I  don't  mind  revealing  his  name 
to  the  hon.  members,  I  think  it  wouldn't 
be  appropriate  to  do  so  in  this  place  without 
getting  prior  clearance  from  the  author  of  this 
work. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  do  say  it  is  one  of  the 

names  that  was  mentioned  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Downs  view.  This  is  what  the  memo- 
randum says  in  part.  In  his  opinion,  "the  On- 
tario tax  must  be  regarded  as  an  expense 
which  is  deductible  in  computing  income  for 
federal  income  tax  purposes." 

Mr.  Singer:  Certainly  there  is  no  greater 
authority  than  an  anonymous  one. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  memorandum  goes 


on: 


Section  2(1)  of  the  Ontario  Act  imposes 
a  tax  upon  the  land  itself.  While  the  meas- 
ure of  the  tax  is  50  per  cent  of  the  excess 
of  the  proceeds  of  disposition  over  the 
adjusted  value,  that  is  to  say  the  cost  of  the 
land,  there  is  a  considerable  difference  be- 
tween a  tax  on  land  which  is  measured  by 
the  profit  realized  on  sale  and  an  income 
tax  on  the  vendor  in  respect  of  the  profit. 

This  difference  is  well  illustrated  by  the 
decision  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Esquimault 
and  Nanaimo  Railway  Co.  vs.  AGBC,  1950, 
AC  87. 

In  that  case  British  Columbia  imposed  a 
tax  on  timberlands  which  was  calculated 
b\  reference  to  the  amount  of  timber  cut 
from  the  land.  The  railway  contested  the 


tax  contending  that  it  was  an  indirect  tax 
which  would  be  passed  on  to  the  pur- 
chasers of  the  timber  and  that  it  was 
therefore  ultra  vires  to  the  province. 

However,  the  Privy  Council  held  that  any 
tax  on  land  must  be  regarded  as  a  direct 
tax,  irrespective  of  the  measure  of  tax  lia- 
bility, and  that  it  was  therefore  a  valid  tax. 
Similarly  the  Ontario  tax,  however  measur- 
ed, is  simply  a  tax  on  land.  The  Ontario  tax 
is,  by  virtue  of  section  5,  subsection  1,  a 
lien  on  the  land  until  it  is  paid.  Accord- 
ingly the  proceeds  of  the  sale  which  belong 
to  the  vendor  are  reduced  by  the  amount 
of  the  tax. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  not  a  lien  until  it  is  paid. 
That  is  what  the  section  says. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  continues: 

In  computing  the  profit  on  the  sale  for 
income  tax  purposes  it  would  be  absurd  to 
include  in  revenue  more  than  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  after  deduction  of  the  Ontario 
tax. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  statute  says  the  lien  can 
be  removed,  but  the  liability  for  the  tax  goes 
on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  memo  states: 

I  see  no  reason  to  treat  the  new  Ontario 
tax  as  any  less  deductible  for  income  tax 
purposes  than,  say  the  export  tax  imposed 
on  oil  exports  under  the  Excise  Tax  Act; 
both  levies  reduce  the  vendor's  revenue. 

J  d)o  not  consider  that  this  result  is 
affected  by  section  2,  subsection  3,  which 
•provides  that  the  Ontario  tax  is  payable  by 
the  transferor  of  the  land.  This  is  purely 
procedXiral.  In  fact,  if  the  transferor  is  a 
non-resident  of  Ontario  it  is  doubtful  that 
the  tax  can  be  recovered/  from  him  except 
•by  exercise  of  the  lien  imder  section  5, 
subsection  1. 

The  lawyer's  section  2: 

Income  tax  is  imposed  on  persons  resi- 
dent in  Canada  in  respect  of  their  taxable 
'income  for  the  year.  It  is  quite  possible 
for  a  person  to  make  substantial  profits 
(from  the  sale  of  land  which  is  subject  to 
the  Ontario  tax  but  to  have  no  taxable  in- 
'come  for  federal  income  tax  purposes. 

For  example,  if  we  are  dealing  with  a 
Teal  estate  development  corporation,  its 
'land  profits  may  be  completely  offset  by 
capital  cost  allowances  in  respect  to  build- 
ings held  for  investment.  By  virtue  of  regu- 
lation 1100  (1,  2),  it  is  not  subject  to 
regulation  1100  (11)  which  limits  most  tax- 
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payers'  claims  for  capital  cost  allowances 
to  their  rental  income. 

Since  the  Ontario  tax  is  payable  on  each 
land'  sale,  whether  or  not  die  taxpayer  has 
'any  taxable  income  for  the  year  from  all 
sources,  it  cannot  really  be  regarded'  as  an 
income  or  profits  tax. 

[The  lawyer  moves  to  his  third  point.] 

I  In  any  event  I  do  not  consider  that  there 
is  no  invariable  rule  that  any  tax  which  is 
measured  by  the  taxpayer's  armual  income 
must  be  non-deductible  for  the  purpose  of 
computing  income  for  the  purpose  of  some 
other  statute.  For  example,  in  Harrods 
Buenos  Aires  Ltd.  versus  Taylor-Goodby, 
1964,  41TC1450,  it  was  held  that  an  Argen- 
tinian tax  which  was  levied  on  an  English 
company  which  carried  on  business  in 
Argentina  and  which  was  measured  by  its 
company's  capital,  was  deductible  for 
British  income  tax  purposes.  The  court 
emphasized  that  this  was  a  franchise  tax 
imposed  for  the  privilege  of  carrying  on 
(business  in  Argentina  and  that  if  it  was  not 
paid  the  company  would  be  imable  to 
'carry  on  business  and  earn  its  profits. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  really  scraping 
when  he  goes  to  Argentina  to  find  this. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure  he  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  To  continue: 

In  the  court's  view  this  was  suflBcient  to 
constitute  the  Argentinian  tax  a  deductible 
expense  for  British  income  tax  purposes. 

Mr.  Singer:  What's  the  name  of  the 
counsel? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'd  be  glad  to  give  that 
to  the  member  privately. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  do  it 
publicly  if  he  is  calling  him  an  expert? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Or  after  I  get  his  per- 
mission to  reveal  it  publicly. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  didn't  the  minister  ask 
him  before  he  came  into  the  House? 

Mr.  Singer:  He  must  be  quoting  from  an 
anonymous  authority. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  comes  into  the  House  and 
can't  reveal  the  name  of  the  man. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  didn't  realize  I'd  be 
using  it,  and  would  not  have  used  it  had  the 
hon.  gentleman  not  used  this  man's  name 
among  the  parade  of  experts  he  thought 
might  have  been  consulted. 


Mr.  Singer:  Use  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Use  it  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It's  pointed  out  to  me  by 
the  law  ofiicers  and  by  my  Deputy  Treasurer, 
himself  a  distinguished  lawyer,  that  there  is 
no  constitutional  impediment- 
Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  that  no  one  would 
claim  there  was  an  objection  based  on  con- 
stitutional grounds.  The  question  revolves 
around  whether  or  not  there  is  some  con- 
tractual impediment,  in  that  there  is  a  con- 
tract in  existence  betwen  the  government  of 
Canada,  signed  by  the  Minister  of  Finance 
for  Canada,  and  between  Ontario,  signed!  by 
the  Treasurer. 

This  enables  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  make 
reference  to  a  red  herring  which  was  drawn 
across  the  face  of  this  debate  last  week  by  the 
member  for  Samia  (Mr.  Bullbrook)  who  was 
very  critical  that  the  correspondence  relating 
to  this  problem  was  undfertaken  by  me  and 
not  by  the  Minister  of  Revenue  to  his 
counterpart,  the  Minister  of  National  Rev- 
enue. The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  this  is  a 
contractual  agreement;  the  signing  parties  are 
Mr.  Turner  for  the  federal  government  and 
myself  for  the  Ontario  government.  It's  en- 
tirely natural— in  fact  essential— that  matters 
relating  to  the  contract  signed  by  us  for  our 
respective  governments  be  entered  into  by 
us. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  the  collection 
agreement? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  is  acknowledged,  at 
least  by  implication,  in  the  response  I've  had 
from  Mr.  Turner,  because  he  does  say:  *T 
will  consider  this  matter  when  the  legislation 
is  passed  by  the  Ontario  Legislature." 

That  brings  me  to  the  next  point.  The  hon. 
members  opposite,  who  are  the  handmaidens 
of  Ottawa- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  minister  never  sought 
it  in  advance. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —I  suppose  someday 
they'll  realize  this  is  not  a  source  of  strength 
but  a  source  of  weakness  for  them  here  in 
Ontario— at  any  rate,  the  handmaidens  of 
Ottawa  have  had  some  fun  with  this  and 
have  wanted  to  insert  a  section  in  our  legis- 
lation which  would  have  given  Ottawa  an 
automatic  excuse  for  not  permitting  this  as  a 
deduction. 

When  we  go  into  these  negotiations  on  this 
particular  point— 
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Mr.    Breithaupt:    What   section   was   that? 

Mr.  Singer:  What  section  was  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —the  section  which  would 
automatically— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Is  that  the  one  the  min- 
ister's suggesting? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —have  reduced  our  tax 
at  the  slightest  sign  of  a  no  from  Ottawa 
—that's  the  section  I  am  talking  about. 

Mr.  Singer:  Which  section  was  that? 

Mr.    Breithaupt:    The    one    the    minister's 

suggesting? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  How  absurd  it  would  be 
to  go  into  negotiations  with  Ottawa,  which 
may  or  may  not  be  diflBcult,  which  may  or 
may  not  be  protracted,  which  may  or  may 
not  be  tough— in  the  sense  that  the  other 
part  of  the  contract  is  intransigent— how 
ridiculous  to  go  into  such  a  situation  having 
provided  in  advance  an  escape  route  for  the 
federal  government.  Whether  this  was  sug- 
gested to  my  hon.  friends  elsewhere  by  their 
allies,  I  have  no  way  of  knowing,  but— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Actually  the  suggestion 
came  from  the  minister  who  carries  the 
wood  and  draws  the  water. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
That's  not  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —I  do  know,  as  a 
businessman,  a  politician  and  a  person  who 
has  had  some  experience  in  the  ways  of  the 
world,  that  it  would  have  been  absolute 
folly. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  came  from  the  min- 
ister. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Failure  would  have  been 
made  inevitable.  That's  the  Liberal  stance, 
of  course.  Why  didn't  it  occur  to  me  be- 
fore? Failure  preordained  is  what  they  have 
asked  us  to  accept.  We  will  reserve  that  for 
Liberal  federal  and  provincial  leadership 
contests. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  has  had 
better  days.  He  should  take  off  his  sweater. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  fact  of  the  matter  is, 
notwithstanding  any  reports  in  the  Toronto 
Star,  the  federal  Minister  of  Finance  has 
made  it  very  clear  to  me-and  his  officials  have 
made  it  very  clear  to  our  officials— they  are 
not  prepared  to  come  to  a  decision  in  this 
matter  until  the  bill  has  been  passed  by 
the  Legislature 


For  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
expect  the  legislation  to  go  forward  now.  If 
defects  reveal  themselves  in  the  weeks  and 
months  to  come,  these  will  be  improved 
upon;  the  deficiencies  will  be  eliminated. 

This  is  landmark  legislation,  as  our  Premier 
(Mr.  Davis)  had  occasion  to  say  in  Niagara 
Falls  over  the  weekend.  It  breaks  completely 
new  ground.  In  his  view  and  in  mine,  it  will 
be  adopted  by  other  jurisdictions  in  Canada, 
and  perhaps  in  other  countries  of  the  world. 
Land  is  unique  in  that  it  cannot  be  increased 
in  supply.  Mark  Twain  pointed  this  up  with 
his  quaint  comment:  "You  had  better  buy 
land;  they  ain't  making  it  any  more." 

The  economic  analyses  presented  by  Logan 
and  Inman  in  their  book  "Economic  Prin- 
ciples," published  in  the  late  1930s  or  early 
1940s,  set  forth  completely  different  diagrams 
for  the  supply  and  demand  of  land  and  the 
effects  of  speculation  therein,  with  the 
speculative  activities  and  the  consequences 
for  all  other  goods  which  can  in  fact  be  in- 
creased in  response  to  speculative  purchas- 
ing. 

It  is  made  very  clear  from  the  analyses  that 
the  effect  of  speculators  in  most  markets  is 
that  of  taking  off  the  peaks  and  filling  in  the 
valleys.  And  it  is  contended,  and  I  believe 
it,  that  this  has  the  effect  of  smoothing  out 
the  price  curve. 

Exactly  the  opposite  economic  effects  are 
observable  with  respect  to  land.  The  quantity 
cannot  be  increased  appreciably  and  the 
speculators  increase  the  peaks  while  deepen- 
ing the  valleys,  and  in  this  way  have  a 
destructive  influence  on  the  market. 

So  now  we  have  for  the  first  time  here— 
maybe  it  is  the  first  time  anywhere— legis- 
lation which  will  diminish  the  prospect  of 
profit  and  will  dampen  the  appetites  of  erst- 
while speculators.  It  will  enable  land  prices 
to  be  stabilized  or  lowered  and  will  enable 
working  people  in  this  province  to  buy  a 
decent  home  for  themselves  at  a  price  which 
is  in  keeping  with  their  income, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Treasurer  is  really  hop- 
ing, isn't  he?  It  isn't  going  to  be  "decent" 
quality;  and  he  knows  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  which  will,  hope- 
fully, as  a  byproduct,  divert  economic  re- 
sources from  this  destructive  speculative 
activity  and  into  equity  stock  and  other  con- 
structive investments  which  are  to  the  benefit 
of  the  people  in  this  country  and  societv  as 
a  whole. 

Now  sir,  we  have  had  a  number  of  cranky 
letters    to    newspaper    editors    and   others.    I 
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venture  to  say  that  every  such  letter  and 
every  such  objection  springs  from  somebody 
with  an  obvious  vested  interest  in  the  sub- 
ject at  hand. 

I  do  know  that  we  have  had  objective 
commentary  from  a  wide  variety  of  sources, 
from  citizens  and  groups  of  citizens.  And 
the  most  recent,  I  do  believe,  was  the  muni- 
cipal liaison!  committee  representations  last 
Wednesday,  which  unanimously  endorsed  this 
bill  while  recognizing  some  of  its  legal  com- 
plexities. 

I  think,  sir,  we  have  had  very  long  debate 
on  this  matter;  as  the  member  for  Downsview 
has  pointed  out  the  longest  in  his  memory. 
To  accept  this  motion  would  be  to  defeat 
the  purpose  of  this  legislation.  To  move  it 
sideways  into  committee  would  prolong  the 
uncfertainty  which  exists  with  respect  to 
transactions  affected  by  this  legislation;  and 
I  venture  to  say  give  some  new  impulse  to 
the  speculators  and  to  the  rising  speculative 
profits  which  this  legislation  is  designed  to 
prevent— which  I  do  believe  will  prove  to  be 
succ«essful. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  spend 
just  a  few  minutes  on  the  third  reading  of 
the  bill.  The  bill  has  been  before  the  assem- 
bly on  second  reading  and  in  committee  for 
a  long  period  of  time,  and  I  think  it  does 
deserve  certain  comments. 

r  want  to  make  our  position  clear  for  one 
reason,  and  that  is  that  the  Liberal  Party 
has  now  proposed  a  reasoned  amendtnent 
to  the  bill,  which  has  just  recently  been  read 
into  the  record  and  will  undoubtedly  be 
voted'  upon  by  way  of  division;  and  there- 
fore I  want  to  state  what  the  position  of  our 
party  will  be,  since  we  discussed  this  matter 
at  some  length  in  our  caucus  a  week  ago. 

^Ort  second  reading  of  the  bill  we  opposed 
the  bill  in  principle,  but  after  the  debate 
which  has  taken  place  and  the  length  of  time 
the  rriatter  has  been  before  the  assembly  and 
the  questions  that  have  been  raised  with  the 
government— and  they're  the  ones  who  now 
have  the  responsibility  for  the  carriage  of  the 
bill— we  can  see  no  useful  purpose  in  adopting 
the  recommendation,  as  set  out  in  the  motion 
for  reasoned  amendinent  by  the  member  for 
Downsview,  for  having  the  matter  referred 
to  a  standing  committee  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  whether  or  not  the  tax  is  deduc- 
tible. 

The  reason  for  that,  of  course,  is  that  the 
basic  question  of  whether  or  not  it  will  be 


deductible  for  federal  income  tax  purposes  by 
individuals  or  corporations,  or  for  federal 
capital  gains  tax  purposes,  will  depend  upon 
the  determination  of  the  ministries  in  Ottawa 
and  not  upon  any  determination'  which  may 
be  reached  by  a  standing  committee  of  this 
assembly. 

Of  course  the  country  is  engaged  in  a 
federal  election  with  the  new  Parliament  not 
elected  and  no  one  knows  at  what  point  in 
time  that  Parhament  will  assemble  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  consideration  to  the  kind 
of  governmental  operation  in  Ottawa  that 
may  permit  its  deduction.  Further,  obviously 
none  of  the  ministers  in  Ottawa  is  prepared 
to  make  any  decision  on  the  matter,  because 
if  it  is  not  an  expense  deductible  for  tax 
purposes,  then  presumably  it  will  have  to  be 
done  by  way  of  an  amendment  to  the  Income 
Tax  Act  of  Canada  for  the  purpose  of  making 
it  deductible.  The  federal  Parliament  will  not 
sit  for  some  time,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
indicate  that  this  proposed  tax  can  be  brought 
within  the  framework  of  a  dedtictible  busi- 
ness expense  undier  ordinary  accoimting  prin- 
ciples applicable  for  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing profit.  On  this  there  is  obviously  divided 
opinion.  Then  the  only  way  in  which  this 
exception  can  be  made  to  permit  the  deduc- 
tion of  this  kind  of  tax  would  be  by  a  legis- 
lative change  and  not  by  a  change  in  any 
regulation  which  may  emanate  from  Ottawa. 

Our  position  with  respect  to  the  reasoned 
amendment  is  that  persons  who  are  going 
to  be  subjected  to  the  tax  and  must  come  to 
a  conclusion  with  respect  to  its  deductibility, 
are  going  to  have  to  come  to  the  conclusion 
on  whatever  advice  they  can  get.  If  the  ad- 
vice is  that  it's  deductible,  then  undoubtedly 
it  will  be  tested  at  some  point.  If  the  advice 
is  that  it's  not  deductible,  then  it  will  also 
be  tested  at  some  point.  If  necessary,  an 
amendment  will  be  made  to  the  Income  Tax 
Act  of  Canada,  if  the  government  of  Canada 
decides  that  is  the  way  in  which  the  deduc- 
tion will  take  place. 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  that  the  way  the  member 
thinks  a  taxing  statute  should  work? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  just  want  to  reiterate  that 
absolutely  no  useful  purpose  can  possibly  be 
served  by  referring  this  bill  out  to  a  standing 
committee  on  the  administration  of  justice  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  a  matter  which 
cannot  be  determined  within  the  legislative 
competence  of  this  assembly  and  can  only  be 
determined  in  Ottawa.  The  procedural  result 
is  that  when  the  question  is  put  to  the  as- 
sembly as  to  whether  or  not  this  bill  be  now 
read  a  third  time,  we  in  this  party  will  be 
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voting  against  the  reasoned  amendment  and, 
therefore,  would  appear  to  be  supporting  the 
government.  That's  one  of  the  anomalies  of 
the  kind  of  decisions  which  are  made  with 
respect  to  the  way  in  which  the  votes  take 
place. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  That  is 
what  is  called  a  flip-flop. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right,  it  could  have  been 
easily  said  we  could  have  made  the  same 
distinction,  that  we  would  vote  for  the 
reasoned  amendment.  We  would  then  vote 
with  the  Liberal  Party  on  the  resolution  that 
the  bill  be  now  read  a  third  time  and  ap- 
pear then  to  be  adopting  the  position  of 
the  Liberal  Party.  If  there's  one  thing  that 
we  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  the  New 
Democratic  Party  try  to  guard  against  at  all 
times  is  that  of  adopting  the  position  of  the 
Liberal  Party. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Ruston:  We  are  glad  to  hear  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  just  no 
way  that  you  can  adopt  the  position  of  the 
Liberal  Party  without  being  engaged  in 
changing  your  opinion  from  week  to  week. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  don't  want  the  mem- 
ber's party  to  go  changing  its  opinions. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  want  to  make  it  perfectly 
clear  to  the  assembly  that  we  voted  against 
the  bill  on  second  reading.  We  do  not  agree 
with  the  principle  of  the  Dill  as  it  was  enun- 
ciated by  the  Treasurer  in  his  budget  and  as 
it  was  debated  in  the  assembly. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That's  why  the  member's 
party  is  going  to  vote  for  the  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  our  position. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes;  a  flip-flop. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  comes  a  point  in  time 
in  parliamentary  procedure- 
Mr.  Ruston:  A  somersault. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —when  one  has  to  decide; 
and  the  time  to  decide  is  at  second  reading, 
and  not  at  third  reading,  whether  you're  for 
it  or  whether  you're  against  it.  We're  going 
to  go  on  the  basis  that  we  think— 

Mr.  Ruston:  We'll  give  the  member  a 
month  to  change  his  mind,  that's  what  we'll 
do. 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  I  may  adopt  a  phrase  I 
used  during  the  course  of  the  Land  Transfer 


Tax  Act,  referring  to  my  own  particular 
argument  in  a  matter,  the  Liberal  reasoned 
amendment  is  a  fatuous  one  at  the  present 
time. 

If  I  may,  perhaps  I  should  deal  with  some 
of  the  matters  which  I  think  are  of  immense 
importance  to  us  in  this  tax.  There  has  been 
a  statement  made— and  the  member  for 
Downsview  made  it  during  the  course  of  his 
remarks  on  the  third  reading  of  this  bill; 
and  I  asked  him  if  he  would  explain  it  to  us 
—that  somehow  or  other  the  taxing  legisla- 
tion of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  both  in  this 
bill  and  in  other  bills,  might  in  some  way 
erode  the  capacity  of  the  federal  goverrmient 
to  carry  out  whatever  the  federal  government 
decides  its  initiatives  may  be  in  the  revenue 
field. 

I  happen  to  beheve  that  the  aggressive 
nature  of  the  federal  government  in  its 
erosion  of  the  taxing  base  of  the  provincial 
government  over  a  period  of  time,  is  a  matter 
which  does  not  give  me  any  concern  for  us 
to  say  that  we  may  be  eroding  their  tax  base. 
There  is  no  doubt  whatsoever  that  there  is 
constant  pressure  from  Ottawa,  disguised  as 
the  use  of  their  taxing  authority,  which  gives 
them  the  authority  to  raise  money  by  any 
mode  or  system  of  taxation.  That  wide  and 
all-embracing  taxing  authority  is  being  used 
by  the  federal  government,  and  has  been  used 
by  the  federal  government  over  many  years, 
to  erode  the  legislative  authorities  of  the 
province  in  many  fields  and  to  prohibit  the 
provincial  government  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  from  carrying  out  its  own  policies  in 
a  way  which  would  be  satisfactory. 

That  is  not  to  say  for  one  moment  that  that 
approach  is  by  nature  evidence  of  a  belief 
in  the  federal  system  of  government;  because 
the  federal  system  of  government  is  a  belief 
that  there  are  legitimate  constitutional  roles 
for  the  provinces  to  play;  that  we  must  not 
allow  a  centralist  form  of  government,  as 
evidenced  by  the  long  time  during  which 
we've  been  under  legislative  control  from 
Ottawa,  until  just  this  last  year  or  two,  in  a 
way  which  would  prevent  the  province  from 
doing  what  it  wishes  to  do. 

I  find  that,  either  as  a  legal  matter  or  as  a 
constitutional  matter  or  as  a  matter  of  politics, 
I  find  that  particular  argument  to  be  falla- 
cious and  erroneous  and  having  no  logic  to 
support  it  in  any  way. 

The  province  is  the  place  which  has  the 
limited  taxing  base.  It  is  limited  to  direct 
taxation  within  the  province  in  raising  moneys 
for  provincial  purposes;  and  that's  quite  dif- 
ferent than  the  power  of  the  federal  govern- 
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ment   to  legislate   and   to  tax  by  any  mode 
or  system  of  taxation. 

Therefore,  it  would  appear  to  me  that 
whether  or  not  the  bill  stands  constitutionally 
as  it  is  now  before  the  assembly  is  not 
nearly  as  important  a  question  as  it  was 
with  respect  to  the  constitutionality  of  the 
Laiid  Transfer  Tax  Act  of  1974.  I  am  inclined 
to  agree  with  the  constitutional  aspects  of 
that  letter  which  was  read  by  the  Treasurer 
into  the  record  a  few  minutes  ago,  which 
appears  to  have  been  a  letter  having  its 
origin— and  until  the  Treasurer  corrects  the 
impression  that  he  created— probably  having 
its  origin  from  the  hand  of  Mr.  Reward  Stike- 
man,  to  whom  the  member  for  Downsview 
referred. 

Therefore,  that  part  of  his  opinion  which 
indicated  that  yes,  the  province  could  impose 
the  tax;  and  yes,  they  could  impose  the  tax 
on  land  and  have  it  referable  to  certain 
transactions  with  respect  to  land;  would  lead 
me  to  believe  on  the  basis  of  any  number  of 
the  traditional  constitutional  law  taxing  stat- 
utes that  this  is  a  constitutional  tax.  That 
does  not,  of  course,  as  I  have  said,  resolve 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is  a 
deductible  matter  for  federal  income  tax  or 
whether  it  is  a  deductible  matter  for  the 
purposes  of  federal  capital  gains  tax  imder  the 
Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada. 

The  unusual  anomaly,  of  course,  in  which 
the  Minister  of  Revenue  is  leaving  us,  is  that 
he  has  not  laid  before  the  assembly,  and  he 
has  given  no  indication  that  his  advisers  have 
advised  him  about  it,  as  to  whether  or  not 
this  tax,  if  levied  under  this  taxing  statute, 
is  a  deductible  tax  for  the  purposes  of  those 
corporations  which  are  subject  to  the  cor- 
porations tax  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  That 
is  a  very  significant  question,  because  the 
Corporations  Tax  Act  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, in  most  of  its  clauses  and  in  the  import 
of  the  way  in  which  the  tax  is  levied,  mirrors 
the  same  basic  principles  on  which  the  fed- 
eral Income  Tax  Act  is  laid. 

On  a  couple  of  occasions  during  the  course 
of  this  debate,  we  asked  whether  or  not  this 
tax  was  deductible,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  for  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, under  the  Corporations  Tax  Act  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  I  would  hope  that  in 
the  minister's  comments  on  third  reading  he 
would  categorically  state  that  it  is  the  govern- 
ment's opinion  that  it  is  deductible  as  a  busi- 
ness expense,  or  on  whatever  other  basis  it  is 
considered  to  be  deductible,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  Corporations  Tax  Act  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 


I  assume  that  that  opinion  will  be  on  the 
basis  of  a  careful  study  of  the  implications 
of  the  tax  and  not  for  any  self-serving  pur- 
pose, because  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouth 
of  this  ministry  to  make  an  exception  under 
the  Corporations  Tax  Act  that  is  not  rigidly 
and  correctly  an  exception  for  the  purpose 
of  the  deduction  of  that  tax.  They  can't  do  it 
just  to  bootstrap  themselves  in  relation  to 
any  argument  they  may  want  to  make  to  the 
federal  government. 

I  was  interested,  of  course,  in  the  letter 
read  into  the  record  by  the  member  for 
Downsview— the  tax  letter,  presumably  to  the 
clients  of  the  Clarkson  Gordon  firm.  I  was 
interested  to  note  that  it  was  certainly  oppo- 
site to  the  impression  which  had  been  cre- 
ated, intentionally  or  otherwise,  by  the  mini- 
ster and  reflected  in  the  media  as  to  Clarkson 
Gordon's  position. 

As  the  minister  will  remember,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  had  read  into  the  record  the  reservations 
of  Peat,  Marwick,  Mitchell  and  Co.  on  April 
15. 

I  happen  to  have  had  also  the  Price  Water- 
house  memorandum.  I  don't  know  what  their 
present  views  are,  but  this  was  obviously 
the  release  which  Price  Waterhouse  and  Co. 
had  issued.  They  are  extremely  careful  about 
the  whole  question  as  to  whether  or  not  it 
will  be  deductible  or  not;  they  don't  even 
face  up  to  it  in  a  direct  way.  I  can  well 
understand,  when  a  new  tax  is  introduced  in 
this  way,  the  hesitancy  they  would  express. 

I  want  to  quote  one  paragraph  from  the 
Price  Waterhouse  and  Co.  tax  bulletin,  issued 
immediately  upon  the  tabling  of  the  1974 
Ontario  budget  in  the  Legislature.  This  is 
under  the  heading,  "Taxes  on  Real  Estate 
Transactions"  and  under  the  particular  sub- 
heading, "Land  Speculation  Tax,"  in  the  sec- 
ond paragraph. 

The  cost  basis  of  land,  and  therefore  the 
profit  on  sale  for  purposes  of  the  land 
speculation  tax,  will  likely  be  different  than 
for  federal  and  Ontario  income  tax  pur- 
poses. In  addition  to  possible  differences  in 
the  amount  of  deductible  costs  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  a  gain,  only  gains 
accrued  after  April  9,  1974,  will  be  sub- 
ject to  the  Ontario  land  speculation  tax. 

They  go  on  to  refer  to  other  matters,  but 
for  practical  purposes  Price  Waterhouse  are 
extremely  cautious  about  creating  any  im- 
pression among  their  clients  that  they  have 
any  finn  view  as  to  whether  it  would  or 
would  not  be  a  deductible  expense  as  a 
business  expense  within  the  framework  of 
generally  accepted  accounting  principles. 
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I  think  it  is  now  worth  commenting  that 
after  all  these  weeks— and  it  is  only  because 
of  that  that  I  dare  take  up  the  time  of  the 
House  with  respect  to  this  particular  bill- 
now  I  can't  find  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  Bill  25. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes.  I  was  looking  for  the 
reprinted  version  of  it,  which  I  don't  seem 
to  be  able  to  quite  lay  my  hands  on.  I  have 
it  now,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Singer:  Good. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  must  go  back,  of  course, 
to  what  the  Treasurer  said  when  he  first 
brought  to  light  of  day  this  particular  aber- 
ration of  his  with  respect  to  this  form  of 
taxation,  and  the  purposes  which  he  enun- 
ciated. The  bill  has  been  flawed  from  the 
very  beginning  because  of  the  enunciation 
by  the  Treasurer  in  his  budget,  because  of 
what  he  had  to  say  at  that  time.  He  is  trying 
to  accomplish,  as  we  stated  on  second  read- 
ing of  the  bill,  two  things:  "To  reduce  the 
escalation  of  land  and  housing  prices  and  to 
recover  for  the  public  a  major  share  of  wind- 
fall gains  from  land  speculation." 

It  is  all  very  well  for  the  government  to 
take  a  piece  of  the  pie  by  way  of  a  taxation 
of  windfall  profits,  but  to  suggest  for  one 
single  moment  that  that  is  consistent  with  oi 
can  be  reconciled  with  the  stabilization  of 
land  and  housing  prices  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  poses  for  us  an  impenetrable  conun- 
drum that  we  do  not  believe  can  possibly 
be  achieved.  Of  course,  there  was  that 
equally  ridiculous  remark  made  by  the 
Treasurer,  that  the  success  of  this  tax  will 
be  measured  by  the  extent  to  which  a  mini- 
mum amount  of  tax  is  collected  by  the  prov- 
ince. 

So  we  are  going  to  have  the  opportunity 
of  a  test  being  applied  to  this  taxing  statute 
which  has  never  been  applied  to  any  other 
taxing  statute,  and  that  is  that  the  less  money 
raised  the  more  successful  the  tax  will  have 
been.  Which  of  course  leads  me  to  one  of 
the  major  criticism  which  we  had  of  the  bill 
throughout. 

If  there  is  ever  a  thrust  and  a  drive  that 
this  party  beheves  in— and  in  this  case  we 
share  with  the  members  of  the  Liberal  Party 
—it  is  that  a  taxing  statute  in  its  very  terms, 
and  not  by  regulation  or  by  ministerial  dis- 
cretion, should  impose  the  tax  and  that  the 
object  of  the  tax  and  the  persons  who  are 
to  pay  the  tax  and  the  incidence  of  the  tax 
should  be  clear.  Scattered  throughout  the 
bill  are  all  of  the  causes  which  grant  the 
minister    a    degree    of    discretion    which    we 


have  never  seen  in  an  Ontario  taxing  statute. 
It  is  a  degree  of  discretion  which  is  unneces- 
sary, having  regard  to  the  basic,  simplistic 
nature  of  the  tax  which  he  is  proposing  with- 
in this  framework. 

We  have  drawn  attention  to  the  particular 
clauses  in  the  bill  as  it  has  gone  through, 
and  the  areas  in  which  we  object  to  the 
exercise  of  his  discretion. 

An  hon.  member:  He'll  regulate  changes 
as  he  goes  along. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Right;  the  minister  insists 
that's  the  way  he  is  going  to  have  it. 

I  was  interested  this  morning  to  read  the 
editorial  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  and  to  note 
that  that  particular  clause  of  the  regulation- 
making  power,  which  was  the  object  of  the 
lead  editorial,  was  a  clause  on  which  I  spoke 
at  some  length  during  the  course  of  the 
debate  when  we  were  dealing  with  that 
particular  regulatory  section  of  the  bill.  I 
share  the  very  concerns,  as  I  tried  to  express 
them  then,  as  are  expressed  in  that  editorial 
in  the  Globe  and  Mail  this  morning. 

Another  area  of  concern— but  one  which, 
strangely  enough,  while  it  poses  substantial 
problems,  is  not  of  as  great  concern  to  me 
as  it  was  to  other  members  of  the  assembly, 
and  as  it  was  to  my  colleague  the  member 
for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shulman)  in  particular- 
is  the  focus  of  attention  which  came  to  its 
height  in  that  meeting  of  the  lawyers  in 
Toronto  dealing  with  this  bill,  with  respect 
to  what  I  could  distinguish  from  the  other 
comments  on  the  bill  as  about  its  workability. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  when  the  mat- 
ter settles  down  the  procedural  steps  will  be 
worked  out.  I  think  they  are  going  to  be 
awkward  and  difiicult  for  a  substantial  period 
of  time.  I  think  of  course  that  the  point  at 
which  workability  verges  over  onto  principle, 
and  that  is  with  respect  to  the  way  in  \\hich 
the  ministry  is  going  to  determine  the  ^  alua- 
tion  of  land  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  as  of 
April  9,  1974,  is  a  substantial  matter  of  con- 
cern and  one  in  which  there  can  be  con- 
siderable equity.  I  just  do  not  belie\-e  that 
programming  a  computer  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  no  matter  how  it  is  done,  can  in 
fact  get  away  from  the  point  made  by  the 
member  for  Downsview  that,  after  all,  ^'aluat- 
ing  land,  buildings  and  other  improvements 
on  land  requires  a  very  special  form  of 
qualification.  And  the  art  of  valuation  here 
has  not  yet  reached  the  same  height  it  has 
been  brought  to  in  England,  where  that 
special  tradesman  or  professional  kno\Mi  as 
the  quantity  surveyor  has  a  high  degiee  of 
expertise  and  competence  in  valuation, 
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Maybe  over  a  period  of  time  we  will 
develop  that  kind  of  competence.  I  have  a 
feeling  that  kind  of  competence  does  not 
necessarily  reside  in  the  traditional  assess- 
ment departments  of  either  our  municipal  or 
provincial  governments  in  assessing  real  estate 
for  value  purposes.  We  are  very  much  in  the 
initial  stages  of  developing  an  adequate,  con- 
sistent and  intelligible  system  of  assessing 
land,  buildings  and  improvements  for  real 
property  taxes,  let  alone  for  the  purpose  of 
the  imposition  of  the  tax  proposed,  to  be 
imposed'  by  Bill  25. 

Mr.  Speaker,  those  are  basically  our  re- 
marks. We  do  not  consider  that  this  bill  wall 
assist  the  housing  programme  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario;  and  as  you  know  that  was 
the  major  thrust  of  our  criticism  at  the  time, 
because  it  was  foreshadowed  by  the  remarks 
of  the  then  new  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr. 
Handieman)  when  he  started  to  chastise  the 
speculators  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  by 
rapping  them  on  the  knuckles,  as  though  that 
had  something  to  do  with  his  capacity  to 
providfe  houses  for  people  in  the  province. 
This  particular  tax,  as  imposed  by  the 
Treasurer,  will  not,  in  its  ultimate  effect  in 
the  foreseeable  future,  result  in  assisting  the 
development  of  an  adequate  housing  pro- 
gramme for  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

The  very  fact  that  the  housing  statement 
madte  by  the  Minister  of  Housing  a  few  days 
ago  as  the  definitive  statement  of  the  gov- 
ernment was  so  minimal  in  its  objectives  and' 
targets,  and  so  ha2y  about  the  way  in  which 
those  targets  would  be  reached,  it  was 
obvious  he  certainly  didn't  take  this  tax 
into  account  as  in  any  way  easing  the  prob- 
lem for  him. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  stated  at  the  begirming, 
we  continue  to  oppose  the  principle  of  the 
bill.  We  cannot  find  ourselves  at  this  point 
in  time  wishing  to  support  the  reasoned 
amendment  of  die  Liberal  Party  when  the 
bill  comes  to  third  reading. 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Say  that  again. 

IMr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  make  one  further 
comment  which  I  still  cannot  possibly  under- 
stand. I  think  the  position  taken  by  the  New 
Democratic  Party  on  the  transfer  of  farm 
properties  from  agriculture  was  the  proper 
position  to  have  taken  with  respect  to  that 
particular  problem. 

Strangely  enough,  we  foimd  ourselves,  as 
so  often  happens  now,  in  the  middle  groimd 
of  opinion  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  with 
the  Conservative  Party  on  one  sidte  and  the 
Liberal  Party  on  the  other  side  of  what  are 
reasonable  solutions  to  problems. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  wanted  the 
problem  to  go  away  without  dealing  with 
the  speculators  involved. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  strange  situation  was 
that  the  government  of  Ontario  has  decided 
in  this  bill  that  whether  land  stays  in  agri- 
culture or  doesn't  stay  in  agriculture  is  not 
the  definitive  factor.  The  definitive  factor  is 
whether  or  not  it  stays  in  agriculture  within 
a  very  small  family  group. 

Now  my  friends  in  the  Liberal  Party 
wanted  it  the  other  way— that  to  the  extent 
that  land  was  transferred  by  a  person  en- 
gaged in  farming  to  anybody,  they  would  be 
entitled  to  retain  the  profit  on  that  transac- 
tion under  the  exemption. 

We  proposed  in  the  amendment  at  that 
time  that  the  basic  criteria  that  should  be 
established  was  is  the  land  going  to  stay  in 
agriculture.  And  if  it  is  going  to  stay  in 
agriculture,  then  we  think  the  farm  com- 
munity in  the  Province  of  Ontario  should  be 
free  to  sell  their  farms  for  whatever  pro- 
ceeds they  can  obtain,  for  whatever  sale 
price  can  be  obtained  for  that  piupose. 

But  for  reasons  which  I  have  not  been 
able  to  fathom,  the  minister  accepts  that  for 
other  commercial  and  industrial  enterprises 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  accepts  it 
for  tourist  operations,  but  does  not  accept 
that  principle  insofar  as  it  applies  to  the 
farming  community. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  I  think  the  hon. 
member  is  speaking  to  the  principle  of  the 
bill  rather  than  to  the  content  of  the  reasoned' 
amendment.  I  think  that  he  should  conclude 
his  remarks  or  restrict  them  to  the  content 
of  the  reasoned  amendment. 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  Oh  no;  he  is 
speaking  right  to  the  content. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  you  are 
right;  and  fortunately  I  am  about  at  the  end 
of  my  remarks.  I  interspersed  my  conmients 
on  the  other  aspects  of  the  bill  by  referring 
from  time  to  time  to  the  Liberal  amend- 
ment. The  fact  that  I  referred  to  the  Liberal 
amendment  on  two  or  three  occasions  is  not 
to  be  taken  as  giving  any  added  credence 
to  it.  It  is  as  fatuous  as  when  it  was  con- 
ceived in  the  mind  of  my  good  friend  and 
colleague,  the  member  for  Downsview.  We 
cannot  possibly  conceive  that  the  purposes 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario- 
Interjection  by  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —would  be  served  any 
longer  by  having  this  matter  debated  as  a  tax 
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matter  by  those  who  are  not  skilled  or  able 
to  do  it.  The  basic  responsibility  lies  with 
the  Minister  of  Finance  in  Ottawa  and  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  in  Ottawa,  who  even 
though  Parliament  is  not  in  existence  at  the 
present  time,  have  the  authority  to  make  the 
statement— if  they  want  to  make  it— that  it  is 
deductible  or  it's  not  deductible;  and  they 
haven't  chosen  to  do  so. 

The  fallacy,  of  course,  of  the  position  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  which  the  Treasurer 
cannot  escape,  is  that  they  could  very  well 
have  had  a  reasonable  indication  from  the 
federal  government  as  to  what  the  federal 
government's  position  was,  and  they  have 
failed  to  ascertain  that  position.  Well  that 
is  their  problem,  not  our  problem.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
is  true,  dealing  with  what  the  hon.  member 
for  Riverdale  has  said,  that  the  problem 
with  the  bill  brought  forward  and  empha- 
sized in  the  reasoned  amendment  was  put 
before  this  Legislature  first  by  the  member 
for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Renwiek:  That  is  not  correct;  not  true. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  problem  that  is 
obviously  going  to  be  faced  by  this  govern- 
ment is  going  to  be  a  serious  one  indeed,  if 
in  fact  the  government  of  Canada  is  not  pre- 
pared to  exempt  the  costs  of  the  payment  of 
this  tax  as  a  legitimate  cost  of  doing  busi- 
ness, and  therefore  as  being  deductible. 

Mr.  Renwiek:  We  raised  it  first.  The  rec- 
ord will  show  that  we  raised  it  first. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  matter  is  very  worthy  of  the  rea- 
soned amendment  that  is  before  us  and 
certainly  is  worthy  of  acceptance,  since  the 
action  would  do  much  to  clarify  a  situation 
which  is  going  to  be  troublesome  in  the 
extreme  for  the  minister  who  has  the  duty 
to  administer  this  bill. 

Obviously,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  a  member 
from  a  constituency  yourself,  in  receipt  of 
mail  from  people  concerned,  there  are  going 
to  be  many  other  problems.  The  Treasurer 
was  at  his  fatuous  best  when  he  indicated 
that  all  of  those  letters  were  simply  from 
cranks;  in  other  words  people  who  did  not 
agree  with  him. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  would  just  say  that 
there  is  some  sort  of  a  virulence  in  the  con- 
tribution that  the  Treasurer  makes  to  these 


debates.  He  slips  in  for  a  moment  to  unload 
his  pearls  before  his  fellow  members  of  the 
Legislature,  and  then  vanishes  to  go  about 
making  more  bills  for  us  to  peruse  and  to 
work  on  in  the  Legislature.  It  really  does 
not  befit  his  high  office  nor  the  concern  he 
should  have  for  the  Legislature  as  a  whole. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  it  concerns  me,  that 
he,  in  his  glassy-eyed  subservience  to  the 
Conservative  Party  of  Canada,  is  prepared  to 
indicate  to  the  people  that  as  long  as  the 
Conservatives  are  elected  federally  there  will 
be  no  problems  with  the  administration  of 
this  bill,  or  in  fact  any  other. 

Before  you  call  me  to  order,  Mr.  Speaker, 
let  me  just  say  one  thing  to  the  minister, 
who  is  paying  attention  as  he  always  does. 
Surely  the  argument  put  forward  by  the 
Treasurer,  that  even  if  we  recognize  the 
problems  that  the  government  of  Ontario  is 
going  to  have  -  actually,  the  taxpayers  of 
Ontario  are  going  to  have— in  attempting  to 
deduct  these  payments  it  will  mean  that 
it  is  game  over  in  any  court  case  in  the 
future,  is  ridiculous  and  completely  unac- 
ceptable. 

The  Minister  of  Revenue  himself  will  re- 
call that  he  has  made  statements,  duly 
recorded  on  the  official  record  of  this  cham- 
ber, that  there  would  be  no  way  whereby 
the  government  of  Ontario  would  impose  a 
tax  which  would  be  at  the  level  of  about 
111  to  115  per  cent  on  a  transaction  in  the 
province.  He  himself  indicated  that  perhaps 
an  amendment  indicating  this  as  part  of  the 
law  would  be  acceptable.  Then  overnight  he 
got  advice  similar  to  the  view  expressed  by 
the  minister  that  this  would  simply  give  the 
government  of  Canada  a  loophole  for  not 
allowing  that  as  a  deduction. 

I  would  submit  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  are  well  on  our  way  toward  some  sort 
of  court  case  in  which  the  comments  of  the 
minister,  although  he  did  not  include  them 
as  amendments  to  the  bill,  could  very  prop- 
erly be  put  before  a  judge.  I  refer  to  when 
he  has  said  that  in  the  event  that  the  tax 
is  not  allowed  as  a  deduction,  he  would 
certainly  see  that  it  was  not  charged  beyond 
the  range  alluded  to  in  the  bill  here  before 
us  today. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  eminently  sensible 
to  refer  the  bill  to  the  committee  pointed 
out  in  the  resolution  for  the  kind  of  profes- 
sional advice  the  Treasiu-er  did  attempt  to 
put  before  the  House  today,  although  he 
was  not  prepared  to  give  the  name  of  the 
learned  person  who  had  given  the  advice 
to  the  Treasurer  himself. 
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It  is  interesting  to  see  the  progression  in 
the  information  available  to  the  government 
in  this  regard.  The  minister  first  said  he  would 
have  nodiing  to  do  with  it  whatsoever  be- 
cause the  rules  of  the  game  indicated  that  it 
would  be  deductible  and  that  no  government 
of  any  political  stripe  would  tamper  with, 
quote,  "the  rules  of  the  game"— whatever  they 
are.  I  suppose  they  are  the  rules  which  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  for  Ontario  would  apply 
if  he  were  Minister  of  Finance  for  Canada. 

Then  the  next  thing  we  were  assured  the 
matter  had  been  put  to  the  government  of 
Canada  by  no  less  a  person  than  the  former 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice,  Al  Lawrence, 
who  is  of  course  running  for  a  seat  in  Parlia- 
ment in  the  present  election  campaign.  But 
even  the  minister  realized  that  was  a  very 
weak  reed  upon  which  to  lean.  He  did  not 
in  fact  indicate,  either  to  the  opposition  mem- 
bers or  to  his  own  supporters,  that  the  gov- 
ernment had  done  its  duty  in  putting  before 
the  government  of  Canada  the  problem  that 
undoubtedly  will  come  before  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  and  the  taxpayers  of  this 
province  because  of  the  irresponsible  way 
they  have  dealt  with  this  matter  since  the 
beginning. 

The  Minister  of  Revenue  has  examined  the 
provisions  of  the  federal  budget  which  went 
down  to  defeat  three  weeks  ago,  or  I  suppose 
longer  than  that  now.  If  one  were  to  examine 
them  with  some  reference  to  the  problem 
that  faces  the  Minister  of  Revenue  now,  it 
should  be  apparent  that  more  and  more  the 
policy  of  the  Canadian  government  is  not 
to  allow  impositions  of  tariffs,  royalties  and 
other  charges  as  expenses  of  doing  business 
from  the  payment  of  federal  corporation  and 
other  taxes.  The  changes  in  the  most  re- 
cent budget  bore  that  out  even  further. 

I  am  not  a  tax  expert  and  neither  is  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale,  although  I  would 
accept  his  opinions  on  tax  matters  ahead  of 
some  others,  I  must  admit. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He's  very  versatile. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  it  would  appear  that 
even  though  the  minister  originally  said  the 
rules  of  the  game  are  going  to  allow  this 
to  be  deductible,  he  must  have  his  doubts. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  appears  almost  a 
certainty,  when  you  look  at  the  professional 
opinions  expressed  by  the  various  investment 
houses  read  into  the  record  of  this  chamber, 
that  the  minister  is  going  to  have  a  tough 
legal  battle  on  his  hands;  or  else  he  should 
provide  an  amendment  for  this  bill  before  it 
goes    any    further,    that    is    by    referring    it 


back  to  the  committee  which  would  obviate 
the  problem  that  stands  before  us. 

Obviously  it  is  not  the  policy  of  the  gov- 
ernment to  tax  the  transference  of  land  under 
these  circiimstances  at  111  per  cent.  The  mini- 
ster should  provide  an  easy  amendment  say- 
ing, notwithstanding  any  other  provisions, 
that  no  tax  beyond  87  per  cent,  or  whatever 
the  top  level  is  in  the  regulations  that  he  en- 
visages, would  be  collectable  under  these 
circumstances.  I  would  say  this  is  no  more 
giving  in  to  an  argument  that  is  yet  to  be 
raised  at  another  jurisdiction  than  what  the 
minister  has  already  been  on  record  as  hav- 
ing said.  Surely  this  would  be  responsible, 
because  the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  moderate, 
control  and  stop  speculative  land  transfers  and 
not  to  be  a  major  soiu^ce  of  revenue  for  the 
province.  If  it  is  a  source  of  revenue,  all  to 
the  good;  but  its  purpose,  a  purpose  which 
we  support  in  principle,  is  simply  to  tax  the 
unconscionable  profits  made  by  speculators  in 
this  province. 

It  is  not  my  intention  to  debate  the  prin- 
ciple any  further  but  simply  to  put  to  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  obvious  reasonableness  of 
the  amendment  that  is  before  us.  For  the 
Treasurer  to  indicate  that  this  is  some  sort  of 
an  obstruction,  of  course,  is  ridiculous,  be- 
cause the  bill  now  has  gone  on  in  debate  for 
many  days.  It  would  be  a  simple  matter,  if 
we  wanted  to  obstruct,  simply  to  add  further 
amendments,  and  to  continue  to  do  so  if  there 
was  any  purpose  in  so  doing. 

This  is  a  reasoned  amendment,  and,  I  say 
to  you  Mr.  Speaker,  a  reasonable  amendment. 
The  minister  in  not  acceding  to  it  is  losing  the 
last  chance  for  bringing  some  reasonable  order 
to  the  bill  in  this  particular  matter,  which  is 
obviously  going  to  cause  a  great  deal  of  hard- 
ship for  those  who  are  called  upon  to  pay 
the  tax  and  a  great  deal  of  embarrassment 
and  trouble  to  the  minister  who  is  called  upon 
to  administer  its  provisions. 

I  just  want  to  say  again  that  for  the 
Treasurer,  through  the  innuendo  that  he  uses 
so  freely  in  this  House  in  his  completely  un- 
acceptable remarks,  to  leave  the  debate  at 
this  time  is  really  a  serious  negation  of  his 
responsibility.  Too  often  for  the  last  three 
years  we  have  seen  the  now  Minister  of 
Revenue  having  to  carry  the  ashcans  for  the 
policies  of  his  seniors  —  certainly  not  his 
betters— in  the  ministry  opposite. 

I  would  think  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
must  be  getting  sick  of  this,  because  it  must 
do  something  to  his  soul  to  have  to  put 
forward  principles,  and  in  particular  the 
aspects  of  administering  in  such  an  unwork- 
able way  as  has  been  put  in  his  hands  on  the 
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basis  of  the  policy  first  enunciated  by  the 
Treasurer.  I  see  him  moaning  and  groaning 
and  waiting  for  this  to  get  over.  It  is  abnost 
Hke  another  regional  government  bill  where, 
if  only  we  would  shut  up  they  could  get  on 
with  the  business  of  governing.  This  is  an 
attitude  that  I  must  warn  the  minister  against, 
because  it  is  unacceptable.  More  and  more 
he  is  getting  to  sound  like  and  even  to  look 
like  the  Treasurer,  who  now  with  great 
dignity  assumes  his  place  as  the  policy  czar 
in  all  these  matters  pertaining  to  taxation  in 
the  province.  He  is  coming  to  join  his  junior 
minister,  presumbly  to  vote;  "Ready,  aye 
ready,"  which  is  his  method  of  showing  how 
strongly  he  is  in  support  of  the  Conservative 
Party  and  to  continue  his  glassy-eyed  support 
of  his  federal  leader. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  am  going  to  vote 
against  the  Liberal  amendment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  really  is  ridiculous, 
when  we  hear  some  of  the  things  that  he  has 
said  across  the  province  and  in  this  House  in 
this  connection 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  draw  to  your  attention  the 
reasonableness  of  our  amendment  and  I  hope, 
sir,  that  you  and  other  members  of  the  House 
will  see  fit  to  support  it.  If  not,  so  be  it,  so 
let  the  records  show,  because  we  are  right 
in  this  and  the  rest  of  the  members  are 
wrong. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say  I  am 
struck  with  the  self-righteousness  of  the 
leader  of  the  Liberal  Party  on  this  particular 
matter,  given  the— 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  How 
about  that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —connotations  of  this  particu- 
lar reasoned  amendment  as  far  as  the  Liberal 
Party's  stand  on  this  particular  bill  diu-ing 
the  course  of  the  last  four  or  five  weeks. 
As  I  recall,  somewhere  along  the  way,  before 
they  began  the  arabesque  in  which  diey  are 
now  engaged  or  possibly  the  flip-flop  in  which 
they  are  now  engaged,  they  said  that  they 
actually— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  member  do- 
ing? I  hear  his  party  is  somersaiJting. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  hon.  member  chooses 
to  call  it  a  somersault,  all  right.  The  Liberals 
are  somersaulting  in  this  particular  issue,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  they  have  now  finally  found 
the  key  by  which  they  can  vote  against  the 
government  on  the  bill,  having  said  at  one 
time  that  they  thought  they  supported  the 
principle.  We  don't  know  where  they  stand 


and   I  don't  think  the  public  knows   where 
they  stand  on  the  bill  either. 

It's  very  reminiscent  of  Bill  274.  How 
many  other  times  and  on  how  many  other 
occasions  have  the  Liberal  Party  in  this 
Legislature  not  known  where  they  stood  until 
the  last  minute,  when  they  changed  their 
minds  yet  again? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Explain  again  why  the 
member's  party  is  changing  its  position  and 
supporting  the  government.  Explain  that  to  us 
briefly  one  more  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Let  me  just  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  what  we  witnessed  during  the  course- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  didn't  even 
know  his  party  was  supporting  the  govern- 
ment until  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  may  wind  up  not  supporting 
the  government. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  much  for  caucus 
solidarity. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  may  wind  up  not  supporting 
the  government,  Mr.  Speaker.  One  of  the 
points  that  needs  to  be  made  about  this  is 
that  when  we  voted  against  the  government 
on  second  reading,  it  was  because  we  re- 
jected the  way  in  which  the  government  was 
dealing  with  the  question  of  land  speculation. 
We  felt  that  a  bill  which  simply  hit  three  or 
four  per  cent  of  the  transactions  in  the  prov- 
ince was  unworkable  and  simply  was  not  the 
way  to  do  it.  Our  credibility  was  never  at 
question  in  this,  though,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  is 
me  credibility  of  the  official  opposition  in  this 
Legislature. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  by  the  member  him- 
self. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  only  a  few  weeks  be- 
fore the  Treasiurer  introduced  this  proposal 
in  the  Legislature  that  I  suggested,  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  party,  that  tne  tax  ought  to 
be  at  a  rate  of  75  per  cent,  that  it  ought  to 
be  retroactive  to  Oct.  21,  and  that  it  should 
cover  all  transactions,  rather  than  the  very 
narrowly  defined  kind  of  thread  of  transac- 
tions the  Treasurer  and  his  sidekick  were 
able  to  find  in  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

What's  bothered  the  Liberals,  though,  and 
the  reason  they  brought  in  this  reasoned 
amendment— this  unreasoned  amendment— is 
that  they  find  that  too  many  of  their  friends 
are  being  hit  by  the  tax.  Their  friends  have 
been  getting  to  them  and  have  been  suggest- 
ing that  the  performance  they  put  on  during 
second  reading  was  not  reasonable  if  they 
wanted  to  have  campaign  contributions  and 
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support  and  that  kind  of  thing  in  the  coming 
election- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  That  is  completely  false. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  suggested  that  it 
was  not  in  truest  traditions  of  Liberalism  to 
support  the  government  on  this  particular 
tax.  Now  the  traditions  of  Liberalism  that  are 
upheld  by  the  Liberal  opposition  date  from 
about  1850  or  1854;  classical  Liberalism- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  I  do  believe  the 
hon.  member  has  now  had  a  few  minutes  to 
express  his  views  about  the  Liberal  Party,  as 
the  others  have  been  permitted— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  shouldn't  take  him  too 
much  longer. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think,  really,  he  should 
now  get  dbwn  to  the  content  of  the  reasoned 
amendment  that  is  before  him;  so  perhaps 
he  would  return  to  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  your  position, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The  point  I  wanted  to  make 
was  that  for  a  party  that  says  it  supported 
the  principle  of  the  bill,  the  performance 
of  the  Liberal  opposition  has  been  quite 
astonishing.  They  have  disagreed  with  every 
clause  of  the  bill;  they  have  offered  a  num- 
ber of  the  amendments.  They  have  fought 
the  bill  tooth  and  n^ail;  in  fact,  one  would 
have  thought  they  disagreed  with  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bill  from  the  very  start,  because 
that  is  the  tenor  of  the  debate  they  put  for- 
ward; and  they  are  continuing  this  right 
through  to  the  thirdi  reading,  where  they 
are  changing  their  stand  completely. 

'I'd  like  to  make  one  or  two  other  com- 
ments, though,  in  reference  to  the  reasoned 
amendhnent,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  first  thing 
that  really  bothers  me  is  just  the  fact  that 
during  the  course  of  the  whole  debate  on  the 
bill— now  that  it's  possible  to  reflect  on  our 
decision  to  oppose  the  government  on  second 
reading  and  on  the  course  of  the  bill  and 
so  on— it  seems  to  me  that  the  bill  really 
won't  do  anything  that  it  was  claimed  to 
do.  Just  during  the  period  of  six  weeks  or 
so  since  it  was  announced  in  the  Legislature, 
we  have  seen  the  price  of  property  in  Toron- 
to go  up  by  something  like  14  per  cent. 

'Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber is  not  speaking  to  the  reasoned  amendi- 
ment  that  is  before  the  House,  and  I  must 
ask  that  he  refer  to  that  amendment  only. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ques- 
tion before  the  House  is  whether  the  bill 
shall  now  be  read  for  the  third  time. 


'Mr.  Speaker:  No,  that  is  not  the  reasoned 
amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon?  That's  the  question 
before  the  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That's  only  part  of  it. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That's 
the  question  you  put. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  the  question. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  the  question  you  put, 

Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  All  the  rest  of  the  reasoned 

amendment  indicates  that  the— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  I  am  simply  speaking 
in  the  same  vein  as  the  other  members  who 
have  spoken- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 
I  have  been  listening  very  carefully  and 
I  have  permitted  some  remarks  which  would 
stray  from  the  reason  for  the  reasoned  amend- 
ment, which  is  to  send  it  back  to  the  standing 
administration  of  justice  conmiittee  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  the  tax  imposed  by  the 
bill  is  deductible  as  a  business  expense. 

Now  that  is  the  motion  before  the  House, 
and  it  seems  to  me  we  have  permitted!  some 
members  to  stray.  I  have  permitted  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  to  sfray  some- 
what from  that  to  get  some  of  his  points 
across,  the  same  as  the  hon.  members.  But 
I  do  believe  he  should  get  back  to  that  par- 
ticular amendment.  That's  the  motion  before 
the  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  was  permitted  to  speak  for  3%  mini- 
utes  when  I  predicted  2%  minutes  before  my 
colleagues;  and  I  think  you'll  appreciate  that 
the  rides  that  apply  to  me  on  third  readings 
differ  from  other  members  of  the  House- 
Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  don't  agree  with  that 
at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  be  bitter.  Don't  be  bit- 
ter. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  surely  the  one  who  is 
best  qualified  to  know  that,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because,  I  enjoy  the  experience  completely, 
whereas  you  deal  with  116  other  members 
of  the  House  as  well. 

I'd  point  out,  though,  that  the  point  that 
has  been  raised  in  the  reasoned!  amendment 
is,  in  effect,  acknowledged  by  the  Treasurer 
in  his  rather  unusual  intervention;   because 
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he  has  confirmed^  that  as  part  o£  the  mis- 
handling of  the  bill,  not  only  didi  the  gov- 
ernment fail  to  go  to  Ottawa,  niot  only  did 
they  not  seek  to  sit  down  with  the  federal 
government,  not  only  do  they  rely  on  anony- 
mous advice  from  unnamed^  tax  experts,  but 
he  acknowledges  that  there  may  have  to  be 
negotiations  with  the  federal  government.  In 
effect,  he  accepts  the  point  that  is  made  by 
the  member  for  Riverdale,  that  the  whole 
question  is  moot. 

It  seems  to  me  that  had  the  government 
really  intended  to  strengthen  its  position  be- 
fore the  fedbral  government  in  negotiations, 
then  it  should  have  outlined  its  strategy 
before  the  House,  rather  than  misleading  the 
House  in  the  way  that  it  did. 

The  Minister  of  Revenue,  who  speaks  as 
the  Charlie  McCarthy  to  the  Treasurer's 
Edgar  Bergen,  seemed'  to  indicate  that  he 
thought  it  was  all  right.  And  he  was  skating 
there,  on  the  basis  of  his  knowledge  of  the 
statutes;  on  the  basis  of  God  knows  what 
else,  nobody  knew.  In  fact,  I  talked'  to  one 
or  two  of  the  senior  oflBcials  in  the  depart- 
ment; they  shared'  the  sublime  confidence 
of  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  which  was  based 
on  no  information  at  all. 

They  all  danced  to  some  kind  of  a  tune 
that  was  called  by  the  Treasurer,  and  the 
Treasurer  in  turn  tried  to  stay  as  uninvolved 
as  possible. 

If  it  was  desired  that  the  Minister  of  Rev- 
enue bring  in  this  bill  in  order  to  strengthen 
the  government's  hand  in  negotiations  with 
Ottawa,  then  you  should  have  said  so.  You 
should  have  said:  "We  don't  really  know 
what  the  position  is,  but  it  will  make  our 
hand  stronger  because  we  are  going  to  have 
some  negotiations  with  the  federal  govern- 
ment." 

But  that  has  only  emerged  as  the  govern- 
ment's position  over  the  period  of  time  of 
debate  of  this  particular  bill.  It  certainly 
wasn't  the  position  before,  because  you  just 
didn't  know.  You  were  as  uninformed  as 
the  Premier  was  when  he  went  to  Ottawa 
for  that  tete-a-tete  with  Peter  Lougheed  and 
with  Prime  Minister  Trudeau  to  talk  about 
oil  prices,  where  it  emerged  that  he  wasn't 
sure  just  how  or  where  or  when  the  price  of 
oil  was  fixed.  Now  that  simply  is  an  unac- 
ceptable way  for  the  government  to  carry 
out  tax  legislation  in  this  very  important  field. 

I  point  out  as  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
Minister  of  Finance— and  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  is  shaking  his  head  for  reasons  that 
are  rather  beyond  me— that  there  are  powers 
put  into  the  bill  which  I  suppose  it  will  be 
said  are  to  protect  the  speculators- 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  this  is  in  reference  to 
this  particular  section. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  my  opinion,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  an  amendment  that 
calls  for  this  to  be  referred  to  standing  com- 
mittee in  order  to  find  out  whether  the  tax 
is  deductible  under  federal  law.  The  Minister 
of  Revenue  will  shortly  argue  that  the  power 
to  remit  or  reduce  the  tax  substitutes  for  that 
particular  provision  of  the  reasoned  amend- 
ment. We  find  those  sections  are  unacceptable, 
are  an  unacceptable  alternative  because  of 
the  fact  that  you  should  not  give  these  kinds 
of  exemption  powers  to  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor in  Council  or  to  a  particular  minister. 

A  tax  statute  is  a  tax  statute.  It  shotJd  say 
what  it  is  going  to  do  and  people  should  be 
able  to  rely  on  it.  They  should  not  have  to 
be  dependent  on  the  whims  of  a  particular 
minister  or  of  this  cabinet  as  a  whole. 

The  lack  of  certainty  is  one  of  the  very 
serious  weaknesses  in  this  bill,  apart  from 
the  fact  that  on  the  principle  of  the  bill  the 
dam  thing  isn't  stopping  specidation,  it  is 
simply  a  means  by  which  the  government 
intends  to  cash  in  on  speculation.  The  gov- 
ernment has  bought— I  hate  to  say  it— but  they 
have  bougfht  the  support  of  municipalities  by 
ofi^ering  them  one-half  of  the  proceeds. 

What  a  pretty  pass  we  have  come  to,  Mr. 
Speaker,  where  we  have  a  government  that 
wants  to  profit  from  specidation,  to  the  ex- 
tent it  gets  the  municipalities  into  it,  but  it 
continues  to  allow  its  friends,  if  they  are  de- 
velopers, if  they  are  in  commercial  areas,  if 
they  fit  into  any  one  of  the  other  9,700  loop- 
holes in  the  particular  Act,  to  speculate  as 
merrily  as  before. 

Anyway,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  pretty  well 
sums  up  the  points  I  want  to  make.  I  think 
that  for  the  record  we  should  be  very  clear 
that  as  far  as  the  Liberal  opposition  is  con- 
cerned this  is  another  of  those  classical  ara- 
besques. You  can  call  it  a  somersault,  you 
can  call  it  a  flip-flop,  you  can  call  it  what  it 
is;  it  just  proves  that  there  is  absolutely  no 
consistency  in  that  group  over  there,  that 
they  are  far  to  the  right  of  any  party  in  this 
particular  chamber,  that  in  their  hearts  they 
have  never  endorsed  any  attack  on  land  specu- 
lation, whether  it  be  via  public  ownership 
or  via  the  tax  system  or  any  other  means, 
and  that  the  vote  on  second  reading  which 
they  took  in  favour  of  the  government's  bill 
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was  a  wholly  unnatural  act  which  they  are 
now  seeking  to  repudiate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  always 
interesting  to  listen  to  the  comments  of  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre.  He  seems  to  re- 
mind me  of  a  mian  who  goes  through  life 
with  his  carhom  stuck  all  the  time  because 
the  comments  that  he  makes- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  what  they  are  saying 
of  David  Lewis.  That's  a  direct  theft  from 
the  Prime  Minister. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  I  suggest  that  if  the 
shoe  fits,  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  can  wear  it  as  well. 

As  a  result  of  this  debate,  which  we  have 
had  for  some  time,  I  am  sure  all  members 
of  the  opposition  have  received  calls  as  to 
what  has  been  happening  within  this  Legis- 
lature, and  what  is  going  to  happen  if,  as 
and  when  this  bill  is  dealt  with.. 

Many  persons  who  have  written  and  who 
have  called  have  suggested  they  are  wonder- 
ing what  the  opposition  is  doing.  I  suppose 
the  interesting  thing  is  the  matter  which  we 
have  debated  has  been  before  the  House  for 
certainly  as  long  a  time  as  most  members  can 
remember.  Whether  or  not  it  is  being  report- 
ed by  the  media,  of  course,  is  another  story; 
basically,  we  see  one  or  two  loyal  persons 
sitting  in  the  gallery,  but  whatever  they're 
reporting  apparently  isn't  getting  through  be- 
cause the  people  of  the  province  are  not 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  opposition  has 
made  many  suggestions  on  this  bUl.  The  de- 
bate has  gone  on  at  some  length  and  we  feel 
there  are  some  strong  amendments  which  the 
government  should  have  accepted. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  true. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Some  24  members  spoke 
on  second  reading,  as  you  will  recall,  Mr. 
Speaker;  11  from  this  party.  We  spent  some 
46  hours  in  committee.  The  principle,  as  we 
believed  it,  remains  a  good  principle  in  that 
taxation  of  speculators  should,  of  course,  take 
place.  Amendments  have  been  offered  and  we 
were  happy  that  one  amendment  was  ac- 
cepted, the  one  made  by  the  member  for 
St.  George  (Mrs.  Campbell)  with  respect  to 
senior  citizens. 

The  Treasurer,  in  his  comments,  has  sug- 
gested that  the  reasoned  amendment  whicli 
has  been  put  forward  would  move  this  bill 
not  forward  but  sideways.  He  has  suggested 
that  would  not  be  a  positive  thing. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  •!  asserted;  I  didn't 
suggest. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  All  right,  the  minister  as- 
serts that.  I  assert  to  him  that  if  the  com- 
mittee acted  promptly  and  if  the  tax  would 
be  retroactive  the  matter  of  this  kind  of  re- 
ferral could  be  dealt  with  expeditiously  and 
we  would  be  able  to  get  the  proper  result, 
which  would  make  this  Dill  a  worthwhile  bill. 

He  has  suggested  as  well,  indeed  he  has 
asserted,  that  me  opposition  members  in  both 
opposition  parties  have  filibustered  this  bill. 

Mr.  Deans:  Nonsense. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  If  he  were  true  and  correct 
in  those  remarks  I  suppose  we  would  have 
seen  this  bill  pushed  through  day  by  day, 
relentlessly,  morning,  afternoon  and  night  if 
it  was  so  important.  We  have  seen  days  go  by 
when,  because  of  one  reason  or  another,  the 
bill  has  not  been  called  on  the  order  paper. 
If  it's  a  filibuster  surely  it  has  been  one 
which  the  government  has  found  very  con- 
venient to  accept,  because  it  has  not  seen 
—at  least  his  colleague  in  the  government 
has  not  seen— any  reason  why  the  comments 
made  have  been  unacceptable. 

The  Treasurer  has  quoted  from  lawyer  X. 
He  doesn't  tell  us,  of  course,  whether  lawyer 
Y  or  lawyer  Z  have  opinions;  which  the  ac- 
ceptance of  this  reasoned  amendment  would 
allow  us  all  to  know.  Whether  or  not  the 
author  of  that  letter,  as  suggested  by  the 
member  for  Riverdale,  is  Mr.  Stikeman,  is  a 
matter  of  conjecture.  Surely  that's  a  one  out 
of  three  possibility,  but  it  could  have  been 
either  of  the  other  two  distinguished  members 
of  the  bar  to  whom  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  has  referred. 

I  will  agree  with  the  Treasurer  on  one 
point  and  that  is  the  bit  of  economic  theory 
be  quoted  from  Logan  and  Inman.  Certainly 
it's  apparent  that  he  took  the  Economics  20 
course,  and,  as  one  who  has  taught  the  course 
for  five  years,  I  too  realize  there  are  some 
general  items  on  which  we  can  agree.  The 
minister,  I  presume,  perhaps  even  taught  the 
economics  course,  so  we  share  that  question- 
able distinction  if  nothing  else. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Have  both  of  them  taught  it? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes,  but  not  to  each  other 
unfortunately. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Neither  of  them  understands  it. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That  may  be.  Our  students 
could  only  refer  to  that  one  way  or  the  other. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  itiember  is  quite  right.  I 
don't  pretend  to  understand  it. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  reasoned  amendment 
which  the  member  for  Downsview  has  raised, 
I  think,  is  one  worthy  of  support  within  the 
House.  The  members  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  have  chosen  to  suggest,  indeed  the 
member  for  Riverdale  himself  has  suggested, 
that  the- 

Mr.  Deans:  Himself. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  After  careful  consultation 
with  his  colleagues. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —that  the  bill  has  been 
drafted  in  an  uncertain  way;  secondly,  that 
the  bill  has  been  substantially  flawed;  thirdly, 
that  taxing  statutes  must  be  clear  and  this 
one  is  not;  and  fourthly,  the  editorial  com- 
ments headed,  "Incentive  to  Cronyism"  are 
comments  which  attract  his  support  . 

In  addition  he  referred,  in  the  debate  on 
April  29,  to  two  further  points  on  which  he 
thinks  the  bill  is  not  worthy  of  support. 
Those  are  on  page  1492,  where  he  said  that 
this  helps  to  cloak  the  failure  of  the  housing 
programme  of  the  province;  and  on  page 
1493,  where  he  said  that  there  is  no  clear 
approach  being  taken  as  to  the  deductibility 
of  the  bill. 

For  those  six  reasons,  one  would  have 
thought  that  the  member  for  Riverdale,  in 
his  imposition  of  his  will  on  the  party  in 
respect  to  how  they  would  vote,  would  have 
decided  in  fact  to  vote  with  the  reasoned 
amendment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Voting  against  the  government. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes,  indeed  voting  against 
the  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  what  he  is  doing. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  However,  the  party  has 
chosen  not  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  he  is  voting  against  the 
government. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  for  River- 
dale has  chosen  to  vote  against  the  amend- 
ment that  is  being  made  and  presumably 
will  stand  with  the  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  amendment  is  prepos- 
terous; but  we  will  vote  against  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  If  that  is  the  choice  which 
they  wish  to  make,  of  course,  that  is  up  to 
them.  They  have  their  own  reasons,  I  dare 
say,    for    coming    to    that    conclusion.     They 


have  suggested,  indeed  possibly  even  im- 
pugned, certain  motives  to  us  which  I  find 
unacceptable.  However,  these  again  are 
things  with  which  they  will  have  to  live. 

I  suggest  that  the  comments  made  by  the 
member  for  Downsview  and  by  my  leader 
have  great  reason  and  great  logic  and  should 
generate  the  kind  of  support  which  we  think 
should  be  received  on  all  sides  of  the  House 
for  the  amendment  made  by  the  member  for 
Downsview. 

The  points  which  have  been  clearly  set 
out  are  ones  which  I  think  are  of  concern 
to  all  of  us.  We  suggest  this  is  one  way  of 
avoiding  the  kind  of  difficulty  this  bill  will 
receive  when  it  is  tested  in  the  courts.  I  am 
quite  certain  it  will  be  so  tested.  I  think 
that  is  going  to  happen  and  as  a  result  the 
minister  is  going  to  be  embarrassed  by  not 
bringing  out  clearly  the  reasoning  and  the 
advice  and  decisions  which  were  the  sources 
of  this  bill,  which  information  we  should  all 
have  before  the  bill  receives  third  reading. 

I  would  hope  members  of  the  House  will 
support  the  reasoned  amendment  of  the 
member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  the  member  has 
convinced  the  NDP. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  doubt  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  that  may  be  true.  How- 
ever, we  will  see  as  time  passes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  some  of  the  NDP 
anyway. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
number  of  things  to  say,  some  of  which  may 
be  of  interest  to  some  of  the  members. 

The  reasoned  amendment  that  is  before 
us,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  frankly  insupportable.  I 
don't  know  how  the  devil  one  deals  with  this 
kind  of  situation  that  we  have  been  put  into 
in  this  House,  which  is  not  true,  I  believe, 
of  the  federal  House.  This  is  one  of  the  dis- 
tinctions which  we  discussed  in  the  rules  and 
regulations  committee,  where,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  you  put  the  motion  on  the  reasoned 
amendment  one  is  forced,  therefore,  to  vote 
on  the  reasoned  amendment  and  the  motion 
simultaneously  rather  than  voting  on  each  of 
them  singly.  It  would  be  possible,  were  we 
to  vote  first  on  the  amendment  and  then  to 
vote  on  the  motion,  to  vote  against  this  silly 
amendment  and  to  vote  against  this  absurd 
motion  for  third  reading  of  this  bill.  We 
could  feel  virtuous  on  both  tasks;  and  totally 
so  in  fact  in  terms  of  whatever  righteous 
disposition  we  had  taken.  As  it  stands,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  rules  in  this  House 
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—which  are  frankly,  I  think,  really  silly  rules 
—we're  forced  to  the  business  of  having  to 
judge  the  bill  not  so  much  on  the  merits  of 
the  bill  but  on  the  merits  of  a  reasoned 
amendment  which  may  or  may  not  be  appro- 
priate. It  makes  for  some  very  complicated 
procedures,  one  of  which  I  will  deal  with  in 
a  moment. 

About  the  reasoned  amendment,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  can  only  say  I  think  that  the  Lib- 
erals on  clause  by  clause,  like  members  of 
our  caucus,  fought  this  bill  and  fought  it 
well.  All  of  us  fought  it  with  feeling.  That 
was  true  of  the  opposition;  collectively  we 
opposed  the  implementation  of  the  clauses 
of  this  bill.  We  felt  that  the  clauses  were  so 
wrong,  as  we  read  them  in  advance,  that  we 
must  oppose  the  bill  in  principle  on  second 
reading  and  did  so.  The  Liberals  didn't  feel 
that.  Fair  enough! 

As  they  saw  the  bill  proceed,  however, 
they  clearly  became  persuaded  in  their  own 
minds  that  the  bill  was  absolutely  unac- 
ceptable. As  they  became  enchanted  by  their 
own  rhetoric,  mesmerized  by  the  weight  of 
their  own  arguments,  captivated  by  their 
own  logic,  they  saw  in  the  bill  a  useless  in- 
strument. 

They  came,  rather  late  in  the  game,  to  the 
view  which  the  NDP  had  at  the  outset, 
which  is  that  you  oppose  it  on  second 
reading. 

But  then  how  do  you  do  that  Mr.  Speaker? 
The  ground  was  very  neatly  laid  out  by  the 
master  strategist  himself,  the  member  for 
Downsview,  who  saidi  in  that  noble  little 
phrase  on  second  reading,  that  if  they  weren't 
satisfied  on  clause  by  clause  they  would 
change  their  position  on  third  reading;  and 
so  they  have  done,  but  within  the  para- 
meter of  their  own  selfless  logic. 

Who  can  deny  them  that  if  that  is  all  that 
is  left?  So  what  you  have  by  way  of  reasoned 
amendment  is  a  kind  of  twig  being  clutched 
from  the  quicksand,  something  that,  in  terms 
of  the  issues  themselves,  Mr.  Speaker,  for 
which  we  have  no  use. 

fWhat  use  is  it  to  send  this  matter  to  the 
justice  committee  of  the  Legislature?  How 
can  that  possibly  solve  anything?  How  can 
it  resolve  it  in  the  middle  of  a  federal  elec- 
tion campaign?  How  can  it  resolve  it  in 
terms  of  competing  legal  opinion?  How  can 
it  resolve  it  in  terms  of  the  application  of 
this  bill? 

The  suggestions  is  absolutely  without  sub- 
stance. It  is  ludicrous!  But,  because— 

Mr.  Singer:  But!  But! 


Mr.  Lewis:  No!  Because  the  Liberals  felt 
they  had  to  do  something  on  third'  reading 
to  extract  themselves  from  the  dilemma,  they 
are  moving  this  reasoned  amendinent  know- 
ing that  the  cute  rules  of  the  House  will  get 
them  out  of  it. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  member  is  the  one  who 
wanted  it  He  is  the  one  who  wanted  to 
vote  for  it  on  third  reading! 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right. 

An  Hon.  member:  He  even  voted  twice. 

An  hon.  member:  On  third  reading. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

'Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I'm  attributing  motives. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  tell  us  how  the 
member  for  Riverdale- 

Mr.  Ruston:  Will  he  not  vote  against  the 
speculators?  We  didn't  like  the  policy. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  discussed  this  rather— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Hansard  is  going  to  be 
read  in  minute  detail  by  thousands  of  people. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  it  will  be  read  by 
thousands.  Hansard  always  is  pored  over 
and  absorbed. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  discussed  this  matter  of 
the— it's  a  pity  it  has  gone  beyond  5  o'clock 
—we  discussed  this  matter  of  the  difficulty  of 
the  reasoned  amendment  in  caucus  rather 
carefully. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

tMr.  Lewis:  There  was  many  an  arcane 
argument  made  in  the  caucus,  because  this 
is,  as  I  said  earlier,  a  silly  business  that  we 
are  engaged  in.  Now  what  happened,  I 
learned!  listening  on  the  speaker  in  my  office 
this  afternoon,  was  that  some  of  us  under- 
stood the  caucus  consensus  and  some  of  us 
were  uncertain  about  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Levds:  Those  things  happen.  They 
happen  purely  because  of  the  way  in  which 
the  rules  apply. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  member  for  River- 
dale  standing  in  some  corner  somewhere? 

Mr.  Lewis:  My  colleague,  the  member  for 
Riverdale,  with  whom  I  have  consulted'  care- 
fully before  making  the  remark- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  But  not  lately. 


2774 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  Lewis:  —in  the  last  10  minutes  no  less 
—is  off  to  an  important  legal  conference  to 
discuss  the  intricacies  of  the  legislative  pro- 
cess. 

Inlerjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Off  with  his  head. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He's  going  down  to  night 
court. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  fact  of  the  matter,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  we  have  decidfed'— 

interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —that  in  order  to— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Flip-flop. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —visit  our  feelings,  our  ani- 
mus, against  the  objectionability  of  this  bill, 
we  are  voting  both  against  the  amendment 
and  against  the  bill,  and  we  are  going  to  do 
it  simultaneously. 

Having  said  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  would 
feel^ 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  member  is  the  greatest 
actor  around.  The  greatest  actor  in  the  Legis- 
lature. ^ 

(Mr.  Lewis:  —you  would  feel  that  the  only 
way  to  achieve  that  would'  be  to  absent  our- 
selves, or  indeed  to  remain  in  our  seats. 

Mr.  Singer:  Like  the  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Au  contraire,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
isn't  necessarily  so.  We  are  going  to  stand 
and  when  you  ask:  "Shall  the  bill  be  read  a 
third  time?"  We  are  going  to  stand  against 
the  bill  being  read  a  third  time,  conscious 
that  everyone  in  this  House,  and  certainly 
the  Speaker  and  every  Liberal  worth  his 
weight,  or  her  weight,  will  know- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  In  gold. 

Mr.  Lewis:  -in  gold-will  know  that  we 
reject  their  proposition  with  as  much  passion 
as  we  reject  the  government's. 

Can  I  have  a  little  desk  thumping?  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  There  aren't  too  many 
aroimd. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Greatest  actor- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  has  only  five 
witnesses. 


Mr.  Lewis:  That  minor  irrelevancy  having 
been  cleared— will  that  be  enough  to  call  a 
vote? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes;  that  minor  irrevelance 
having  been  cleared,  now  that  it  is  well 
understood,  which  frankly  my  colleague  the 
member  for  Riverdale  put  in  a  fashion 
analogus,  if  not  identical- 
Mr.  Ruston:  Get  those  cue  cards. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Especially  in  the  mirror 
image. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  having  been  cleared,  I 
want  to  say  a  word  about  the  bill. 

The  reasoned  amendment,  typical  though 
it  may  be,  does  reflect— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  worthy  of  support. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —does  reflect  one  of  the  prob- 
lems of  the  bill.  Reflects  it,  doesn't  imder- 
stand  it;  because  one  wouldn't  expect  Liberals 
to  comprehend. 

The  matter  of  the  amendment  does  talk  to 
one  of  the  difficulties  in  the  bill.  One  of  the 
difficulties  in  the  bill  is  that  its  central  con- 
tention, which  is  that  the  tax  can  be  effective, 
will  of  course  be  destroyed  beyond  repair  if 
it  turns  out  that  the  tax  is  not  deductible. 
Therefore  the  government  has  encrae:ed  in  a 
confiscatory  tax.  As  I  think  I  told  the  minister 
^n-^e  before,  the  only  other  person  I  know 
who  believe*:  in  confiscation  is  Mel  Watkfns, 
and  I  would  not  hive  believed  that  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  of  Ontario  and  Mel 
Watkins  had  anvthing  in  common:  except, 
it  turns  out,  confiscatory  tax  policies. 

That  is  one  of  the  basic  flaws  of  this  bill. 
The  government  brings  in  a  bfll  dealing  with 
t-^-.  tho  central  realitv  of  which  is  the  matter 
of  deductibility,  and  the  government  is  not 
sure  about  it.  Therefore.  Mr.  Soeaker— and  I 
c^in  draw  mv  remarks  to  a  conclusion  very 
quickly— let  me  say  that  this  absolutely  hifrh- 
lights  the  difference  in  social  philosophy  be- 
twp^n  the  grov^rnment  and  the  New  Demo- 
crats on  this  matter,  as  on  all  matters. 

We  would  not  bring  in  a  bill  allegedlv 
devised  to  deal  with  land  specnlatiori  with 
its  central  argument  flawed  beyond  repair. 
\\7f.  would  not  bring  in  a  bill,  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  such  anxious  and  inappropriate  pre- 
paration that  we  knew  no  more  at  its  con- 
clu'iion  about  its  application  than  we  knew 
at  the  outset.  We  would  not  bring  in  a  bill 
which  attempted  to  deal  inappropriately  by 
tax  means  with  an  issue  which  should  be 
dealt  with  by  way  of  social  policy. 
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If  the  government  is  going  to  deal  with  it 
by  tax  means  then  tax  at  100  per  cent,  not 
50  per  cent;  that  is  what  is  so  flawed  about 
the  bill.  That  kind  of  confiscation,  surrounded 
by  other  policies,  we  can  entertain.  This  kind 
of  bill  in  terms  of  what  the  government  in- 
tends to  effect,  is  as  I  said  insupportable. 

We  would  not  bring  in  a  speculative  land 
tax  which  won't  halt  land  speculation.  We 
would  not  bring  in  a  bill  designed  to  help  the 
housing  crisis,  which  in  fact  has  aggravated 
the  housing  crisis.  Above  all,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  would  not  bring  in  a  bill  which  will  do 
so  many  hurtful  things  to  so  many  individuals 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  who  never  thought 
of  themselves  as  speculators,  while  at  the 
same  time  providing  a  myriad  of  exemptions 
for  those  whom  the  bill  might  affect  but 
won't  touch. 

In  other  words  there  is  not  a  redeeming 
feature  about  this  bill.  It  damages  the 
majority  of  people  in  Ontario.  It  will  work 
only  to  help  the  few  who  are  engaged  in 
corporate  land  speculation  of  one  kind  or 
another.  The  government  has  contrived  an 
artifice  to  protect  its  friends  and  to  hurt  the 
public,  and  it  is  doing  it  in  a  fashion  so 
deliberate,  and  in  its  own  way  so  self  destruc- 
tive, that  it  is  hard  to  understand. 

There  is  nothing  about  this  bill  which  can 
be  supported.  The  taxing  section,  the  central 
taxing  section,  is  beyond  redemption.  We  will 
therefore  vote  against  it  and  the  reasoned 
amendment  simultaneously,  and  I  would  have 
thought  that— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  But  the  member  doesn't 
know  how. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  not  flip-flop. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  There  is  nothing  quite  so 
elegant  as  a  socialist  who  cries:  "A  plague 
on  both  your  houses  simultaneously;"  and  we 
are  fairly  comfortable  in  doing  that.  I  would 
have  thought- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  about  the  member 
for  Riverdale?  Is  he  comfortable? 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  will  be  here,  exuding  com- 
fort. 

I  would  have  thought  that  the  minister 
would  have  withdrawn  this  bill  by  now,  be- 
cause it  is  going  to  haunt  him  and  the  ad- 
ministration for  some  time. 

The  distinguished  provincial  Treasurer  is 
given  to  these  spasms  of  creativity  in  inter- 
mittent moments  during  his  political  career. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  the  middle  of  the  night. 


Mr.  Lewis:  He  came  up  with  the  tax  on 
food;  he  came  up  with  the  tax  on  energy; 
he  came  up  with  the  speculative  land  tax. 
He  is  given  to  these  quixotic,  self-indulgent 
fantasies;  which  bring  his  cabinet  colleagues 
down  in  ruin  because  he  is  very  seldom  here 
to  see  them  through.  Then,  as  with  a  man 
who  understands  the  consequences  of  his  act, 
leaves  politics.  Ah  sir,  there  is  no  nobility 
in  his  soul. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  And  just  in  time,  just  in 
time! 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  only  antagonism  to 
all  of  those  who  surround  him  on  the  benches. 

We  know  that.  We  know  what  he  thinks 
of  them  to  visit  this  upon  them.  But  he  is 
not  prepared  to  admit  it  to  them;  not  in  the 
privacy  of  the  cabinet,  not  in  the  privacy  of 
caucus.  Well  the  fantasies  of  the  Treasurer 
are  no  more  worth  supporting  than  the  rigid 
partisanship  of  the  Minister  of  Revenue. 
Therefore  I  would  like  to  draw  my  remarks 
to  a  conclusion,  pointing  out- 
Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  It  being  5 
of  the  clock. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —thank  the  Lord,  that  it  is  5 
of   the    clock,    Mr.    Speaker.    There   may  be 
others- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  member  is  not  quite  fin- 
ished yet,  is  he? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  finished  but  others  aren't. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  other  members 
who  wish  to  participate  in  the  debate? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  perhaps  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth  then  would  move  adjourn- 
ment of  this  debate. 

Mr.  Deans  moves  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


PRIVATE  MEMBERS'  HOUR 

THE  PROFESSIONAL  FUND-RAISING 
CORPORATIONS  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  B.  Newman  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  64,  An  Act  to  control  Professional  Fund- 
Raising  Corporations. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  purpose  of  this 
bill  is  to  provide  for  the  licensing  of  cor- 
porations and  the  bonding  of  personnel  and 
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to  require  the  company  to  file  a  financial 
statement  with  the  minister  after  each  fund- 
raising  event  and  to  Hmit  by  regulation  the 
amount  which  could  be  charged,  over  and 
above  direct  expenses. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  a  little  over  two  years 
ago  that  I  asked  in  this  Legislature  of  the 
then  Minister  of  Financial  and  Commercial 
Affairs,  the  hon.  member  for  Grey  South  (Mr. 
Winkler),  if  it  was  his  ministry's  intent  to 
license  or  regulate  the  activities  of  fund- 
raising  organizations.  At  that  time,  the  minis- 
ter was  unable  to  answer  and  referred  the 
question  to  the  Ministry  of  Justice. 

On  June  28,  1972,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minister 
of  Justice  or  the  Attorney  General  at  the  time, 
the  member  for  York  Mills  (Mr.  Bales),  re- 
plied that  under  section  6  of  the  Charities 
Accounting  Act  there  was  the  means  to  re- 
view and  control  such  organizations  that  then 
existed.  Also  in  his  comments  in  the  letter  to 
me,  he  makes  mention  of  section  23  of  the 
Trustee  Act  and  section  72  and  74  of  the 
Surrogate  Courts  Act. 

Isn't  it  strange,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  since  that 
time  two  years  have  elapsed  and  there  has 
been  no  action  on  the  part  of  the  government 
to  control  or  regulate  fund-raising  companies? 
They  have  gone  on  sort  of  helter-skelter  in 
various  parts  of  the  province  and  taken  ad- 
vantage of  the  good  nature  of  a  lot  of  people 
who  wish  to  assist  various  fund-raising  organ- 
izations. 

Even  with  the  protection  that  was  sup- 
posedly built  into  various  pieces  of  legisla- 
tion that  I  made  mention  of,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  don't  know  of  any  prosecutions  that  have 
taken  place  by  the  Attorney  General's  office. 
As  a  result  of  no  action  at  that  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  introduced  for  the  first  time  on 
June  22,  1973,  the  bill  which  we  have  before 
us  today.  It  was  called,  at  that  time.  Bill  182 
and  it  was  An  Act  to  Control  Professional 
Fund-Raising  Corporations. 

On  the  introduction  of  that  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  cited  examples  of  charities  netting 
only  a  small  percentage  of  the  gross  proceeds 
derived  from  fund-raising  drives  organized 
by  professional  fund  raising  companies.  In 
the  Windsor  area  alone,  I  cited  the  Odd 
Fellows  club  that  received  $3,000  from  a 
professionally  organized  drive.  Out  of  the 
gross  proceeds,  or  gross  receipts  of  $17,000, 
$3,000  was  realized  from  $17,000  collected. 
The  Islamic  Association  for  the  Mosque  re- 
ceived only  $2,000  out  of  a  gross  $14,000 
collected  by  a  fund-raising  organization.  The 
Navy  League  received  $2,500  from  collec- 
tions of  about  $9,000,  and  the  North  Ameri- 
can     Development      Organization      received 


$1,650  from  a  campaign  which  grossed  over 
$12,000. 

Mr.  Speaker,  most  professional  fund-rais- 
ing companies  operate  on  a  basis  of  splitting 
net  profits  after  expenses,  and  the  split  is 
somewhere  between  60-40  and  sometimes 
50-50.  This  would  appear  to  be  inordinately 
high,  particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
people  purchasing  tickets,  or  donating  money 
for  charitable  purposes,  do  not  expect  to  re- 
ceive full  value  in  terms  of  goods  and  serv- 
ices for  the  money  which  they  have  spent 
and  given  as  a  donation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  introduced  this  bill 
I  specifically  made  mention  that  it  was  not 
the  intent  of  this  bill  to  interfere  with  local 
Red  Feather,  United  Appeal,  or  similar  drives 
where  much  of  the  organizational  work  is  of 
a  voluntary  nature  and  expenses  incurred  are 
a  very  small  portion  of  the  total  proceeds. 
What  I  wanted  to  do,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  to 
control  professional  companies  and  boiler- 
shop  operations  which  contact  people  by 
telephone  selling  tickets  to  an  event  or  soli- 
citing a  donation,  and  then  arranging  to 
deliver  the  tickets  and  pick  up  the  money. 
Without  proper  controls  there  is  a  possibility 
of  overstating  expenses  in  addition  to  skim- 
ming off  extraordinary  profits. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  introduction  of  that 
bill  I  received  a  whole  series  of  letters  from 
all  parts  of  the  province  from  individuals 
who  were  seriously  concerned  with  the  prob- 
lem of  the  professional  fund-raising  organiza- 
tions. Even  the  chamber  of  commerce  from 
Niagara  Falls  wrote  me  on  Nov.  7,  1973, 
and  I  am  going  to  quote  only  one  of  the 
sentences  from  their  letter:  "Professional 
fund-raisers  are  becoming  the  concern  of 
many  chambers  of  commerce  across  the  prov- 
ince." 

So  you  can  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  cham- 
bers of  commerce  were  seriously  concerned. 
Some  of  them  have  attempted  to  resolve  the 
problem  and  have,  by  means  of  an  appeal 
board.  But  in  spite  of  the  appeal  board  pro- 
cedure that  operates  in  some  communities, 
professional  fund-raising  organizations  that 
do  take  advantage  of  the  good  nature  of  the 
donor  are  still  proliferating. 

A  letter  from  a  London  individual  where 
the  community  has  attempted  to  resolve  the 
problem  by  means  of  a  charitable  appeal 
board,  contains  the  following  quote: 

We  are  wondering  if  you  had  any 
thoughts  relative  to  broadening  the  con- 
cept to  require  all  charitable  appeals  to 
be  approved  at  the  provincial  government 
level.  These  latter  approvals  would  exempt 
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United  and  Community  Chest  fund  drives, 
along  with  any  charitable  appeal,  made 
only  to  the  members  of  an  organization 
conducting  the  appeal.  By  the  latter  is 
meant  appeals  within  churches  and  fra- 
ternal organizations  made  direct  to  the 
members  of  the  church  or  the  fraternal 
organization  in  question. 

So  you  can  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  other 
individuals  and  organizations  are  seriously 
concerned  with  the  problem,  especially  those 
organizations  that  operate  in  the  charitable 
field  and  find  that,  as  a  result  of  some  of 
these  charity  drives,  when  they  come  forward 
to  the  community  in  an  attempt  to  raise 
funds,  find  themselves  at  a  real  disadvantage. 
There  is  suspicion  cast  immediately  over 
their  attempt  to  raise  funds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  10  of  this  year,  in 
the  Toronto  Globe  and  Mail,  were  the  follow- 
ing comments.  The  heading  was  "Lean  Cut." 
If  I  iam  not  mistaken,  this  ,  was,  an  editorial 
in  the  paper  of  that  day.  I  am  reading  from 
the  article  now: 

Kudos  for  the  Kinsmen  Club's  national 
couiicil.  It  is  sponsoring  a  resolution  to  be 
voted  on  by  member  clubs  amending  by- 
laws so  that  local  clubs  will  be  barred  from 
hiritig  professional  fund-raising  firms  to  do 
theif  charitable  money  gathering. 

Yes,  indeed— when,  as  reported,  only  four 
per 'Cent  of  the  groiss  money  raised  in  the 
'i  nafne'  of  the  East  Scarborough  Kinsmen 
Club  charitable  circus  last  year  to  aid 
victkris  of  Cystic  fibrosis  actually  found  its 
yvky  to  the  Cystic  Fibrosis  Foundation  of 
teainada.  There  was  $124,000  worth  of 
tickets  sold  by  telephone  solicitation  — 
$^,000  went  to  the  Foundation,  $4,000 
went  to  other  projects  sponsored  by  the 
clubj  and  $115,000  went  to  the  circus  pro- 
moters, their  telepbone  ssdesmen,  and  their 
isxpertses. 

Just  imagine,  Mr.  Speaker— out  of  $124,000, 
only  $9,000  going  to  charity. 

Reading  from  the  article,  again,  Mr. 
Speaker: 

That  is  not  charity.  That  is  a  profit- 
making  business  operation  in  the  name  of 
charity. 

And  while  the  Kinsmen  study  their 
national  council's  resolution— the  circus,  by 
the  way,  is  being  promoted  in  Toronto 
again  this  year— they  might  also  give  some 
thought  to  their  professed  ideal  of  com- 
munity service  by  their  members. 

The  attraction  to  the  Kinsmen  of  hiring 
the  circus  promoters  is  that  there  is  no  risk 
to   the   club   and   little   effort,   apart  from 


lending  the  club  name  to  the  telephone 
solicitors,  showing  up  at  the  circus  in  dub 
blazers  to  act  as  ushers,  and  driving  some 
crippled  children  down  to  see  the  show 
with  tickets  bought  and  donated  by  busi- 
nesses. 

That  is  not  particularly  impressive. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  read  more  extensive 
comments  concerning  another  article  in 
exactly  the  same  vein.  Instead,  I  will  make 
short  comments  concerning  the  $12,000  that 
was  donated  by  means  of  telephone  solicita- 
tion. I  am  referring  to  the  Canadian  Founda- 
tion for  Youth  Action  that  collected  about 
$12,000  in  a  month  for  the  Riverdale  Com- 
munity Action  Centre  on  Gerrard  St.  E., 
and  contributed  only  $3,000  to  that  centre. 
The  operator  of  the  fund  says  that  he  pays 
his  six  regular  telephone  solicitors  about  $2.50 
an  hour,  and  pays  about  $1.80  to  more  than 
20  students  who  work  part-time  soliciting 
donations  from  business  and  homes. 

He  says  he  doesn't  pay  his  employees  a 
commission  according  to  how  much  they 
solicit  in  donations  as  many  other  charity 
promoters  do.  Quoting  the  gentleman:  "Com- 
missions encourage  lying  and  high-pressure 
selling  tactics.  We  have  an  image  to  protect." 
Imagine  protecting  an  image,  Mr.  Speaker, 
when  you  collect  $12,000  and  donate  only 
$3,000  to  a  charity.  That  type  of  ari  image 
we  coiild  do  without.  - 

Mr.   Speaker,  a  gentleman  in 'the  cfty  of 
'  Toronto,  after  Tny  introduction  of  the  bill  for 
the  second  time  on  May  10  of  this  year,  wrote 
me  the  follovdng  letter:   , 

In  reference  to  your  concern  regarding 
fund-raising  companies,  many  people  are 
concerned  about  the  issue.  And  that  is  why 
there  should  be  some  legislation  that  limits 
the  expenses,,  including  salaries,  to  15  per 
cent.  Everi  in  the  case  of  the  United  Way, 
some  control  should  be  required  regarding 
the  salaries  of  all.  directors  to  be  revealed. 

So  you  can  see  how  far  this  gentleman  goes 
as  far  as  fund-raising  is  concerned.  He  made 
sort  of  a  cute  comment: 

A  good  idea  might  be  to  have  members 
of  the  Senate  appoint  a  committee  to  do 
this  type  of  work,  since  most  of  the  time 
they  have  little  or  nothing  to  do  and  since 
they  are  always  being  paid  and  represent  a 
cross-section  of  the  public  from  all  parts 
of  Canada,  a  great  saving  could  be  made. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Paul 
Martin  would  love  that,  wouldn't  he? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  So  you  can  see  he  even 
made  kind  of  an  unusual  suggestion. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  this  individual  enclosed  a 
letter  from  a  local  Toronto  paper,  a  letter 
that  had  been  written  to  him  back  in  April, 
1973.  I  am  going  to  read  the  letter,  Mr. 
Speaker.  It  starts: 

(Thank  you  for  your  letter  about  my 
article  on  the  "boilershop"  charity  frauds, 
and  especially  thank  you  for  drawing  it  to 
to  the  attention  of  the  authorities.  Action 
will  be  taken  by  governments  on  problems 
like  this  only  when  they  think  there  are 
enough  people  who  care  about  the  problem 
to  make  it  politically  risky  to  postpone 
doing  something  efiFective  to  solve  it. 

il  think  our  Community  Chest  drive  in 
the  autumn  [and  he  is  referring  to  1973] 
is  having  trouble  meeting  its  objective  be- 
*cause  people  have  become  cynical  about 
charities  and  the  cost  of  administering 
them.  Cleaning  up  the  field  and  making 
administration  more  eflBcient  seems  to  be 
an  essential  prerequisite  to  regaining  pub- 
lic confidence. 

You  can  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  the  contents 
of  that  letter  that  there  is  a  backlash  that 
affects  honest,  good  charitable  organizations 
when  they  attempt  to  raise  funds  because  of 
the  individual  and  organization  that  operate 
this  boiler-shop  operation. 

In  my  own  community,  the  Downtown 
Lions*  Club  in  Windsor  had  to  put  in  the 
following  public  notice  in  the  Windsor  Star 
on  May  16,  1974: 

1.  The  Downtown  Windsor  Lions'  Club 
is  not  associated  in  any  way  with  the  forth- 
coming Wild  West  Show  to  be  held  in  the 
arena  on  May  28. 

2.  This  club  is  not  now,  nor  has  it  been 
in  the  past,  involved  in  selling  progranmie 
advertising  space  or  ticket-selling  by  tele- 
phone or  by  professional  solicitors. 

3.  Oiu"  only  endeavours  in  fund-raising 
are  the  bi-weekly  electronic  bingo  events, 
the  Downtown  Lions'  coin  boxes  and  the 
annual  Christmas  car  raffle. 

We  thank  all  who  have  supported  our 
efforts  on  behalf  of  the  blind  and  our  sight- 
saving  programmes  over  the  last  54  years, 
and  wish  to  assure  everyone  that  we  are 
not  conducting  any  extra  fund-raising 
activity  at  this  time." 

Downtown  Lions*  Club, 
Don  Eraser,  President, 
Ron  Malkin,  Secretary. 

You  can  see,  Mr,  Speaker,  the  ends  to  which 
even  good  charitable  organizations  and  ser- 
vice clubs  have  to  go  to  try  to  convince 
people   that  they   are    conducting   legitimate 


operations,  when  the  Downtown  Lions'  Club 
has  to  insert  an  ad  such  as  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  fund-raising  can  be  a  racket, 
and  it  is  not  commonplace  only  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  or  to  one  given  city;  it 
spreads  throughout  all  parts  of  Caada  and  the 
United  States. 

For  example,  in  Long  Island,  NY,  two 
police  benevolent  associations  recently  en- 
gaged a  professional  fund  raiser  to  launch 
a  campaign  for  the  sale  of  tickets  to  a  circus, 
the  proceeds  supposedly  to  benefit  a  com- 
munity youth  programme  and  a  retarded 
children's  programme.  The  sales  pitch  was 
later  modified  to  indicate  that  only  a  portion 
of  the  funds  would  go  to  the  retarded  young 
people  and  the  rest  would  be  used  to  create 
a  widows'  and  orphans*  trust  fund.  A  news- 
paper articles  goes  on  to  show  that  not  only 
was  advantage  taken  of  the  police  in  Long 
Island,  but  so  were  citizens  in  Cincinnati,  in 
New  York  City  and  in  practically  every  com- 
munity in  the  United  States. 

One  of  the  most  interesting  letters  I  re- 
ceived as  a  result  of  the  introduction  of  this 
bill  was  from  a  gentleman  in  Toronto,  who 
wrote: 

First  of  all,  I  want  to  congratulate  you 
for  bringing  up  in  the  Legislature  the  mat- 
ter of  the  so-called  professional  fund- 
raisers, raising  money  for  clubs  and  chari- 
ties; that  after  promoters  and  phone  sales- 
men get  their  cut  of  the  money  that  is 
donated,  it  ends  up  that  the  so-called 
charities  only  get  about  five  cents  out  of 
everv  dollar.  These  promoters  admit  that  it 
is  a  business  proposition  and  most  of  them 
do  not  have  a  sponsor  at  all.  If  they,  the 
promoters,  like  it,  they  will  give  $100  to 
some  charity  fust  to  make  it  look  as  if  they 
are  doing  something  worthwhile.  In  other 
words,  they  give  $100  out  of  about  every 
$100,000  that  they  collect  from  the  public. 

I  know  that  the  gentleman  is  exaggerating, 
but  those  are  his  comments.  He  continues: 

I  worked  in  a  phone  room  or  boiler  room 
once  ''nd  I  quit  because  I  didn't  like  the 
underhanded,  deceitful,  Ivinsr  ways  that 
they  were  milking  money  from  the  public. 
A  lot  of  their  phone  promoters  have  crim- 
inal records  and  couldn't  be  bonded  any- 
way. I  knew  of  one  woman  who  used  four 
different  names  and  who  called  up  a  cer- 
tain branch  of  a  bank  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  five  different  times,  using  a  differ- 
ent name  each  time  and  getting  a  donation 
each  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  gentleman  does  mention 
certain    fund-raising    organizations.    One    he 
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mentions  is  Canadian  Blind  Associates.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  blind;  it  is  strictly 
a  profit-making  organization,  and  it  goes  into 
most  cities  and  towns  in  Ontario  at  present. 
He  claims  that  they  are  now  operating  in 
Thimder  Bay. 

Another  organization,  Kids'  Safety  Manual, 
has  nothing  to  do  with  safety;  it  is  just  an- 
other profit-making  scheme. 

I  could  go  on  at  length  in  mentioning 
the  boiler-shop  operations  that  are  common 
in  the  city  of  Toronto.  However,  when  other 
members  have  had  the  opportunity  to  speak 
on  this  bill,  I  hope  that  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr. 
Clement)  will  weigh  all  of  the  comments 
made  and  introduce  his  own  legislation  or 
accept  the  bill  that  I  have  placed  on  the 
order  paper,  so  that  once  and  for  all  we  can 
control  professional  fimd-raising  companies 
so  that  the  donor  knows  that  when  he  gives 
a  dollar  to  charity,  that  one  dollar  is  going 
to  charity. 

In  the  United  Appeal  fund  in  the  city  of 
Windsor— and  it  was  the  best  in  Canada— I 
would  like  to  point  out  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  of  $1,467,930  raised  in  1973,  only 
$100,000  went  for  expenses.  That  is  the  way 
to  raise  funds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.,  Speaker:  The  member  for  Beaches- 
Woodbine. 

Mr.  T.  A.  Wardie  ( Beaches- Woodbine ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say  a  few  words  about 
the  bill  presented  by  the  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  regarding  the  Act  to  control 
Professional  Fund-Raising  Corporations. 

I  would  like  to  put  on  the  record  my  own 
thoughts  and  observations  regarding  this  pri- 
vate member's  bill.  I  should  also  like,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  commend  the  member  for  bring- 
ing forward  this  question,  which  I  know  is 
verv'  current  at  the  present  time. 

I  imagine  the  member  is  bringing  forward 
this  bill  at  this  time  because  of  recent  de- 
velopments. He  did  take  time  to  quote  from 
recent  articles  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  regard- 
ing $12,000  donated  but  only  $3,000  going 
to  the  centre.  The  one  he  mentioned  was 
Riverdale  Community  Action  Centre.  He  also 
referred  to  comments  in  a  later  article, 
"Clean  up  fund-raising.  Kinsmen  told."  He 
made  other  comments,  which  I  will  not  re- 
peat, that  have  appeared  in  the  press, 

I  know  that  every  person  in  business  is 
besieged  almost  daily  by  requests  for  dona- 
tions from  so  many  organizations.  Every 
mail  seems  to  bring  a  request  from  this  group 
or    that    group,    but   I    think    the    ones    that 


cause  the  most  annoyance,  the  ones  that  are 
most  suspect,  are  the  ones  that  come  by 
telephone,  inviting  the  businessman  to  buy 
tickets  for  a  circus,  to  a  Christmas  party, 
to  a  picnic,  or  to  some  other  fund-raising 
event  on  behalf  of  what  seems  to  be  a  very 
legitimate  purpose. 

This  is  all  done  in  the  name  of  improving 
the  lot  of  the  underprivileged  or  those  who 
need  help  over  and  above  normal  govern- 
ment pensions  and  assistance.  Most  of  these 
causes  are  worthy,  or  sound  worthy  enough, 
and  I  know  they  do  commend  support,  pro- 
vided the  money  given  is  going  for  that  par- 
ticular purpose. 

I  know  that  businessmen  would  benefit  if 
they  knew  in  advance  that  the  person  solicit- 
ing the  funds  was  properly  licensed  and  that 
the  money  would  go  to  that  particular  charity 
or  purpose. 

When  the  United  Appeal  was  first  formed, 
we  were  told  it  was  most  desirable  to  have 
one  blanket  organization  that  would  raise 
money  on  behalf  of  charities.  But  it  seems 
today  that  there  are  just  as  many  organiza- 
tions taking  funds  from  business  people  or 
from  the  general  public.  Despite  the  large 
amount  of  money  raised  by  United  Appeal, 
probably  a  much  larger  sum  is  raised  by 
other  organizations  or  people  soliciting  on 
behalf  of  them. 

I  understand  in  lottery  legislation  expenses 
of  operations  are  limited  to  15  per  cent  of 
the  total  amount  raised.  In  order  to  obtain 
a  licence  to  conduct  a  lottery,  it  is  stipulated 
that  at  least  85  per  cent  of  the  money  col- 
lected must  go  for  the  purpose  that  is  adver- 
tised. I  understand  the  expenses  in  connec- 
tion with  United  Appeal  are  at  the  rate  of 
about  eight  or  nine  per  cent.  Most  reputable 
charities  have  money-raising  expenses  of  no 
more  than  11  per  cent. 

As  I  mentioned  before,  I  think  the  person 
or  persons  who  cause  the  most  problems  in 
this  field  are  those  who  approach  a  service 
club  and  guarantee  a  certain  and  definite 
return  to  the  club  or  organization  if  it  allows 
its  name  to  be  used  in  a  fund-raising  scheme. 
Mr.  Speaker,  these  people  call  on  behalf  of 
the  club.  They  have  no  personal  connection 
with  the  club.  They're  not  members  of  the 
club,  but  often  they  call  on  behalf  of  the 
club  soliciting  this  money. 

The  club  in  this  way  may  be  guaranteed 
$500  or  $1,000  which  could  turn  out  to  be 
only  10  per  cent  of  the  money  taken  in.  As 
far  as  the  club  is  concerned,  all  it  is  doing 
is  selling  its  name.  But  I  think  now,  with 
the  press  reports,  this  particular  club,  the 
Kinsmen  Club,  has  been  told  by  its  national 
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president  not  to  raise  money  any  longer  in 
this  particular  way 

I  understand  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if 
rnopey  is  collected  in  order  to  put  out  a  pro- 
gramme where  advertising  is  sold— and  as 
you  know  much  money  is  taken  in  in  this 
particular  way— if  only  one  copy  is  printed, 
this  makes  it  perfectly  legal,  despite  the  fact 
that  hundreds  of  dollars  could  be  taken  in 
in  advertising  in  that  particular  programme. 

We  know  of  promotions  having  to  do  with 
helping  underprivileged  children.  I  would 
hope  that  in  this  day  and  age  children  who 
require  such  services  would  receive  them  as 
a  right  and  not  have  to  depend  on  private 
pi'omotional  activity,  whether  it  be  for  needed 
social  iservices  or  whatever  the  cause  is  ad- 
vertised to  be,  a  camp  for  underprivileged 
children  or  whatever  it  is,  I  believe  the 
people  engaged  in  this  line  of  business  should 
reqnire  a  licence,  and  when  a  fund-raising 
•sehenie  takes  place  they  should  be  required 
to  file  documents  as  to  what  children  or 
adults  will  be  helped  and  also  the  budget 
and  the  disposition  of  the  money  that  is  to 
be  raised. 

■■  1  think  further  every  person  who  makes 
'^ia-'cbntribution  to  that  fund  should  be  entitled 
to  have  a  final  statement  as  to  how  much 
^"mdiiey  was  raised  and  the  disposition  of  that 
money.  I  know  that  many  people  oin  particu- 
lar 'iMs,  acre  called  on  year  after  year  for  $10 
or  #25  or  $100.   They  really  never  stop  to 

•  think  of  w-here  this  money  goes.  If  they  knew 
■  tha't'only  10  per  cent  of  the  money  they  gave 

went- to  that  particular  cause,  they  would 
stdp  to  consider  whether  they  should  not  be 
giving  their  money  to  a  legitimate  charity, 
United  Appeal,  the  Cancer  Society  or  what- 

•  e^ver-it  may  be.  ^ 

• '^  tti  examining  a  particular  section  of  the 
bill,  I  see  that  a  commissoner  of  professional 
fuftd-raising  corporations  would  be  empower- 

'  ed  to  designate  certain  people  under  him  to 
provide  inspectioas  from  time  to  time,  to 
c^tty  oiit  inspections,  and  to  ensure  that  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  would  be  respected 
md  complied  with.  Under  section  10,  a  per- 
son empowered  to  carry  out  an  inspection 
would  be  permitted  free  access  to  all  books 
of  account  and  other  documentation  required 
fulfil  the  conditions  of  a  regular  inspec- 
tion. 

While  an  inspector  would  be  empowered  to 
check  the  performance  of  any  fimd-raising 
operation,  why  are  there  no  specific  provisions 
in  the  Act  to  permit  the  prospective  cus- 
tomer of  a  professional  fund-raiser's  services 
to  have  access  to  the  information  provided 
imder  the  inspection  clauses  of  the  Act?  That 


is,  there  is  no  provision  which  permits  the 
public  to  be  able  to  check  out  the  perform- 
ance of  a  professional  fund-raiser.  Therefore, 
the  legislation  as  it  now  stands  does  not 
permit  the  public  the  right  to  see  into  the 
internal  operations  of  these  various  profes- 
sional fund-raising  companies. 

Since  the  intent  of  the  Act  is  to  regulate 
and  licence  the  activities  of  professional  fund- 
raisers, I  believe  it  would  be  in  the  public 
interest  to  include  in  this  Act  provision  to 
permit  the  public  to  see  the  books  of  a  pro- 
fessional fund-raiser.  Thereby,  the  prospec- 
tive consumer  of  such  a  service  would  under- 
stand exactly  how  much  he  was  paying  under 
contract  to  such  professional  fund-raisers. 
Such  a  provision  would  generally  improve  the 
whole  trust  of  this  particular  Act,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, in  my  opinion. 

I   would   like  to  make   one   further  point, 

if  I  may,  I  don't  know  how  much  money  is 

raised- 
Mr.  Spe^cr:  I  point  out  that  the  member's 

time  has  expired.  Would  he  please  round  off 

his  remarks? 

Mr.  Wardle:  Right.  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker, 
When  money  is  given  in  this  way  and  does 
not  go.  to  the  charity,  I  think  legitimate  chari- 
ties suffer.  But  I  commend  the  member  and 
I  hope  this  receives  very  serious  consider- 
ation, 

Tha^pk  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr. ,  )S(p«aker:   The  meniber  for  Ybrkview. 

Mr.'  f*.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker, 
first  of  all  I  want  to  say  in  connection  with 
this  bill  that  we  intend  to  support  it  in 
principle  because  we  think  the  principle  is 
right.  But  I  want  to  say  this:  It's  a  very 
pleasant  change  in  this  House  during  the  pri- 
vate members'  hour  to  see  the  minister  con- 
cerned in  his  seat.  Not  only  in  his  seat  but 
evidently  consulting  with  the  mover  of  the 
bill,  I  presume  to  get  certain  material  which 
he  had  in  his  possession  for  the  edification 
of  the  minister. 

It  is  a  rare  experience  for  us,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  have  the  minister  here  so  that  we  can 
talk  to  him  and  give  him  good  advice.  I  am 
dead  certain  that  he's  gathering  up  those 
jewels  of  wisdom  which  are  dripping  from  our 
lips  here  this  afternoon.  I  only  hope  he's 
going  to  use  those  jewels  to  put  together  a 
really  good  piece  of  legislation  which  will 
result  in  cutting  out  some  of  the  problems 
we  face  here  in  connection  with  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  grateful  that  the  mini- 
ster is  doing  what  so  many  of  his  colleagues 
have  not  seen  fit  to  do  up  to  this  point. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Don't 
overdo  it. 

Mr.  Young:  No. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):   Keep  talking. 

Mr.  Young:  The  second  thing  I  want  to 
say  is  that  if  we  had  proper  government 
policies  in  this  province  and  federally,  too— 
for  the  benefit  of  my  friends  to  the  right 
here;  I  hesitate  to  say  the  far  right  but  to  the 
right- 
Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  This 
party  appreciates  good  legislation.  Ottawa  has 
brought  in  some  good  legislation. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Young:  Because  of  the  lack  of  that 
kind  of  legislation,  we  find  so  many  charity 
drives  have  to  be  undertaken  in  order  to 
alleviate  the  distress  and  the  problems  faced 
by  so  many  people.  If  we  had  that  kind  of 
legislatibn,  if  we  had  the  proper  kind  of  pro- 
grammes to  look  after  the  people  who  are 
not  as  lucky  as  some  of  the  rest  of  us,  many 
of  these  charity  drives  would  be  eliminated 
and  the  member  wouldn't  have  to  incorporate 
a  bin  like  this. 

However,  we  live  in  the  kind  of  world 
we  are  living  in  today,  with  the  kind  of  gov- 
ernments we  have,  and  with  the  lack  of  a 
real  stress  upon  humanitarian  legislation  and 
so  voluntary  organizations  go  out  to  raise 
money.  Unfortunately,  many  voluntary  or- 
ganizations are  not  willing  to  undergo  them- 
selves the  kind  of  work  which  is  necessary 
to  raise  funds.  They  like  to  have  the  kudos- 
Mr.  Givens:  The  easy  way. 

Mr.  Young:  They  say  "We  are  doing  so- 
and-so  for  the  underprivileged  children;  we 
are  doing  this  for  the  widow  and  the  orphans; 
we  are  doing  this  for  the  blind;  we  are  doing 
this  for  the  children  or  some  other  groups." 
Yet  what  they  are  doing  is  taking  credit  for 
work  which  they  hire  out  to  be  done  and  for 
which  the  donors  are  giving  money,  in  many 
oases,  under  false  pretences. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  simply  stress  this 
aspect.  After  all,  if  our  voluntary  agencies, 
all  the  clubs  and  organizations  that  are  rais- 
ing funds  for  so-called  worthwhile  purposes— 
and  generally  they  are— if  they  would  get  ofiE 
their  fannies  and  do  the  job  themselves  they 


would  likely  make  far  more  than  they  receive 
from  the  fund  raising  organizations.  There 
would  be  far  less  total  work  involved,  because 
so  much  of  the  work  is  being  done  by  paid 
organizers. 

But  if  the  volunteers  would  do  the  job,  they 
would  get  much  much  more  in  the  case  of 
the  examples  which  were  cited  by  the  mover 
of  the  bUl  here  this  afternoon.  I  think  he  has 
done  an  extremely  good  job  in  showing  in- 
stance after  instance  after  instance  where 
people  were  really  taken  for  a  ride.  They 
thought  they  were  giving  to  a  charity  when 
as  a  matter  of  fact  they  were  giving  mainly 
to  a  fund-raising  commercial  enterprise. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  two  or  three 
things  which  I  think  should  be  included  in 
the  bill.  Perhaps  some  of  them  are  meant, 
but  they  are  not  too  specific.  One  is  that  as 
far  as  the  company  is  concerned,  the  com- 
missioner should  outline  a  prescribed  form 
which  the  company  must  use  in  laying  out  its 
proposition  to  the  charity  for  which  it  is 
going  to  work.  That  prescribed  form  would 
say  exactly  what  his  charges  are  for  the  ser- 
vice rendered.  It  would  say  exactly  what  pro- 
portion they  are  going  to  take  as  their  com* 
mission  or  fee.  It  would  also,  I  would  hope, 
guarantee  to  the  charity  a  certain  stated 
amount  of  income. 

In  other  words,  the  company  says  to  the 
Kinsmen,  for  example,  "You  need  $10,000 
for  your  charity.  We  will  guarantee  you 
$10,000  and  to  raise  that  $10,000  we  have 
to  have  7,  8,  9,  10,  12,  15  per  cent,  or 
whatever  the  percentage  is."  That  is  there  in 
writing  so  that  both  parties  understand  what 
is  involved  and  the  Kinsmen  know  that  for 
every  dollar  that  is  given  to  the  cause,  at 
least  no  more  than  that  percentage  is  going 
for  the  work  that  is  being  done.  Then  they 
can  count  on  something.  They  know  defi- 
nitely. 

If  they  find  the  company  is  not  willing  or 
cannot  deliver  a  certain  number  of  dollars 
for  a  certain  commission,  then  they  can 
make  up  their  own  minds  whether  it  is  useful 
or  not  to  hire  that  company  to  do  the  job. 
Under  those  circumstances,  when  they  find 
that  the  company  is  not  willing  to  do  that, 
they  might  find  that  it  is  far  better  for  them 
to  go  out  and  do  the  job  themselves  because 
that  way  they  could  raise  the  money. 

I  think  there  should  be,  as  far  as  the  com- 
pany and  the  charity  are  concerned,  a  clear 
statement  of  what  they  can  expect-  or  vvhat 
they  will  say  to  the  donor.  There  again  we 
come  to  the  relationship  between  the  company 
and  the  donor.  I  think  the  charity  ought  to 
understand  that  the  donor  will  get  a  clear 
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statement  from  the  company  as  to  what  the 
expenses  are  going  to  be,  what  proportion 
of  his  gift  is  going  to  the  charity,  what  his 
rights  ore  income-tax-wise,  what  he  will  get 
as  far  as  clearance  for  income,  what  deducti- 
bility there  is  there— and  then  he  goes  ahead 
and  makes  his  contribution. 

In  other  words,  if  I  am  approached  by  a 
commercial  company  for  a  fund  which  is  go- 
ing to  send  a  hundred  children  to  summer 
camp,  and  they  say  to  me,  "We  are  going  to 
raise  so  much.  Out  of  each  dollar,  you  are 
paying  90  cents  for  the  smnmer  camp  and  10 
cents  for  our  work,"  then  I  would  S'ay,  "Well 
not  a  bad  proposition.  I  am  willing  to  give  my 
dollar  on  that  basis."  And  so  I  contribute 
whatever  I  am  going  to  contribute. 

But  if  he  says  to  me— and  he  likely  won't 
say  it  unless  I  ask  him— "We  are  not  certain 
yet  what  proportion  of  your  dollar  is  going 
to  the  charity  and  what  to  fees,"  then  to  my 
mind  come  die  examples  that  I  have  known 
and!  that  the  mover  of  the  bill  today  gave  us. 
That  gets  me  thinking  that  likely  if  I  give 
that  dollar,  then  75  cents  of  it  is  going  for 
these  boys  who  are  doing  the  collection. 
Then  I'm  not  going  to  do  it;  I  dton't  like 
tiiat  kind  of  operation. 

Unfortunately,  most  people  don't  ask  those 
questions.  Most  people,  when  they  get  this 
voice  coming  over  the  phone  or  somebody 
approaches  them  in  these  terms,  diey  take  for 
granted  that  they  are  actually  giving  direct 
to  charity,  and  it  doesn't  occur  to  them  to 
ask  whats  all  about  and  how  much  is  going 
into  the  fees  for  collection.  There  is  one 
other  angle  that  I  want  to  stress,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Can  you  do  it  in  30  seconds? 

Mr.  Young:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Thirty  seconds? 

Mr.  Young  And  that  is  in  this  situation, 
perhaps  in  this  bill,  we  should  have  a  clearly 
defined  statement  that  these  companies  should 
be  Canadian  companies  that  are  going  to  do 
business  in  Canada.  So  many  that  are  doing 
business  today  come  with  all  the  high  pres- 
sure methods  of  the  American  parent  cor- 
porations. We  don't  know  how  much  of  the 
management  fees  is'  going  across  the  line, 
we  don't  know  how  much  of  the  printing 
cost  is,  or  how  much  of  other  kinds  of  costs 
such  as  franchise  fees.  And  so  the  costs 
mount  up. 

I  think  we  have  to  have  the  Canadian 
content  right  here  and  the  Canadian  com- 
panies listed.  But  again,  I  stress  that  we 
ought  to  think  in  terms  of  changes,  not  only 


in  legislation  of  this  kind,  but  legislation 
which  brings  a  greater  degree  of  justice  to 
the  Canadian  scene  so  that  many  of  these 
appeals  will  be  eliminated. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  and  all  of  us, 
after  we've  been  in  this  House  for  a  good 
many  years,  get  on  innumerable  sucker  lists 
and  day  after  day  we  are  getting  these  ap- 
peals. Let's  examine  them  carefully,  and 
while  some  other  things  couldi  be  in  this 
bill  which  I  have  outlined  and  some  others 
which  I  haven't  had  time  to  do,  I'm  certain 
that  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,  we  agree 
with  the  general  principle  that  there  should 
be  this  kind  of  control  over  companies  rais- 
ing funds  for  charity  ini  this  way. 

'Mr.  Speaker  The  member  for  York-Forest 
Hill. 

Mr.  Givens  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  in- 
volved in  fund-raising  now  for  upwards  of 
25  years  within  this  city  and  throughout  the 
country.  I  guess  that  I  have  been  personally 
responsible  as  a  lay  fund-raiser  for  the  raising 
of  literally  millions  of  dollars  in  a  lay  capa- 
city. I've  never  been  involved'  in  it  profes- 
sionally, but  after  being  involved  in  it  for 
many  years  you  learn  about  the  professional 
techniques  and'  the  expertise  that  is  required 
in  the  raising  of  funds. 

Funds  just  don't  raise  themselves  by  them- 
selves. You  just  don't  let  out  an  appeal.  You 
just  don't  send  out  a  series  of  letters  and 
expect  the  money  to  fall  like  manna  from 
heaven.  There  are  certain  prime  requisites 
that  are  required.  You've  got  to  know  who 
your  fund-givers  are.  You've  got  to  know 
who  your  donors  are,  you've  got  to  know 
where  to  go,  you've  got  to  know  what  to 
expect  and  how  to  go  about  it  and  what  the 
right  circumstances  are  for  the  context  within 
which  you  you  make  your  appeal.  You've  got 
to  appeal  to  like-minded  people  and  know 
what  the  approach  should  be  and  so  on. 

This  is  why  these  professional  groups  have 
grown  up.  I  think  that  my  hon.  colleague 
from  Windsor  -  Walkerville  should  be  com- 
mendied'  for  the  exhaustive  work  that  he  has 
dbne  in  extracting  all  this  information.  I'm 
appalled  to  hear  some  of  the  things  that  he 
has  put  before  us  today,  because  my  ex- 
perience in  the  fund-raising  I  have  done  has 
been  that  expenses  should  never  be  any  more 
than  about  six  or  seven  per  cent  of  the  gross, 
particularly  in  a  very  elBcient  operation. 

It  should  never  exceed  10  or  12  per  cent 
in  an  operation  which  is  either  less  eflBcient 
or  where  the  gatherings  of  the  gross  are  a 
little  slimmer  because  you've  got  to  cover 
a    bigger    geographical    area    or    because    a 
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greater  amount  of  expertise  has  to  be  brought 
to  bear  because  the  charity  is  lesser  known. 

But  the  reason  why  these  professional 
groups  flourish  is  because  expertise  is  needed. 
As  my  hon.  friend  from  Yorkview  has  pointed 
out,  a  lot  of  people  are  simply  lazy  and  they 
don't  want  to  get  off  their  butts  and  they 
don't  want  to  get  out  and  do  the  kind  of  work 
that  has  to  be  done.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  in  any  given  charitable  drive— whether 
it  is  charitable,  philanthropic  or  church  or- 
ganization —  lay  supervision,  lay  leadership 
and  lay  vigilance  are  absolutely  necessary. 

It  isn't  enough  to  go  to  the  minister  and 
ask  for  a  bill  which  will  cure  all  the  ills,  be- 
cause you've  got  to  have  lay  supervision  and 
lay  vigilance.  The  people  who  are  in  the 
charitable  organization  themselves  have  to 
know  what  they  are  doing  and  have  to  make 
sure  that  they  watch  the  croupier  who  is 
handling  the  dough.  They've  got  to  know 
what's  going  on. 

These  professional  organizations  use  the 
charitable  organizations  as  the  catalyst  be- 
cause after  all,  by  themselves,  with  all  their 
expertise  and  all  their  slick  manoeuvring,  they 
can  do  nothing.  They  have  to  have  the  organ- 
ization, which  is  the  catalyst,  or  is  like  the 
distributor  cap  on  a  car  that  you  so  frequentiy 
see  in  the  movies  being  taken  out  of  the 
engine  so  that  the  car  can't  go. 

It  is  the  charitable  organization  that  pro- 
vides this  distributor  cap  for  them,  and  gets 
the  engine  running.  And  without  that,  which 
is  the  sine  qua  non,  as  they  say  in  legal 
parlance,  they  ain't  got  anytliing  going  for 
them. 

You  have  got  to  understand  one  more 
thing.  This  is  this  other  point  that  I  would 
like  to  make.  It  isn't  only  a  matter  of  a  rip-oJBF 
of  a  charitable  organization,  or  whether  the 
donor  has  $10  or  $20  or  $100  extracted  from 
him.  We  are  all  the  losers  because  in  the 
case  of  a  contribution  there  is  tax  deducti- 
bility, which  means  that  we  are  all  paying. 
If  you  give  $100  to  any  given  organization 
or  a  church  or  a  charitable  organization,  we 
are  all  contributing  to  that,  because  of  the 
tax  deductibility  factor.  Consequently,  it 
makes  it  important  that  these  things  do  not 
become  a  racket.  And  I  am  absolutely  ap- 
palled to  hear  that  these  organizations  are 
ripping  off  as  much  as  80  or  90  per  cent, 
and  there  has  got  to  be  a  stop  to  it.  It  just 
has  to  be  brought  to  an  abrupt  ending. 

Now,  it  is  true  that  expertise  is  needed, 
that  fund-raising  has  become  a  specialized 
activity,  just  like  everything  else  today. 
People  who  are  in  these  various  charitable 
organizations  are  taken  up  with  the  duties 


of  everyday  life,  with  doing  a  job,  earning  a 
living,  pursuing  day-to-day  activities,  or  their 
family  lives.  They  read  these  beautiful  ads 
that  they  see  in  the  newspaper.  Somebody 
recommends  their  company  to  them;  you 
know:  "Call  us  and  we'll  look  after  every- 
thing for  you."  It's  like  a  catering  firm;  you 
know:  "Bring  us  in  and  we'll  look  after  every- 
thing for  you,  and  all  we'll  do  is  send  you  a 
cheque  at  the  end  of  it  all."  And  there  is  this 
tendency  for  them  to  leap  into  this  blind 
alley  and  not  to  think  too  deeply  about  it. 

I  think  that  it  is  high  time  to  change, 
under  these  circumstances,  when  we  know 
what  legitimate  fund-raising  organizations 
can  do,  when  we  see  what  United  Appeal 
can  do,  and  all  the  other  legitimate  organ- 
izations who  have  steady  professional  staff 
with  them.  There  is  no  reason  why  our  com- 
munity in  Ontario  should  have  to  put  up  with 
this  nonsense. 

But  above  all,  I  think  that  when  the 
minister  decides  to  bring  in  a  bill  and  when 
he  spells  out,  as  in  Bill  64,  the  duties  and  the 
obligations  of  the  various  professional  fund- 
raising  companies,  he  should  also  spell  out 
the  duties  and  obligations  that  should  have 
to  be  carried  out  by  the  charitable  organiza- 
tions themselves— the  obligations  that  they 
should  have  to  supervise  and  police  the 
organizations  that  they  do  business  with,  so 
that  it  isn't  just  a  matter  of  taking  them  by 
the  hand  and  trying  to  nursemaid  them  all 
along.  They  have  certain  responsibilities  too, 
and  they  have  to  see  that  they  take  great  care 
in  how  they  conduct  themselves  in  connec- 
tion with  the  operation  of  these  companies. 

Again,  I  want  to  commend  my  hon.  col- 
league from  Windsor-Walkerville  and  just 
everybody  who  has  participated  in  this  de- 
bate. I  think  this  is  one  of  the  most  fmitful 
private  members'  hours  I  have  had  the  pleas- 
ure to  be  involved  in.  Again,  I  don't  know 
whether  there  is  an  ulterior  motive  or  not, 
but  the  minister  blew  his  cool  today  at  one 
point,  at  a  member  of  the  NDP  who  really 
deserved  it,  and  I  think  it  is  high  time  he 
blew  his  cool  at  him.  But  I  also  want  to  take 
this  opportunity  to  thank  him  for  being 
here  and  participating  when  we  backbenchers 
get  up  and  say  our  piece. 

He  should  be  here  to  pay  attention  to  what 
we  say,  and  I  am  sure  that  our  efforts  will 
fructified  with  success  as  he  sits  here  and  lis- 
tens to  us  and  will  implement  our  pleas  with 
something  concrete  in  due  course  when  he 
comes  in  with  a  bill  based  on  the  lines  as 
set  out  in  Bill  64. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Prince- 
Edward  Lermox. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince-Edward  Lennox): 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  a  man  runs  after  money, 
he  is  money  mad.  If  he  keeps  it,  he  is  a 
capitahst.  If  he  spends  it,  he  is  a  playboy. 
If  he  doesn't  get  it,  he  is  a  ne'er  do  well.  If 
he  doesn't  try  to  get  it,  he  lacks  ambition.  If 
he  gets  it  without  working,  he  is  a  parasite. 
If  he  gets  it  after  a  life  of  hard  labour,  he 
is  a  fool  who  got  nothing  out  of  life. 

Today  we  are  talking  about  running  after 
money,  and  it  seems  that  the  whole  concept 
of  charity  has  changed.  We  have  institution- 
alized charity.  I  think  we  have  taken  a  lot 
of  the  feeling  and  compassion  out  of  causes; 
we  employ  a  machine  or  an  organization  to 
try  to  raise  money  for  causes  that  are  com- 
mendable. 

I  don't  think  we  are  going  to  be  able  to 
legislate  human  nature,  nor  are  we  going  to 
be  able  to  legislate  attitudes.  I  am  particu- 
larly concerned  about  the  techniques  that  are . 
often  used  by.  these  institutions  in  raising 
money  for  worth wliile  causes. 

I  don't  think  it  matters  what  type  of  pro- 
gramme a  government  has;  there  will  always 
be  another  cause,  a  good  and  just  cause  that 
needs  money  to  operate— and  there  will  be 
people  who  are  promoting  that  cause  and 
trying  to  raise  money  to  assist  it. 

We'll  always  have  charities  and  charitable 
institutions  and  we'U  always  have  people  who 
are  trying  to  raise  money.  But  I  think  it's  im- 
portant that  we  cover,  in  some  legislative 
form,  the  function  or  operation  of  profes- 
sionals who  make  a  business  out  of  compas- 
sion and  out  of  causes.  I  think  all  of  us  have 
had  some  experience  in  this  regard,  and  surely 
the  worthwhile  charities  shouldn't  be  ripped 
off  by  ruthless  and  unscrupulous  persons  who 
try  to  play  on  the  milk  of  human  kindness  of 
so  many  of  us,  thereby  raising  the  moneys 
and,  of  course,  pocketing  much  of  the  gain. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  reluctant  to  see  a  special 
Act  passed,  without  involving  persons  who 
have  experience  in  professional  fund-raising, 
the  people  who  have  the  insight.  I  think  there 
is  a  role  for  professionals  in  this  particular 
type  of  undertaking  today.  I  would  like  to 
see  them  involved.  I  would  like  to  see  self- 
regulation  as  much  as  possible  in  this  whole 
field. 

Furthermore,  and  probably  more  important, 
I  would  like  to  see  some  provision  in  the 
Business  Practices  Act  which  would  cover 
professional  fund-raisers.  I  think  that  is  the 
place  where  this  type  of  organization  might 
very    well   be   included,    so   that   instead    of 


setting  up  a  separate  system  or  a  separate 
bureaucracy  for  the  licensing  and  administra- 
tion of  this  type  of  organization,  it  could  be 
included  under  the  Business  Practices  Act. 

Mention  has  been  made  of  the  Minister 
of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations  be- 
ing here  today  and  paying  attention  to  what 
has  been  said.  My  message  to  him,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, is  that  he  give  consideration  to  the  licens- 
ing and  regulation  of  professional  fund-rais- 
ers, and  that  that  particular  undertaking  be 
included  in  the  Business  Practices  Act.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  member  for 
Windsor- Walkerville  for  having  introduced 
this  bill  and  to  compliment  him  on  the  in- 
depth  research  he  has  done  to  bolster  his 
argument. 

I  have  had  some  experience  with  fund- 
raising,  having  been  a  former  member  of  the 
Kinsmen  Club;  and  while  the  comments 
made  by  the  member  for  Windsor-Walker- 
ville  are  .valid  in  the  context  in  which  he  iised 
them,  I  want  to  assure  all  members  of  this 
House  that  I  am  well  aware  and  very  familiar 
with  the  workings  of.  the  Kinsmen  Club  across 
the  province. 

I  wouldn't  want  anybody  to  go  out  of 
herewith  the  idea  that  fine  work  being  done 
by  the  Kinsmen  Club  is  as  a  result  of  funds 
that  were  created  by  the  professional  fund- 
raisers. I  would  say  that  well  in  excess  of 
90  per  cent  of  all  of  the  funds  they  use  for 
the  very  good  community  services  they  per- 
form are  furnls  that  are  raised  as  a  result  of 
the  hard  work  of  many  individual  members 
of  clubs.  I  dbn't  think  that  we  should  do 
anything  to  inhibit  that  kind  of  operation, 
and.!  I  am  sure  that  this  bill  isn't  designed 
to  do  that.  But  I  thought  it  should  be  put 
on  the  record  that  we  must  recognize  the 
fine  work  that  is  being  done  by  all  Kinsmen 
Clubs  throughout  Canada. 

I  was  involved  in  a  professional  fund^ 
raising  campaign  that  was  operated  by— 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South)  For  the 
betterment  of  northwestern  Ontario? 

Mr.  Stokes  —a  professional  fundi-raising 
group  from  Detroit  on  behalf  of  a  church.  And 
I  know  whereof  the  member  speaks  because 
they  are  professionals  in  every  sense  of  the 
word.  We  were  never  given  any  figures  as 
to  the  amount  of  dollars  that  the  professionals 
would  get  as  opposed  to  the  amoimt  of  dbl- 
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lars  that  would  sift  down  for  the  very  pur- 
pose for  which  the  fund-raising  was  being 
done. 

They  do  take  novices  such  as  myself  and 
bring  them  in  and  give  them  a  crash  course 
of  an  hour  or  two  of  instruction.  They  say, 
"This  is  the  kind  of  hard  sell  that  you  give; 
this  is  the  Madison  Ave.  approach  that  you 
make.  It  is  bound  to  provide  results."  In  that 
sense  we  were  doing  the  door-to-door  work 
and  the  canvassing  for  the  professional  or- 
ganizer. They  were  indoctrinating  us  as  to 
the  proper  approach  with  the  public,  and 
how  to  get  them  to  sign  pledlge  cards.  They 
were  just  sitting  back  and  watching  the 
money  roll  in. 

Sure,  the  church  got  some  of  it  but  we 
were  never  able  to  find  out  how  much  the 
professional  got  for  the  land  of  work  we 
were  doing.  So  I  think  the  kinds  of  things 
that  are  advocated  by  this  bill  would  make 
it  quite  clear  how  much  the  costs  were 
to  the  entire  fund  as  the  result  of  the  activi- 
ties of  these  professional  organizers.  I  think 
it  is  high  time  that  something  was  done  in 
this  regard. 

I  am  also  aware  of  the  fine  work  being 
done  by  Rotary  clubs  throughout  the  prov- 
ince. I  had  occasion  just  recently  to  ask  for 
some  assistance  for  a  family  who  had  a  child 
who  was  suffering  from  cystic  fibrosis.  When 
I  approached  the  Ministry  of  Health  they 
said  that  they  didn't  have  any  particular 
programme  for  assisting  those  children,  or 
the  parents  of  those  childireii'.  They  said  we 
would  have  to  go  to  our  local  Rotary  Club 
for  that  kind  of  assistance.  I  am  told  that 
there  are  certain  funds  made  available  to 
the  Rotary  Club  by  the  Ministry  of  Health. 
They  add  this  to  their  owoi  funds  to  assist 
children  suffering  from  this  direaded  disease 
who  have  to  travel  several  hundred!  miles 
dbwn  here  to  centres  where  they  do  have 
some  means  of  treating  them. 


Again  I  would  like  to  say  to  members  of 
this  House  and  to  the  ministry  that  we  have 
to  be  careful  that  in  coming  to  grips  with 
this  problem  and  these  abuses  that  have  been 
very  well  dbcumented  by  the  member  for 
Windsor  -  Walkerville,  we  don't  throw  the 
baby  out  with  the  bath  water.  I  think  there 
are  many,  many  clubs  that  fill  a  void  for 
the  delivery  of  assistance  in  many,  many  areas 
throughout  the  province.  They  would  go 
unserved  if  it  wasn't  for  the  fine  work  that 
is  being  done  by  most  service  clubs  and  most 
fraternal  organizations  throughout  the  prov- 
ince. I  am  sure  that  the  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville  didli't  have  that  in  mind  to  sub- 
vert in  any  way  the  fine  work  that  was  done 
by  those  clubs. 

I  support  in  principle  everything  in  this 
bill  and  hope  that  the  minister  who  has 
done  us  the  courtesy  of  attending  during 
this  debate  this  afternoon  will  bring  in  some 
kind  of  legislation  that  wall  stop  these  abuses 
without  inhibiting  the  ability  of  these  legiti- 
mate organizations  to  thrive  and  to  db  the 
kind  of  work  that  they  are  doing  in  a  very 
dedicated  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  completes  this  order  of 
business. 

Orders  of  the  day. 


•THIRD  READING 

(continued) 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order, 
resuming  the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  third  reading  of  Bill  25,  An  Act  to  im- 
pose a  Tax  on  Land!  in  respect  of  certain 
speculative  Tranisactions  affecting  the  Con- 
trol or  OwTiership  of  Land'. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  introduce  two  school  classes 
from  Algoma  riding.  One  is  from  CO.  Somes 
Public  School,  Batchawana  Bay,  and  the 
other  is  from  Searchmont  Public  School.  I 
want  at  this  time  to  have  the  members  join 
with  me  to  welcome  these  students  and  their 
teachers  and  chaperones. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 


THIRD  READING 
LAND  SPECULATION  TAX  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  two  or  three  comments 
I  want  to  make  with  regard  to  the  bill  before 
we  get  to  that  crucial  moment  when  the 
votes  will  be  counted.  Then  we'll  see  wheth- 
er the  government  will  be  able  to  sustain  its 
position  and  perhaps  go  on  with  the  bill  or 
whether  we  in  the  combined  opposition  will 
be  going  to  defeat  them  this  evening. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Has  the  member  forgotten  his  party  is  voting 
with  us? 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Never. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  at  the  outset  to  make 
it  crystal,  abundantly  and  perfectly  clear- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon   (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):   But   the  member   and  his   party  are 
voting  with  the  government. 

Mr.  Deans:  —that  we  have  decided  upon 
looking  at  the  word  'Tjack,"  that  the  word 
"back"  should  be  struck  out- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  knew  there  was  some 
reason  why  we  came  back  early. 

Mr.   Deans:   —together  with  all  the  other 
words  that  should  be  struck  out.   The  only 
difficulty  we've  had,  and  I  think  it's  pretty 
clear  to  everyone  in  the  House- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  making  up  your  mind. 
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Mr.  Deans:  It's  funny  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  should  put  it  that  way  because 
I  know  he  has  some  considerable  experience 
in  like  matters  with  making  up  his  mind. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  My 
leader  does  it  promptly  and  well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  is  the  member 
for  Riverdale  (Mr.  Renwick)  who  said  he  was 
going  to  vote  with  the  government? 

Mr.  Deans:  Nevertheless  we'll  overlook  the 
fact  that  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
had  difficulty  making  up  his  mind  in  the  past 
and  we'll  talk  about  the  bill. 

Quite  frankly,  we  don't  agree  with  the 
amendment  the  Liberals  have  put  forward. 
There  is  no  question  about  that.  We  don't 
see  the  value  of  going  to  the  standing  ad- 
ministration of  justice  committee.  We  see  the 
value,  of  course,  of  voting  against  third  read- 
ing of  the  bill  as  we  always  intended  to  do. 
We  recognized  right  from  the  day  the  bill 
was  introduced  that  it  didn't  fulfil  any  use- 
ful purpose  in  the  Province  of  Ontario;  that 
it  wasn't  likely  to  have  a  beneficial  eflPect  on 
the  housing  market;  that  it  was  likely,  on 
the  other  hand,  to  become  a  cost  of  doing 
business;  and  that,  given  those  things,  the 
bill  wasn't  worthy  of  support,  in  our  opinion. 
We  voted  against  it  on  second  reading  as 
the  government  can  recall,  I'm  sure.  We  at- 
tempted, by  way  of  a  number  of  amend- 
ments- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  were  nine  amend- 
ments. 

Both  the  member  for  Downsview  (Mr. 
Singer)  and  the  member  for  Riverdale  are 
coming  in  now. 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Provincial  Secretary 
for  Resources  Development ) :  It's  going  to  be 
a  long  night. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  almost  reluctant  to  break 
this  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:   God  help  us! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  member  for 
Riverdale   got   a   point   of  order? 
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Mr.  Deans:  We  decided,  even  after  try- 
ing to  move  amendments,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  bill  could  not  be  amended  satisfactorily. 
We  voted  against  many  sections  of  the  bill 
because  the  sections  of  the  bill  that  we  saw 
as  being  most  obnoxious  and  most  regressive 
could  not  possibly  be  amended  to  satisfy 
what  we  believe  would  have  been  a  reason- 
able bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  member's  party 
also  designated  farmers  as  speculators. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  came  to  the  conclusion  in 
the  final  analysis,  after  all  of  the  amend- 
ments had  been  counted  and  the  bill  had 
been  considered,  we  frankly  couldn't  support 
it  on  third  reading.  It  had  been  our  intention 
simply  to  vote  against  it.  Unfortunately,  the 
Liberal  Party  in  its  inimitable  fashion 
clouded  the  issue. 


Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Oh,  come 


on! 


Mr.  Deans:  In  they  came  with  a  motion 
to  refer  and  that  motion  to  refer  would  have 
had  a  standing  committee  of  the  Legislature 
make  determinations  well  beyond  its  com- 
petency. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  no  standing  commit- 
tee of  this  Legislature  that  has  either  the 
ability  or  the  jurisdiction  to  determine 
whether  this  tax  will  be  considered  as  a 
deductible  business  expense  under  the  federal 
corporation  tax. 

Frankly,  we  felt  that  the  most  honest  thing 
to  do,  recognizing  that,  was  for  one  of  two 
things  to  happen.  Either  the  government 
should  not  proceed  with  the  bill  until  there 
was  clarification;  or  the  government  should 
put  a  clause  in  the  bill  which  would  have 
made  it  clear  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of 
the  government  to  tax  in  excess  of  100  per 
cent  and  to  set  out  what  the  maximum  tax 
was  to  be,  taking  into  account  both  federal 
and  provincial.  This  hasn't  happened. 

The  Liberal  position  is  not  going  to  make 
it  any  more  clear  with  regard  to  whether  or 
not  it  will  be  considered  a  business  expense 
and  so  we  are  put  on  the  horns  of  a  dilemma, 
as  my  leader  (Mr.  Lewis)  said.  Nevertheless, 
we  will  vote  that  the  bill  be  not  read  a  third 
time. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  will  vote  that  the  bill  be 
not  read  a  third  time. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  all  right  with  the 
member  for  Riverdale?  How  can  he  do  that? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  tell  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  it  was  at  the  insistence  of  the 
member  for  Riverdale  that  we  vote  that  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  is  he  ignoring  us? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Everybody  else  is  going  to 
vote  against  it  because  they  don't  like  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  insist  that  he  come  back. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  I  would 
vote  for  the  Liberals  but  if  they  are  unlucky 
enough  to  be  in  the  middle,  they  have  real 
problems. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  NDP  is  in  a  box. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  don't  see  ourselves— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Will  he  kindly  go  to 
caucus  this  week? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  chaired  the  last  one. 

Mr.  Singer:  But  he  was  all  alone. 

Mr.  Deans:  Anyhow,  I  think  both  in  public 
and  in  legislative  terms,  the  proof  of  the 
pudding  will  be  in  the  eating.  It's  when  one 
has  to  stand;  that's  when  one  determines  how 
he  is  going  to  vote. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you  very  much. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Deans:  At  this  point,  I  want  to  be 
siu"e  that  everybody  knows  that  when  the 
votes  are  counted,  we  will  stand  in  opposition 
to  the  government  on  this  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  will  further  stand  in  op- 
position to  the  ridiculous  position  put  forward 
by  the  Liberals.  That  is  what  we  are  saying. 
They  can  play  games  only  so  long  but  at 
some  point— 

An  hon.   member:  That  is  what  we  said. 

They  can- 
Mr.  Deans:  —along  the  way,  in  first,  second 

or  third  reading- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Then  what  is  the  NDP 

going  to  do? 

Mr.  Deans:  —they  have  to  declare  their 
position  with  regard  to  the  principle  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  NDP  hasn't  done  any- 
thing yet. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  At  this  point  and  from  this 
point  on  our  position  is:  (a)  we  were  opposed 
to  the  principle;  (b)  the  bill  could  not  pos- 
sibly be  amended— we  were  opposed  to  the 
principle- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Not  in  committee.  The 
NDP  was  going  to  vote  with  the  government 
because  it  was  against  speculators. 

Mr.  Deans:  Now,  (b)  it  was  not  possible  in 
our  judgement  to  amend  the  bill  satisfactorily 
to  bring  it  into  line  with  our  position. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  (3),  or  (c)  if  you  like,  we 
still  stand  opposed  to  the  bill  as  it  is  currently 
before  us. 

Now  let's  take  a  look  at  the  reasons.  There 
are  six  reasons  why  we  can't  support  the  bill. 
First  of  all,  the  bill  will  do  nothing  to  reduce 
the  price  of  land.  It  will  likely  keep  land  off 
the  market.  The  second  point  is  the  possi- 
bility, the  probability,  that  this  tax  will  in- 
crease the  price  of  land.  It  will  concentrate 
building  in  the  hands  of  major  developers, 
without  question,  regardless  of  the  amend- 
ment and  the  cost  of  this  tax  will  become  a 
cost  of  doing  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Mean:  The  member  is  repeating 
himself. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  just  giving  the  position 
and  why  we  are  voting  against  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  is  no  repetition  there 
that  I  can  see. 

Mr.  Deans:  Three,  the  tax  will  more  likely 

hit  small- 
Mr.  Singer:  Has  the  member  told  all  the 

NDP- 

Mr.    Deans:    —people    in    this    community 
rather  than  hitting  the  large- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Anyone  under  5  ft. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  will  encourage  people  to  do 
renovations  which  are  imnecessary;  that's  the 
fourth  point. 

As  point  5,  we  suggest  it  will  be  ex- 
tremely difficult  to  police  the  renovation 
clause.  The  policing  of  renovations  will  be 
well  nigh  impossible  and  the  government 
will  have  an  extremely  difficult  time  actually 
trying  to  determine  the  value  of  renovations 


and  whether  or  not  they  fall  within  the  20 
per  cent  allowance.  Six,  and  very  important 
to  a  large  sector  of  the  community,  this  bill 
by  its  very  nature  will  increase  the  price  of 
rental  accommodation  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  does  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  think  about  raspberries? 

Mr.  Deans:  With  those  six  points— 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  The  member  should  go  ask 
Stafford;  he  will  tell  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  —together  with  the  often-stated 
point  that  it  is  very  unclear  whether  or  not 
this  will  be  considered  by  the  federal  gov- 
ernment to  be  a  cost  of  doing  business  and— 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  say  that. 

An  hon.  member:  I  just  read  that  speech- 
arrogance! 

Mr.  Deans:  —whether  it  will'  be  permitted 
as  a  dieduction  against  federal  corporate  in- 
come tax.  We  just  don't  see  ourselves  in  a 
position  of  being  able  to  support  the  bill. 

So,  as  I  said  before,  and  as  was  stated  by 
my  leader,  at  the  appropriate  time  when 
the  votes  are  counted,  we  will  vote  not  to 
have  this  bill  read  a  third  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  And  in  favour  of  our  amend*- 
ment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  op- 
pose the  bill,  of  course,  on  third  reading,  if 
there  has  been  any  doubt  in)  the  minds  of 
my  Liberal  friends  where  I  stood  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  No,  it  is  the  member's 
friend  from  the  front  row  we  are  more  wor- 
ried about. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  I  think  at  this  point, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  might  be  worthwhile  to  look 
back  at  what  has  happened  since  April  9, 
when  this  bill  was  proposed.  It  is  interesting 
to  re-read  the  speeches  that  were  given  by 
all  members  of  the  House  on  second  rea<> 
ing,  and  it  is  fairly  obvious  that  most  of  us 
at  that  time  missed  the  serious  import  of 
what  was  happening.  Certainly  I  had  very 
little  experience— no  experience  in  the  buying 
and  selling  of  land— and  could  only  go  at  that 
time  on  what  I  read  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  soya  beans. 
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Mr.  Shulman:  Just  soya  beans,  that's  right. 
I  have  had  very  few  soya  beans  growing  in 
Ontario.  Since  that  time  the  number  of  dele- 
gations and  individuals,  people  within  the 
real  estate  trade,  within  the  apartment  build- 
ing trade,  within  the  home  building  field, 
who  have  come  to  me  as  an  individual  mem- 
ber with  their  cries  of  woe  and  beware,  and 
what  is  going  to  happen— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  we  had  all  the 

speculators. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —have  quite  shocked  me. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  What  do  you  do 
with  those  speculators? 

Mr.  Shulman:  As  the  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications  is  going  to  dis- 
cover in  the  next  year  and  a  half,  speculators, 
horrid  as  the  word  is,  have  their  place  in  his 
type  of  society,  and  in  his  type  of  society 
he  needs  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  And'  in  the  member  s. 

Mr.  Shulman.  If  this  party  formed  a  gov- 
erimient,  I'm  quite  sure  we  would  bring  in 
a  type  of  bill  that  would  be  far  worse  to 
speculators.  But  we  have  the  other  means  to 
control  speculation.  You  can't  bring  in  a  bill 
like  this  unless  you  intend  to  build  the  apart- 
ment buildings  yourself.  You  can't  stop  the 
apartment-house  building  unless  you  are  go- 
ing to  replace  it  with  something  else. 

I  direct  that  to  the  minister  through  the 
Speaker.  Now  he's  diverted  me  from  my 
speech,  but  I'm  glad  he  did,  because  that's 
a  very  important  point. 

Of  course  we  want  to  tax  speculators.  Of 
course  we  dO.  But  it  must  be  done  in  an 
intelligent  way  that  is  not  going  to  hobble 
the  economy  of  the  province,  and  when  a 
Conservative— I've  got  to  disgress  again,  Mr. 
Speaker— the  Attorney  General  of  Saskatche- 
wan was  down  here  some  three  or  four  weeks 
ago  and  he  looked  at  this  bill  and  he  came 
and  listened  to  the  debate  on  second  reading, 
and  he  walked  out  of  the  House,  and  he  said, 
"If  I  attempted  to  introduce  a  bill  like  that 
in  Saskatchewan  I'd  be  called  a  Marxist. 
Every  paper  across  the  country  would  be  run- 
ning editorials  demanding  my  head,  and 
demanding  that  the  government  go  down." 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Including 
the  Wall  Street  Journal. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  it's  because  this  bill  has 
been  brought  in  by  a  Conservative  govern- 
ment that  the  press  has  ignored  it.  The  gov- 


ernment has  had  a  few  dibs  and  dabs  here 
and  there.  The  odd  columnist  has  written  a 
little  piece,  but  by  and  large,  just  look  up 
there,  there  is  nobody  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  That's  not  nice. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  What 
an  insult. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  There  are  two. 

Mr.  Shulman:  By  that  I  mean  there  is  no 
one  from  the  Globe  and  Mail. 

An  hon.  member:  Is  that  the  only  reason? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That's  not,  by  definition, 
nobody. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  is  no  representative 
from  the  Sun. 

Mr.   Shulman:   There  is  not  even  anyone 

from  the  Toronto  Sun,  which  is  even  more 

serious.  In  any  case- 
Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  That's  what 

they  mean.  The  member's  speech  wouldn't  be 

too  long. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Fortunately,  I  understand  a 
columnist  from  the  Sun  is  hidden  somewhere 
in  the  House,  and  he  no  doubt  will  report  my 
speech.  He  has  been  very  good  about  things 
like  that  in  the  past. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Probably  not  very  accu- 
rately, though. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  to  return  to  the  point 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  brought  up. 
The  idea  was  well  formulated,  but  the 
carrying  out  of  it  is  abominable.  You  cannot 
have  a  dream,  as  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White) 
has  had,  and  attempt  to  put  it  into  force 
without  giving  thought  as  to  its  implications, 
as  to  its  complications,  as  to  the  method  by 
which  it  should  be  done,  and  we  know  now 
what  happened.  There  have  been  enough 
leaks  from  the  government's  gentlemen  sitting 
under  the  stairs  there.  We  know  how  it  all 
happened.  The  minister  came  in  very  excited 
one  day,  he  had  the  idea. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  this  minister,  surely. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  this  minister,  he  has  no 
idea.  He  carries  out  others'  ideas.  No,  the 
Treasurer  is  who  we  are  talking  about.  He 
was  the  man  with  the  idea.  He  came  down 
all  excited  and  he  sold  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis).  He  came  to  his  staflF  and  he  said, 
"Bring  me  a  bill." 
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And  I  know  now— he  knows  now— we  all 
know  now,  what  he  should  have  done.  They 
should  have  brought  in  this  very  same  bill 
and  said:  "This  is  an  avenue  for  discussion; 
and  it  sets  it  all  out  to  discuss  it  with  the 
people  involved."  He  could  have  put  a  date 
on  it  to  prevent  speculation.  But  what  he 
should  have  said  was:  "Look,  this  is  a  con- 
cept; this  is  what  we  want  to  do  now." 

This  has  been  done  with  the  business  tax 
Act  bill  last  year,  and  numerous  other  bills 
in  previous  years.  When  you  go  into  a  new 
concept  you  don't  blunder  into  water  if  you 
don't  know  how  deep  it  is;  you  go  and  ask 
the  experts,  you  get  a  pilot.  You  ask  people 
to  come  in  to  give  their  ideas.  You  send  it 
to  committee  and  have  it  discussed,  and  that's 
not  such  a  bad  idea.  But  instead— 

Mr.  Deans:  You  do  it  before. 

Mr.  Shulman:  You  do  it  before,  of  course. 
The  member  for  Wentworth  is  quite  right. 

Instead  of  which  the  minister  came  down 
like  gangbusters  and  he  said,  "I've  got  the 
solution.'  Last  year  he  had  the  solution  too, 
and  we  know  what  happened  to  that.  It's 
fortunate  we  did,  because  this  bill  is  going 
to  come  back  to  haunt  us  all— every  member 
of  this  House  and  every  one  of  the  three 
parties. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  order.  The  hon. 
member  is  repeating  what  has  already  been 
debated  in  this  House,  on  principle  of  the  bill, 
and  also  in  committee  of  the  whole  House. 
The  bill  has  received  extensive  consideration. 
The  only  matter  now  before  the  House  is  the 
matter  of  third  reading  of  the  bill,  whether 
or  not  it  shall  now  be  read  a  third  time,  or 
whether  or  not  the  reasoned  amendment  shall 
be  approved  and  the  bill  returned  to  the  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House.  Now,  most  of  the 
members  who  have  spoken,  have  spoken  at 
some  length  or  about  matters  other  than  on 
the  principle  of  the  bill— 

An  hon.  member:   Not  me  though. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —and  I  have  permitted  most 
members  to  do  that;  not  all  of  them.  I  do 
believe  the  hon.  member- 
Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  was  the 
exception. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —is  now  straying  considerably 
from  the  matters  before  the  House. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Always,  always  the  excep- 
tion. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  the  wav  it  is. 


Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  shall  confine 
myself  to  the  principle  of  the  bill  and  I  shall 
not  repeat  anything  I  have  said.  I  may  repeat 
something  someone  else  has  said  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  rules  to  prevent  that.  If  that 
were  the  rule  of  the  House,  the  first  speaker 
would  finish  the  debate  on  many  bills. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  may  not 
speak  now  to  the  principle  of  the  bill.  The 
only  matter  that  he  may  speak  to,  is  whether 
or  not  the  bill  be  now  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  I  am  going  to  speak  at 
great  length  as  to  whether  or  not  the  bill  may 
be  read  the  third  time.  Is  that  all  right?  In 
doing  that,  this  of  course  includes  one  of 
the  reasons  the  bill  should  not  be  read  the 
third  time— I  am  sure  it  will— because  the 
principle  is  wrong.  If,  in  that  way,  I  stray 
on  to  the  principle,  you  will  pardon  me,  I 
am  sure. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  said  a 
moment  ago  the  principle  was  right. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  intention  was  right;  the 
intention  was  right. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  always  confused  on  his  principles. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  we  all  agree  with 
that.  There  is  no  question  the  speculator 
should  be  taxed. 

An  hon.  member:  We  don't  know  wiiat 
your  view  is. 

An  hon.  member:  He  said  the  principle 
was  wrong. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Now,  why  this  bill  should 
not  be  read  the  third  time  is  very  simple. 
Really,  I  can  sirni  it  up  in  almost  a  few 
words.  The  intention  of  the  minister  in  bring- 
ing this  bill  forth— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  it  is  as  wrong  as  you  say 
it  is,  it  couldn't  be  right  in  principle. 

Mr.  Shulman:  We  have  heard  two  inten- 
tions from  the  other  side;  it  depends  which 
minister  you  listen  to.  Let's  suppose  we 
listen  to  both  the  Minister  of  Housing 
(Mr.  Handleman)  and  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  —  and  the  Treasurer.  The  two 
intentions  they  gave  us:  We  were  going 
to  get  lower  costs  of  housing,  and  secondly 
we  were  going  to  have  more  available 
housing.  That's  supposedly  what  it  was  all 
about.  And  they  threw  in  as  a  sort  of  a  third 
factor:  We  are  going  to  raise  $25  million  a 
year  from  this  particular  bill.  Well,  we'll  oome 
to  that  third  matter  a  little  later  this  evening. 
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First  of  all  I  want  to  look  at  the  first  two 
intentions  of  the  bill,  which  were  to  lower 
costs  and  to  provide  more  available  housing. 
Since  I  spoke  on  the  principle  of  the  bill  on 
second  reading,  I  have  had  the  opportunity 
of  consulting  with  the  principal  apartment 
builders  in  this  city.  They  informed  me— and 
I  don't  claim  to  be  an  expert;  I  am  really 
merely  repeating  what  I've  been  told  by 
people  who  are  expert  in  the  bill— that  this 
bill  is  going  to  produce  exactly  the  opposite 
result  of  what  the  minister  intended.  The 
reason  they  give  me  is— and  I  believe  I  spoke 
to  the  three  largest  builders  in  southern 
Ontario— that  they  do  not  intend  to  build 
any  more  apartments  in  this  province  while 
this  bill  is  in  effect.  Except  for  the  ones  for 
which  they  are  already  committed. 

Let  me  explain:  There  is  a  time  lag,  and 
the  time  lag  varies  anywhere  from  six  months 
to  two  years  depending  on  local  conditions, 
depending  on  commitments  already  made; 
but  basically,  say  about  a  year  or  a  year  and 
a  half.  And  the  reason  they  don't  intend  to 
build  any  more  apartments  is  very  simple— 
they  cannot  resell  those  apartments,  so  any- 
thing they  intend  to  build  they  have  to  hold. 
They  have  two  fears  in  connection  with  the 
holding  of  apartments.  The  first  is  that  in 
case,  of  disaster,  if  they  are  forced  to  sell 
because  of  some  terrible  financial  reverse, 
the  financial  blow  will  be  horrendous. 

In  a  few  moments  I  am  going  to  discuss 
the  problem  of  inflation  that  is  involved,  but 
first  there  is  the  fact  that  from  April  9,  1974, 
foirai  period  of  10  years,  a  very  large  pro- 
portion of  any  capital  gain,  even  if  it  is  not 
^  true  capital  gain-and,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are '^o  types  of  cajpitai  gain  that  ensue  in 
this  world.  There  is  the  kind  where  some- 
thing that  is  worth  X  dollars  goes  up  to  X 
plus  $100,000;  that  is  a  real  capital  gain. 
Then  there  is  a  kind  of  phoney  capital  gain 
where,  because  of  inflation,  paper  money 
buys  less,  so  it  appears  to  be  worth  more. 

What  the  apartment  builders  are  worried 
abput  are  the  phoney  capital  gains  that  this 
government  is  going  to  tax.  And  if  inflation 
continues  just  at  its  present  rate,  and  if  a 
building  that  costs  $1  million  today  goes  up 
to  $1.5  million  five  years  from  now,  without 
any  true  capital  gain,  and  they  are  forced  to 
sell  because  of  financial  squeeze,  mortgage 
squeeze  or  inability  to  renew— any  of  these 
things— this  government  is  going  to  whomp  it 
to  them.  And  it  is  not  going  to  take  away  a 
portion  of  their  capital  gain;  it  is  going  to 
take  away  a  portion  of  their  capital.  That's 
the  first  reason. 


The  other  thing— and  it  is  the  unsaid  fear- 
is  that  this  bill  is  not  going  to  work  and,  as 
a  result,  the  government  is  going  to  have  to 
bring  in  rent  control.  Let  me  just  follow  that 
up  a  bit. 

As  the  apartment  shortage  develops— and 
this  is  not  something  for  1974;  this  is  some- 
thing for  late  1975;  and  I  fear  for  the  gov- 
ernment in  October,  1975,  because  by  then, 
the  vacancy  rate  in  apartments  in  this  city  is 
not  going  to  be  zero,  it  is  going  to  be  some- 
thing less  than  zero.  People  are  going  to  be 
bidding  for  keys.  This  automatically  follows 
when  the  influx  of  people  continues,  when  we 
have  lots  of  money  around  as  a  result  of 
inflation  and  high  employment— and  there  is 
no  question  that  the  government  is  produc- 
ing high  employment  in  one  form  or  another 
—and  when  these  are  joined  with  a  failure 
to  build  apartment  houses. 

As  the  apartment  shortage  reaches  zero, 
which  it  will  this  year,  and  then  goes  to 
minus  zero  as  people  are  forced  to  move  in 
with  each  other  next  year,  then  we  are  going 
to  get  the  various  things  that  we  saw  during 
the  war  years.  People  will  sell  their  keys. 
People  who  are  leaving  the  countr>-,  leaving 
the  city,  or  moving  out  for  one  reason  or 
another,  will  be  able  to  sublet  those  apart- 
ments. Once  that  happens  we  have  only  one 
way  of  keeping  the  lid  on;  that  is,  by  putting 
in  rent  control.  When  that  happens,  God 
knows  what  is  going  to  happen  to  the  apart- 
ment owners. 

I  don't  want  to  go  into  all  the  complica- 
tions of  rent  control,  because  it  is  not  per- 
tinent here  and  we  have  gone  through  it  on 
other  occasions.  But  let  me  stress  again  that 
if  the  government  is  going  to  put  in  this 
type  of  bill— I  am  directing  my  remarks,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications,  because  I  have  lost 
the  Minister  of  Revenue;  he  has  departed  for 
more  pleasant  climes— if  the  government  is 
going  to  put  in  a  programme  that  stops 
apartment  construction,  it  must  consider  what 
that  means. 

It  means  that  as  the  apartments  stop  being 
built,  the  pressure  on  other  places  to  live  is 
going  to  increase.  That  is  going  to  mean 
family  housing  of  every  type;  it  is  going  to 
mean  a  ballooning  of  rooming  houses  in  this 
city;  it  is  going  to  mean  a  ballooning  of  rents, 
not  just  in  apartments,  but  in  flats  and  in 
houses.  Then  the  next  phase  is  the  rise  in 
prices  of  housing  that  wfll  follow,  because 
people  will  be  able  to  make  more  money  by 
renting  houses,  by  renting  rooms  and  by 
renting  flats. 
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I  I  come  to  the  second  thing  that  the  min- 

ister intended  to  produce  with  this  bill  and 
the  second  reason  this  bill  should  not  receive 
third  reading;  that  is,  he  said  this  will  pro- 
duce lower  prices.  It  is  interesting,  because  of 
the  lengthy  debate  by  every  member  of  both 
opposition  parties  in  this  House,  that  we  have 
had  enough  time,  eight  weeks  or  almost  two 
months  since  this  bill  was  introduced,  to  see 
what  the  eflFect  is  going  to  be  on  prices.  It  is 
quite  instructive,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  look  at 
what  the  eflFect  has  been. 

The  minister  was  right.  He  said  there  was 
going  to  be  an  immediate  drop  in  the  price 
of  housing  in  this  province.  He  produced 
that.  In  the  first  three  weeks,  perhaps  the  first 
SV2  weeks,  some  speculators  who  were  short 
of  cash  and  who  were  worried  about  closing, 
panicked  and  houses  were  thrown  on  to  the 
market.  The  price  of  housing  did  fall.  There 
is  no  question  about  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  At  least  75  cents. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Some  of  them  fell  by  a  few 
thousand  dollars  for  a  very  brief  period.  It  is 
quite  interesting  to  see  what  happens. 

The  statistics  which  are  produced  by 
LePage  are  far  more  reliable  than  the  ones 
from  MLS,  because  MLS  only  get  a  certain 
number  of  the  houses  that  come  on  sale  but 
LePage  gets  them  all.  The  statistics  are  quite 
interesting.  For  the  first  few  weeks  there  was 
a  temporary  fall  but  by  the  third  week  in 
April  this  reversed  itself.  The  prices  have 
jumped:  to  the  point  that  today  they  are 
some  10  per  cent  higher  than  the  day  the 
minister  introduced  his  bill. 

Just  stop  to  think  what  that  means  and 
why  that  is  happening.  We  had  the  first 
immediate  panic  that  speculators  couldn't  get 
out.  We  had  a  great  deal  of  offerings  coming 
on  the  market  and  there  was  no  one  buying 
because  no  one  was  quite  stitc  what  the  bill 
meant.  Everybody  held  back  figuring  we  were 
going  to  get  lower  prices.  We  believe  the 
Minister  of  Housing,  Mr.  Speaker;  we  believe 
the  Minister  of  Revenue.  If  we  wait  a  few 
more  weeks  we're  going  to  get  the  bargains 
they  promised. 

iThere  was  a  hold^back,  and  for  three  weeks 
there  was  this  temporary  drop-off  of  about 
three  to  four  to  five  per  cent  in  the  price  of 
housing.  That  reversed  itself  completely  by 
May  1.  By  the  end  of  May  the  average  price 
of  a  house  had  gone  up  some  nine  per  cent 
from  before  when  the  bill  began.  We  have 
now  reached  the  spot  where  as  a  result  of 
this  bill,  not  only  is  housing  more  expensive, 
less  of  it  is  already  being  contracted  for  and 


none  of  it  in  the  form  of  apartments  is  going 
to  be  built  next  year. 

There  was  an  article  in  the  Miami  Herald 
last  Friday  the  minister  might  find  interesting 
to  read.  This  article  is  really  a  tipoff  to  what 
is  happening  here  in  Ontario  because  it  tells 
us  something  that  is  happening  in  Miami. 
This  editorial  says  "Welcome  to  the  Cana- 
dians," and  goes  on  to  say,  "In  the  last  three 
weeks  we  have  had  an  influx  of  Caimdian 
apartment  builders  from  Toronto."  The  first 
one  they  mention  is  Alex  Grossman,  my 
bridge  partner. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  He  has  been  down 
there  for  years.  That's  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But,  what  has  he  done  this 
last  month?  I  went  up  to  him  at  the  St.  Clair 
Bridge  Club  —  we'll  give  them  a  plug  —  on 
Saturday  and  I  said,  "Alex,  what  is  this  edi- 
torial about?"  His  comment  was,  "We  are 
going  where  we  can  build."  He  is  a  very 
large  shareholder  in  Meridian  and  Cadillac. 
"We  are  going  where  we  can  build,  and  we 
can't  build  in  Ontario." 

Okay,  so  they  are  going  to  have  the  apart- 
ments in  Dade  County,  in  Miami  city,  in 
Fort  Lauderdale,  in  Hollywood^and  here  we 
are  going  to  have  the  minister- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  We'll  exchange  the  minis- 
ter for  the  houses. 

An  hen.  member:  How  about  the  other 
Grossman? 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  They  will  have  trouble 
with  pollution,  I  can  tell  the  members  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Now  we  know  what  this  biD 
is  not  going  to  produce.  It  is  not  going  to 
produce  lower  prices. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  speaking 
on  the  principle  of  the  bill  and  he  is  not 
speaking  on  the  motion  before  the  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  I  am  speaking  on  why 
this  bill  should  not  receive  third  reading.  I 
am  going  on  to  the  third  reason  why- 
Mr.  Speaker:  You  are  speaking  to  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  bill  and  most  of  it  Has  been  said 
before. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  attempting  to  speak  on  why  this  bill 
should  not  receive  third  reading.  The  second 
reason  I  gave  why  it  shouldn't  receive  third 
reading— I  hope  you  didn't  miss  it— was  be- 
cause our  developers  are  deserting  us,  and 
they  are  going  back  into  the  States. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  didn't  miss  anything  the 
hon.  member  said.  I  repeat  that  he  is  speak- 
ing to  the  principle  of  the  bill.  That  question 
has  been  ciecided. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Will  the  Speaker  not  agree 
with  me  that  if  the  dtevelopers  are  deserting 
us  this  is  reason  why  the  bill  should  not 
receive  third  reading— so  that  we  can  woo 
them  back?  We  have  to  woo  them  back  unless 
we  are  going  to  have  a  comprehensive  hous- 
ing policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  Mr.  Speaker,  have 
sympathy  for  the  hon.  member.  He  is  losing 
a  bridge  partner. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  ask  the  hon.  member 
to  speak  to  the  motion  before  the  House. 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  I  am  not  speaking  to 
the  motion  before  the  House.  I  am  speaking 
as  to  why  the  bill  should  not  receive  third 
reading.  I'H  come  to  the  motion  before  the 
House  when  I— 

Mr.  Speaker:  That's  the  motion  that  is  be- 
fore the  House  and  the  hon.  member  should 
speak  to  that  motion  only. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  Speaker  directing  that 
after  that  motion  is  taken  I  can  then  speak 
on  why  the  bill  should  not  receive  third 
reading? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Absolutely  not.  The  member 
knows  better  than  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  that  case,  I  am  speaking 
on  why  the  bill  ^ould  not  receive  third  readi- 
ing,  which  is  my  right  no  matter  how  many 
motions  the  Liberals  bring  in.  I  am  coming 
to  their  motion  by  and  by. 

The  third  reason  the  bill  should  not  receive 
third  reading— and  I  have  given  the  two  posi- 
tive reasons  which  turned  out  to  be  negative; 
now  I  want  to  turn  to  the  negative  reasons— is 
that  the  minister  has  said  one  of  the  results  of 
the  bill  will  be  an  intake  of  some  $25  million 
from  speculators  which  will  come  into  the 
coffers  of  this  province.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want 
to  go  on  record  as  saying  that  it  is  not  going 
to  be  any  $25  million  per  year  coming  as  a 
result  of  this  bill.  There  is  not  going  to  be  any 
$5  million  and  there  is  not  going  to  be  any 
$1  million. 

I  want  to  go  on  record  tonight  and  say 
that  a  year  from  now,  when  we  rise  in  this 
House  and  ask  the  minister  how  much  revenue 
he  received  as  a  result  of  this  bill,  it  will  be 
something  under  a  quarter  of  a  million  dollars, 
the  only  people  he  is  going  to  catch  are  the 


poor  innocents  who  are  not  really  aware  of 
what  is  happening. 

The  minister  has  said  $25  million.  I  say 
less  than  a  quarter  of  a  million.  And  I  am 
willing,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  wager  anyone  in 
this  House  on  that  basis.  If  the  minister  is 
brave,  perhaps  he  will  take  me  on.  It  is  very 
obvious  as  one  speaks  to  the  speculators  in 
this  province,  and  it  is  very  obvious  as  one 
speaks  to  the  apartment  builders  in  this 
province,  and  it  is  very  obvious  as  one  speaks 
to  the  developers  in  this  province  what  is 
happening.  Everything  has  become  frozen. 
And  as  building  has  become  frozen,  and  as 
development  has  become  frozen,  and  as  large 
landholders  have  determined  to  sit  on  their 
land,  there  aren't  going  to  be  the  transactions. 
When  this  bill  goes  through  later  tonight, 
what  you  will  in  fact  have  done  is  put  a 
cork  in  an  already- opened  hot  champagne 
bottle.  You  can  sit  on  that  cork  for  a  reason- 
able length  of  time.  I  am  not  sure  how  long 
you  will  be  able  to  sit  on  it,  Mr.  Speaker. 
But  sooner  or  later  that  cork  is  going  to  blow. 
And  when  it  blows,  a  portion  of  your  anatomy 
is  going  to  go  with  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Grossman:  We  don't  use  cham- 
pagne over  here.  We  just  use  beer.  We 
wouldn't  know  that. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Okay.  You  can  stop  develop- 
ment for  only  a  certain  length  of  time.  And 
you  can  freeze  people  out  of  apartment  build- 
ings. And  you  can  freeze  the  holdings  of 
lands.  But  sooner  or  later  the  screams  will 
come  from  out  there.  They  all  aren't  aware 
of  these  esoteric  discussions  that  occur  in  here, 
or  whether  something  is  on  the  principle,  or 
whether  it  is  on  the  amendment,  or  whether 
it  is  on  the  third  reading.  They  just  know 
they  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  get  housing 
at  a  reasonable  price.  And  it  is  going  to  be 
the  doing  of  the  Treasurer  and  the  Minister 
of  Revenue.  But  he  is  not  going  to  get  any 
revenue.  Don't  fool  yourself.  You  are  not 
going  to  catch  a  single  speculator  in  this 
province.  They  are  not  mad.  Why  should  they 
pay  you?  They  don't  have  to  They  can  just 
sit  on  it. 

The  fourth  reason  this  bill  should  not  be 
passed,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  because  it  is  going  to 
increase  lawbreaking  in  this  province.  It  is 
an  open  invitation  to  fraud.  And  the  one  thing 
that  we  should  be  attempting  to  do  in  this 
room,  if  we  do  nothing  else,  is  minimize  law- 
breaking,  minimize  fraud,  and  encourage  re- 
spect for  the  laws  we  pass.  Instead,  the  word- 
ing of  this  bill  is  so  inept.  If  ever  there  is  a 
reason  it  shouldn't  be  given  third  reading  it 
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is  this.  Because  we  are  going  to  turn  thou- 
sands of  law-abiding  people,  ordinary  home- 
owners, ordinary  landowners,  into  lawbreak- 
ers. They  are  going  to  get  away  with  it,  mind 
you.  No  one  is  going  to  go  to  jail  as  a  result 
of  it.  But  is  that  really  what  we  want  to  do? 

Do  we  really  want  to  encourage  people  to 
believe  that  the  law  is  an  ass,  and  the  mini- 
ster is  an  ass,  and  the  government  is  an  ass, 
and  that  we  are  all  damn  fools?  That  is  what 
we  are  doing  if  we  pass  this  bill.  What  we  are 
saying  right  now  is,  "Okay,  there  is  a  specu- 
lative land  tax.  Any  value  on  your  lands  since 
April  9,  1974,  you  have  to  pay  50  per  cent 
tax  on.  Really  it  is  more  than  50  per  cent. 
We  are  going  to  take  50  per  cent.  And  the 
government  is  going  to  take  somewhere 
between  25  and  75  per  cent.  So  you  will  end 
up  paying  somewhere  between  75  and  125 
per  cent  of  your  profit.  Soimds  nutty.  But 
that  is  what  we  are  saying.  But  they  don't 
really  have  to  pay.  Because  if  you  sell  your 
land  tomorrow,  you  don't  really  have  to  pay 
the  tax.  Just  send  us  a  letter  saying  your 
land  hasn't  really  gone  up  in  value  and  we 
will  exempt  you  from  the  tax." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask  you,  is  that  not  an 
invitation  to  fraud?  Everybody  knows  land  has 
gone  up  in  value  since  April  9.  Yet  those 
people  over  there  in  the  revenue  department 
are  already  sitting  with  dozens  of  letters  in 
their  department  from  homeowners  and  land- 
owners saying,  "I'm  selling  my  land  in  June 
[or,]  I  have  sold  my  land  in  May,  and  I  am 
not  going  to  pay  any  tax  because  I  swear 
that  the  land  has  not  gone  up  in  value  since 
April  9,  1974".  Those  people  know  they  have 
prepared  false  aflBdavits,  yet  the  government 
has  told  them  this  is  the  right  thing  to  do. 

But  what  is  going  to  happen  after  this?  The 
minister  has  promised  us,  once  this  third  read- 
ing goes  through,  once  we  have  passed  the 
bill,  things  will  be  different.  Then  they  are 
going  to  have  to  get  an  estimate,  and  the 
estimate  is  going  to  have  to  come  from  a  real 
estate  agent,  and  this  is  the  only  ray  of  light 
for  the  real  estate  agents.  I  have  discussed 
with  a  group  of  six  in  the  last  24  hours,  this 
very  section  of  it.  They  know  there  are  going 
to  be  far  fewer  transactions,  but  as  they  put 
it,  "Boy,  are  we  going  to  make  money  on 
appraisals!"  They  are  already  competing  over 
how  much  they  should  charge  for  appraisals, 
running  anywhere  from  one-tenth  of  one  per 
cent  up  to  one  per  cent,  depending  on  how 
great  the  appraisal  is  going  to  be.  We  are 
going  to  produce  dozens,  perhaps  hundreds 
of  dishonest  appraisers  in  this  province.  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  very  thing  we  should  be  trying 


not  to  do  we  will  do  if  we  give  this  bill  third 
reading— that  is,  spread  disrespect  for  this 
Legislature,  not  just  for  this  law  but  for  all 
laws,  and  spread  a  feeling  in  the  public  that 
we  are  not  going  to  be  taken  seriously  but  just 
foolishly. 

The  fifth  reason  this  bill  should  not  be 
given  third  reading  has  to  do  v^dth  what  is 
being  done  to  the  farmers.  I  don't  intend 
to  repeat  the  arguments  that  have  been  given 
by  the  farm  members  of  this  House.  I  am  not 
an  expert  on  farming;  I  know  very  little 
about  it.  I  do  recognize  that  letter  after  letter 
after  letter  has  been  coming  into  my  oflBce 
and,  I  presume,  into  the  oflBces  of  the  Liberal 
members  who  come  from  the  farm  com- 
munities, crying  as  to  what  has  been  done 
to  them. 

The  most  recent  one  I  just  received  this 
afternoon.  It  comes  from  Loretto,  Ont.,  and 
is  a  copy  of  a  letter  sent  to  the  Minister  of 
Revenue,  begging  us  not  to  put  this  through. 
It  gives  a  number  of  reasons.  It  points  out, 
very  briefly  and  in  less  than  a  minute,  that 
the  Act  prevents  the  farmer  from  selling  his 
farm  on  retirement  or  disability,  unless  he 
has  a  relative  with  a  great  deal  of  money. 
It  prevents  a  farmer  from  bettering  his  lot 
by  selling  his  farm  and  relocating  elsewhere. 
It  prevents  a  farmer  from  renting  on  long- 
term  leases  in  order  to  justify  the  ever- 
increasing  expenses  for  equipment. 

All  of  this  is  being  ignored  by  the  party 
that  is  supposed  to  represent  the  farmer.  We 
are  supposed  to  represent  the  consumer.  They 
are  supposed  to  represent  the  farmer,  and 
yet  there  they  are,  doing  in  the  farmer  with 
this  bill. 

The  sixth  reason  this  bill  should  not  receive 
third  reading  is  the  increased  powers,  the 
novel,  initial  expansion  of  power  that  the 
minister  has  assumed  in  this  bill.  Never 
before  this  session  has  any  minister  ever 
come  in  here  and  said,  "I  am  bringing  a  bill 
in,  fellows.  It  may  not  be  quite  right;  so  I 
am  going  to  put  in  a  section  that,  if  there 
is  something  I  have  left  out,  I  don't  have  to 
come  back  to  you  and  get  your  approval, 
but  I  can  put  it  in  at  my  pleasure  and  at  my 
leisure. 

That  minister  has  the  nerve  to  come  in 
here  and  put  in  that  section  and,  more 
amazing,  no  one  in  the  press  has  written  a 
word  about  that.  There  hasn't  been  a  word 
anywhere  in  the  province  about  that— not  a 
word. 

The  minister  has  said  that  there  hasn't 
been  a  single  one  of  his  colleagues  who  has 
risen.  They  come  to  us  in  the  back  halls  and 
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say  it's  awful  and  speak  about  it,  but  not 
one  of  his  colleagues  nas  risen  to  wony  about 
this.  The  government  may  not  always  sit  here, 
Mr.  Speaker.  There  may  be  other  govern- 
ments, other  ministers  and  other  Premiers 
who  will  not  be  unhappy  at  using  this  prece- 
dent. That  is  possibly  one  of  the  worst  things 
about  this  bill,  one  of  the  most  important 
reasons  that  this  bill  should  not  receive  third 
reading.  Do  we  really  want  to  give  a  minis- 
ter such  powers?  Do  we  really  want  to  give 
any  government  such  powers? 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Not  that  par- 
ticular minister. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Any  minister.  I  wouldn't 
want  to  have  those  powers  if  I  were  the 
minister  because  of  the  implications  of  what 
may  come  of  that. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  mem- 
ber will  never  be  a  minister.  He  won't  have 
to  worry. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Believe  me,  I  am  not  worried 
on  that  score.  I  have  no  desire  to  be  a  minis- 
ter. Those  ambitions  are  long  gone.  I  assure 
the  member  those  ambitions  have  dis- 
appeared. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  At  one  time  he  had  am- 
bitions. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes,  once  I  did,  before  I 
came  here.  After  seeing  this  place,  to  the 
ministers  I  give  only  sympathy.  TTiey  are 
forced  to  bring  in  tmngs  they  don't  believe 
in  and  forced  to  carry  out  actions  they  are 
going  to  regret.  No,  I  have  no  such  ambition. 

There  is  an  eighth  reason  why  this  bill 
should  not  receive  third  reading,  Mr.  Speaker. 
It  is  the  eighth  of  nine  reasons.  You'll  be 
glad  to  hear  I  am  almost  finished. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  member 
missed  no.  7,  didn't  he? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No,  no.  7  is  there  but  I 
am  glad  you  are  paying  attention,  even  if 
not  close  attention.  Go  back  to  Hansard; 
seven  is  there. 

The  eighth  reason  this  bill  should  not 
receive  third  reading  is  that  it  is  going  to 
be  an  intolerable  temptation  on  the  minister, 
on  his  department  and  on  his  colleagues  to 
use  the  bill  for  the  advantage  of  their  friends 
and  their  acquaintances  and  those  who  donate 
to  them  politically.  I  am  referring,  of  course, 
to  the  fact  that  the  bill  allows  the  minister 
and  his  department  to  exempt  anyone  from 
its  provisions  who,  the  minister  feels,  may  be 
inconvenienced. 


Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Oh,  come  on! 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  someone  had  come  to  me 
eight  weeks  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  said  to  me 
the  government  is  going  to  introduce  a  bill 
and  they  are  going  to  say  this  bill  only 
applies  to  those  who  think  it  should,  I  would 
have  laughed  at  it.  And  yet  we  have  had  two 
bills  like  that.  One  of  them  was  accepted  as 
a  joke.  It  was  written  by  Mr.  Herbert,  you 
will  recall,  and  one  of  the  sections  of  that 
bill— Bill  32,  in  case  you've  forgotten  it— was 
the  last  section  of  it,  which  said:  "This  bill 
shall  only  apply  to  those  who  feel  it  should." 

Everybody  laughed.  We  sang  that  one, 
remember?  I  couldn't  believe  it.  Someone 
actually  read  that  bill  and  took  it  seriously. 
On  looking  back,  if  I  had  to  do  it  over  again, 
I  never  would  have  brought  that  bill  in,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  I  never  dreamed  that  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  would  read  it  and 
take  it  seriously.  He  read  it  and  said,  "My 
God,  what  a  great  idea."  To  our  great  amaze- 
ment here  it  is.  Bill  32  carried  on  to  Bill  25. 
Backwards. 

Yet,  what  began  as  a  joke  in  the  British 
Houses  of  Parliament,  is  brought  here  in  all 
seriousness.  If  that  section  was  printed  in  any 

f)art  of  this  Commonwealth,  people  would 
augh  and  think  it  a  joke.  How  can  the  min- 
ister bring  in  a  bill  and  say  it  applies  to 
everybody  except  those  we  think  it  shouldn't 
apply  to?  How  can  the  minister  bring  in  a 
bill  and  say  it  applies  to  everybody  except 
those  it  inconveniences?  How  about  a  bill 
saying  the  speed  limit  on  our  highways  is  70 
unless  you  have  a  Corvette  and  it  goes  100? 

The  minister  should  be  ashamed.  If  he 
had  written  the  bill  himself  he  would  be 
ashamed.  He  just  now  is  slightly  embarrassed 
because  he  has  to  do  another  man's  bidding. 
These  words  in  this  bill  are  going  to  come 
back,  not  just  to  haunt  this  minister  but  to 
haunt  every  one  of  his  colleagues  who  haven't 
spoken  up  about  this.  Where  was  the  govern- 
ment's caucus? 

All  right.  The  final  reason,  the  ninth  reason, 
that  this  bill  should  not  be  given  third  read- 
ing, is  that  it  catches  the  wrong  people  and 
it  doesn't  catch  the  right  people.  The  theory 
behind  the  bill  was  that  we  were  going  to 
catch  the  speculators.  The  speculators  are 
not  going  to  be  caught.  There  are  at  least  a 
dozen  different  clauses  in  this  biU  which  allow 
any  speculator  with  half  a  wit  to  avoid  pay- 
ing the  tax,  and  the  speculators  are  full- 
witted.  Who  it  is  going  to  catch  is  the  ordi- 
nary person  who  happens  to  have  bought 
some  land  up  north. 
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I  have  a  very  close  friend  who  wanted  to 
buy  some  land  in  the  country  and  he  couldn't 
aflFord  to  buy  the  expensive  land  in  this  area. 
He's  stuck  near  Kleinburg  where  land  sells 
at  $20,000  an  acre.  He  went  north  of  North 
Bay  and  he  bought  unserviced  land  as  a 
retreat,  some  200  acres  of  unserviced  land  for 
which  he  paid  the  princely  simi  of  $20  an 
acre.  He  is  going  to  get  caught.  That's  the 
incredible  thing.  He  has  been  changing  his 
place  of  residence.  He  was  until  then. 

He  has  become  a  speculator,  while  the  real 
speculators  —  the  people  who  bought,  say, 
second  residences  out  near  Kleinburg  or 
Orangeville,  where  they  paid  $20,000  to 
$25,000  an  acre— are  exempt  up  to  20  acres. 
Up  to  $500,000,  you're  exempt.  There  is  no 
problem.  So,  we  catch  my  poor  friend  with 
his  $4,000  investment  because  he's  a  specu- 
lator. We'll  let  the  big  boys  get  by  with  their 
$500,000  properties. 

We're  penalizing  the  innocent.  We're  ex- 
empting the  guilty,  if  speculators  are  guilty. 
We're  exempting  the  speculators,  in  any 
event,  and  if  ever  a  bill  has  been  introduced 
in  any  Legislature  in  this  cotmtry,  or  in  the 
whole  Commonwealth,  or  in  the  United 
States  of  America,  that  was  as  bad,  I  have 
never  seen  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  nine  reasons  this 
bill  should  not  be  given  third  reading.  What 
bothers  me  most  of  all  is  that  we  have  stood 
here  day  after  day  and  week  after  week,  and 
we  have  tried.  At  first  we  thought  it  just  had 
been  done  too  quickly.  The  minister  hadn't 
given  it  thought.  We  thought  if  we  talked 
across  the  floor  through  the  chairman,  through 
the  Speaker,  to  him  he  would  listen  and  make 
the  changes  that  were  necessary.  But  he  sat 
there  like  a  stone  as  though  he  wasn't  hear- 
ing us. 

He  heard  us  all  right.  He  wouldn't  answer 
us.  He  wouldn't  make  the  changes  necessary. 
He  received  the  deputations.  He  received  the 
letters  from  the  industry.  He  received  the 
letters  from  the  apartment  builders.  He  heard 
from  the  real  estate  agents.  He  heard  from 
the  landowners  and  the  developers  and  he 
stood  there  and  he  wouldn't  move.  He  said, 
"Don't  worry.  We'll  work  it  out.  We'll  make 
up  regualtions  that  will  solve  our  problems. 
We'll  put  you  people  on  the  regulatory  board 
and  we'll  solve  them."  And  he  brought  in 
this  bill,  which  is  an  abomination. 

Unfortimately  reason  means  nothing  in  this 
House  and  I  know  perfectly  well  that  bill  is 
going  to  get  third  reading.  There  is  no  way 
we  can  stop  it  despite  the  reluctance  of  his 
own   colleagues;    I   think   now   they   are   be- 


ginning to  suspect  what  is  really  involved  in 
this  bill.  I  think  they  are  beginning  to  realize 
that  a  year  or  so  from  now  they  are  going 
to  have  to  withdraw  it  in  ignominy,  in  em- 
barrassment. I  think  perhaps  even  the  minister 
is  beginning  to  suspect  but  he  sits  there  like 
a  stone.  He  smiles  occasionally. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  A  smiling  stone. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  he  won't  budge.  This 
bill  is  a  shame,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Is  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  going  to  speak? 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  a  travesty  of  what  it  is 
intended  to  do.  It  is  intended  to  tax  specu- 
lators instead  of  which  it  is  demoralizing  and 
mining  our  housing  market. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I've  been  trying  to  get  a  deal 
through  despite  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  right.  I  won't  go  on  any 
further.  I  want  to  say  a  word  about  the 
Liberal  amendment.  Mr.  Speaker,  you  may 
have  noted  there  was  some  confusion  in  this 
party  on  the  Liberal  amendment- 
Interjection    by    an    hon.    member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —and,  frankly,  the  confusion 
is  perfectly  understandable.  The  Liberals  have 
suggested  we  send  this  to  committee.  For 
what  purpose?  He  won't  listen.  If  I  thought 
for  a  moment  that  we  could  go  to  committee 
and  talk  sense  to  him,  I  would  support  the 
Liberals  gladly  but  we  have  sat  here  day 
after  day  after  day  and  he  won't  listen. 
What's  tne  use  of  wasting  more  time?  For 
that  reason  only- 
Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Give  him 
one  more  chance.  We'll  give  him  one  more 
chance. 

Mr.  Shulman:  He  doesn't  want  it.  He  just 
wants  to  see  the  last  of  this  bill  and  get 
transferred  to  some  other  ministry  before  the 
House  starts  to  fall  in.  That's  the  only  thing 
he  really  wants. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Does  the  member  want 
a  towel  now  or  later? 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  won't  need  the  towel  later. 
I  would  like  to  have  it  now.  Later  the  govern- 
ment is  going  to  need  the  towel.  When  the 
chickens  come  home  to  roost  on  this  bill, 
its  members  are  going  to  wish  they  had 
never  heard  of  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  They'll  need  a  bathrobe. 
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An  hon.  member:  They'll  feel  like  we  do. 

An  hon.  member:  The  Treasurer  is  getting 
out. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  The  NDP  has  so  many 
seats  over  there;  it  is  not  going  to  have  any 
more. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  don't  think  it  really 
matters. 

An  hon.  member:  Don't  worry. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  disfavour  that  all  of  us 
in  this  House  are  going  to  feel  as  a  result 
of  this  bill  is  going  to  shock  us  all.  It  is 
not  just  the  government  people.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  share  some  of  the  brunt 
of  this  for  not  being  able  to  persuade  them 
of  what  is  common  sense. 

To  come  back  to  the  amendment;  for  that 
reason,  I  cannot  support  the  amendment.  I 
don't  see  any  point  in  our  going  in  and 
attempting  again  to  argue  with  this  minister 
day  after  day.  He  is  determined  to  proceed 
on  this  course  to  disaster;  if  he  is  so  deter- 
mined, let  him  go.  He  has  been  warned 
again  and  again  that  a  year  and  a  half  from 
now  he  is  going  to  come  back  to  us  and 
say,  "You  were  right." 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  misspent 
the  better  part  of  my  youth— it  seems  like 
years  now;  the  wasted  years  I  call  them— 
arguing  this  particular  bill  in  this  House. 
Seldom  if  ever,  at  least  during  my  brief 
tentue,  passing  like  a  moth  through  the 
flame,  have  I  seen  a  bill  held  before  this 
House  for  so  long;  wrangled  over  so  acri- 
moniously at  times;  and  so  little  affected  by 
contributions  made. 

We  come  to  third  reading  and  one  can't 
refrain  from  making  the  valedictory  as  it 
passes  into  history.  I  think  the  minister 
latterly  adopted  a  nostrum  of  his  erstwhile 
leader,  John  Robarts.  He  used  to  say,  "If 
you  are  really  in  trouble,  you  can't  stand  the 
strain  any  more  and  the  opposition  begins 
to  bludgeon  you  somewhat,  the  best  thing 
to  do  is  just  shut  up  and  sit  there."  That's 
how  it  has  been  visited  upon  the  head  of 
our  young  minister,  Mr.   Speaker. 

In  his  baptism  of  jBre  he  was  scorched.  I 
felt  at  certain  points  that  he  resembled  Joan 
of  Arc  going  up  at  the  stake  but  then  he 
decided  not  to  answer  and  he's  done  ex- 
tremely badly  since.  The  incendiary  fires  have 


only  continued  to  bum  and  all  it  does  is 
mean  a  certain  obtuseness  and  purblindness 
has  entered  into  the  debate  whereas  before 
we  had  a  groping  similarity  to  reason  and 
a  passing  possibility  of  getting  something 
done. 

The  lawyers  out  in  the  field,  particularly 
the  Tory  lawyers,  have  said  to  me  "Won't 
they  withdraw  it?"  The  other  day  I  was  in 
the  registry  oflBce.  It  was  quite  beguiling 
actually  because  on  Friday  afternoon  I  went 
to  register  a  deed.  I  had  a  whole  cohort  and 
entourage  of  fellow  solicitors  surrounding 
me.  At  that  stage,  having  to  field  so  many 
questions  and  fielding  them  almost  as  badly 
as  the  minister  does  on  occasion,  I  felt  that 
perhaps  I  would  walk  along  to  the  end  of 
the  room,  set  up  a  little  desk  there  and  begin 
to  charge  a  fee. 

On  Friday  afternoon,  I  could  have  made 
somewhere  close  to  $25,000,  after  telling  the 

Erofession  what  was  wrong  with  it,  and  per- 
aps  more  mcllifluently  telling  them  how  to 
get  around  it,  which  is  really  what  they  are 
interested'  in  and  which  they'll  shortly  dis- 
cover for  themselves  without  too  much  advice 
from  me  or  anyone  on  that  score. 

As  far  as  the  Liberals  are  concerned',  when 
oh  when  are  the  Liberals  going  to  be  able  to 
determine  what  is  a  principle?  If  a  bill  is  so 
badJy  machined  in  its  workings,  in  its  inter- 
stices—I think  it  is  high  time  sophisticated 
people  in  this  Legislature  learned',  against 
the  grain  of  their  naivete,  that  principles, 
that  ends  and  that  means  are  inextricably 
woven  together— that  means  are  themselves 
partial  ends,  and  that  if  the  means  are  pro- 
foimdly  defective,  that  affects  the  goals,  the 
ends,  the  principle  of  a  bill.  You  can't  segre- 
gate off,  in  a  simple-minded  simplistic  fashion, 
one  from  the  other. 

We  recognize,  if  I  may  say  so,  that  from 
the  outset  the  internal  workings  of  the  bill 
were  so  malformed  and  maladroit  as  to  lead 
to  total  ineffectiveness  even  if  the  principle, 
apart  from  that,  was  in  any  way  acceptable. 

What  we  would  have  thought  was  some- 
thing remotely  acceptable,  and  at  least  an 
initial  step  in  this  direction,  which  you  your- 
self say  is  pioneering  legislation,  which  will 
be  adopted  by  absolutely  nobody— as  the  hon. 
member  for  High  Park  has  indicated— would 
have  been  had  you  said  that  a  certain  quanti- 
tative ratio  should  have  been  set.  Let's  say, 
anything  over  50  acres,  start  there.  There 
might  have  been  a  second  criterion  worked 
into  the  formula,  namely,  that  a  certain  valua- 
tion would  be  made,  let's  say  anything  over 
$150,000. 
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At  least  you  could  have  started  there,  and 
the  whole  swath  of  all  the  investment  proper- 
ties, and  all  the  little  guys,  and  the  infinite 
trouble  you  have  brought  upon  your  own 
head  would  have  been  avoided"— at  least  at 
that  particular  stage.  You  could  have  then, 
and  maybe  at  some  time  in  the  future,  moved 
in  with  some  kind  of  adroitness  into  these 
various  other  areas  in  which  you  have  blun- 
dered like  bulls  in  china  shops,  all  the  way 
through  for  the  past  several  weeks  with  this 
particular  legislation. 

This  legislation  ought  not  to  be  read  the 
third  time  because— and  I  put  my  hand  over 
my  heart  when  I  say  this— it  vdll  make  a 
major  contribution  to  bringing  the  Tory  gov- 
ernment down.  I  think  that  should  be  made 
a  chief  point,  and  I  think  that  you  should  be 
fairly  cognizant  of  it.  When  they  asked'  me  in 
the  registry  oflBce  whether  it  wouldn't  be 
withdrawn,  I  said  "No,  too  much  prestige  is 
at  stake." 

The  minister  above  all,  and  certainly  the 
Treasurer  by  this  time,  have  known  what 
malfunctioning  it's  going  to  breed  and  what 
a  degree  of  hostility  has  been  engendered 
and  will  be  as  it  comes  to  greater  knowledge 
in  the  province.  Every  month  that  passes  the 
situation  will  get  worse  as  more  and  more 
people  come  to  realize  how  they  are  caught 
in  this  wretched  net.  I  say  that  you've  done  a 
great  deal  to  alienate  the  farming  community 
and  justly  so— therefore  every  little  investment 

f)roperty  — but    we    have    discussed    that    at 
ength. 

The  minister  knows  those  particular  heads. 
There's  hardly  a  property  in  Ontario  that 
won't  be,  in  one  way  or  another,  profoundly 
aflFected  by  this  particular  legislation,  even  if 
it  is  only  vdth  respect  to  valuations  and  the 
increased  cost  to  the  individual  in  obtaining 
those  valuations  in  times  to  come,  in  order  to 
place  a  premium  or  a  mark  upon  what  they 
may  sell  for  and  what  capital  tax  may  be 
attracted. 

Secondly,  it  ought  not  to  be  read  a  third 
time  because  it's  both  ineflFectual  and  inefFeo- 
tive.  There  are,  as  we  come  through  the  bill, 
any  number  of  ways  to  circimivent  your  legis'- 
lation.  As  has  been  pointed  out  ad  nauseam, 
the  big  boys  are  the  ones  who  are  going  to 
do  it  first.  The  minister's  definition  of  farm- 
ing is  so  broad,  so  riddled  with  honeycombs, 
that  anybody  who  sets  up  a  beehive,  a  par- 
tridge in  a  pear  tree  and  maybe  a  stook  or 
two,  will  have  availed  himself  of  the  farming 
definition— and  they  are  all  going  to  move  in 
that  area.  If  they  don't,  they'll  just  hold  on 
to  it  for  10  years  and  rent  it  out  as  invest- 


ment property  and  then  watch  the  prices  rise 
over  that  period  of  time.  Or  they  will  set  up 
their  own  valuations  by  way  of  the  20  per 
cent  improvement  figure.  The  minister  is 
never  going  to  be  able  to  check  that.  That's 
just  a  lot  of  malarkey  about  his  inspectors. 
Valuations  of  20  per  cent  will  be  circum- 
vented without  turning  a  hair,  or  they'll  con- 
vert the  whole  thing  into  a  factory  or  into  a 
commercial  property  and  thereby  deny  hous- 
ing to  the  province,  which  the  government  is 
seeking  to  promote,  reaching  the  very  oppo- 
site end  to  that  which  it  set  initially  as  one  of 
its  objectives. 

As  the  member  for  High  Park  has  stated, 
back-dating  will  become  something  of  a 
commonplace  because,  as  I  understand  it,  at 
the  registry  ofiice  when  those  afiBdavits  under 
section  3  are  submitted,  they  are  not  subject 
to  further  test.  The  registry  oflBce  will  accept 
them  holus-bolus,  and  the  volume  as  these 
things  go  through— and  the  minister  knows 
that  in  the  past  few  days,  the  registry  oflBce 
has  been  absolutely  mad  with  turnover— will 
be  such  that  the  ministry  couldn't  begin  to 
check  these  things. 

This  legislation  was  started  too  vaguely  and 
too  ambitiously,  and  therefore  can't  pinpoint 
the  real  wrong  and  the  real  fault,  the  things 
we  are  trying  to  do  something  about  in  the 
area  of  land  speculation.  Why  the  minister 
was  so  cavalier  and  why  he  threw  his  net  so 
broadly  totally  bemuses  me. 

The  third  reason  this  ought  not  to  be  read 
the  third  time  is  that  the  legislation  is  mal- 
adroit in  instance  after  instance,  and  the  min- 
ister has  had  to  provide  himself  with  regu- 
latory powers  of  the  most  extensive  nature 
imaginable,  completely  contrary  to  the  tra- 
ditions of  our  society  and  to  parliamentary 
traditions  themselves. 

What  has  he  done  for  instance,  in  the 
area  of  quit-claim  deeds?  Anybody  who  is 
turning  over  a  quit-claim  deed  has  to  file  an 
aflfidavit.  How  can  they  say  it's  their  prin- 
cipal residence?  It  is  no  longer.  They  may 
have  left  the  place  15  years  ago  and  are 
quit-claiming  today.  "Oh,  I  will  straighten 
it  all  out  by  legislation,"  says  the  minister. 

Suppose  there's  a  family.  I  had  a  case  the 
other  day  involving  an  Italian  family  of  four, 
where  each  one  of  them  held  a  quarter  of 
an  interest.  The  two  boys  have  got  married 
and  moved  out.  One  wants  to  turn  over  his 
one-quarter  interest  back  to  the  family.  How 
does  he  particularly  manage  that  thing  with- 
out going  through  some  kind  of  machination 
brought  on  by  this   Act,  which  has  neither 
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envisaged  nor  made  provision  for  in  that  kind 
of  functioning? 

Fourthly,  it  has  set  up  a  turmoil  in  the 
various  areas  of  the  economy  and  in  the 
professions  that  are  the  very  ones  that  the 
minister  has  to  rely  upon  to  see  that  the  Act 
does  work  efFectively.  Time  has  not  been 
given  for  consideration,  for  public  scrutiny  of 
the  thing  in  advance.  Every  accountant  you 
talk  to  is  practically  out  of  his  mind  as  to 
how  to  advise  his  clientele.  The  real  estate 
profession  has  ground  to  a  standstill  and  has 
asked  me  by  telephone  innumerable  times  to 
explain  the  workings  of  various  sections. 

The  legal  profession  is  in  a  state  of  high 
dudgeon  over  the  thing,  and  the  minister 
knows  it.  His  oflBcers  are  trying  to  smooth  it 
over  and  accommodate  them  to  the  upmost 
extent  possible,  but  the  degree  of  consterna- 
tion, of  disquietude  and  of  confusion  that 
reigns  within  the  profession  itself  as  this 
thing  goes  through  for  the  third  time,  is 
something  wholly  imheard  of. 

All  these  various  factors  are  very  pro- 
found reasons  why  the  minister  should  re- 
consider and  withdraw.  We  will  not  go  along 
with  the  minor  confusion  due  to  ensue.  I  can 
only  say  to  this  House  that  as  I  understand 
the  situation,  we  had  arrived  at  a  position 
where  we  felt,  having  maintained  from  the 
beginning  that  this  biU  was  flawed  and  de- 
fective beyond  mere  minor  points  of  rela- 
tive triviality,  but  flawed  in  its  workings,  in 
its  means  and  in  its  end  in  terms  of  the  prin- 
ciple, that  we  had  to  go  ahead  with  a  vote 
against  the  bill  as  the  final  gauntlet  was 
thrown  in  this  matter.  That  was  the  position 
we  took. 

We  did  find  the  pragmatic,  molly-coddling 
eviscerations  of  the  Liberals  somewhat  un- 
palatable and  paused  for  a  while  as  to  wheth- 
er we  could  support  that  particular  kind  of 
nonsense.  But  finally  we  felt  that  if  we  made 
our  position  clear  in  this  House,  we  could 
support  it.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  un- 
like most  of  the  members  who  have  spoken 
this  afternoon  and  this  evening,  I  intend  to 
limit  my  comments  to  the  matter  of  the  third 
reading  and,  in  particular,  the  motion  for 
amendment  of  the  motion  for  third  reading. 

My  colleague,  the  Treasurer,  dealt  with 
the  correspondence  between  himself  and  the 
Minister  of  Finance,  but  in  brief  let  me  just 
say  on  that  point  tiiat  it  is  the  Minister  of 
Finance   who   is   the   policy  minister  in   Ot- 


tawa, despite  what  the  member  for  Samia 
(Mr.  Bullbrook)  had  to  say  when  we  were 
talking  earlier  on  this  subject.  It  is  not  the 
Minister  of  National  Revenue  an4  it  is,  in- 
deed, the  Minister  of  Finance  in  Ottawa  who 
has  this  authority.  The  Minister  of  Finance 
has  acknowledged  this  and  he  has  indicated 
to  us  that  he  can  give,  and  will  give,  no  ruling 
on  the  status  of  this  tax  vis-a-vis  the  federal 
Income  Tax  Act,  until  Bill  25  has  become  law. 

Let  me  deal  for  a  moment  with  the  ques- 
tion of  the  amendment  itself  and  the  proposed 
reference  to  the  standing  committee  on  justice. 
I  would  ask  this:  Just  what  would  this  ac- 
complish? The  member  for  Riverdale  put  this 
rather  well.  He  said  that  it  would  accomplish 
nothing.  He  said  that  it  would  be  an  exercise 
in  futility.  They  would  hear,  Mr.  Speaker, 
opinions  from  various  quarters  and  they  would 
be  cast  in  the  role  of  trying  to  weigh  one 
opinion  against  another,  of  trying  to  reach  a 
decision,  when  nobody  in  this  House  is  really 
a  tax  expert— not  the  member  for  Downsview, 
not  the  member  for  Riverdale,  not  the  mem- 
ber for  York  East  (Mr.  Meen).  None  of  us  is 
a  real  tax  expert. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  the  facilities  of  govern- 
ment, and  the  minister  didn't  come  up  with 
one  authoritative  opinion,  not  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Now  there  was  reference 
to  the- 

Mr.  Singer:  They  spend  $100,000  on 
opinions  of  where  to  dump  garbage,  but  not 
one  dollar  on  taxation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon.  minis- 
ter sat  there  throughout  the  entire  debate 
without  saying  a  word.  Perhaps  he  could  be 
afi^orded  the  courtesy. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well  he's  dumb. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  made  reference  to  the  opinion  of  Peat, 
Marwick,  a  copy  of  which  I  don't  happen  to 
have,  but  I  do  happen  to  have  a  copy  of  the 
same  document  to  which  the  member  for 
Downsview  referred  in  reference  to  the  opi- 
nion on  the  bill  issued  by  Clarkson,  Gordon 
and  Co.  back  in  April  or  early  May,  and  I 
suggest  that  he  has  placed  an  erroneous  and 
distorted  interpretation  upon  what  they  were 
saying. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  didn't  do  that.  I  just  read 
what  it  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  do  not  deny  that  I  gave 
my  own  expression  of  opinion  to  the  press 
on  this  subject. 
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Mr.  Singer:  How  did  the  minister  come  to 
an  opinion  like  that  from  what  I  read? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  also  indicated  what  they 
said  and  I  think  the  way  I  expressed  it  was 
reasonably  accurately  reported  by  the  press. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  nonsense.  What  distortion 
of  the  facts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Let  me  read  what  they 
say:  "While  a  tax  is  payable  by  the  transferor 
of  the  land  and  calculated  by  reference  to 
the  gain,  he  realizes  it  is  structured  as  a  tax 
on  the  land  itself.  As  such,  it  appears  to  be 
a  tax  on  property  rather  than  a  profits  tax," 
and  I  might  just  say  parenthetically  that  that 
means  it  is  deductible. 

Mr.  Singer:  Just  read  the  next  sentence. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  "The  federal  government 
has  not  yet  indicated  whether  it  will  accept 
this  position  for  income  tax  purposes." 

Mr.  Singer:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Now  the  point  I  have 
made  all  along,  and  I  simply  repeat  it  here, 
is  that  the  rules  as  applied  to  date— and  it  is 
precisely  what  Clarkson,  Gordon  have  been 
saying— would  indicate  that  this  tax  was  a 
deductible  item  before  computation  of  tax- 
Mr.  Singer:  That's  balderdash. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —and  the  member  for 
Riverdale  himself  pointed  out  that  it  would 
be  necessary  to  amend  the  federal  Income 
Tax  Act  before  this  status  would  be  changed. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  don't  agree.  Read  the  rest 
of  the  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  rest  of  the  report- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  knows  full  well  that  he 
should  not  be  interrupting  the  minister,  who 
has  listened  patiently— 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  shouldn't  I? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Because  he  should  observe 
the  decorum  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  baloney. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  warning  the  hon.  mem- 
ber to  observe  the  rules  and  procedures  and 
customs  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  always  observe  the  rules,  Mr. 
Speaker. 


An  hon.  member:  Throw  him  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  believe  Clarkson, 
Gordon  in  establishing  their  table,  which  is 
table  1  in  their  report,  indicate  what  the  tax 
would  be  if  the  federal  government  did  not, 
but  that  is  within  the  competence  of  the 
federal  government,  should  it  decide  to 
change  it's  Act. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  a  terribly  weak  argu- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  When  the  federal  govern- 
ment brought  in  its  budget  on  May  8,  it  indi- 
cated it  was  going  to  change  the  ground  rules 
as  to  royalties,  for  example. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  beyond  belief  that  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  can  even  try  to  argue  his 
position. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  already  had  notice  of 
Bill  25  but  I  would)  draw  to  the  attention  of 
the  members  of  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
there  was  no  mention  made  by  tiie  Minister 
of  Finance  in  his  budget  of  May  8— if  that 
was  the  date— of  any  suggested  change  with 
respect  to  a  land  speculation  tax. 

Mr.  Singer:  Rot.  Absolute  rot. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  would  simply  suggest  to 
the  member  that  what  Clarkson,  Gordon  is 
saying  is  precisely  what  we've  been  saying  all 
along. 

Let  me  refer  the  hon.  member  to  an  obser- 
vation he  made  in  the  House,  in  committee. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  please  refer  to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  said,  at  page  2187  of  Hansard  on  May 
16,  Mr.  Speaker: 

In  addition,  in  a  matter  of  this  serious  import, 
would  the  minister  not  be  able  to  reasonably  quickly 
get  an  opinion  from  a  gentleman  such  as  Stuart 
Thorn  or  Wolfe  Goodman,  or  any  one  of  a  half  a 
dozen  others,  even  a  fellow  named  John  Robarts  who 
has  set  himself  up  in  a  firm  that  specializes  in  giving 
taxing  opinions?  Perhaps  the  Robarts  firm  could  be 
asked;  and  perhaps  Mr.  Stikeman,  who  is  somewhat 
known  in  this  country  as  an  expert  on  taxation, 
would  be  prepared  to  affix  his  signature  to  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Has  the  minister  got  such  an 
opinion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  member  for  Downs- 
view  said: 

These  opinions  would  all  be  nothing  more  than 
opinions  but  it  certainly  would  impress  me  much 
more. 

Mr.  Singer:  Right. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Are  there  any? 
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Mr.  Singer:  Has  the  minister  got  any? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  In  reply  I  observed,  on 
page  2189: 

The  opinion  is  not  completely  unanimous  but  it 
is  strongly  in  favour  of  our  position.  As  we  assess  it, 
it  seems  to  fall  well  on  our  side. 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  on.  What  authority  has 
the  minister  got? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  went  on: 

I  am  not  going  to  say  whether  we've  consulted  Mr. 
Stikeman  or  Mr.  Robarts  or  Mr.  Wolfe  Goodman; 
and  even  if  I  had  consulted  them— 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  of  course  not. 
Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  To  continue: 

—and  had  their  written  opinions,  I  would  decline 
to  table  them.  That  would  be  quite  impnyper.  We 
have  already  in  other  cases— 

II  was  interrupted  by  one  of  the  members 
opposite. 

It  happens  that  prior  to  that  date  of  May 
16,  one  of  the  gentlemen  to  whom  I  madte 
reference  at  that  time  had  written  an  opinion 
to  his  colleagues.  He  read  with  some  interest 
what  I  had  said  on  May  16  and  under  date 
of  May  29  he  wrote  me. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  did  it?  What's  his  name? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  He  wrote: 

Dear  Mr.  Minister,  I  was  very  flattered 
and  somewhat  amused  to  read  in  the  On- 
tario Hansard  of  May  16  that  you  had 
(referred  to  me  by  name  concerning  the 
t[uestion  of  deductibility  for  income  tax 
purposes  of  the  Ontario  land  speculation 
tax.  As  it  happens,  I  have  given  some  pre- 
liminary consideration  to  this  question  and 
I  enclose  herewith  a  copy  of  a  memoran- 
dum which  I  have  prepared,  dated  May  2, 
1974- 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  that  the  one  the  Treasurer 
read  here  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  To  continue: 
—which  may  be  of  some  interest  to  you 
\and  youT  oflBcials.  Yours  very  truly. 
I  might  say  I  called  this  gentleman  to  see  if 
he  had  any  objections  to  my  using  his  name; 
that  was  this  morning  when  I  checked  with 
him  on  receipt  of  this  letter  of  May  29.  He 
indicated  he  had  no  objections  whatever.  The 
signatiu-e  to  that  letter  is  Wolfe  D.  Goodman, 
a  senior  member  of  Goodman  and  Carr,  the 
gentleman  to  whom  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  made  such  eloquent  reference  a  few 
days  ago. 


Mr.  Singer:  Isn't  it  wonderful  that  after  the 
fact  one  can  drag  these  things  out  from  the 
Tory  ministers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Let  me  read  into  the 
record  the  opinion  Mr.  Goodman  gave  to  his 
colleagues  and  has  been  giving  otherwise, 
certainly  up  to  the  current  c&te,  on  the 
matter  of  deductibility  of  tax  payable  under 
the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

I  understand  that  the  federal  Department 
of  Finance  has  informally  expressed  a  view 
that  the  tax  levied'  under  the  new  Ontario 
land  speculation  tax  is  not  deductible  as  an 
(expense  for  federal  income  tax  purposes. 
Finance  obviously  considers  that  the  On- 
tario tax  is  an  income  tax  on  profits  from 
land  trading  and  that  an  income  tax  cannot 
be  regarded'  as  an  outlay  or  expense  which 
is  incurred  for  the  purpose  of  earning  in- 
come but  is  merely  a  compulsory  allocation 
^f  profits  after  they  have  been  earned. 

However,  I  believe  that  Finance's  posi- 
tion is  incorrect  and  the  Ontario  tax  must 
be  regarded'  as  an  expense  which  is  deduc- 
tible in  computing  income  for  federal  in- 
come tax  purposes. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  heard  that  this  afternoon. 
We're  equally  unimpressed'  with  it  now, 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  He  subdivides  this  report 
of  his  into  three  basic  sections.  The  first  is 
as  follows: 

Section  2,  subsection  1  of  the  Ontario 
Act  imposes  a  tax  upon  the  land  itself. 
While  a  measure  of  the  tax  is  50  per  cent 
of  the  excess  of  the  proceeds  of  disposi- 
tion over  the  adjusted  value  (cost)  of  the 
land,  there  is  a  considerable  difference 
between  a  tax  on  land  which  is  measured 
by  the  profit  realized  on  sale  and  an 
income  tax  on  the  vendor  in  respect  of  the 
profit.  This  difference  is  well  illustrated  in 
the  decision  by  the  Privy  Council  in  Esqui- 
malt  and  Nanaimo  Railway  Co.  versus  AG 
BC  1950  appeal  cases,  page  87. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  isn't  what  the  statute  says. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  To  continue: 

In  that  case,  British  Columbia  imposed 
a  tax  on  timberlands  which  was  calculated 
by  reference  to  the  amount  of  timber  cut 
from  the  land.  The  railway  contested  the 
tax,  contending  that  it  was  an  indirect  tax 
which  would  be  passed  on  to  the  purchaser 
of  the  timber  and  that  it  was,  therefore, 
ultra  vires  of  the  province.  However,  the 
Privy  Council  held  that  any  tax  on  land 
must  be  regarded  as  direct  tax  irrespective 
of  a  measure  of  tax  liability,  and  it  was, 
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therefore,  a  valid  levy.  Similarly,  the 
Ontario  tax,  however  measured,  is  simply 
a  tax  on  land.  The  Ontario  tax  is  by  virtue 
of  section  5(1)  a  lien  on  the  land  until  it 
is  paid. 

Accordingly,  the  proceeds  of  sale  which 
belong  to  the  vendor  are  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  the  tax.  In  computing  the  profit 
on  the  sale  for  income  tax  purposes,  it 
would  be  absurd  [says  Mr.  Goodman]  to 
include  in  revenue  more  than  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  sale  after  deduction  of  the  Ontario 
tax. 

I  see  no  reason  to  treat  the  Ontario  tax 
as  any  less  deductible  for  income  tax  pur- 
poses than  say  the  export  tax  imposed  on 
oil  exports  under  the  Excise  Tax  Act.  Both 
levies  reduce  the  vendor's  revenue.  I  do 
not  consider  that  this  result  is  afiFected  by 
section  2(3),  which  provides  that  the  On- 
tario tax  is  payable  by  the  transferor  of  the 
land,  This  is  purely  procedural.  In  fact,  if 
the  transferor  is  a  non-resident  of  Ontario, 
it  is  doubtful  if  the  tax  can  be  recovered 
from  him,  except  by  exercise  of  the  lien 
under  section  5(1).  [And  he  goes  on  to 
say:]  Income  tax  is  imposed  on  persons 
resident  in  Canada  with  respect  to  their 
personal  income  for  the  year.  It  is  quite 
possible  for  a  person  to  make  substantial 
profits  from  the  sale  of  land  which  is  sub- 
ject to  the  Ontario  tariff,  but  to  have  no 
taxable  income  for  federal  income  tax  pur- 
poses, For  example,  if  you  are  deaJing 
with  a  real  estate  development  corporation, 
its  land  profits  may  be  completely  offset 
by  capital  cost  allowances  in  respect  of 
buildings  selling  for  investment.  By  virtue 
of  regulation  1100(12),  it  is  not  subject  to 
regulation  1100(11),  which  limits  most  tax- 
payers' claims  for  capital  cost  allowance 
to  their  rental  income.  Since  the  Ontario 
tax  is  payable  on  each  land  sale,  whether 
or  not  the  taxpayer  has  any  taxable  income 
for  the  year  from  all  sources,  it  carmot 
really  be  regarded  as  income  or  profit  tax. 

[And  then  this  third  and  last  item:]  In 
any  event,  I  do  not  consider  that  there  is 
no  invariable  rule  that  any  tax  which  is 
measured  by  the  taxpayer's  annual  income 
must  be  non-deductible  for  the  purposes 
of  computing  income  for  the  purposes  of 
some  other  statute.  For  example,  in  Herod, 
Buenos  Aires  Ltd.  versus  'Taylor  Drube, 
1964,  41  TC  1450,  it  was  held  that  an 
Argentinian  tax  which  was  levied  on  an 
English  company  which  carried  on  busi- 
ness in  Argentina,  and  which  was  measured 
by  some  capital  was  deductible  for  British 
income  tax  purposes.  The  court  emphasized 


that  this  was  a  franchise  tax,  imposed  for 
the   privilege   of   carrying   on   business    in 
Argentina- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  is  there  a  rule 
about  reading  this? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please,  the  hon.  minis- 
ter has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  To  continue: 

—otherwise  the  company  would  be  un- 
able to  carry  on  business- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please! 

Mr.  Singer:  On  a  point  of  order,  we  had 
this  read  to  us  once  this  afternoon.  There 
is  a  ruling  about  reading  documents  at  length. 
We  have  had  it  once  today.  It  was  claptrap 
earlier  this  afternoon;  it's  still  claptrap.  Why 
do  we  have  to  hear  it  twice? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  rule  that  is  not  a  point  of 
order.  iTbie  hon.  minister  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  a  point  of  order.  It  is 
repetitious. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  rule  that  is  not  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  unduly  reading  from  a  pre- 
pared document  and  it  shouldnt  be  done. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  has  the 
floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  hon.  member  has  no 
argument  when  it  comes  to  being  repetitious, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The  final  sentence  is  this  quota- 
tion is: 

In  the  court's  view,  this  was  sufficient 

to    constitute    the    Argentinian    tax    as    a 

deductible  expense  for  British  income  tax 

purposes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Has  the  whip  not  got  the 
troops  to  vote  for  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Goodman  goes  on  to 
offer  the  suggestion: 

I  consider  that  any  attempt  by  National 
Revenue  to  disallow  deduction  of  the  On- 
tario tax  as  a  business  expense  should  be 
resisted. 

That  happens  to  be  the  opinion  of  one  of 
the  experts  to  whom  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  suggested  I  might  turn. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Nonsense.  If  the  minister  liad 
it  from  May  19  why  did  he  not  read  it  before? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  That  opinion  had  been 
written  by  him  precisely  two  weeks  before 
this  debate  even  entered  the  House. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  didn't  the  minister 
give  it  to  us  earlier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  is  rather  interesting  that 
he  volunteered  to  bring  this  forward  and 
let  me  see  what  he  had  written  two  weeks 
before  May  16  when  the  suggestion  had  been 
made  that  he,  as  one  of  the  well-known 
experts  in  Toronto  in  the  area  of  tax  law, 
should  be  mentioned. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  did  the  minister  wait  2% 
weeks  before  he  read  it  to  us? 

An  hon.  member:  I  want  to  hear  what 
the  minister  can  say  without  reading. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  doesn't  excuse  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy):  If  the  member  wants  to  make  a 
point,  make  it  a  good  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  want  to  make  it  clear, 
furthermore,  as  one  point  not  really  on  this 
amendment,  but  it  was  raised  by  the  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale,  and  I  heard  it  asked  a 
couple  of  times  and  I  am  certain  I  answered 
it  on  both  occasions,  namely,  how  was  the 
Ontario  corporations  tax  to  relate  to  the 
Land  Speculation  Tax  Act?  I  thought  I  made 
it  abundantly  clear,  but  in  case  I  did  not  I 
will  repeat  it  now,  with  your  permission,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Simply,  that  the  Ontario  corporations 
tax,  which  it  mirrors  in  every  aspect,  to  use 
the  expression  of  the  member  for  Riverdale, 
would— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mirrors  the  vote. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —accept  the  land  specula- 
tion tax  as  a  legitimate  deduction- 
Mr.    Lawlor:    Because    the    minister    had 
better— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —in  the  course  of  doing 
business    and   we   don't  have  to   distort  the 


Ontario  corporations  tax  for  that  purpose. 
Within  its  four  comers  it  follows,  quite  ap- 
propriately, that  the  moneys  would  be  de- 
ductible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  whole  proposal  for  refer- 
ring this  matter  to  a  standing  committee  is 
specious. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  would,  as  my  colleague 
the  Treasurer  observed,  be  a  lateral  move 
rather  than  a  progressive  move.  It  would 
not  achieve  us  anything. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Has  he  read  the  letter  a  third 
time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  We  would  hear  opinions, 
mainly  pro  I  expect,  in  favour  of  the  bill, 
judging  by  the  opinion  I  have  just  read  into 
the  record  by  Wolfe  Goodman  of  Goodman 
and  Carr. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  One  small  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  We  would  probably  hear 
some  adverse  views  expressed  by  some  people 
who  would  want  to  cast  doubts  on  the 
validity  of  the  legislation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Let's  test  it;  let's  find  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  fact  of  the  matter 
really  is  that  until  the  federal  government 
has  an  Act  before  it,  the  Minister  of  Finance 
is  not  prepared  to  give  a  ruling.  We  believe 
that  we  are  entitled  to  proceed  on  the 
assumption  that  the  practice  follo\^^ed  under 
the  federal  Income  Tax  Act  heretofore  will 
be  continued. 

You  have,  as  a  business  man,  no  other 
alternative,  whether  it  be  business  or  govern- 
ment, but  to  assume  that  the  laws  of  other 
jurisdictions  will  continue,  unless  you  have 
been  advised  they  are  going  to  be  changed. 
In  this  case  we  have  not  been  so  advised, 
and  we  have  every  reason  to  believe  that 
when  the  federal  government  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  thoroughly  study  this  matter  it  will 
recognize  that  it  is  a  properly  deductible 
expense  before  the  computation  of  federal 
income  tax. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  the  incidence  of 
cronyism? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Nothing  whatever  would 
be  gained  by  referring  this  to  the  standing 
committee,  just  further  delay— 
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Mr.  Singer:  Come  on.  If  the  minister  had 
a  well-drafted  Act  it  wouldn't  be  delayed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —delay  that  the  members 
opposite,  the  Liberal  Party,  dearly  wanted. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  longer  there  is 
delay  the  longer  there  will  be  confusion.  The 
member  for  Downsview  should  be  ashamed 
of  himself  for  the  kind  of  doubts  he  has  cast 
in  the  market  place  because  of  the  statements 
he  has  made  both  inside  this  House  and  out. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Please  pass  the  bill!  Let's  not 
hold  it  any  longer! 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  inter- 
ested indeed  to  hear  the  comments  by  the 
member  for  Riverdale,  who  expressed  my 
sentiments  very,  very  accurately  and  well  this 
afternoon. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  we  may  never  see  the 
member  for  Riverdale  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  expect  that  he  will  be 
back  in  the  House  this  evening  to  help  us  all 
defeat  this  fallacious  motion  by  the  member 
for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Shame  on  him. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Hon.  Mr.  Meen  has  moved 
that  Bill  25  be  now  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  Singer  has  moved,  seconded  by  Mr. 
R.  F.  Nixon,  that  all  the  words  in  the  motion 
for  third  reading  of  Bill  25  after  the  word 
"that"  be  struck  out  and  the  following  sub- 
stituted therefor: 

The  bill  will  be  not  now  read  the  third 
time,  but  be  referred  to  the  standing  ad- 
ministration of  justice  committee  so  that 
that  committee  may  determine  whether  or 
not  the  tax  imposed  by  this  bill  is,  in  fact, 
deductible  as  a  business  expense  under  the 
federal  taxing  statutes. 

The  question  to  be  decided  is:  Shall  the  bill 
be  now  read  the  third  time? 

Those  in  favour  of  Bill  25  being  now  read 
the  third  time  will  please  say  "aye". 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay". 
In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  you 
ask  for  a  recorded  vote,  are  we  to  understand 
that  if  the  New  Democratic  Party  votes  with 


this  amendment  it  is  voting  both  with  and 
against  the  government? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  No,  as 
a  matter  of  fact,  to  clarify  that,  Mr.  Speaker- 
there  is  never  an  opportunity  to  clarify— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  There  is  no 
discussion.  I  rule  that  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Call  in  the  members. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  one  member  of  the 
House  came  into  the  chamber  after  the  bells 
had  stopped  when  the  whips'  parade  had 
started.  I  saw  five  people.  Four  of  them,  I'm 
sure,  were  civil  servants.  One,  I  believe,  was 
a  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh! 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  member  care  to 
retire? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Would  the 
hon.  minister  do  the  right  thing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  If  it  was  me,  I  will 
gladly  leave. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  may  say  I  may  have  been 
mistaken. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I've  never  known  you  to  be 
mistaken. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  okay,  anyone  who  would 
put  the  Speaker  in  that  position  isn't  much 
of  a  man. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  before  the 
House  is  the  motion  for  third  reading  of 
Bill  25. 

That  motion  is  subject  to  an  amendment 
moved  by  Mr.  Singer  and  seconded  by  Mr. 
Nixon;  a  reasoned  amendment  and  I  believe 
I  should  read  that  reasoned  amendment  to 
the  House.  Shall  we  read  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  > 

Some  hon.  members:  Dispense. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  The  question  to  be 
decided  first  of  all  is  whether  or  not  the  bill 
shall  now  be  read  the  third  time. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for  third 
reading  of  Bill  25,  which  was  approved  on  the 
following  vote: 
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Ayes 


Nays 


Apps 

Bounsall 

Auld 

Braithwaite 

Beckett 

Breithaupt 

Brunelle 

BuUbrook 

Carruthers 

Bun- 

Clement 

Campbell 

Downer 

Cassidy 

Eaton 

Deacon 

Evans 

Deans 

Ewen 

Gaunt 

Gilbertson 

Good 

Hamilton 

Haggerty 

Havrot 

Laughren 

Henderson 

Lawlor 

Hodgson 

Lewis 

(Victoria-Haliburton)  Newman 

Hodgson 

(Windsor- Walkerville) 

(York  North) 

Nixon 

Irvine 

(Brant) 

Kennedy 

Reid 

Ken- 

Renwick 

Lane 

Riddell 

Leluk 

Ruston 

MacBeth 

Sargent 

Maeck 

Singer 

Mcllveen 

Smith 

McKeough 

(Nipissing) 

Meen 

Spence 

MiUer 

Stokes 

Morrow 

Worton 

Newman 

Young-28. 

(Ontario  South) 

Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 

Nuttall 

Parrott 

Potter 

Reilly 

Rhodes 

Rowe 

Scrivener 

Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 

Smith 

(Hamilton  Mountain] 

1 

Snow 

Stewart 

Taylor 

Villeneuve 

Walker 

Wardle 

Winkler 

Wiseman 

Yakabuski-48. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  "ayes" 
are  48,  the  "nays"  28. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  find  greater  diflBculty  vot- 
ing with  the  Liberals  than  my  colleagues  do. 


Mr.    Speaker:    I    declare    the    motion    for 
third  reading  carried. 

Motion  agreed  to;  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  29th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply. 


ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 

(continued) 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  the  Minis- 
try of  Agriculture  and  Food.  I  believe  when 
we  rose  last  it  was  the  turn  of  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Huron-Bruce  to  sum  up  his  remarks. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
General  applause  on  all  sides,  let  it  be  noted. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timaskaming):  A  very 
popular  guy. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  this  wait- 
ing in  the  wings  even  more  difficult  than  the 
performance  itself. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  it  is  going  to  be  a 
great  performance. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Nonetheless  I  am  pleased  to— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  You  will 
struggle  through. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  wiU  struggle  through.  I  am 
pleased  to  engage  with  the  minister  again 
this  year  in  these  estimates.  I  don't  want  to 
repeat  unnecessarily  what  has  already  been 
said  in  the  debate,  particularly  at  10:15  on 
Monday  evening.  So  I  will  try  to  avoid  dupli- 
cation in  that  respect. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  However,  there  are  some  points 
that  I  want  to  mention  in  these  estimates. 
There  may  be  some  areas  in  which  I  will 
make  comments  that  have  already  been  made, 
but  I  do  so  simply  to  underscore  the  impor- 
tance of  the  points. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  from  a  position  of 
experience. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  not  sure  about  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  I  am. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  It  is  true  that  in  1973  we  had 
the  best  year  for  farmers  ever  in  terms  of 
actual  dollars. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Blame  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  for  Canada,  he  is  the 
one  who  did  it.  The  Minister  of  Agriculture 
for  Canada  did  it  all.  Good  for  Gene  Whelan. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  can  see  it  is  going  to  be  one 
of  those  nights.  Thank  God  there  are  only  15 
minutes  left. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  always  love  speaking  at  this 
time  of  night,  particularly  after  a  vote.  The 
House  is— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Receptive. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  —flowing  with  exuberance,  and 
one  gets  a  chorus  of  applause  and  support 
one  doesn't  usually  get  in  the  afternoon. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Don't 
hold  your  breath. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  I  was  saying,  if  I  may  go 
back  to  where  I  began. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Not  again. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Run  her  through  again. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Thanks  to  Gene  Whelan,  1973 

was  the— 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Who's  he? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy):  Withdraw. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Oh,  go  ahead.  The  minister  is 

on  the  way  out  too. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  In  terms  of  real  dollars  or  pur- 
chasing power,  that  is  quite  a  different  mat- 
ter. The  average  1973  income  for  every 
farmer  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  was  $7,600, 
not  including  off-farm  income. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  It  wasn't 
as  good  as  the  oil  companies. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  For  MPPs  it 
was  $14,900. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  And  some  of  us  earned  it. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  You  should 
be  the  last  guy  to  talk  about  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Order,   order. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  In  farmers'  terms,  that's  a  good 
year    although    many    other    people    in    our 


society  would  view  that  as  a  very  modest 
income,  indeed,  given  the  fact  that  it  had 
to  serve  as  a  return  for  management  skills 
and  capital  investments  as  well  as  labour, 

Mr.  Kermedy:  Did  Eddie  write  that? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  wrote  this.  I  always  write 
my  own  speeches,  and  I  don't  intend  to 
change  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  You  are  reading  it  are 
you?  You  are  not  supposed  to  read  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That's  something  nobody 
on  that  side  can  say. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  That's  right.  I  write  my  own 
speeches  and  I  know  the  material  that  is  in 
it. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  I  heard  you  wrote  Eddie's 
and  he  wrote  yours. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Well,  there  are  always  a  lot 
of  rumours  and  scuttlebutt  about— 

Mr.  Kennedy:  And  Eric  sandwiches  them 
in  between— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Right  on. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  both  have  an  ad- 
vantage   over   you.    They   can   write. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Most  of  it  is  just  that— scuttle- 
butt. No  substance,  in  fact,  and  that  happens 
to  be  one  of  them. 

An  hon.  member:  Garry  on. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Although,  mind  you,  if  my 
colleague  from  Grey-Bruce  did  decide  to 
write  a  speech  for  me— I've  never  asked  him— 
I'd  be  pleased  to  deliver  it,  I  can  say  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  might  regret  it 
but  he'd  be  pleased  to  deliver  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  He  could  end  up  in 
court. 

Mr.  Kennedy:   Flying  too  low. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  think  now  I  might  as  w^ell 
kill  the  clock.  I'm  getting  so  much  help  that— 

Mr.  Ruston:  Start  off  tomorrow  on  a  clean 
slate. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  I  was  saying,  this  income 
of  $7,600  had  to  serve  as  a  return  for  man- 
agement skills,  capital  investment  as  well  as 
labour.  Further,  out  of  this  money  has  to 
come  funds  for  any  expansion  or  improve- 
ment of  the  operttion.  When  all  of  these 
things  are  considered,  the  farmer  is  still  far 
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behind  in  terms  of  most  other  people  in  our 
society. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Below  the  poverty  level. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  There  are  many  forces  that  all 
came  together  at  the  same  time  to  push 
prices  up.  The  International  Monetary  Fund 
system  changed  and  suddenly  foreign  buyers 
could  afford  to  pay  25  to  30  per  cent  more 
for  our  food.  The  Russians  and  the  Chinese 
bought  up  the  only  real  reserve  of  grain  in 
the  world,  and  suddenly  everybody  else  who 
wanted  to  buy  grain  was  looking  at  empty 
elevators  all  over  the  world. 

More  droughts  and  crop  failures  hit  world- 
wide agriculture  than  at  any  other  time  in 
recent  history.  So,  production  fell  in  Australia 
and  South  Africa,  parts  of  North  Africa,  India 
and  the  Middle  East.  Floods  swept  over 
some  rich  farmland  in  the  US  last  spring, 
and  wet  summers  cut  production  in  eastern 
Ontario  and  Quebec  for  two  years  in  a  row. 
All  of  these  things  have  had  an  impact  on 
food  prices. 

However,  over  50  per  cent  of  the  price 
increases,  I'm  told,  were  due  to  increased 
prices  for  gas  and  oil.  Along  with  the  good 
farm  prices  last  year  came  sharp  increases 
in  farm  costs,  which  have  had  a  very  unset- 
tling effect  on  the  farm  industry  generally. 
I'm  going  to  come  back  to  that. 

Additionally,  consumers  have  been  very 
restless  about  high  food  costs,  although  I 
think  consumers  by  and  large  have  come  to 
appreciate  and  understand  that  farmers  have 
to  make  a  living  too,  and  that  their  costs 
have  been  going  up.  I  don't  really  think 
most  consumers  begrudge  the  fanner  a  rea- 
sonable living. 

However,  on  the  front  page  of  the  Globe 
and  Mail  of  Wednesday,  May  8— that  was 
just  a  few  days  after  I  started  to  write  this 
speech,  I'll  tell  my  friend  from  Peel  South— 
I  noticed  there  was  an  article  concerning  the 
Food  Prices  Review  Board  and  the  research 
it  had  been  doing  into  various  marketing 
boards  and  how  they  have  held  prices  higher 
than  the  supply  and  demand  situation  could 
justify.  In  my  view,  this  does  nothing  to  help 
consumers  understand  the  situation.  Indeed  it 
does  exactly  the  opposite. 

It  creates  misunderstanding  and  mistrust, 
and  unless  the  review  board  is  prepared  to 
print  the  whole  story,  it  had  better  save  the 
taxpayers  the  expense.  The  philosophy  of  the 
review  board,  as  suggested  in  the  article,  is 
that  because  producers  in  the  United  States 
are  going  broke,  our  producers  should  go 
broke  too,  just  so  consumers  can  eat  cheaper 


than  would  otherwise  be  the  case,  at  least  for 
the  short  run. 

1  think  it  is  just  about  time  that  someone 
somewhere  took  Mrs.  Plumptre  and  her  posse 
out  behind  the  bam  and  gave  them  a  few 
basic  lessons  in  agricultural  economics.  It  is 
pretty  obvious  that  none  of  them  got  \'ery  far 
in  that  subject,  even  though  I'm  sure  they 
advanced  well  iDcyond  that  level,  the  elemen- 
tary level,  in  most  other  subjects.  If  Mrs. 
Plumptre  would  only  learn  to  imdierstand  that 
our  farmers  cannot  prod^uce  below  their  cost 
of  production,  and  while  US  producers  can 
produce  most  foodstuffs  cheaper  than  we  can, 
if  we  continue  to  import  cheap  food  which 
comes  into  the  country— they  lower  the  cost 
of  production  at  which  our  farmers  can  pro- 
duce it— eventually  our  farmers  will  be  forced 
out  of  business  and  we  will  be  dependent  on 
imported  food. 

iThen  watch  the  prices  shoot  up.  Take 
oranges,  sugar,  bananas,  anything  whereby 
we  are  solely  dependent  on  importers  and 
their  whims,  and  see  what  has  happened  to 
those  prices  in  the  last  18  months  compared 
to  prices  of  foodstuffs  we  prod^uce  in  our 
own  country. 

Need  I  remind  you  that  the  prices  have 
gone  up  drastically  in  comparison  to  products 
we  grow  in  this  country?  Canadians  pay  twice 
as  much  for  oranges  as  do  Americans  in 
Washington,  DC.  So  I  would  advise  Mrs. 
Plumptre  that  she  should  take  a  look  at  the 
cost  of  production  before  she  goes  charging 
off  on  one  of  her  consumer  information 
junkets.  Instead  of  helping  the  problem,  the 
Food  Prices  Review  Board  has  been  part  of 
the  problem.  Anyway  I'm  getting  slightly 
sidetracked. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  Get 
the  message  through  to  Gene. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  I'll  talk  to  him  about  that. 
He  listens. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  mentioned  earlier  that  the 
higher  farm  input  costs  were  having  a  very 
unsettling  effect.  They  are  prodticing  a  feel- 
ing of  uncertainty,  uneasiness  and  loss  of  con- 
fidence in  the  stability  of  the  marketplace. 
Farmers  are  being  encouraged  to  produce 
more  because  most  agree  that  should  there 
be  a  poor  crop  year  on  a  world-wide  basis 
in  1974,  we  would  have  a  very  serious  food 
situation.  Yet  farmers  are  hesitant  to  do  so 
because  of  the  bad  experience  they  have  had 
with  overproduction,  surpluses,  low  prices 
and  sometimes  bankruptcy,  in  that  order. 
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The  unusually  high  prices  for  things  the 
farmer  has  to  buy  just  mean  double  disaster  if 
farm  prices  drop  sharply. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  an  example  of  the  prices  the 
farmers  are  having  to  pay— a  40-lb  bale  of 
baler  twine  is  three  times  the  price  it  was 
last  summer.  The  North  American  continent 
is  short  320  million  tons  of  steel  at  the 
moment,  which  is  shoving  up  farm  machinery 
prices  considerably. 

An  hon.  member:  See  what  Trudeau's  done. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Also  affected  is  wire.  I  tell  you 
he's  done  a  lot.  It  could  have  been  a  lot 
worse,  and  if  Stanfield'  gets  elected  it  will  be 
a  lot  worse. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  won't  get  elected. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  My  friend  from  Scarborough 
West  says  he  won't  get  elected  and  at  least 
that's  reassuring. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Trudeau  won't  get 
elected. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Because  the  people  who  would 
get  hurt  most  in  Mr.  Stanfield''s  price  freeze 
would  be  the  farmers  and  the  labouring  men. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Tory  times  are  hard  times. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The 
professionals  would  go  on  their  merry  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  heard  the  Minis- 
ter of  Transportation  say  that  himself.  Tory 
times  are  hard  times. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Remember  saying  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  That  was  before 
Trudeau. 

An  hon.  member:  Stanfield  would  make 
sure  that  the  people  who  got  hurt  the  least 
were  those  in  the  underwear  industry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  it  wasn't,  I  think 
you  said  it  at  the  Liberal  nomination  in  1968. 
I  do  remember. 

An  hon.  member:  Tory  times  are  hard 
times. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  were  nominating  the 
Liberal  candidate  who  then  went  on  to  be- 
come member  of  Parliament.  That's  when  you 
did  it;  right.  I  remember.  "Tor>'  times  are 
hard  times,"  you  said  that  night. 


Mr.  Lewis:  You  told  us  that  when  you 
applied  for  Liberal  membership. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Don't  hold  your  breath. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know,  I  have  heard  a 
number  of  rumours  in  this  field  about  your— 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  You  are 
obviously  considering  it. 

An  hon.  member:  You  couldn't  get  the 
Liberal  nomination. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He'd  jump  anyway.  Just 
didn't  look  good  enough. 

An  hon.  member:  You  made  your  bed  and 
you  are  going  to  wallow  in  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  is  a  special  comer 
in  hell- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Huron-Bruce  is  anxious  to  make  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Gaimt:  Yes.  I  am  getting  less  anxious 
all  the  time,  I  might  say. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  did  you  say  about  in- 
comes in  1973? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  think  I'll  run  that  one  through 
again.  As  I  was  saying,  the  farmers'  input 
costs  have  gone  up  tremendously  in  the  last 
12  months.  I  mentioned  baler  twine,  the 
shortage  in  steel  which  is  driving  up  farm 
machinery  prices— and  which  has  also  af- 
fected wire,  a  simple  thing  like  wire  on  the 
farm,  and  particularly  barbed  wire  which  is 
simply  unavailable  at  any  price,  I  am  told,  in 
most  places. 

The  energy  crisis  has  substantially  shot  up 
costs  to  the  farmer.  Agriculture  is  basically 
an  industry  that  runs  on  energy.  Agriculture 
is  the  biggest  single  consumer  of  oil,  gas  and 
petroleum.  Agricultural  production  will  be 
inhibited  by  the  effects  of  shortages  and 
higher  prices  for  fossil  fuels,  fertilizers  and 
chemicals. 

Our  agriculture  has  grown  increasingly  de- 
pendent on  fossil  energy  resources  and  now 
requires  approximately  10,000  Btu  of  fossil 
energy  to  produce  3,000  Btu  of  food  energy. 
There  is  no  question  that  our  farmers  are 
entirely  dependent  on  fertilizer  to  increase 
production  to  the  point  where  we  can  feed 
our  own  people  and  still  export  40  per  cent 
of  our  production.  Fertilizer  is  the  comer- 
stone  of  the  green  revolution  yet  the  energy 
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crisis  has  had  a  profound  eflFect  on  fertilizer 
production.  There  is  now  a  world-wide  short- 
age of  fertilizer;  prices  have  sky-rocketed. 

Interestingly  enough,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
takes  20,000  Btu  of  energy  to  produce  a 
pound  of  steel  but  60,000  Btu  for  a  pound  of 
fertilizer.  In  other  words,  it  takes  three  times 
as  much  energy  to  produce  fertilizer  as  it 
does  to  produce  steel,  so  it's  clear  that  re- 
duced energy  supplies  will  eventually  show 
up  in  fertilizer  shortages  and  higher  prices. 
That's  exactly  what's  happened. 

In  many  cases  fertilizer  prices  have 
doubled.  In  other  cases  the  prices  have  more 
than  doubled.  Rock  phosphate  prices,  for 
instance,  were  running  at  $3.50  a  ton  f.o.b. 
Florida  three  years  ago.  Today  the  price  is 
$22  to  $25  a  ton.  A  25  per  cent  increase  in 
energy  means  a  great  increase  in  cost  to  the 
farmer. 

Farmers  see  all  these  things  happening  and 
it  makes  for  a  great  deal  of  uncertainty  and 
insecurity.  This  feeling,  I  would  say,  is  wide- 
spread among  farmers.  I  think  it  is  the  gov- 
ernment's responsibility,  both  federally  and 
provincially,  to  bring  some  stability  into  the 
situation. 

I  know  Mr.  Whelan  had  that  thought  in 
mind  when  he  announced  his  income  stabili- 
zation programme  for  hogs.  He  has  indicated 
that  he  agrees  with  the  concept  generally  and 
is  going  to  apply  it  to  other  products  and  I 
presume  he  will  if  he  can  get  the  co-opera- 
tion of  the  provinces. 

That  really  completes  one  segment  of  my 
remarks,  Mr.  Chairman.  I'll  move  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  reports  progress  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  beg  to  inform  the  House 
that  in  the  name  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen, 
the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor  has 
been  pleased  to  assent  to  certain  bills  in  her 
chambers. 

ROYAL  ASSENT 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  following  are  the 
titles  of  the  bills  to  which  Her  Honour  has 
assented: 

Bill  25,  An  Act  to  impose  a  Tax  on  Land 
in  respect  of  certain  speculative  Transactions 
affecting  the  Control  or  Ownership  of  Land. 

Bill  Pr5,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Ottawa. 

Bill  Pr20,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Toronto. 

Hon.  E.  A.  WinMer  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House  I 
would  like  to  say  that  tomorrow  we  will 
return  to  consideration  of  the  estimates  of 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food.  On 
Thursday  we  will  proceed  to  bills  on  the 
order  paper  and  I'll  just  quote  the  bill  num- 
bers so  that  they  are  on  the  record:  65,  60, 
56,  57,  50,  51,  52,  69,  58,  59,  39,  35,  37,  63. 
If  the  House  is  suflSciently  co-operative  we 
can  proceed  beyond  that  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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Tuesday,  June  4,  1974 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Community 
and  Social  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  in- 
troduce to  you  and  to  members  of  the  Legisla- 
ture the  class  of  grade  8  students  from  St. 
Patrick's  School,  Kapuskasing,  in  the  west 
gallery. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  should  like  to  inform  the 
hon.  members  that  we  are  favoured  today 
with  guests  in  the  Speaker's  gallery,  a  group 
of  very  distinguished  parliamentarians  from 
the  United  Kingdom  and  the  Mediterranean 
region.  This  is  under  the  sponsorship  of  the 
CPA.  Our  guests  have  been  on  tour  across 
Canada.  They  have  been  with  us  today  as 
part  of  their  trip,  which  will  take  them 
through  to  the  other  coast.  I  am  sure  we  will 
extend  them  a  warm  welcome. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  gives  me  a  good  deal  of  pleasure 
to  introduce  Mr.  Keir  Kitchen,  principal  of 
Pinecrest  Senior  Public  School  in  Val  Caron, 
in  the  riding  of  Sudbury  East,  and  100  grade 
8  students  from  that  school. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
gives  me  pleasure  to  introduce  to  you  and  to 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  60  grade  8 
students  from  St.  Theresa  Separate  School  in 
Sault  Ste.  Marie,  with  their  teacher,  Mr.  Or- 
lando, in  the  west  gallery. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 


NIAGARA  ESCARPMENT  AND 
PARKWAY  BELT  WEST 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
vear  ago  today  the  government  presented  pro- 
posed design  plans  for  the  preservation  of  the 
Niagara  Escarpment  and  for  the  establish- 
ment of  the  parkway  belt  west.  Since  then, 
we  have  begun  the  complex  task  of  bringing 
these  two  important  concepts  to  reality.  Today 
I  should  like  to  review  our  progress  to  date 
for  members  of  the  House. 


Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale) 
has  the  Treasurer  lost? 


How  much 


Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Got  de- 
velopment control  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Progress  has  been  made 
toward  our  objectives  for  the  Escarpment.  A 
commission  has  been  established  and  is  meet- 
ing regularly,  the  planning  area  has  been 
formally  defined,  the  central  office  has  been 
established  in  Georgetown,  with  area  offices 
at  Clarksburg  and  Grimsby,  and  25  profes- 
sional and  support  staff  have  been  recruited. 
The  main  emphasis  of  the  commission's  work 
now  is  toward  the  preparation  of  a  system 
of  development  controls  and  the  preparation 
of  a  plan  document. 

Within  the  next  few  weeks  I  expect  we 
will  be  ready  to  apply  development  controls 
to  about  40  per  cent  of  the  Escarpment  area. 
This  will  represent  a  major  achievement  for 
Chairman  George  McCague  and  the  commis- 
sion who  are  developing  a  system  of  guide- 
lines and  criteria  for  development  to  meet 
the  special  needs  of  this  unique  asset  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  progress  on  the  parkway 
belt  west  will  be  increasingly  evident  in  the 
coming  months  as  we  produce  and  publish 
our  draft  plan  for  its  development.  As  mem- 
bers will  recall,  the  parkway  belt  defines  and 
separates  communities,  controls  urban  sprawl 
and  provides  both  open  space  for  recreation 
and  other  public  uses,  as  well  as  a  service 
corridor  to  move  people,  goods,  energy  and 
information  around  rather  than  through  com- 
munities. 

Two  of  the  most  important  objectives  in  the 
development  of  the  parkway  belt  programme 
are  to  deal  fairly  with  land  owners  affected 
and  to  involve  the  widest  possible  degree  of 
public  participation  in  the  development  of 
the  programme. 

The  implementation  of  these  aims  has 
necessarily  taken  much  time  and  planning. 
They  account,  in  part,  for  the  delay  in  the 
publication  of  the  draft  development  plan 
and  the  ensuing  public  hearings  required  by 
the  legislation. 

Under  the  legislation  we  are  required  to 
appoint  advisory  committees.  It  has  been  de- 
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cided  that  two  advisory  committees  are  to 
be  appointed  to  assist  in  developing  the  plan 
and  to  assist  in  its  implementation.  One  com- 
mittee has  been  drawn  from  local  government 
and  the  second  is  to  be  drawn  from  inter- 
ested groups  and  citizens  at  large. 

The  municipal  advisory  committee  consists 
of  the  chairman  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  and 
the  regions  of  Peel,  York,  Halton  and 
Hamilton"- Wentworth,  along  with  their  plan- 
ning directors,  Robert  Bailey,  Ed  Gumming, 
Peter  Allen,  John  Bower  and  William  Power, 
as  the  second  representative  of  each  of  the 
municipalities.  The  chairman  is  Mr.  Lou  Par- 
sons of  the  regional  municipality  of  Peel;  and 
they  have  held  their  third'  meeting  on  May  27 
with  our  staff. 

The  second  committee,  called  the  interested 
groups  and  citizens'  advisory  committee,  is 
now  being  fonned.  Mr.  F.  Warren  Hurst  has 
been  appointed  as  chairman.  Fourteen  in- 
terested groups  have  each  nominated  a  repre- 
sentative, a  list  of  which  I  am  tabling;  and 
10  citizens  are  being  invited  to  participate  as 
members.  I  expect  I  will  be  Jible  to  name 
the  citizen  members  and  call  the  first  meet- 
ing in  mid-June. 

I  am  pleased  that  Mr.  Hurst  has  accepted 
this  appointment  because  his  extensive  experi- 
ence in  business  and  government  will  enable 
him  to  be  an  effective  chairman.  I  am  also 
well  satisfied  with  the  calibre  of  representa- 
tives appointed'  by  the  various  interested 
groups. 

The  legislation  required  that  public  hear- 
ings be  held  following  the  publication  of  the 
draft  development  plan,  and  I  am  required  to 
appoint  hearing  officers,  who  will  report  to 
the  Treasurer,  to  preside  at  the  hearings. 

After  considering  a  number  of  alternative 
approaches,  we  decided  this  function  could 
best  be  performed  for  the  public  by  the 
members  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board,  who 
will  be  hearing  officers  under  the  parkway 
belt  west  legislation. 

My  colleague,  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Welch),  will  be  advising  hon.  members  on 
plans  to  expand  the  staff  and  scope  of  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  so  that  individual 
members  may  be  specffically  appointedl  to 
carry  out  this  task. 

There  has  been  one  area  of  particular  con- 
cern to  those  responsible  for  and  a£Fected  by 
the  parkway  belt.  Because  of  the  necessity  to 
control  and  curtail  development  within  the 
belt,  using  provincial  land^use  regulations 
while  detailed  plans  are  prepared,  some  prop- 
erty owners  have  felt  unfairly  restricted  in  the 
use  of  their  properties. 


As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  regulations 
provide  an  opportunity  for  amendment,  and 
we  have  indicated  by  statement  and  action 
that  we  are  prepared  to  amend  the  regula- 
tions to  meet  individual  circumstances  where 
such  amendment  would  not  conffict  with  the 
parkway  belt  purposes. 

My  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr. 
Handleman),  has  informed  me  that  he  has  re- 
ceived 245  apphcations  for  amendment;  32  of 
which  have  been  approved,  61  have  been  re- 
jectedi  or  deferred  and  152  are  now  being 
examined. 

While  the  number  of  applications  is  large, 
there  may  be  some  owners  who  are  still  un- 
aware of  the  procedures  to  follow  in  making 
application  for  amendment.  We  must  hear 
from  these  owners,  because  we  can  do  nothing 
to  relieve  their  situation  unless  an  application 
is  made.  Steps  are  now  under  way  to  supple- 
ment the  actions  already  taken,  including  the 
establishment  of  a  toll-free  telephone  number 
which  anyone  can  use  to  secure  information 
about  the  parkway  belt. 

The  original  procedure  required  that  appli- 
cations to  amend  the  regulations  be  directed 
to  the  municipality  concerned  by  the  appli- 
cant. These  were  sent  to  Queen's  Park  after 
the  municipality  had  examined  and  made 
comments  on  them. 

Applications  are  now  made  directly  to  the 
plans  administration  division  of  the  Ministry 
of  Housing,  which  will  circulate  them  to  the 
municipahty  and  other  affected  agencies  for 
their  comments,  thereby  minimizing  delays. 

Members  and  owners  have  been  concerned 
about  the  problems  of  owners  of  vacant  lots 
of  less  than  50  acres  who  are  unable  to  build 
on  these  parcels  because  of  the  wording  of 
the  land-use  regulations.  We  are  now  assem- 
bling data  on  these  small  holdings  to  see 
whether  the  land-use  regulations  or  the  poli- 
cies to  be  incorporated  in  the  draft  develop- 
ment plan  can  be  modified  so  as  to  permit 
these  lots  to  be  used  for  in-filling  without 
conflict  with  the  primary  objectives  of  the 
belt.  Preliminary  surveys  indicate  that  there 
are  approximately  350  vacant  lots  in  the  park- 
way belt  not  scheduled  for  pubhc  acquisition. 
About  half  of  these  lots  are  less  than  one-ihalf 
an  acre  in  size. 

To  further  reduce  the  undesirable  effects 
on  private  lands  within  the  parkway  belt, 
we  recently  adopted  a  practice  which  I  will 
refer  to  as  advance  purchase.  Under  this 
practice  the  government  will  consider  the 
immediate  purchase  of  land  where:  The 
lands  are  offered  to  the  government  by  the 
owner;  the  lands  are  indicated  as  being 
required    for    ultimate    public    purchase    on 


JUNE  4,  1974 


2819 


plans  presently  being  prepared  by  the  park- 
way belt  task  force;  the  owners  are  suffering 
significant  and  exceptional  hardship  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  present  government  policies;  and 
the  hardship  is  the  result  of  government 
policies  and  not  of  the  owner's  own  making. 

Funds  have  now  been  set  aside  to  per- 
mit acquisition  of  lands  under  this  advance 
purchase  policy.  The  responsibility  for  ad- 
ministering this  policy  falls  to  the  Ministry 
of  Government  Services  and  the  Management 
Board  of  Cabinet.  Mr.  Walter  Macnee,  the 
executive  co-ordinator  of  land-oriented  pro- 
jects in  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services, 
will  play  the  major  role  in  co-ordinating  this 
policy  as  well  as  carrying  out  his  other 
functions  relating  to  land  acquisition  vdthin 
the  parkway  belt  and  the  Niagara  Escarp- 
ment. 

As  members  know,  the  Solandt  report  re- 
ceived by  the  government  in  March  recom- 
mended that  part  of  the  500  kv  line  between 
Nanticoke  and  Pickering  be  located  within 
the  parkway  belt.  This  recommendation,  if 
accepted  by  the  government,  would  have 
significant  effects  on  the  design  of  the  belt, 
I  expect  a  government  decision  on  this 
recommendation    will    be    made    shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  have  been  some  pub- 
lished allegations  about  delays  at  Queen's 
Park  relating  to  the  parkway  belt.  We  have 
checked  and  attempted  to  resolve  those  cases 
which  have  come  to  our  attention.  At  this 
time,  I  want  to  ask  any  property  owner  who 
feels  he  is  not  getting  fair  or  prompt  response 
from  the  government,  to  write  directly  to  me 
and  I  will  personally  see  that  a  response  is 
provided. 

It  is  not  yet  possible  to  be  specific  about 
dates  for  the  public  hearings.  There  are  too 
many  events  w'hich  must  occur  first.  The  re- 
quirement for  discussions  with  the  advisory 
committees  on  the  proposed  plan  is  a  good 
example.  The  legislation  calls  for  consulta- 
tion with  these  committees  in  the  process 
of  preparing  the  plan  before  the  plan  is 
published  and  the  public  hearings  are  held. 
I  do  not  know  how  long  these  consultations 
will  take,  but  if  we  believe  in  public  par- 
ticipation, then  such  consultation  is  essen- 
tial. One  thing  is  certain,  however,  we  are 
not  going  to  attempt  to  push  the  committees 
into  the  role  of  providing  advice  on  the 
plan  until  they  have  a  good  understanding 
of  objectives,  issues,  problems  and  conse- 
quences. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  like  to  refer 
briefly  to  the  parkway  belt  east  which  is  an 
integral  part  of  the  concept.  We  are  now 
concentrating   all   the   resources   of   our  task 


force  on  the  preparation  and  publication  of 
the  plan  for  the  parkway  belt  west.  As  soon  as 
this  is  completed,  the  staff  will  be  reassigned 
to  work  exclusively  on  the  parkway  belt  east 
to  bring  it  forward  as  quickly  as  possible. 

I  have  placed  on  the  order  paper  a  resolu- 
tion, as  required,  for  the  confirmation  of  this 
House.  This  amendment  is  minor  because 
it  does  not  affect  the  territory  covered  by 
the  planning  area  but  is  a  rewording  for 
clarification  purposes  only.  The  majority  of 
members  of  this  House  and  citizens  of  On- 
tario have  given  us  their  encouragement  and 
support  for  the  preservation  of  the  Escarp- 
ment and  the  development  of  the  parkway 
belt.  I  hope  this  statement  will  assist  them 
by  informing  them  of  the  progress  we  are 
making  toward  its  realization. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  announce,  on  behalf  of  the  govern- 
ment, the  efforts  that  we  will  be  making  to 
expand  daycare  services  in  Ontario.  Quite 
clearly,  these  efforts  will  have  implications 
for  all  of  the  ministries  in  the  social  develop- 
ment policy  field.  Health,  Education,  Colleges 
and  Universities,  and  most  directly  the 
Ministry  of  Commimity  and  Social  Services. 
Changes  in  our  society,  especially  the  grow- 
ing participation  by  w^omen  in  the  labour 
force,  present  us  with  a  clear  need  for  pro- 
grammes that  will  make  daycare  services  more 
generally  available. 

I  should  say  at  the  outset  that  during  the 
two  years  of  study  of  this  area  by  the  min- 
istries within  the  social  policy  field  we  have 
found  there  is  almost  as  great  a  diversity  of 
philosophy  of  child  care  and  rearing  as  there 
is  of  children  themselves.  We  do  not  believe 
that  government  ought  to  impose  choices 
between  philosophies  upon  the  parents  in 
Ontario.  And  so,  as  we  move  to  encourage 
more  developments  in  this  area,  and  as  we 
continue  to  regulate  the  services  that  are 
provided,  we  will  make  every  effort  to  pre- 
serve and  to  encourage  the  pluralism  that  has 
marked  this  field,  leaving  parents  to  make 
the  choices  they  ought  to  be  able  to  make 
on  behalf  of  their  own  children. 

As  we  have  decided  on  the  programmes 
that  we  will  use  to  foster  more  rapid  devel- 
opment of  the  daycare  services  in  Ontario, 
we  have  set  clear  priorities  for  the  use  of 
public  funds  so  that  we  can  assure  access  to 
these  services  for  those  with  the  greatest 
social  and  financial  needs. 


2820 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Our  first  priority  is  the  establishment  and 
delivery  of  daycare  services  to  handicapped 
children.  The  parents  of  children  with  phys- 
ical and  mental  handicaps  are  uniquely  in 
need  of  help  in  caring  for  their  children,  and 
of  course  the  problems  faced  by  these  young 
people  are  dramatic.  Because  their  numbers 
are  relatively  small,  we  believe  the  impact  of 
a  programme  designed  to  make  sure  they  get 
the  services  they  need  can  also  be  dramatic. 

Our  second  priority  is  to  assure  that  chil- 
dren from  low-income  families  and  native 
children  have  access  to  these  services.  The 
parents  of  these  children  have  not  had  the 
money  to  take  advantage  of  the  daycare 
services  that  already  exist.  We  believe  that 
a  programme  to  make  funds  available  for 
them  to  obtain  such  services  will  benefit  these 
parents  by  permitting  them  something  closer 
to  the  range  of  choice  that  people  in  Ontario 
ought  to  have,  and  will  also  benefit  the  chil- 
dren in  providing  them  with  more  oppor- 
tunity to  learn  and  to  grow. 

Our  third  priority  for  the  use  of  public 
funds  and  facilities  is  the  more  rapid  develop- 
ment of  daycare  services  so  they  can  be  made 
generally  available  across  Ontario. 

We  will  be  making  funds  available  so  that 
more  local  and  voluntary  organizations  will 
be  able  to  establish  daycare  programmes,  and 
at  the  same  time  we  will  be  revising  many 
of  the  regulations  and  practices  of  govern- 
ment to  remove  provisions  that  have  some- 
times had  the  effect  of  interfering  with  the 
development  of  such  programmes  and  to 
permit  a  much  broader  participation  by  par- 
ents themselves  in  the  design  and  delivery 
of  daycare  services. 

Before  describing  our  new  programmes  in 
detail,  I  should  like  to  point  out  to  all  mem- 
bers that  the  approach  we  are  taking  here  is 
something  of  a  departure  from  the  way  gov- 
ernments most  commonly  involved  themselves 
in  social  services  over  the  past  two  decades. 
The  social  services  that  govenmients  pro- 
vided during  those  years  were  in  the  areas 
of  the  highest  need  and  of  highest  cost; 
education,  health  care  and  the  like.  These 
services  depended  on  institutions  and  on  the 
development  of  large  numbers  of  highly- 
trained  and  relatively  highly-paid  profession- 
als. 

Because  of  the  huge  cost  and  necessarily 
universal  application  of  these  kinds  of  ser- 
vices, they  were  most  often  financed  entirely 
through  taxation  and  were  available  on  a 
"free"  basis  to  everyone.  And  as  governments 
provided  these  "free"  services,  taxes  of  neces- 
sity grew  larger.  In  Ontario,  during  the  decade 
from  1961  to  1971,  spending  by  the  provin- 


cial government  in  the  social  policy  field  grew 
eightfold;  that  is  it  increased  by  an  average 
of  23  per  cent  every  year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It's  still  ridiculously  low  in 
total. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No  one  has  to  be  much 
of  a  mathematician  to  figure  out  that,  at  that 
rate  of  growth,  it  would  be  simply  a  matter 
of  time  before  the  greater  part  of  everyone's 
income  was  taken  in  taxes  to  pay  for  social 
services. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Not  to  pay  for  social  ser- 
vices in  this  province;  the  government  can't 
get  away  with  that.  The  minuscule  amount 
the  government  pays  for  social  services  is  an 
absolute  disgrace. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  do  not  believe  that 
would  be  a  healthy  state  of  affairs. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  do  not  believe  it  is 
necessary. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  And  so,  in  the  past  two 
years,  we  have  slowed  the  growth  in  social 
policy  spending  to  only  a  percentage  point 
or  two  above  the  rate  of  inflation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  the  government  is  going  to 
provide  programmes  provide  them,  and  spare 
us  the  fatuous  statements. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Some  members,  Mr. 
Speaker,  have  said  that  this  slower  growth  in 
spending  is  really  a  de-emphasis  of  social 
services  by  this  government,  and  that  is 
simply  not  true. 

Mr.  Martel:  Right  on. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  But  it  is  an  important 
change  in  emphasis  within  the  social  policy 
field:  a  change  away  from  high-cost  institu- 
tionalized services,  controlled  entirely  by  the 
government  and  financed  entirely  by  the  tax- 
payer; a  change  toward  more  decentralized 
and  diverse  services,  supported  in  part  by  the 
government  but  involving  much  more  volun- 
tary action  by  citizens  and  backed  up  by 
programmes  that  will  provide  individual  citi- 
zens of  Ontario  with  the  resources  they  need 
to  purchase  services  for  themselves. 
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Mr.  Martel:  When  does  all  this  start  hap- 
pening? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  get 
in  there  and  fight  with  her  colleagues  for 
money?  That's  what  she  needs  to  do. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  That's  called 
reprivatization. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  believe  that  this  is  a 
much  healthier  way  to  go. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  still  has  more 
institutions  than  it  knows  what  to  do  with. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  That  is  the  way  we  have 
decided  to  go  in  developing  daycare  services 
in  Ontario.  We  will  not  establish  a  system 
of   "free"   universal   daycare   across   Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Make  them  pay. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  most  obvious  reason 
for  that  is  the  simple  fact  that  these  kinds 
of  services  can  never  really  be  "free."  We 
estimate  that  such  a  universal  system  would 
cost  the  best  part  of  $1  billion.  Now  part  of 
that  cost  could  be  covered  by  funds  we  are 
already  spending  for  these  kinds  of  services- 
Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  When  is 
the  government  going  to  close  down  the  ele- 
mentary schools  as  well? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —but  the  greatest  part  of 
that  $1  billion  would  have  to  be  raised  by 
large  increases  in  taxes  at  the  provincial  level 
here  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  provide  something— never 
mind  it  being  universally  free. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Faced  with  the  rising 
cost  of  living  across  Canada,  we  do  not  be- 
lieve the  people  of  Ontario  are  willing  to 
sign  over  yet  a  larger  slice  of  their  incomes 
to  the  government- 
Mr.  Lewis:  What  kind  of  a  straw  man  is 
this,  for  God's  sakes?  What  is  she  setting  up? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —so  that  the  government 
can  set  up  a  costly  and  unnecessary  monopoly 
over  daycare  services  to  young  children, 
services  that,  for  the  most  part,  people  are 
able  to  provide  for  themselves. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  She  is  a  puppet  of  the  Treas- 
urer. 

Mr.  Renwick:  How  much  does  the  Treas- 
urer allow  the  minister  for  her  budget? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Order. 


Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  this?  What  is  she 
setting  up? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Absolutely  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Lewis:  She  is  setting  up  this  ridiculous 
straw  man.  Nobody  is  asking  her  to  provide 
everything;  therefore,  what  is  she  providing? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Order. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  But  the  very  high  cost  of 
a  universal  daycare  system  is  not  the  only 
reason   we   have    decided   against   it. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  high  cost  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  kind  of  flexibihty 
and  choice  that  we  believe  ought  to  exist  in 
daycare  services  would  be  difiBcult  to  attain 
in  that  kind  of  a  system.  The  right  that  we 
believe  parents  ought  to  have— to  choose  for 
themselves  the  kind  of  care  their  children  will 
receive— would  almost  certainly  be  compro- 
mised. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  Laura  Sabia  stays  on  after 
this  kind  of  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  There  is  a  final  reason 
we  have  decided  against  a  universal  daycare 
system  in  Ontario:  It  simply  is  not  necessary. 
Instead,  we  will  encourage  the  development 
of  daycare  services  so  that  they  will  be  avail- 
able to  everyone— 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Despite  all 
the  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Birch:  —and  we  will  make  sure 
that  those  with  the  greatest  need  for  these 
services  can  afford  them.  That  way,  every 
parent  in  Ontario  will  be  able  to  make  his 
or  her  own  choice  as  to  the  kind  of  care 
that  each  child  ought  to  receive. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Who  wrote  this  statement? 
The  member  for  Timiskaming  (Mr.  Havrot)? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  And  we  will  do  this  with- 
out unnecessarily  expanding  government  con- 
trol and  standardization- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Does  the  minister  really  think 
that?  Does  she  really  believe  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  a  fatuous  bunch  of 
nonsense! 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —through  the  area  of 
social  service  that  should  most  properly  re- 
main diverse  and  pluralistic.  Of  course,  the 
growing  body  of  daycare  services  we  hope 


2822 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


to  see  in  Ontario  will  not  exist  in  a  vacuum. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  disgrace  to  womanhood. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  province  is  abeady 
heavily  involved  in  services  to  young  children. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  all  there  is  in  daycare 
now— a  vacuum. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Our  most  extensive  pro- 
gramme is  the  kindergarten  system  operated 
by  local  school  boards  and  funded  in  part 
through  the  Ministry  of  Education. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Exactly  what  is  this  all  about? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Why 
doesn't  the  member  listen  and  he'll  find  out. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  To  give  some  idea  of  the 
scope  of  provincial  support  for  these  pro- 
grammes and  the  wide  acceptance  that  kin- 
dergartens have  in  Ontario,  I  can  tell  hon. 
members  that  in  the  fiscal  year  just  ended, 
the  senior  kindergarten  programme  served 
122,660  children  at  a  cost  to  the  provincial 
government  of  $29,136,000;  the  junior  kin- 
dergarten programme  served  37,990  children 
at  a  cost  of  $8,549,000  to  the  provincial 
government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  providing  a 
programme  or  isn't  she? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Quite  clearly,  the  half- 
day  kindergartens  programme  will  continue 
to  be  an  important  part  of  our  services  to 
young  children. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  there  a  conclusion  to  this? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  But  kindergartens  are 
designed  to  perform  a  specific  function- 
preparing  young  children  for  formal  school- 
ing. 

Mr.  Renwick:  One  thing  about  this  gov- 
ernment: It  is  all  preamble. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Their  hours  are  neces- 
sarily tied  to  the  hours  of  the  school  system 
and  are  therefore  not  suitable  to  the  needs 
of  working  mothers  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  exactly. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  hits  you,  eh? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  So  to  meet  those  needs 
in  a  way  that  will  complement  the  existing 
kindergarten  programme,  we  want  to  en- 
courage a  diverse  group  of  daycare  services  to 
provide  children  with  ancillary  care  and  in- 
formal education. 


To  help  those  services  develop,  we  will 
be  setting  up  an  additional  programme  of 
financial  aid  under  the  Day  Nurseries  Act. 
Beginning  Sept.  1,  we  will  make  up  to 
$15  million  of  new  funds  available  to  the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services. 
This  money  will  cover  the  first  year's  costs 
for  these  categories  of  financial  assistance. 

Under  the  first  category,  non-profit  or- 
ganizations wishing  to  expand  or  establish 
daycare  programmes  will  be  eligible  for 
capital  assistance  grants. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  We 
passed  the  legislation  a  year  ago.  Is  the 
minister  just  getting  around  to  the  funding? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  believe  that  high 
setup  costs  have  often  prevented  voluntary 
groups  from  providing  this  kind  of  service 
and  have  added  substantially  to  operating 
costs  of  programmes  that  have  been  de- 
veloped. Making  capital  assistance  grants 
available  to  these  groups  will  ensure  easier 
entry  into  the  daycare  field. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  much  of  the  $15  million 
is  that? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Already  the  Ministry  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  has  made 
almost  $1  million  worth  of  grants  to  groups 
serving  handicapped  children  and  to  parent- 
participating  day  nurseries. 

I  should  make  it  clear  that  we  do  not  in- 
tend these  grants  to  go  for  the  construction 
of  a  large  number  of  new  buildings.  Rather, 
we  intend  that  they  will  be  used  primarily 
to  renovate  existing  structures  up  to  the 
standards  required  by  the  daycare  services. 
We  anticipate  that  much  of  the  money  in  this 
programme  will  be  spent,  for  instance,  on 
buildings  owned  by  churches;  and  the  Min- 
istry of  Education  will  be  working  with 
local  school  boards  to  ensure  that,  wherever 
possible,  surplus  school  facilities  are  made 
available  for  the  operation  of  daycare  pro- 
grammes. Of  course  groups  planning  to 
renovate  school  facilities  to  make  them 
suitable  for  day  care  will  be  eligible  for 
these  capital  assistance  grants. 

'The  second  category  of  grants  will  be  sub- 
sidies for  the  costs  of  daycare  services  to 
handicapped  children.  Because  it  is  more 
costly  to  provide  day  care  to  handicapped 
children,  many  programmes  have  not  included 
handicapped  childlren  at  all.  Even  where 
these  children  are  included,  their  families  are 
often  faced  with  an  inordinate  financial 
burden. 

Our  subsidies  will  have  two  eflFects:  They 
vidll  make  it  possible  for  many  more  daycare 
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programmes  to  include  handicapped  children 
and  for  specialized  services  to  develop  where 
these  are  necessary;  and  they  will  ensure  that 
the  costs  to  families  for  daycare  services  to 
handicapped  children  will  be  no  greater  than 
the  costs  of  equivalent  services'  to  children 
who  do  not  suffer  from  any  disability. 

/The  third  category  of  aid  will  be  assistance 
to  low-income  families  so  that  they  can  afford 
daycare  services. 

Costs  that  are  well  within  the  reach  of  most 
in  Ontario  can  still  be  very  prohibitive  for 
low-income  families,  and  as  I  have  said  day- 
care services  can  be  uniquely  valuable  to 
both  the  parents  and  the  children  of  these 
families, 

*So  we  will  providie  these  families  with 
assistance,  making  sure  they  have  the  pur- 
chasing power  they  need  to  choose  the  kind 
of  day  care  their  children'  will  receive.  Fami- 
lies receiving  this  assistance  will  be  able  to 
apply  it  to  the  fees  at  any  licensed  daycare 
centre  in  Ontario. 

Mr;  Lewis:  Be  able  to  apply  it  to  what? 
Sorry? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  fee. 

This  three-part  programme  will  ensure  that 
daycare  services  will  become  more  generally 
available  throughout  Ontario.  In  line  with  our 
priorities,  we  are  focusing  public  resources  on 
the  areas  of  greatest  need^— handiicapped  chil- 
dren and  children  of  low-income  families. 

We  believe  that  by  leaving  the  decision  as 
to  the  kind  of  services  each  child  requires  in 
the  hands  of  the  parents  in  Ontario  while 
encouraging  the  development  of  a  wide  range 
of  services,  we  are  making  the  most  effective 
use  of  public  fun<k.  We  are  also  avoiding 
unnecessary  government  interference  in  de- 
cisions that  ought  properly  to  be  left  to  the 
families  themselves. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  is  the  cutoff  point? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  In  addition  to  this  pro- 
gramme of  financial  assistance,  the  Ministry 
of  Community  and  Social  Services'  has  been 
reviewing  its  regulations  and  their  applica- 
tion to  make  sure  they  succeed  in  their 
primary  objective— maintaining  a  high  standard 
of  care  in  Ontario— and  that  they  db  so  with- 
out unnecessarily  interfering  with  develop- 
ments in  this  field. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Why  does  the 
minister  let  her  people  do  that  to  her;  write 
speeches  like  that?  She  could  say  that  in  two 
pages  instead  of  this  lengthy  diing.  It's  an 
abuse  of  the  procedures  of  the  House. 


Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  can  give  the  membera 
some  concrete  examples  of  the  changes  we 
have  already  made.  I  believe  they  demonstrate 
clearly  both  the  problems,  inherent  in  this 
kind  of  regulation  and  the  very  positive 
approach  the  ministry  has  been  taking  to 
these  problems. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  That  is  a  Throne 
Speech. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Why  doesn't  she  write 
proper  speeches  for  the  ministry? 

Hon.    Mrs.    Birch:    Daycare    centres    have 
always  been  required  to  provide  meals  to  the 
children  in  their  care.  In  the  past,  this  require- 
ment was  interpreted  in  a  way- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  What  page 


IS 


that? 


Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  How  many 
more  pages? 

An  hon.  member:  Stay  with  it. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —that  prevented  the 
licensing  of  many  daycare  centres  that  dSd 
not  have  a  fully-equipped  kitchen  on  their 
premises.  Since  this  was  urmecessarily  re- 
strictivOy  the  ministry  is  now  granting  licences 
to  centres  with  no  Idtchens  if  they  have  made 
adequate  arrangements  for  catering. 

Regulations  pertaining  to  fire  safety  have 
been  marked  by  an  unnecessary  arbitrary 
quality:  In  the  past,  daycare  centres  had  to 
be  located  on  the  first  three  stories  of  any 
building.  I  think  it  is  obvious  that  which 
storey  the  centre  is  on  is  only  peripherally 
related  to  its  real  fire  safety,  so  this  require- 
ment is  being  changed. 

Mr.  Stokes:  How  many  more  pages? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Instead  the  ministry  is 
now  co-operating  with  the  oflBce  of  the  pro- 
vincial fire  marshal  to  apply  flexible  regula- 
tions that  relate  directly  to  the  real  fire  safety 
on  each  site.  Once  again,  the  real  standard 
has  not  been  changed  but  the  ministry  has 
found  a  better  way  to  achieve  it. 

These  kinds  of  changes'  will  promote  easier 
entry  into  the  daycare  field,  without  sacrificing 
any  of  the  quality  of  service  or  fecility  the 
Day  Nurseries  Act  is  intended  to  assure. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  isn't  for  commercial 
operations,  is  it? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  also  expect  they  will 
lower  the  high  set-up  costs  that  have  retarded 
the  development  of  daycare  services  in  the 
past. 
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We  will  also  be  making  a  major  eflFort  to 
involve  more  parents  and  volunteers  in  day- 
care programmes  in  Ontario. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  We  have 
got  them  now. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  In  the  social  services,  we 
have  tended  to  assume  that  quality  of  service 
is  inevitably  dependent  on  professional  quah- 
fications.  Applied  to  daycare  programmes,  this 
assumption  has  been  carried  to  the  extreme 
of  acting  as  though  parents  were  not  compe- 
tent to  pet  together  to  provide  care  for  their 
own  children. 

That  is  clearly  an  inappropriate  stance  for 
any  government  to  take. 

At  the  present  time  the  regulations  under 
the  Day  Nurseries  Act  require  that  when- 
ever more  than  five  unrelated  children  will 
be  present  without  all  of  their  parents  also 
being  present,  the  gathering  shall  come  under 
the  requirements  of  the  Act,  and  will  have 
to  be  licensed  as  a  daycare  centre. 

We  will  be  adding  one  clear  exception  to 
that  regulation:  Where  there  are  no  fees  in- 
volved, where  there  is  no  staflF  hired  and 
where  all  the  care  is  provided  by  the  parents 
themselves  on  a  voluntary  basis,  that  arrange- 
ment shall  be  left  entirely  to  the  parents  and 
will  not  come  under  the  Day  Nurseries  Act. 
I  think  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  government 
has  no  business  trying  to  regulate  these  purely 
voluntary  arrangements;  that  government 
serves  no  useful  purpose  in  trying  to  do  so. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion):  Are  we  getting  there? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  are  getting  there. 

Mr.  Singer:  Seven  more  pages. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  A  speech 
or  a  budget? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  To  encourage  more  par- 
ent and  volunteer  involvement  in  all  daycare 
programmes,  the  ministry  has  increasingly 
been  approving  staff  on  the  basis  of  indi- 
vidual competence  and  experience  rather  than 
by  relying  on  any  particular  set  of  profes- 
sional qualifications.  We  will  extend  this  prac- 
tice by  removing  from  the  regulations  under 
the  Day  Nurseries  Act  the  requirement  that 
all  staff  have  specialized  knowledge  of  what 
the  regulations  now  refer  to  as  methods  of 
child  guidance. 

We  will  require  no  formal  qualifications 
for  staff  in  the  supplementary  after-school 
programmes  for  six-  to  nine-year-olds.  We 
will,  of  course,  continue  to  require  that  super- 


visors of  daycare  centres  have  specialized 
knowledge,  but  once  again  we  will  recognize 
relevant  experience  rather  than  relying  solely 
on  any  particular  professional  background. 
The  programme  of  early  childhood  education 
at  our  community  colleges  will  provide  grad- 
uates who  have  the  required  skills  and  knowl- 
edge for  these  positions  but  we  will  not 
create  from  daycare  services  in  Ontario  a 
private  preserve  for  any  profession. 

We  believe  that  this  more  flexible  approach 
to  staff  qualifications  will  not  result  in  any 
lower  standard  of  care,  but  will  permit  much 
wider  involvement  by  parents  and  volunteers 
in  daycare  programmes  and  it  will  permit 
voluntary  groups  to  operate  programmes  more 
economically. 

There  is  one  other  assumption  that  has 
serious  effects  on  the  cost  of  daycare  ser- 
vices and  ranks  as  a  major  piece  of  social 
service  folklore.  It  is  the  assumption  that  all 
social  services  ought  to  be  provided  only  on 
the  basis  of  the  highest  possible  concentra- 
tion of  staff.  Applied  to  daycare,  this  assump- 
tion has  led  to  very  small  child-to-staff  ratios. 

Now  it  is  true  that  some  children,  particu- 
larly handicapped  children,  need  the  kind  of 
intensive  supervision  and  guidance  that  can 
only  come  from  very  small  child-to-staff  ra- 
tios. But  it  is  by  no  means  certain  that  very 
small  ratios  are  generally  necessary  other- 
wise. 

However,  there  are  some  things  that  are  cer- 
tain. It  is  certain  that  the  smaller  the  child-to- 
staff  ratio,  the  more  it  will  cost  to  serve  each 
child.  And  it  is  certain  that  there  will  always 
be  limits  on  the  resources  available  to  pay 
for  these  services,  both  on  the  resources  that 
governments  can  make  available  and  on  the 
resources  that  parents  will  be  able  to  afford 
to  spend.  These  two  facts  make  one  other 
thing  certain. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  sounds  like  Birch's  baby 
farms. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  higher  the  cost  per 
child,  the  fewer  children  we  will  be  able  to 
serve  with  our  limited  resources. 

We  believe  that  the  present  child-to-staff 
ratios  under  the  Day  Nurseries  Act  are  un- 
necessarily small;  that  they  add  far  more  to 
the  cost  of  these  programmes  than  they  bring 
in  tangible  benefits. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Come  on,  get  down  to  the 
business  of  the  day. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Because  these  ratios 
have  been  kept  too  small,  we  can  make 
modest  changes  in  them,  realizing  significant 
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reductions   in   the   cost  per   child  while  still 
retaining  a  very  high  quality  of  service. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  this  will  wreck  it.  The 
government  doesn't  understand  that  this  is 
not  day  care.  The  quality  of  day  care  de- 
pends on  ratio  if  there  is  any  educational 
content  to  it. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  In  doing  this  we  make  it 
possible  to  serve  many  more  children. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Why 
doesn't  the  member  listen?  He  might  learn 
something. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Something  wrong  with  the 
member  for  Timiskaming  in  infancy.  I 
wouldn't  say  anything,  my  friend. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  present  regulations 
require  all  day  nurseries  to  have  at  least  two 
people  on  staff.  Obviously  that  is  sensible 
and  we  will  retain  that  requirement,  but  we 
will  make  the  following  changes  in  other 
ratios  required  under  the  regulations. 

For  children  under  18  months  of  age,  we 
will  raise  the  maximum  child- to-staflp  ratio 
from  five  to  one  to  six  to  one;  this  results  in  a 
20  per  cent  saving  in  the  staff  cost  per 
child. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Results  in  a  20  per  cent  dimin- 
ishment  of  child  contact. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Stated  another  way,  it 
means  that  we  can  serve  20  per  cent  more 
children  without  increasing  staflF  costs. 

For  children  from  18  months  to  two  years 
of  age,  we  will  raise  the  maximum  child-to- 
staff  ratio  from  seven  to  one  to  nine  to  one. 
This  will  mean  that  almost  30  per  cent  more 
children  will  be  able  to  receive  daycare 
services. 

The  highest  ratio  currently  permitted  for 
children  between  the  ages  of  two  and  four  is 
11  to  one  for  half-day  programmes.  We  will 
raise  the  maximum  to  14  to  one,  giving  a 
saving  of  almost  30  per  cent  in  the  stafiE  cost 
per  child. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fourteen  to  one  for  kids  be- 
tween two  and  four?  Is  that  what  the  minister 

said? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  For  full  day  programmes 

for  this  age  group- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  so  much  for  quality  day 

care. 

Hon,  Mrs.  Birch:  —we  will  increase  the 
maximum  from   eight  to  one   to   12  to  one. 


Here  the  saving  is  in  the  order  of  50  per  cent 
in  the  staff  costs  per  child. 

We  will  retain  the  present  maximum  child- 
to-stafF  ratio  of  22  to  1  for  half-day  pro- 
grammes for  five-year-olds,  but  we  will  raise 
the  ratio  for  full-day  programmes  for  this  age 
group  from  11  to  one  to  16  to  one. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister  give  that 
figure  again,  please? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  From  11  to  one  to  16 
to  one.  Once  again,  the  saving  is  of  the  order 
of  50  per  cent  in  the  staff  costs  per  child. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  certainly  wreck- 
ing the  programme  for  the  sake  of  numbers. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  For  after-school  pro- 
grammes for  six  to  nuie-year-olds,  we  will 
increase  the  ratio  from  17  to  one  to  25  to  1. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  they  gave  the  minister  any 
money  in  the  Treasury  Board  she  wouldn't 
have  to  destroy  day  care  as  enacted. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Again  the  saving  is  in  the 
order  of  50  per  cent,  or  phrased  another  way 
it  will  permit  about  50  per  cent  more  chil- 
dren to  receive  these  services. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  make 
it  30  to  one? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Now  we  will  no  doubt 
be    accused    by    some    of    making    arbitrary 
changes- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Talk  about  educational  content. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —and  we  will  plead  guilty 
to  that.  The  changes  we  are  making  are  arbi- 
trary but  they  are  no  more- 
Mr.  Lewis:  And  they  are  manic. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —arbitrary  than  the  ex- 
isting ratios  and  no  more  arbitrary  than  any 
set  of  ratios  set  in  this  manner. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Cavalier,  too. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  hope  to  move  in  the 
future   to   a  far  more  flexible  system  where 
requirements- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Abuse  of  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  government  intends  to  de- 
stroy the  whole  programme. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —like  child-to-staff  ratios 
can  be  set  locally— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
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Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —to  reflect  the  priorities 
and  the  opinions  of  communities  across 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  only  is  the  statement 
against  the  rules  of  the  House  but  the  con- 
tent is  offensive.  It  should  come  to  an  end. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  What  we  have  tried  to 
do  in  the  meantime  is  to  strike  a  balance 
between  the  quality  of  service,  as  reflected 
in  child-staff  ratios— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Sounds  like  one  of  the 
speeches  of  the  member  for  High  Park  (Mr. 
Shulman). 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —and  the  costs  of  serv- 
ices, with  their  effects  on  the  number  of 
children  who  can  receive  day  care  in  Ontario. 
The  alternative  followed  in  the  past  has  often 
been  to  provide  extremely  costly  services  even 
if  that  meant  they  could  be  provided  only  to 
a  few.  That  is  not  an  acceptable  alternative 
here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Set  up  baby-sitting  in  day  care. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  think  our  policy  is 
clear.  We  believe  that  if  we  succeed— 

Mr.  Foulds:  Yes,  we  do,  too. 

Hon.   Mrs.   Birch:   —in  promoting  the  de- 
velopment of  a  wide  range  of  daycare  pro- 
grammes- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Not  through  this  programme. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —and  that  if  those  pro- 
grammes  are  not  lumbered  with  very  high 
costs  due  to  unnecessary  restrictions- 
Mr.    Lewis:    The  minister  is   just  diluting 
what  she  has  now. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —then  most  parents  in 
Ontario  will  be  able  to  obtain  daycare  services 
for  their  children  with  no  further  assistance 
from  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  much  for  Laura  Sabia's 
concern. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  And  because  handicapped 
children  and  children  from  low-income 
families  deserve  a  special  priority,  we  have 
designed  special  programmes  of  financial 
assistance  to  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  doesn't  under- 
stand what  this  is  all  about. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  do  not  believe  it  is 
either  necessary  or  desirable  for  government 
to  monopolize  this  field  of  social  service.  We 


believe  it  is  a  more  proper  role  for  govern- 
ment to  assure  that  the  services  are  avail- 
able, that  they  meet  a  high  standard  and 
that  they  are  not  forced  by  government  to 
be  exorbitantly  expensive.  Then  we  believe 
that  people  ought  to  obtain  the  services 
they  require,  independent  of  government. 

We  believe  this  programme  will  have  that 
result  for  daycare  services  in  Ontario.  And  it 
will  also  do  so  at  a  reasonable  cost,  some- 
thing we  believe  is  important  to  the  people 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  the  programme  I 
have  just  described  is  a  major  advance  in 
the  design  and  the  provision  of  social  services 
in  Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  programme  was  a  speech. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  On  a 
point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker,  would  it  be 
possible,  to  prevent  mistakes,  for  you  to 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  policy  secretary's  state- 
ment in  order  to  read  it  to  the  House? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  a  good  idea. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That,  of  course,  is  not  a 
proDer  question  to  direct  to  the  Speaker.  I 
might  say  that  one  hon.  member  has  sug- 
gested there  has  been  an  abuse  of  the  rules. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  only  thing  I  can  say  is 
that  it  is  highly  unusual,  although  there  is 
no  rule  against  the  reading  of  such  ministerial 
statements. 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  It  is  an  abuse  of  the 
minister  by  her  staff;  it  really  is. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  absolutely  no  rule 
against  reading  ministerial  statements. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  say  that  one  hon. 
member  has  asked  me  if,  in  view  of  the  length 
of  the  ministerial  statement,  would  I  extend 
the  time  for  ministerial  statements.  The  hon. 
minister. 


TEACHER  EDUCATION 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  past  five  years,  the 
Ministry  of  Education  has  been  following  a 
policy  of  integrating  Ontario  teachers'  colleges 
with  the   universities   of  the  province.    This 
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policy  arose  out  of  a  major  recommendation 
of  the  McLeod  report  of  1966  on  the  train- 
ing of  elementary  school  teachers,  which  also 
suggested  that  all  applicants  to  teacher  educa- 
tion programmes  should  have  a  university 
degree. 

In  1969  there  were  13  teachers'  colleges 
operated  by  the  Ontario  Ministry  of  Educa- 
tion training  elementary  school  teachers. 
Since  then,  seven  have  been  integrated  with 
universities  and  two  have  been  closed  be- 
cause of  declining  enrolments.  Today  I  would 
like  to  inform  members  of  the  House  about 
the  future  of  the  four  remaining  colleges  in 
Sudbury,  Ottawa,  Hamilton  and  Toronto. 

Negotiations  to  integrate  Sudbury  Teachers' 
College  with  Laurentian  University  have  been 
continuing,  as  we  announced  just  over  a 
year  ago.  An  agreement  is  now  being  finalized 
between  the  ministry  and  Laurentian  Uni- 
versity. Negotiations  will  be  undertaken  im- 
mediately to  integrate  Ottawa  Teachers' 
College  with  the  University  of  Ottawa,  which 
is  presently  training  French-language  teachers 
for  elementary  and  secondary  schools.  One 
of  the  important  conditions  of  this  integra- 
tion will  be  that  separate  English-  and 
French-language  programmes  be  offered.  This 
will  ensure  that  the  language  and  cultural 
aspects  of  training  teachers  for  French- 
language  and  English-language  schools  will 
be  maintained  in  the  Ottawa  area. 

With  the  integration  of  Sudbury  and 
Ottawa,  only  the  colleges  at  Hamilton  and 
Toronto  would  remain.  As  has  been  the  case 
at  every  step  of  the  integration  process,  we 
have  analysed  the  implications  of  this  policy 
with  extreme  care,  particularly  since  any  in- 
tegration of  Hamilton  and  Toronto  teachers' 
colleges  with  universities  would  completely 
remove  any  direct  involvement  of  the  Min- 
istry of  Education  in  the  process  of  prepar- 
ing teachers  for  Ontario  classrooms. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  What 
is  wrong  with  that? 

Mr.  Foulds:  It  might  be  a  step  forward. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  After  full  consideration 
of  all  factors  it  has  been  decided  that  the 
Ministry  of  Education  will  continue  to 
operate  the  teachers'  colleges  in  Hamilton 
and  Toronto.  Organizationally,  the  two 
colleges  will  be  combined  to  form  a  new 
Ontario  Teacher  Education  College  which 
will  operate  on  two  campuses,  namely  the 
present  facilities  in  Hamilton  and  Toronto. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  makes  sense. 


Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Of  major  importance  is  the 
fact  that  the  graduates  of  this  college  will 
receive  not  only  a  teaching  certificate,  but 
also  a  Bachelor  of  Education  degree.  This 
will  be  in  addition  to  the  undergraduate  de- 
gree which  was  required  for  admission  in  the 
first  place. 

Both  the  Hamilton  and  Toronto  teachers' 
colleges  have  a  long  tradition  of  excellence  in 
preparing  elementary  school  teachers.  It  is 
our  intention  that  this  will  be  tangibly  re- 
inforced and  strengthened  with  the  new  status 
and  structure  being  introduced  today.  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  combining  Hamilton  and  Toronto 
into  a  two-campus  college  andi  by  retaining 
the  ministry's  jurisdiction  over  its  programmes 
and  operations  we  see  a  number  of  major 
benefits  accruing  to  studients  in  the  years 
ahead.  Probably  the  major  benefit  will  be  the 
flexibility  to  experiment  with  new  approaches 
to  teacher  education.  We  want  both  the 
Hamilton  and  Toronto  campuses  to  develop 
into  modbl  institutions,  in  effect  breaking  nfew 
ground  in  making  teacher  education  more 
vibrant  and  relevant  for  those  entering  teach- 
ing as  well  as  those  who  seek  continual  pro- 
fessional development. 

In  large  measure,  this  new  style  of  opera- 
tion we  expect  to  evolve  will  be  stimulated  by 
a  minister's  advisory  council  for  the  Ontario 
Teacher  Education  College  which  will  be 
created  before  the  start  of  the  new  term  in 
September.  This  will  be  a  widely-based  ad- 
visory council,  with  representatives  of 
teachers,  trustees,  parents  and  others  who  are 
in  a  position  to  make  a  positive  contribution 
towards  strengthening  andl  improving  elemen'- 
tary  teacher  edtication  in  Ontario.  I  hope, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  name  the  chairman  of  this 
council  within  the  next  few  weeks. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  don't  want  the  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  We  will  expect  the  ad- 
visory council— the  member  for  Sudbury  East 
won't  be  asked. 

An  hon.  member:  He  won't  be  asked. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  We  will  expect  the  ad- 
visory council  to  recommend  specific  meas- 
ures- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is'  missing  one  quali- 
fication. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  No,  he  is  missing  several 
qualifications— which  will  add  to  the  status 
and  the  quality  of  the  new  Ontario  Teacher 
Education  College,  and  permit  it  to  provide 
the  kind  of  leadership  we  will  expect  from  it 
in  the  years  ahead. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  sir,  before 
the  orders  of  the  day,  I  want  to  draw  to  your 
attention  that  none  of  the  members  of  the 
standing  committee  on  natural  resources,  so 
far  as  I  can  discern,  have  received  notices 
today,  as  is  usually  the  case,  suggesting  that 
there  may  be  a  committee  meeting  tomorrow. 
Normally  those  notices  are  given  a  day  in 
advance.  Since  the  vice-chairman  is  in  the 
House,  since  the  Speaker  undertook  to  pursue 
it  if  possible,  I  wonder  whether  we  could 
have  this  matter  now  resolved. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  undertake,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  hon.  member,  to  speak  to  the 
vice-chairman  of  the  committee  and  see  if 
any  arrangements  have  been  madte  to  convene 
a  meeting  of  that  particular  committee.  I 
must  point  out  there  is  nothing  in  the  rules, 
of  course,  which  provides  me  with  the  author- 
ity to  compel  the  chairman  of  any  committee 
to  convene  a  meeting;  but  I  will  investigate 
it  with  the  vice-chairman  directly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
fact  a  letter  did  go  to  the  vice-chairman  re- 
questing such  a  meeting,  as  you  suggested 
yesterday. 

Mr.  Martel:  On  a  point  of  order,  might  I 
ask  the  Speaker  what  the  members  are  sup- 
posed to  do  when  an  agreement  has  been 
reached  on  two  occasions  that  a  meeting  be 
held  and  the  government  determines  that 
meeting  will  not  be  held?  These  arrange- 
ments were  made  in  good  faith.  What's  the 
Legislature  supposed  to  believe  in^that  they 
aren't  being  called  as  scheduled? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  should  point  out  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Sudbury  East,  as  I  believe  I  did 
yesterday,  that  it  was  my  understanding, 
based  on  the  information  that  I  had  obtained, 
that  there  was  no  majority  vote  or  expression 
of  opinion  in  the  committee  meeting  that  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  be  sum- 
monsed to  appear  before  the  meeting.  Now  I 
wasn't  at  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  transcript  dbes  not  sup- 
port that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  basing  my  findings  upon 
what    was    related    to    me.    I    will    again    of 
course- 
Mr.  Martel:  Have  you  checked  Hansard? 

Mr.  Speaker:  -ask  the  deputy  chairman 
whether  or  not  such  a  majority  expression 
was  made.  In  any  event,  I  will  determine 
from  him  whether  or  not  he  intends  to  con- 
vene a  meeting. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Even  the  chairman  is  here  tO" 
day.  We  have  got  both  of  them  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  that  the  chair- 
man was  not  present  at  the  meeting  to  which 
the  hon.  members  refer. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  He  was  the 
second  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Indeed  he  was,  he  chaired  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  appreciate  the  information 
conveyed  to  me.  I  will  investigate  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know  who  is  giving 
you  the  information,  Mr.  Speaker.  You  should 
deal  with  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  accept  the  information  from 
the  hon.  member  without  question. 

Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No  more  statements? 


AUTOMOBILE  INSURANCE  RATES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations,  Would  he  explain  to 
the  House  what  possible  sequence  of  events 
could  have  allowed  the  announced  increases 
in  automobile  insurance  to  take  place,  dic- 
tated by  the  Canadian  Underwriters  Asso- 
ciation to  its  55  adherent  companies  in  this 
jurisdiction,  without  at  least  some  statement 
from  the  minister,  or  an  attempt  at  least  to 
review  these  increases  before  they  were 
simply  announced  in  the  public  press? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  The  sequence  of 
events  requested  by  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  are  as  follows:  The  industry  itself 
met  with  the  superintendent  of  insurance,  and 
I  believe  the  deputy  superintendent,  some 
two,  three  or  four  weeks  ago— in  that  area. 
Discussions  were  conducted.  The  figures  were 
made  available.  They  are  available  to  my 
staff.  As  a  result  of  those  meetings  and  those 
discussions,  the  figures  that  were  referred  to 
by  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  were 
approved  by  the  superintendent  as  being 
reasonable  in  light  of  the  performance  of  the 
companies  involved;  and  accordingly  they 
were  announced. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  not  agree  that  because  of  the 
unnaturally  high  increases  in  some  areas— 19 
per  cent  I  believe  in  northwestern  Ontario  as 
well  as  high  increases  elsewhere— the  time  has 
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come,  since  people  really  have  little  or  no 
choice  in  the  matter  of  automobile  insurance 
under  these  circumstances,  for  a  hearing  be- 
fore some  public  body,  using  the  powers  that 
have  already  been  granted  by  this  Legisla- 
ture in  the  past  to  the  minister  for  control 
of  these  rates  and  more  control  of  the  indus- 
try than  has  been  our  experience  in  the  past? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  will  take  a 
look  at  the  rates,  I  think  the  CUA  increase 
for  last  year  was  substantially  lower. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no;  it  is  not  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Taking  a  look  at  it 
across  the  board,  over  a  term  of  two  years, 
it  appeared  to  the  superintendent  and  his 
staflF  that  it  was  not  unrealistic  in  terms  of 
costs  for  repairs  and  for  the  things  that  go 
into  making  up  an  insurance  premium. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Medical  expenses. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Insofar  as  public  hear- 
ings are  concerned,  I  would  reserve  the  right 
to  consider  that  further.  However,  I  would 
like  to  point  out  to  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  has  been  suggested  here  by  certain  other 
members  in  the  past  that  perhaps  there  should 
be  a  rate-setting  board  in  this  province;  but 
the  experience  in  those  other  jurisdictions, 
particularly  south  of  the  border  where  rate- 
fixing  boards  have  been  established,  has  been 
to  the  eflPect  that  the  rates  have  substan- 
tially increased,  much  higher  than  where  the 
competitive  nature  of  the  industry  has  al- 
lowed them  to  find  their  own  level. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  competition  is  there 
here? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Allow  me  to  ask  the  minister— I'm  a 
bit  out  of  turn,  I'm  sorry  to  say— could  the 
minister  possibly  indicate  what  competition 
there  is  in  the  automobile  insurance  business 
in  this  province  when  55  of  the  main  com- 
panies evidently  have  their  rate  structure  dic- 
tated by  one  organization?  Surely  this  must 
concern  the  minister  and  make  a  justification 
in  public  absolutely  imperative? 

Mr.  Deans:  And  it  has  been  going  on  for 
years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  posi- 
tive there  are  more  than  55  companies  selling 
automobile  insurance  within  this  province. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  submissions  made  by 
the  CUA  were  as  a  result  of  the  discussions 


which  went  on  by  the  member  companies 
which  belong  to  that  particular  group.  Quite 
frankly,  the  experience  of  these  companies  is 
not  unique  in  this  particular  jurisdiction,  it's 
the  same  across  Canada  and  the  United 
States,  by  virtue  of  the  fact  of  the  higher 
judgements  which  are  being  awarded,  the 
larger  cost  of  repairing  automobiles  and  this 
sort  of  thing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  can't  there  be  a 
public  justification  for  such  increases? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  wouldn't  think 
there  was  price  fixing,  would  he? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Price  fixing?  It's  a  monopoly 
industry. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  wouldn't  think  there  was 
collusion  in  it,  or  price  fixing  or  anything 
like  that,  would  he? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister, 
is  part  of  his  answer  to  imply  that  the  in- 
creases were  with  the  approval  of  the  super- 
intendent of  insurance  in  Ontario  and  his  or 
her  dfeputy?  In  which  case,  I  say  to  him 
respectfully,  they  are  patsies  of  the  insurance 
industry  in  this  province.  If  he  will  not 
allow  us  a  pubhc  inquiry  will  the  minister 
in  fact  order,  I'm  asking  him  to  specifically 
order,  that  the  insurance  companies  come  to 
him  as  minister  and  present  their  alleged 
justification  for  the  increases,  which  he  will 
then!  report  to  the  Legislature  on,  with  an 
accompanying  report  on  his  thoughts  as  to 
whether  or  not  they  should  be  rolled'  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  first,  it  is 
not  a  matter  of  the  superintendent  of  insur- 
ance approving  increases.  It's  a  matter  of  the 
figures  being  brought  to  his  attention  to  be 
studied  by  his  staff,  in-cluddng  an  actuary.  It 
means  looking  at  and  reviewing  the  experi- 
ence of  the  various  companies  in  the  par- 
ticular field  over  the  past  12  or  14  months, 
covering  the  period  involved;  and  looking  at 
the  rate  structures  insofar  as  they  compare 
with  other  jurisdictions.  There  are  variations 
in  rate  structures  geographically  within  this 
province.  It  is  a  matter  of  those  discussions 
being  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  super- 
intendent as  a  senior  executive  in  my  minis- 
try. He  being  more  knowledgeable  in  insur- 
ance than  certainly  I  am,  I  suggest  that  he 
and  the  actuary  in  that  branch  are  the  people 
with  whom  they  should  actually  communicate. 


2830 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  Stokes:  But  the  minister  is  responsible! 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  protects  the  consumers'  of 
Ontario? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  is  no  protection. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  insurance  companies  have 
a  field  day  in  this  province  and)  no  one  fights 
them. 

Hon.    Mr.    Clement:    Well    perhaps,    Mr. 

Speaker,  my  friends  across  the  House- 
Mr.  Renwick:  It's  ridiculous.  Why  did  the 

minister  meet  with  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —might  explain  the 
tremendous  increase  in  the  insurance  pre- 
miums in  the  Autopac  of  Manitoba,  where 
it's  run  by  the  government? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'm  going  to  give  the  minister 
those  figures  in  a  moment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Downsview. 

Mr.    Singer:    I   wonder   why   the  minister 
took  so  long  to  mention- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  wonder  why  the  minister 
took  so  long  to  mention  that  there  was  an 
actuarial  check  in  die  superintendent's  office; 
and  whether  he  is  sufficiently  knowledgeable 
to  tell  me  if,  in  the  examination  and/or  dis- 
cussionsi— I  suspect  they  were  discussions  more 
than  examinations— any  consideration  was  paid 
to  investment  income  of  the  companies,  or 
interest  on  prepaid  premiums,  and  the  extent 
to  which  anyone  within  the  superintendent's 
office  really  knows  the  reason  for  the  raise  in 
rates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
was  implemented  last  year,  wherein  invest- 
ment income  and  those  other  items  touched 
on  by  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  were 
taken  into  consideration;  in  some  instances 
they  represented  very  substantial  sums  earned 
by  the  companies. 

Mr.  Singer:  Will  the  minister  table  the  rates 
that  were  examined  on  the  basis  of  the 
analysis? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary:  Can  the  minis- 
ter explain  why  he  will'  permit  an  increase  in 


northwestern  Ontario,  which  with  the  same 
coverage  for  a  recent  model  car  and  a  driver 
over  25,  married  and  using  his  car  for  com- 
muting purposes,  will  cost  by  way  of  premium 
$177  to  $236  in  Kenora,  compared;  with  $101 
in  the  adjacent  and  similar  area  of  Manitoba, 
with  the  Manitoba  increase  already  computed 
in?  In  other  words,  it  will  cost  73  to  134  per 
cent  more  in  Kenora  than  the  adjacent  area 
with  similar  driving  conditions;  13  per  cent 
more  in  Toronto  than  in  Vancouver;  and  56 
per  cent  more  in  Hamilton  and  Ottawa  than 
in  Winnipeg.  How  is  it  that  public  insurance 
in  every  instance  is  so  much  preferable  to 
private  insurance,  which  the  government  will 
not  regulate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  In  the  first  place,  we 
are  not  subsidising  it  indirectly  like  they  are 
in  the  Province  of  Manitoba. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Tell  them  to  be  quiet, 
I  want  to  speak,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  where 
goes  the  order  in  this  House? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Interjections  by  'hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  protects  the  consimier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  rates  quoted  by 
the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  are 
usually  those  applied  to  pleasure  vehicles  and 
not  business  vehicles,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  commuting  for  pur- 
pose of  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  programme  in 
Manitoba  is  subsidized  by  increased  licensing 
fees. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  includes  the  increased 
licensing  fees. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  They  have  started  a 
programme  over  the  radio  in  Manitoba  ask- 
ing people  who  have  small  claims  under  $50 
to  do  the  right  thing  and  not  present  those 
claims. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:   The  benefits  paid  by 

insurance  companies- 
Mr.   Lewis:   They  have  lowered  the  rates 

in  British  Columbia  and  in  Saskatchewan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes,  they  have  lowered 
the  rates  in  BC.  When  I  was  out  there,  they 
were  having  trouble  because  they  have  to 
pay  so  much  an  hour  in  addition  to  their 
coverage  to  get  their  cars- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  spoke  to  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  British  Columbia- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  should  have  the 
guts  to  protect  the  public  interest;  that's  his 
job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  One  of  the  problems- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  They  are  discriminat- 
ing against  me.  This  is  NDP  brutality.  Mr. 
Speaker,  they  won't  let  me  answer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Brutality?  The  minister  is 
waging  economic  warfare  against  the  public. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the 
Province  of  British  Columbia,  the  rates  are 
based  on  the  auto  repairs  people  receiving 
$14  an  hour,  and  they  want  as  much  as 
$16.50  an  hour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  people  taking 
their  cars  in  for  repairs  out  there  are  being 
asked  to  make  up  the  difference  of  anywhere 
from  $1.50  to  $2.50  an  hour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  in  trouble  on 
this  one. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  And  let  me  tell  you 
about  the  Manitoba  plan,  Mr.  Speaker:  It's 
so  good  the  auditor  wouldn't  even  certify  as 
to  the  first  year's  financial  operation  because 
he  didn't  have  enough  information. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  in  trouble  on 
this  one. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please!  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition.  There  have  been 
five  supplementaries,  which  is  reasonable. 


ECONOMIC  AND  SOCIOLOGICAL 
NEEDS  OF  NATIVE  PEOPLE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
if  she  is  aware  of  the  deep  sense  of  shock 
experienced  across  the  province  at  the  re- 
ports of  the  information  given  to  her  and  her 
committee  in  her  visit  to  northwestern  On- 
tario, perhaps  summarized  best  by  the  state- 
ment made  by  the  mayor  of  Kenora,  who 
was  critical  of  a  community  that  would 
"allow  part  of  it  to  feed  out  of  garbage 
cans"— referring  to  the  Indian  community. 

Can  she  assure  the  House  that  the  policy 
of  this  government  is  being  directed  towards 
a  solution  that  is  going  to  meet  the  economic 
and  sociological  requirements  of  the  Indian 
community  in  the  north?  Can  she  also  indi- 
cate to  the  House  that  she  would  be  pre- 
pared to  lead  a  select  committee  of  members 
of  this  House  right  to  the  Indian  councils 
concerned,  without  the  bureaucrats  between 
the  politicians  and  the  Indians  who  are  suf- 
fering under  these  circumstances,  so  that  we 
can  get  the  information  necessary  to  at  least 
effect  a  solution  in  the  provincial  jurisdic- 
tion, or  as  nearly  as  possible  to  a  solution, 
in  conjunction  with  the  federal  authorities? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  speech  included  one 
question  and  three  supplementaries. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  pre- 
cisely why  the  social  policy  field  travelled  to 
northwestern  Ontario.  Of  course  we  are  con- 
cerned- 
Mr.  Martel:  Oh  yeah? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —we  have  already  made 
arrangements  to  meet  with  the  native  people- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  very  nice.  How  kindly. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —and  we  will  certainly 
be  most  interested  in  seeing  that  these  prob- 
lems are  erased. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  wath 
your  permission,  Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the 
minister  not  consider  that  it  is  necessary  for 
members  of  all  parties  to  join  with  the  re- 
sponsible administrators  of  government,  to 
go  directly  to  the  Indian  councils  and  the 
Indian  communities  to  see  if  we  cannot  effect 
a  solution  with  advice  directly  from  the 
Indians,  so  that  when  we  convene  in  the  fall 
we  can  add  to  the  programmes  that  the 
government  is  evidently  bringing  forward,  al- 
thought  they  are  ineffectual,  and  we  can  do 
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what  must  be  done  in  a  community  such  as 
ours  to  eflFect  a  solution? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  take 
that  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Stokes:  A  supplementary:  Is  the  minis- 
ter aware  that  one  of  the  top  civil  servants 
in  the  educational  field  in  northwestern  On- 
tario has  said:  "God  knows,  the  time  for  ex- 
perimentation is  past.  We  have  been  experi- 
menting in  the  ministry  for  25  years.  It's 
not  a  school  problem;  it's  a  sociological 
problem."  When  we  get  top-level  civil 
servants,  who  are  dedicated  and  who  have 
delineated  the  problem,  why  has  the  govern- 
ment spent  25  to  30  years  in  procrastination, 
instead  of  in  mounting  positive  programmes, 
to  bring  our  native  population  into  the  main- 
stream of  society  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Perhaps,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  question  might  be  more  properly  directed 
to  the  Minister  of  Education. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  is  that? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  no.  It  is  the  pro- 
vincial secretary's. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  policy. 

Mr.  Speaka*:  Order.  We  should  deal  with 
this  question  first. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  supplementary  question:  Is 
the  minister  aware  that  in  the  Ministry  of 
Community  and  Social  Services,  there  is  less 
than  $2  million  for  assistance  to  native  peo- 
ple? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  that's  a  fair  question,  because  we  try 
to  give  the  native  persons  the  same  services 
that  are  given  to  the  others.  And  if  the  hon. 
member  adds  up  the  amount  of  money  that  is 
given  to  the  native  people  in  all  the  various 
ministries  of  this  government,  it  will  be  10 
or  15  times  the  amount  that  he  has  quoted. 

Mr.  L.  A.  Braithwaite  (Etobicoke):  It's  still 
not  enough. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  surely  you  would  agree  that  the 
questions  are  properly  directed  at  the  policy 
secretary  who  chairs  the  cabinet  group  that 
attended  in  northwestern  Ontario  on  this 
very  issue.  We  expect  her  to  take  the  lead 
in  forming  policy  with  the  ministers  to  whom 
she  is  trying  to  slough  off  the  responsibility 
to  answer- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  is  her  job  then? 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  she  not  also  aware 
that  we  are  prepared  to  deal  with  the  mem- 
bers of  the  government  party  and  the  NDP 
on  a  truly  non-partisan  basis  to  eflFect  a  solu- 
tion, with  her  leadership? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  En- 
ergy): Oh  yesi 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Don't  be  so  fatuous! 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  won't  be  non-partisan  where 
we  are  concerned,  because  we  disagree  with 
that  party's  solutions.  We  want  the  hon. 
member  to  know  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Are  there  any  fur- 
ther  answers   to    any   questions? 

An  hon.  member:  They  don't  have  any 
answers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  not,  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition. 


KRAUSS-MAFFEI  SYSTEM 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 
cations if  he  can  give  some  further  informa- 
tion to  the  House  on  the  revelations  yester- 
day that  the  contracts  between  the  ministry 
and  Krauss-Maffei  are  being  renegotiated? 
Can  he  indicate  whether,  in  fact,  those  trains 
are  going  to  run  on  magnetic  levitation  or 
on  wheels?  Are  we  expecting  to  save  money 
by  this  renegotiation  or  are  we  heading  for  a 
further  cost  escalation? 

Mr.  Foulds:  It  is  running  on  the  skids. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Or  on  hot  air. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
a  number  of  questions  in  the  hon.  member's 
address. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  must  be  in  the 
minister's  mind,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  First,  the  wheeled  ve- 
hicle referred  to  in  the  Globe  and  Mail,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  actually  a  piece  of  test  equip- 
ment designed  specifically  to  test  and  de- 
velop the  command  and  control  subsystem 
of  the  development  project. 

Mr.  Singer:  Good  technical  name  for  a 
failure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  have  some  photos,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  would  like  to  table  at  this 
time— I  have  copies  for  both  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  the  leader  of  the  New 
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Democratic  Party— which  will  show  the  par- 
ticular vehicle. 

Mr.  Singer:  Are  there  going  to  be  any 
mule  trains? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Those  pictures  may  corrupt 
those  kids  in  the  gallery. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  did  that  with  his 
nornial  aplomb. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  thought  a  little  better. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  many  mule  trains? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  par- 
ticular vehicle  does  not  have  passenger-carry- 
ing capacity;  it  was  never  intended  that  it 
should.  It  will  contain  only  test  equipment 
and  space  for  a  test  engineer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact  it  is  the 
closest  we  will  come  to  the  real  product. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Following  the  extensive 
tests  currently  being  carried  out  in  Munich, 
Germany,  the  wheeled  equipment  will  be 
used  to— 

Mr.  Reid:  We  will  have  a  community  on 
the  moon  by  the  time  the  minister  gets 
around  to  finishing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  either  the 
member  for  Rainy  River  will  sit  and  listen  or 
I  will  be  glad  to  sit  down  and  not  answer 
the  question  of  his  leader. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  listening. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  probably  won't 
answer  it  anyway. 

Mr.  Rreithaupt:  Poor  minister. 

Mr.  Rullbrook:  The  member  has  the  ef- 
frontery to  interrupt  the  minister.  That  is 
terrible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  am  pleased  the  mem- 
ber for  Samia  agrees  with  me. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Yes,  He  has  the  effrontery 
to  interrupt  the  minister.  That  is  terrible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pas- 
senger-carrying vehicles  will  be  the  mag- 
netically suspended  vehicles  and  will  not 
operate  on  wheels.  This  particular  vehicle  is 
a  test  vehicle  to  test  the  command  and  con- 
trol equipment  which  will  be  used  in  the 
eventual  demonstration  at  the  CNE. 

Now  that's  part  of  the  question.  It  was 
so  lengthy,  would  the  member  repeat  the 
second  part? 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  will  make  it  a  supple- 
mentary. Since  I  have  seen  the  pictures  and 
the  vehicle  has  wheels  on  it— evidently  this 
was  taken  in  Germany.  Right?  The  picture 
was  taken  in  Germany?  Why  can't  the  Krauss- 
Maffei  company  test  its  own  vehicles  since 
we  are  paying  $25  million  for  the  system? 
Why  can't  we  have  something  that  works? 

Secondly,  if  the  minister  will  permit  me, 
why  doesn't  he  abandon  this  fiasco  while  he 
can? 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  He  is  sending  good  money 
after  bad. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ve- 
hicle is  not  the  test  vehicle;  it  is  testing  the 
command  and  control  equipment.  Perhaps, 
again,  I  can  send  something  over  for  the 
hon.  member's  benefit. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  looks  like  a  back- 
house. 

Mr.  Ruston:  He  doesn't  know  until  he  has 
the  books,  that's  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  This  particular  booklet, 
of  which  1,000  copies  or  so  were  issued  to 
various  interested  persons— the  press  certainly 
had  them— will  explain  exactly  what  vehicles 
we  are  talking  about.  I  am  surprised  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  hasn't  taken  the 
time  to  make  himself  aware  of  this.  Would 
he  like  one?  I  have  one  for  the  other  member, 
too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure,  why  not?  As  long  as  he  is 
giving  them  out,  let  him  just  snap  his  fingers 
at  one  of  the  pages. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Can  the  minister  confirm 
the  invention  of  the  wheel? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Looks  like  a  two-hole  privy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  text  in  there  will 
take  care  of  it.  I  can't  find  a  page. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  blame  him;  I'd  walk 
right  by,  too. 

Mr.  Foulds:  They  can  spot  a  loser. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  These  are  not  the  test 
vehicles  for  carrying  passengers.  Those  ve- 
hicles will  be  the  magnetic  levitation  ve- 
hicles. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  we  clearly 
go  from  bad  to  worse  in  this  whole  epic 
disaster,  might  the  minister  consider— I  ask 
him  rather  seriously  about  this— establishing 
or  encouraging  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  to 
establish  a  select  committee  of  this  Legis- 
lature, which— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Would  go  to  Munich. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  admit,  I  hadn't  thought  of 
Munich. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  probably  it  would 
have  to. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Oktoberfest  is  wunderbar! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  don't  need  a  com- 
mittee on  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  the  first  time  I've  heard 
him  say  that.  But  I  wasn't  thinking  of 
travelling  to  Germany. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  committee  of  this  Legislature 
which,  in  the  months  immediately  coming, 
presumably— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  means  this 
very  summer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —this  summer,  not  unlike  the 
Hydro  committee,  would  examine  the  con- 
tractual arrangements,  the  financial  arrange- 
ments and  the  probable  delay  periods  in 
order  to  give  a  critical  assessment  about 
whether  or  not  the  project  sihould  proceed  at 
all;  given,  I'm  sure,  the  considerable  unease 
which  the  minister,  and  the  government  itself 
must  feel.  Would  the  minister  consider  ap- 
proaching it  that  way  at  this  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
believe  that  there  is  a  need  to  have  a  select 
committee  to  look  into  the  particular  project. 
I  think  the  project  is  moving  along  extremely 
well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Extremely  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Perhaps  I  can  answer 
some  of  the  questions  that  have  been  asked 
concerning  the  contractual  arrangements,  and 
I  think  it  was  part  of  the  question  asked  by 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  minister's  wheels  are  getting 
flat. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  the  contracts  being 
renegotiated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  explain,  firstly,  the  hon.  member  is 
probably  referring  to  some  of  the  material 
that  was  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  this  morning. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  not  my  only 
source  of  information. 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  It  indicated  that  the  con- 
tract provisions  stated  that  none  of  the  con- 
tractors would  have  to  be  paid  imtil  the 
entire  train  system  would  be  operating  prop- 
erly and  no  interest  would  be  paid  on  money 
that  contractors  had  to  borrow  to  finance 
their  share  of  the  work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  facts  are,  firstly,  that 
these  contracts  are  the  responsibility  of 
Krauss-Maffei  and  provide  for  the  portions 
of  the  work  to  be  performed  by  the  Canadian 
subcontractors.  The  terms  of  both  the  min- 
istry's contract  with  the  company  and  Krauss- 
MafFei's  subcontracts  with  the  civil  engineer- 
ing industry  include  standard  provisions  call- 
ing for  holdbacks  pending  acceptance  of  the 
work. 

The  ministry's  contract  with  Krauss-Maffei, 
in  section  720,  provided  for  90  per  cent 
progress  payments.  Krauss-Maffei's  subcon- 
tracts with  the  Canadian  subcontractors  called 
for  payments  of  up  to  90  per  cent  of  the 
value  as  the  work  proceeds. 

In  addition,  the  ministry's  contract  in- 
cludes a  standard  provision  holding  back  the 
remaining  10  per  cent  of  the  cost  until  the 
whole  of  the  development  system  is  accepted 
by  the  ministry.  However,  Krauss-Maffei's 
subcontracts  with  these  Canadian  subcon- 
tractors call  for  a  holdback  for  the  remaining 
10  per  cent,  not  just  on  completion  and 
acceptance  of  the  civil  engineering  portion 
of  the  works,  but  rather  their  clause  is 
equivalent  to  retaining  the  holdback  until 
the  ministry  has  accepted  the  whole  develop- 
ment system  including  the  vehicle  and  the 
command  and  control  system. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  what  we  should  look 
at,  because  that  is  ridiculous. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Right;  and  we  agree. 
This  may  occur  at  some  period  following  the 
actual  completion  of  civil  works.  Therefore, 
the  Globe  and  Mail  article  this  morning  is 
wrong  in  stating  that  the  contract  provisions 
call  for  no  payment  until  the  entire  train 
system  is  completed. 

The  influence  of  this  holdback  on  possible 
tenders  would  be  equal  to  the  cost  of  financ- 
ing, which  might  equal  a  10  per  cent  in- 
terest charge  on  the  amount  of  the  holdback 
or  one  per  cent  of  the  contract  value  which, 
in  the  case  of  the  stations— and  not  with 
what  was  being  referred  to  in  the  article 
today— would  be  one  per  cent  of  $2.1 
million. 

There  was  also  reference  in  the  article 
today  that  there  had  been  a  presentation 
made  to  the  deputy  minister  of  this  ministry. 
That   is   not   correct.    He   was   notified   of  a 


JUNE  4,  1974 


2835 


possible  cost  influence  by  receiving  a  copy 
of  a  letter  that  was  sent  by  the  Ontario 
General  Contractors  Association  to  the  sub- 
contractors. He  received  a  copy  of  that  and 
in  that  letter  there  is  indication  that  a  meet- 
ing was  being  held  two  days  before  the 
contracts  of  the  tenders  were  to  be  opened. 
The  deputy  responded  to  a  second  letter 
which  he  received  on  May  13,  which  was 
well  after  the  closing  of  the  contract.  It  came 
from  the  Ontario  General  Contractors  Associa- 
tion, and  this  was  three  weeks  after  the  ten- 
ders were  opened.  He  responded  on  May  21, 
and  I  quote: 

This  work  is  being  performed  under  a 
development  contract  with  Krauss-Maffei 
and,  although  our  contract  with  Krauss- 
Matfei  provides  the  ministry  with  certain 
controls  and  vetoes,  we  do  not  have  the 
freedom  of  direct  control  that  ministry 
contracts  normally  provide. 

He  went  on  to  indicate: 

Because  the  guideway  contract  bids  are 
above  estimates,  the  whole  of  the  civil 
engineering  work  is  to  be  reviewed  and 
you  can  be  assured  your  comments  are 
welcome   input   into  this  proposal   review. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  where  we  need  more 
than  this  ministry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  On  the  same  day  I  made 
that  announcement  in  this  House  that  we 
were  going  to  review  the  whole  situation  out 
at  the  CNE- 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  ministry  should  have  others 
to  research  it. 

Hon.  \fr.  Rhodes:  —with  ani  effort  to  reduce 
the  costs.  We  believe  that  even  in  this,  by 
retendering  and  re-arranging— and  we  agree 
with  what  the  hon.  members  have  said— there 
were  unusual  requirements  in'  that  contract 
between  Krauss-MaflFei  and'  the  subcontractors. 

Mr,  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  ministry  cancel 
an}'  of  those  contracts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  we  haven't  can- 
celled any  contracts;  but  we  are  going  to  re- 
negotiate this  portion  so  that  we  can  get  a 
better  tendering.  We  agree  that  the  tendering 
cannot  be  fair  under  mis  present  system. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  the  minister 
involve  the  Legislature  in  it  now?  The  minis- 
try is  getting  nowhere. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  a  mess. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  don't  think  that  is 
necessary.  We're  doing  it  right. 


Mr.  Lewis:  That's  too  much  for  one  man. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
York-Forest  Hill  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):   Mr. 
Minister,  since  the  government  is  obviously 
heading  for  disaster  on  wheels  instead  of  a 
magnetic  cushion- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Givens:  —wouldn't  the  government 
consider  instituting  negotiations  with  the 
Boeing  Co.,  which  is  apparently  making 
magnificent  progress  with  the  development 
of  an  LRT  vehicle  for  public  transit?  Would 
the  government  consider  doing  that  inmiedi- 
ately  as  an  alternative,  because  it  is  going  to 
have  to  scrap  the  other  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  only 

the  opinion- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Didn't  they  build  that  one  in 

Morgantown? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —of  the  member  for 
York-Forest  Hill  that  it  will  be  scrapped. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  It  is  not  the  intention 
to  scrap  it  at  all.   It  is  the  intention,  as  I 
said  before,  and  I  repeat- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  also  what  he  said  about 
dial-a-bus. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —to  provide  a  good  work- 
ing system  that  is  required  for  good  urban 
transit  here.  We  believe  this  is  the  right 
system  and  we  believe  this  is  the  right  tech- 
nology. We  do  believe  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  doesn't  believe 
that  any  more  surely? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  And  we  are  going  to  go 
ahead  with  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  As  far  as  disaster  is 
concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member  is  prob- 
ably headed  for  more  disaster  if  he  nms  for 
mayor  around  this  part  of  the  town. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  nm  for  mayor? 

Mr.  Givens:  I  will  succeed  the  minister. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  not  running  for  mayor. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  not  agree  that  his  ministry  set  the 
governiment  up  for  the  very  large  cost  over- 
runs on  the  project  by  giving  to  another 
contractor,  that  is,  Krauss-MafFei,  the  right  to 
make  the  specifications  and  the  aw^ards  in  the 
civil  engineering  and  leaving  no  control  in 
the  hands  of  the  ministry,  effectively  putting 
it  on  a  cost-plus  basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  cer- 
tainly not  correct.  The  ministry  has  an  excel- 
lent contract  wdth  Krauss-Maffei,  a  very 
stringent  contract  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
people  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  can't  build  anything  until 
the  price  goes  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  It  is  a  good  contract  and 
I  think  the  hon.  member  knows  it  if  he's  read 
it.  Within  that  contract  was  the  privilege  for 
Krauss-Maffei  to  carry  out  its  owoi  contractual 
work  vdth  its  engineers  and  the  civil  engineer- 
ing. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  they  can  do  is  run  out  of 
wheels. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  There  is  no  way  that  this 
particular  setup  has  cost  us  anything  extra. 
In  fact,  it  gives  us  the  veto  power,  that  they 
must  come  to  us  and  ask  us  about  all  of  the 
various  contracts  that  are  let.  We  are  exer- 
cising part  of  that  now  by  having  this  re- 
duced. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  government's  cost  is 
up  by  $8  million. 

An  hon.  member:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  has  been  a  reason- 
able number  of  supplementaries.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  no  further  ques- 
tions? The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough 
West.  ^ 


LEAD  EMISSIONS  STUDY 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  of  the  Minister 
of  the  Environment  when  exactly  he  expects 
his  study  on  lead  emission  and,  most  im- 
portant, when  he  intends  to  implement  what- 
ever programmatic  response  he  has,  now  that 
there  is  yet  another  child,  a  13-year-old,  in 
the  Sick  Children's  Hospital,  being  tested' for 
unusually  high  lead  levels  in  the  blood? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  just  as  con- 
cerned as  the  member  is.  The  report  should 
be  in  about  the  third  week  in  June  and  I 
intend  to  have  a  look  at  it  as  soon  as  it  comes 


in  and  study  it.  I  won't  see  the  report  until 
the  third  week  in  June. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementarv,  is 
the  minister  aware  that  in  the  year  1973 
there  were  26  actual  workmen's  compensation 
claims  awarded  for  lead  absorption  and  lead 
toxicity,  16  of  them  in  the  immediate  Metro- 
politan Toronto  area  or  an  area  primarily 
concentrated  in  downtown  Toronto,  so  that 
we  can  assume,  I  think  validly,  that  that 
number  is  increasing  in  1974?  We're  again 
leading  to  an  area  of  enormous  occupational 
health  hazard  without  his  willingness  to  step 
in  before  a  crisis  develops.  Can  he  not  set 
the  levels  now  before  several  months  more 
pass? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  I  said  before,  we 
have  abatement  equipment  on  all  these  plants 
at  the  present  time,  as  the  member  knows. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  not  helping. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  It  is  helping.  If  the 
member  wants  to  see  some  of  the  results, 
they  are  having  some  effects  on  cutting  down 
the  milligrams  per  cubic  metre  of  air.  They 
are  having  some  effects  on  the  situation.  We 
are  concerned  about  these  people.  That's 
why  our  subcommittee  is  working.  Also  the 
Ministry  of  Health  has  a  special  committee  of 
medical  men  dealing  with  the  health  effects 
of  lead  on  people. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Since  the  statistics  would  indicate 
that  by  the  time  the  third  week  of  June  rolls 
aroimd  there  will  be  more  young  people  in 
the  Sick  Children's  Hospital  under  the  same 
circumstances,  and  the  emissions  from  the 
lead  plants  are  now  higher  than  the  require- 
ment specified  by  the  ministry  itself,  surely 
the  ministry  should  suspend  their  operations 
until  the  report  is  available? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  I  said  before  the 
other  day,  as  far  as  the  emissions  from  some 
of  the  plants  are  concerned,  they  are  within 
our  criteria  basically,  although  some  of  them 
are  not  within  our  criteria  at  all  times.  That's 
why  we  want  to  wait  for  these  reports  to 
come  in  on  this  situation.  We  are  monitoring. 
We  only  have  just  had  the  abatement  equip- 
ment on  Canada  Metal,  and  we  really  have 
not  had  any  long-range  benefits  of  the  moni- 
toring at  this  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary':  With  evidence 
of  children  being  admitted  to  the  hospital 
facing  the  ministry  day  after  day,  week  after 
week,  with  evidence  of  claims  now  being 
honoured  by  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board,  doesn't  the  minister  see  that  die  levels 
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which  now  exist  are  too  high  and  the  emis- 
sion standards  are  too  Hberal  and  that,  there- 
fore, they  must  be  brought  down'  to  a  level 
which  is  manageable  and  which  will  protect 
human  health?  Why  doesn  t  he  do  that  in 
advance  of  his  study?  Why  does  he  err  on 
the  side  of  damage  to  health  rather  than  on 
the  side  of  preventive  health? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  That  isn't  just  quite 
true,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  do  have  abatement 
programmes,  and  we  have  put  all  the  tech- 
nology that's  in  our  hands  at  this  point  in 
time  into  use  in  all  these  plants. 


OIL  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy,  if  I  could,  to  end  my  questions  on  a 
placid  note. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Be  careful. 

Mr.  Levds:  Now  that  clearly  there  has 
been  no  response  from  the  minister  in  any 
specific  or  documented  way  to  the  figures 
from  Statistics  Canada,  the  National  Energy 
Board  and  Interprovincial  Pipeline  on  the 
amounts  of  reserve  that  the  oil  companies 
actually  had  beyond  that  which  they  said 
they  had  when  the  government  entered  into 
the  price  agreement,  might  the  government 
not  consider  taxing  back  some  of  the  addi- 
tional money  in  a  way  which  could  be  used 
to  oflFset  the  additional  costs  for  the  con- 
sumers in  Ontario?  Or  could  the  minister  not 
at  least  give  a  public  accounting  for  the  rea- 
sons why  the  oil  companies  are  allowed  to 
behave  in  this  fashion? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
still  looking  at  the  figures  which  the  hon. 
member  provided.  We  agree  with  some;  we 
have  some  questions  about  some  others.  But 
the  public  accounting  would  have  to  be  given 
by  the  people  who  approved  and  set  the 
45-day  limit,  which  was  the  government  of 
Canada. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  And  acquiesced  in  by  this 
government.  Remember  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  When  the  agreement 
was  reached,  we  suggested  to  the  government 
of  Canada  and  to  the  companies  that  obvi- 
ously there  was  a  linefill,  that  there  was  a 
certain  amount  in  storage. 

The  government  of  Canada  has  had  access 
to  those  figures  since  last  fall.  They  have 
completely  monitored  the  industry  at  all 
stages,  right  through  from  the  well  to  the 
pipeline,  to  the  refinery,  to  the  storage.  Since 


last  September,  they  have  had  those  figures 
at  their  disposal— they  have  had  them  right 
through  the  piece.  They  set  a  figure  of  45 
days,  which  in  their  wisdom,  and  which  we 
accepted,  was  an  average  period. 

So  any  accounting  of  the  45  days  should 
be  directed  to  the  government  of  Canada  and 
not  to  this  government.  We  didn't  set  the  45 
days. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  rather  curious,  because 
if  I  recall  correctly,  didn't  the  minister  say 
to  the  House  on  previous  occasions  that  he 
simply  accepted  the  45-day  period,  although 
he  admitted  that  the  period  was  established 
on  the  basis  of  the  oil  companies*  informa- 
tion? And  was  it  not  part  of  the  agreement 
which  was  entered  into  by  the  Premiers  and 
the  Prime  Minister  of  Canada  relating  to  the 
whole  cost  for  the  consumer?  How  can  the 
minister  slough  it  ofiE  to  the  government  of 
Canada  alone,  when  again  apparently  he  par- 
ticipated in  an  understanding  which  resulted 
in  a  seriously  increased  cost  to  the  consumer 
of  Ontario,  with  no  one  to  protect  them, 
least  of  all  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sorry  the  hon.  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  is  ending  his  questions  on  such  an  un- 
placid  note  and  when  he  is  obviously  not 
conversant  with  the  facts. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  what  we  thought  of 
the  Premier  just  a  week  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  At  no  part  of  the 
first  ministers'  discussion,  to  my  knowledge, 
was  there  a  discussion  as  to  what  would 
happen  to  the  price  at  the  pump,  the  price 
at  the  wholesale  level. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  was  a  deter- 
mination made  by  the  government  of  Can- 
ada. The  determination  made  by  the  first 
ministers  was  the  price  at  the  wellhead  would 
rise  on  April  1. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  discussion  of  the  price  at 
the  pump? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  determination 
made  by  the  government  of  Canada  was  that 
the  period  for  inventories  to  run  down  was 
45  days. 

Mr.  Leveis:  And  the  minister  accepted 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Again,  I  suggest  to 
my  friend— I  realize  he  doesn't  have  quite 
the  same  class  of  lovely  little  ipsy-dipsy  re- 
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lationship  with  the  government  of  Canada 
which  he  did  before  the  writ  was  issued,  but 
that's  whom  he  should  be  talking  to. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Ipsy-dipsy? 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    Ipsy-dipsy  —  palsy- 
walsy  —  between  David  and  Pierre- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sort  of  fuddly-duddly. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  He's  forgotten  that 
the  writ  has  been  issued;  and  instead  of  try- 
ing to  protect  the  Liberal  bunch  at  Ottawa, 
he  should  remember  he  is  in  an  election  and 
get  after  the  real  enemy. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  I  know  the  minister  is  in 
trouble.  Now  we  have  got  him. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  is  supposed  to  be 
placid.  Sit  down. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay.  Let  me  put  it  this  way: 
He  sounds  more  like  Jackie  Gleason  than  he 
does  the  Minister  of  Energy.  Let  me  ask  him 
something. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  looks  more  like  him, 
too. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  the  Treasurer  looks  more 
like  Jackie  Gleason. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  me  ask  the  minister  some- 
thing, now  that  he  has  more  or  less  in  his 
own  cautious  way— 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Placid,  placid. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —admitted  to  the  authenticity 
of  the  figures— admitted  that  the  45  days  was 
accepted  by  the  government— what  is  he  go- 
ing to  do  to  retrieve  the  $52  million  to  $73 
million  which  was  exacted  illegitimately  from 
the  consumers  of  Ontario?  How  is  he  going 
to  get  that  money  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  solution  to  that  problem  is  that  we  on 
this  side  of  the  House  will  be  working  for 
the  election  of  a  Conservative  government 
on  July  8,  and  the  country  will  then  be  in 
good  hands. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  My  last  question  to  the  minister 
is— perhaps  he  might  not  count  on  it?  Per- 
haps he  might  look  carefully  at  the  Gallup 
poll  that's  about  to  be  published? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment has  the  answer  to  a  question  ask- 
ed previously. 


PROPOSED  COTTAGE  SUBDIVISION 
ON  NAPPAN  ISLAND 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re- 
sponse to  a  question  of  the  hon.  member 
for  Waterloo  North,  I've  checked  the  com- 
ments provided  by  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment  on  the  proposed  subdivision  for 
Nappan  Island  in  Seymour  township.  The  plan 
for  the  subdivision  was  submitted  to  my  min- 
istry for  comments  December,  1970.  This  first 
plan  involves  some  240  single  family  lots,  a 
motel,  a  marina  and  a  commercial  develop- 
ment. Our  comments  to  this  plan  were  that 
because  of  the  large  size,  the  development 
should  only  proceed  with  full  municipal 
services.  Ministry  sta£F  pointed  out  at  that 
time  that  municipal  services  would  likely  be 
more  expensive  because  of  the  shallow  soil 
overburden  on  the  island. 

In  September,  1971,  a  revised  plan  was 
submitted  to  my  ministry  for  comments.  This 
plan  was  for  258  lots  as  a  summer  residential 
development.  As  in  the  original  proposal,  in- 
dividual septic  tank  systems  were  proposed. 
Our  comments  again  were  that  the  land  was 
not  satisfactory  for  the  installation  of  septic 
tank  systems  because  of  the  shallow  soil  con- 
ditions. 

Subsequently,  approval  in  principle  was 
given  to  the  plan  of  subdivision.  It  was  condi- 
tional on  the  report  satisfying  my  ministry 
that  an  adequate  piped  water  system  be  pro- 
vided, along  with  a  satisfactory  arrangement 
for  the  use  of  sewage  holding  tanks  and  an 
acceptable  system  for  the  disposal  of  col- 
lected sewage.  My  ministry's  requirements 
were  conveyed  to  the  Metropolitan  Consul- 
tants Ltd.— 

Mr.  Lewis:  From  oil  to  insurance,  no  one 
does  anything. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —I  said  consultants— 
who  are  now  working  with  my  staff  to  fulfil 
the  conditoins  of  the  draft  approval. 

Mr.  Good:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Could  the  minister  tell  me  why  he  is  letting 
Eddie  Goodman  and  his  friends  at  Troon 
Holding  and  Cadillac  developments  go  ahead 
with  this  plan  when  there  are  three  separate 
studies  which  say  there  should  be  no  de- 
velopment on  the  island? 
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Now  will  the  minister  convince  the  Min- 
ister of  Housing  to  withhold  final  draft 
plan  approval  until  the  Minister  of  Environ- 
ment comes  up  with  a  study  that  shows  that 
this  development  should  go  ahead? 

An  hon.  member:  Will  he? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  said  when  our  re- 
quirements were  met  that  would  be  satis- 
factory as  far  as  this  ministry  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Good:  Tell  me  any  place  else  that  the 
government  is  allowing  250  holding  tanks  in 
the  province  as  a  means  of  sewage  disposal. 
They  won't  allow  one  anywhere  else. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:   Oh,  yes  we  do. 

Mr.  Good:  Not  250. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  is  aware  that 
the  material  from  the  holding  tanks— sludge,  I 
believe  it  is  called— is  going  to  be  dumped 
in  a  rural  community  a  few  miles  from  Nap- 
pan  Island,  and  has  he  given  approval  for 
such  a  dumping  procedure  as  this?  Is  this 
what  he  means  when  he  says  it  comes  up 
to  the  requirements  of  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment?  Surely  not;  it  looks  like  crass 
political  patronage  has  dictated  this  approval. 

Mr.  Reid:  That's  right. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  a  fact. 

Mr.  Good:  It  makes  a  goat  out  of  the 
minister. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No,  Mr.  Speaker;  no- 
body does  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Dump  it  near  Eddy 
Goodman's  cottage. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Let  me  assure  the 
members  that  we  want  to  be  properly  satis- 
fied in  this  ministry  that  what  we  want  car- 
ried out  is  carried  out 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  should 
not  be  satisfied.  It  is  a  mistake. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  can  assure  the  mem- 
bers that  it  will  be  done  properly,  as  far 
as  this  ministry  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Good:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Since  one  of  the  requirements  for  final  ap- 
proval of  this  project  is  that  the  federal 
Minister  of  Transport  and  the  Trent  valley 
system  must  give  their  approval  of  the  work 
to  be  done,  how  is  it  that,  on  a  phone  call 
to  them,  neither  of  those  institutions  knows 
a  thing  about  this  development? 


Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  can't  answer  that 
question  but  I  can  tell  you  this— 

Mr.  Good:  He  had  better. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —I  know  of  our  involve- 
ment in  it  and  I  know  what  we  are  doing 
about  it. 

Mr.  Good:  This  whole  thing  has  been  a 
cover-up  job. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sarnia 
is  next. 


UNIVERSITY  ENTRANCE 
REQUIREMENTS 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Education:  I'm  wondering  if 
the  minister  would  care  to  comment  as  to  the 
decision  taken  by  the  senate  of  the  University 
of  Western  Ontario  last  week,  to  make  com- 
pulsory a  grade  13  certificate  in  English  prior 
to  admission  to  the  university,  because  of 
their  research  that  shows,  according  to  them, 
that  their  freshmen  students  can  neither 
read  nor  write  properly? 

And,  more  important,  does  the  ministry  feel 
any  obligation  in  connection  with  this?  Does 
the  minister  think  that  he  and  his  predeces- 
sors, including  the  Premier,  have  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  this  sorry  state  of  affairs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  First  of  all,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  reject  that.  I  think  that  the  assertion  the 
hon.    member    is    giving,    that    somehow— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  giving  the  assertion 
of  the  senate  of  the  University  of  Western 
Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —the  competency  in 
English  of  our  students  is  not  as  good  today 
as  it  perhaps  was  one  day,  is  not  well  taken. 

An  hon.  member:  Where  has  the  minister 
been? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  And  I  don't  think  it  can 
be  documented.  It  can  be  taken  in  little 
pieces.  But  just  remember  that  this  ministry 
and  this  government  last  year  made  English 
a  mandatory  subject   in   schools.   Correct? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  It  used  to  be  a  mandatory 
subject  until  the  minister  took  it  away. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Why  did  they  do  it?  Because 
they  couldn't  read  and  writel 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Has  the  minister  finished? 

Hon.  Mr.  WeUs:  No. 
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Mr.  BuIIbrook:  AH  right,  go  ahead* 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  would  also  say  to  my 
friend  that  I  certainly  welcome  the  action 
of  the  senate  of  the  University  of  Western 
Ontario  and  I  have  said  many  times- 
Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Which  is  unjustified,  he 
said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  have  not  said  it  is  un- 
justified; I  said  the  complaints  of  some 
people  about  the  quality  of  the  English  used 
by  the  majority  of  graduates  and  the  quality 
of  their  English  learning  were  unjustified. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  The  senate  complained. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  To  group  everybody  who 
has  graduated  from  our  school  system  into 
that  category  is  wrong. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  He  can't  read. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  think  Lloyd  Dennis 
said  it  very  well  the  other  day— if  members 
read  or  heard  his  reports— that  children  are 
coming  through  our  system  much  better  pre- 
pared to  face  life  thaii  ever  before. 

Mr.  Reid:  What  else  was  he  going  to 
say? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Now,  it  may  have  been— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —at  the  expense  of  that 
that  some  of  them  can't  speU  as  well  as  others 
could  before. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  It  was  a  policy  of  the  min- 
ister and  the  Premier  of  Ontario. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Who  cares? 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  I  care,  and  the  government 
should  care  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  If  my  friend  read  the 
report  in  the  Star  on  Saturday  I  think  he 
would  see  that  Robert  Nielsen,  in  his  fine 
series  of  articles,  gave  the  system  a  condi- 
tional pass.  No  one  has  ever  said  that  it's 
perfect— 

An  hon.  member:  No,  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —but  if  one  looks  at  the 
kind  of  system  that  we  have  today  and'  the 
kind  of  times  that  we  are  preparing  young 
people  for,  it  does  that. 

Now,  let  me  deal  with  the  member's  ques- 
tion about  the  senate  of  the  university.  Much 
of  the  trouble  that  we've  had  in  regard  to 
courses  in  secondary  schools  has  been  because 


of  the  attitudes  of  the  universities.  I  think 
that  it  is  just  fine  if  the  University  of  Western 
Ontario  wants  to  make  Enghsh  a  mandatory 
subject. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  That's  great.  That  then 
tells  the  people  in  secondary  schools,  who 
have  their  own  chance  to  choose  their  sub- 
jects, except  English,  that  they  have  to  take 
English  in  grade  13  if  they  want  to  go  to 
the  University  of  Western'  Ontario.  I  find 
nothing  wrong  with  that.  And'  if  some  of  the 
universities  would  again  insist  on  French  as  a 
subject  which  they  require  for  entrance  we 
would  have  a  lot  more  of  the  young  people 
taking  French  in  secondary  schools. 

Mr.  Laughren:  No,  no. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  When  the  member  makes 
that  statement  it's  not  me  that  he  is  feulting. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  I  am  not  making  any  state- 
ment. On  a  point  of  order— 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  The  member  is  always 
dealing  with  some  kind  of  fatuous  statement. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  On  a  point  of  order- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  —I  will  not  permit  him  to 
say  again  that  I  made  a  statement.  I  read  him 
a  statement  by  the  senate  of  the  University 
of  Western  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  The  hon.  member  read  me 
a  statement— 

Hon.  A.  Grossman  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Resources  Development):  He  made  a  state- 
ment. He  made  a  statement. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  That's  what  I  read  to  the 
minister. 

Hon.   Mr.  Wells:   The  hon.  member  read 
me  a  statement,  and  in  the  tone  of  his  voice 
he  implied  that  the  teaching  of  Enghsh  in 
this  province- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —is  not  in  a  very  good 
state. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Not  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  just  say  to  him  that 
every  time  he  says  something  like  that  about 
the  system  he  slurs  not  only  the  Ministry  of 
Education— 
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Mr.  BuUbrook:  I  slur  the  minister  and  his 
predecessor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —but  every  teacher  in  the 

schools  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
In  view  of  the  minister's  response  as  to  the 
significant  quality  of  curriculum  development 
in  education,  especially  English,  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  could  he  rationalize  for  me 
why  the  universities  of  Ontario  found  it  neces- 
sary to  undertake  remedial  English  courses 
for  their  new  students? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  don't  think  that  that's  a 
question  I  need  to  comment  upon.  I  think 
that  probably  there  has  always'  been  a  need, 
from  the  beginning  of  university  courses  in 
this  province,  for  some  type  of— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —remedial  courses  in  aU 
areas. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  is  a  milk  sop. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:   But  I  just  want  to  say 
that  what  comes  out  from  this  hon.  member- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  These  people  are  telling  the 
minister  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —what  comes  out  from 
this  hon.  member  and  all  his— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  These  people  are  telling 
you. 

An  hon.  member:  Why  doesn't  the  member 
listen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —what  comes  out  from  this 
hon.  member  and  members  of  his  caucus,  like 
the  member  for  Rainy  River,  is  a  desire  to 
get  back  to  the  elitist  form  of  edlication  that 
we  used  to  have. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Nonsense.  Does  the  minister 
know  what  he  has  done  for  education  in 
Ontario?  He  has— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right.  The  minister  is 
right  about  that.  Whatever  else  we  disagree 
with  him  upon,  he  is  right  about  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


An  hon.  member:  The  member's  leader 
agrees  with  him. 

An  hon.  member:  There  is  no  hope  for 
them;  no  hope. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  proceed  with  the 
committee  of  supply,  the  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  would  like  to  draw  the 
attention  of  the  Legislature  today  to  the  pres- 
ence in  the  east  gallery  of  24  students  from 
the  Ramsey  Public  School  and  the  Shining 
Tree  Public  School  accompanied  by  their 
teachers,  Mr.  Roger  Dore,  Mr.  Koski,  and 
their  bus  driver,  Mr.  Bourgeault.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  it  be  noted  that  only  the 
NDP  acknowledges  bus  drivers  as  well  as 
teachers  and  students. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  27th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply. 


ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 

( continued ) 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, last  night  I  was  talking  about  the  matter 
of  input  costs  in  relation  to  farmers,  how 
these  costs  have  gone  up  and  what  an  un- 
settling effect  it  is  having  on  farmers  in  that 
they  are  very  uncertain  about  whether  they 
should  expand  or  maintain  their  operations 
at  the  same  level  and  so  on.  Essentially,  farm- 
ers are  in  a  real  quandary  today  as  to  what 
they  should  do  in  their  farming  operations. 

I  was  making  the  point  that  government, 
both  federally  and  provincially,  should  bring 
some  stability  into  the  situation  so  that  farm- 
ers were  certain  at  least  of  a  basic  income 
insofar  as  their  cost  of  production  is  con- 
cerned in  view  of  the  tremendous  fluctua- 
tions in  input  costs.  The  fact  is  that  to  try 
and  achieve  domestic  stability  in  an  unstable 
world  at  zero  cost  is  an  impossible  dream. 
It  is  going  to  cost  the  government  something; 
it  is  going  to  cost  society  something;  it  is 
going  to  cost  the  farmer  something.  But  I 
think  the  cost  is  worthwhile  insofar  as  trying 
to  bring  some  stability  to  the  situation  is 
concerned. 

That  is  why  I  have  been  drawn  to  the 
proposition  of  an  income  stabilization  scheme 


2842 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


for  farmers  not  as  a  method  of  preserving  the 
status  quo  but  rather  as  a  method  of  building 
the  confidence  of  our  farmers,  encouraging 
more  young  people  to  remain  on  the  farms, 
and  building  and  maintaining  a  viable  rural 
community.  Under  this  scheme  the  farmer 
would  not  worry  so  much  about  his  increas- 
ing costs  because  he  would  have  reasonable 
assurance  that  he  would  at  least  recover  his 
cost  of  production.  This  kind  of  thing  has  to 
be  worked  on  a  national  basis  and  on  a 
federal-provincial  cost-sharing  and  co-opera- 
tive basis  otherwise  we  get  into  the  provin- 
cial wars  like  we  have  now,  with  Alberta, 
Manitoba,  Saskatchewan,  Quebec  and  Prince 
Edward  Island  all  pouring  provincial  money 
into  some  segment  of  their  agricultural  in- 
dustries in  order  to  support  it. 

This  means  that  producers  in  those  prov- 
inces gain  an  artificial  competitive  edge  over 
producers  in  other  provinces  where  no  such 
assistance  is  being  given.  I  know  hog  produc- 
ers in  this  province  are  very  concerned  about 
it.  It  has  been  talked  about  at  their  provin- 
cial meetings.  They  feel  that  Alberta,  Mani- 
toba and  Prince  Edward  Island  are  all  sup- 
porting their  hog  industries  and  yet  we  in 
Ontario  are  not  doing  anything  in  that  regard. 

I  can  appreciate  to  an  extent  the  min- 
ister's argument  that  any  help  of  that  nature 
should  be  done  on  a  national  basis.  None  the 
less,  it  is  very  difficult  for  our  producers  to 
accept  the  fact  that  these  other  governments 
can  assist  their  producers,  while  we  in  On- 
tario won't  have  any  part  of  it.  That  is  why 
an  income  stabilization  plan,  in  my  view, 
has  to  be  a  national  plan.  The  federal  gov- 
ernment has  said  it's  willing  to  pay  part  of 
the  cost  of  setting  up  that  kind  of  plan,  with 
the  federal  government  willing  to  contribute 
money  for  its  operation  as  well. 

The  member  for  York  South  (Mr.  Mac- 
Donald)  mentioned  the  matter  of  the  hog 
stabilization  programme,  which  was  announc- 
ed by  Mr.  Whelan.  That  is  certainly  a  step 
in  the  right  direction,  and  I  think  that  kind 
of  programme  could  be  expanded  into  other 
areas.  I  guess  there  are  two  basic  ways  in 
which  it  can  be  done.  It  can  be  done  through 
a  stabilization  fund  or  it  can  be  simply  a 
price  stabilization  programme.  As  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  I  prefer  the  former.  The  price 
stabilization  programme  guarantees  prices  at 
a  certain  level.  This  has  been  tried  under  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  Act  at  various  times 
for  various  products  but  it  really  has  not 
worked. 

Frankly,  I  prefer  the  income  stabilization 
fund  because  everyone  has  a  stake  in  its 
success.    This   is   something  that  is   difiFerent 


and  distinct  from  the  programme  that  Mr. 
Whelan  announced,  but  his  programme,  as  I 
understand  it,  will  support  the  hog  producer 
at  a  basic  level  of  $22.41,  I  believe,  based  on 
the  wholesale  price  of  feed  and  one  or  two 
other  input  costs. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food ) :  The  difference  between  the 
feed  price  and  the  sale  price  of  the  hog. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  That's  risrht,  the  difference 
between  the  two.  But  this  kind  of  thing  that 
I  am  talking  about,  the  stabilization  fimd,  is 
somewhat  different  from  that.  Farmers  and 
provincial  and  federal  governments  would 
pay  into  the  fund  when  total  national  in- 
come from  a  product  is  above  a  certain  level, 
and  farmers  would  draw  money  out  of  the 
fund  whenever  total  national  income  fell 
below  that  level. 

Any  income  stabilization  fund  would  be 
more  likely  to  pay  out  money  to  farmers 
when  they  needed  it,  not  just  when  prices 
fall  below  a  certain  point.  The  plan  should 
also  include  a  cost  of  production  factor  so 
that  support  is  tied  closer  to  income,  rather 
than  simply  to  prices  and  sales  volume. 

I  think  income  stabilization  is  more  im- 
portant today  than  ever  before  because  of 
price  uncertainty,  since  farmers  simply  are 
not  going  to  invest  in  new  maohinerv%  in 
buying  more  land  and  in  all  the  other  inputs 
to  increase  production,  unless  and  until  they 
receive  some  guarantees  and  some  assurances 
that  increased  production  will  not  lead  to 
short-term  surpluses  which  ruin  prices  and 
force  them  into  bankruptcy. 

I  would  like  to  get  the  minister's  view  on 
this  kind  of  plan  for  our  producers.  The 
minister  has  a  great  tendency  to  wash  his 
hands  of  all  these  problems  and  blame 
Ottawa  when  things  aren't  going  too  well. 
The  minister  has  been  able  to  get  away  with 
that  kind  of  approach  for  many  years.  How- 
ever, I  think  the  time  has  come  when  far- 
mers have  a  right  to  expect  something  more 
than  that  from  this  government.  It's  time  for 
close  co-operation,  and  I  think  that  the 
minister  does  farmers  a  great  disservice  by 
playing  this  sort  of  political  game. 

I  understand  there  have  been  some  dis- 
cussions with  the  federal  minister,  along  with 
the  provincial  ministers  of  agriculture, 
directed  toward  this  kind  of  programme. 
Frankly,  I  would  like  to  know  what  the 
minister  thinks  about  it.  Does  he  support  it? 
Would  he  promote  it?  Is  he  willing  to  par- 
ticipate or  does  he  want  to  opt  out?  Does 
the  minister  think  the  programme  will  work? 
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These   are  questions    I   would   like   to   have 
answered  in  response  to  the  matter. 

If  the  minister  doesn't  think  this  kind  of 
programme  will  work,  what  other  options 
do  we  have?  What  other  options  is  the 
minister  prepared  to  put  forward  in  his 
negotiations  with  Ottawa  in  connection  with 
some  type  of  system  or  scheme  whereby 
producers  are  at  least  given  the  option  of 
getting  their  costs  of  production  back  from 
their  operation? 

I  want  to  turn  now  to  the  matter  of  fer- 
tilizer and  fertilizer  pricing.  I  touched  on  it 
earlier  but  I  want  to  deal  vdth  the  problem 
in  more  depth  for  a  few  moments.  Last  fall, 
this  winter  and  this  spring,  rumours— some 
substantiated  and  some  not— have  circulated 
with  respect  to  fertilizer  shortages  and  wildly 
gyrating  prices.  In  some  cases,  I  think  the 
companies  have  taken  advantage  of  the 
situation. 

I  understand  that  prior  to  1974,  ammonium 
sulphatie  could  be  obtained  easily  from  steel 
companies  at  a  price,  to  fertilizer  dealers, 
in  1973  of  $32  to  $35  a  ton,  and  at  a  price 
to  farmers  of  $52  a  ton.  This  year  the  product 
is  being  sold  to  fertilizer  companies  at  $42 
a  ton,  an  increase  of  $7  to  $10  a  ton  over 
1973.  The  price  to  farmers,  however,  is  re- 
ported to  have  jumped  to  $85  to  $92  per 
ton.  That,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  price-gouging 
and  should  not  be  allowed. 

The  fertilizer  industry  is  facing  increased 
costs— there's  no  doubt  about  that— 'however 
that  doesn't  give  anyone  the  right  to  take 
the  farmers  for  all  they  can.  The  farmer 
will  have  to  bear  the  increased  cost  or  the 
consumers  of  Canada  will  have  to  pay  in 
increased  food  costs.  The  industry,  in  this 
example,  was  capitalizing  on  the  situation 
created  by  the  increased  demand  throughout 
the  country— up  approximately  11  per  cent 
last  year  and  another  six  per  cent  this  year 
—plus  the  energy  crisis,  to  jack  up  substan- 
tially these  prices  to  farmers. 

Canada  has  traditionally  exported  approxi- 
mately 50  per  cent  of  its  total  fertilizer  pro- 
duction, excluding  potash.  Formations  con- 
taining all  three  primary  plant  nutrients- 
nitrogen,  phosphorus  and  potash— are  manu- 
factured in  Canada.  Except  for  rock  phos- 
phate, the  raw  material  source  of  phosphorus, 
which  is  all  imported,  Canada  is  self-suffi- 
cient in  all  other  necessary  raw  materials, 
including  energy,  for  fertilizer  production. 
Although  the  Florida  Export  Rock  Associa- 
tion, our  major  source  of  supply  of  rock 
phosphate,  has  placed  Canadian  users  on  an 
allocation    of    80    per    cent    of    contracted 


amounts,  other  suppliers  are  making  up  the 
difference. 

With  the  seeding  season  almost  complete, 
it  is  obvious  there  have  been  shortages  of 
fertilizer,  particularly  nitrogen  fertilizers  in 
various  parts  of  the  province.  This  happened 
while  the  industry  continued  to  assure  far- 
mers there  would  be  enough  fertilizer  in  this 
country  to  meet  our  needs  before  any  ex- 
porting took  place.  This  didn't  happen.  The 
minister  said  the  only  commitment  of  the 
industry  was  to  supply  us  wath  the  same 
amount  as  last  year.  That,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
my  view,  is  not  good  enough.  Our  needs  are 
increasing.  I  am  told  that  large  amounts  of 
fertilizer,  particularly  anhydrous  ammonia, 
were  shipped  to  the  United  States  this  past 
spring. 

Many  dealers,  after  purchasing  from  the 
companies,  decided  they  could  make  a  good 
profit  by  selling  to  the  States.  The  minister 
condones  this  action  by  saying  that  the  com- 
panies could  receive  higher  prices  for  their 
product  in  the  United  States.  That's  true; 
that's  the  whole  point.  The  industry  should 
not  have  sold  to  the  United  States,  regard- 
less of  the  price,  unless  and  until  all  our 
needs  were  met  in  this  country.  The  minister 
took  the  position  that  we  could  not  get  too 
tough,  otherwise  the  one  ingredient,  phos- 
phorus, we  import  from  the  United  States, 
may  be  cut  off.  I  don't  think  it  would  have 
happened  that  way  because  we  have  two 
ingredients  but  only  one  imported.  In  other 
words,  we  have  two  for  one  and  no  govern- 
ment in  its  right  mind,  including  the  US 
government,  is  going  to  retaliate  when  it  is 
getting  two  ingredients  back  for  every  one 
it  supplies. 

Our  farmers  cannot  be  placed  in  the  posi- 
tion of  having  to  compete  with  foreign  pro- 
ducers assisted  by  Canadian  imports  that  they 
themselves  have  not  been  able  to  acquire 
to  reach  the  position  of  excellence  in  com- 
petitive world  markets. 

We  see  the  logic  in  selling  our  oil  and  gas 
to  Canadians  first  and  at  reasonable  prices, 
so  why  not  fertilizer?  Fertilizer  is  essential  to 
our  crop  production.  Our  needs  should  be 
met  before  the  industry  sells  elsewhere.  I 
think  the  minister  was  delinquent  in  not  see- 
ing that  was  done.  I  think  the  industry  here 
thought  the  minister  would  be  easy,  that  he 
would  be  a  milquetoast  on  this  issue.  They 
figured  they  could  get  away  with  it  and,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  they  did  get  away  with  it. 

It  was  pointed  out  at  the  fertilizer  confer- 
ence that  the  minister  convened  in  March 
that  the  United  States  has  already  taken  steps 
to  obtain  natural  gas.  She  will  need  to  expand 
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her  nitrogen  fertilizer  production  and  of 
course  the  only  way  she  can  do  it  is  by  hav- 
ing a  source  of  natural  gas. 

Apparently  a  chemical  company  in  the 
United  States  has  signed  an  $8  billion  con- 
tract to  buy  anhydrous  ammonia  from  Rus- 
sia. In  return,  the  US  will  sell  phosphorus 
to  Russia.  The  US  and  Russia  are  moving  to 
meet  their  fertilizer  demands.  We  should  be 
doing  the  same  here.  We  should  not  have  to 
depend  on  anyone  else  for  the  raw  ma- 
terials used  in  fertilizer  production.  We  can 
be  self-suflBcient  and  we  should  be.  Our 
governments  at  both  levels  should  be  moving 
in  that  direction  and  should  get  going  on  it 
immediately. 

We  have  plenty  of  potash;  we  have  plenty 
of  natural  gas;  we  can  develop  our  own 
phosphate  supplies— and  in  the  Rockies  we 
have  domestic  supplies  of  a  very  high  grade, 
although  I  understand  there  is  some  diflBculty 
in  mining  it.  There  are  other  supplies  in  the 
shield  of  eastern  Canada.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  understand  there  was  a  thriving  in- 
dustry in  the  Perth  area  of  eastern  Ontario 
back  in  the  early  1900s,  around  1920,  or 
thereabouts.  These  mines  were  closed  even 
though  they  have  good  deposits,  because 
there  were  huge  deposits  discovered  in  other 
areas  of  the  world  and  these  were  developed. 
The  mines  at  Perth,  I  believe,  sold  phos- 
phorus fertilizers  for  around  $100  a  ton 
during  the  1920s,  compared  to  recent  prices 
of  about  $50  a  ton. 

However,  we  have  never  really  found  out 
how  much  phosphorus  is  available  in  Canada. 
I  think  now  is  the  time  to  find  out  and  to 
pursue  that  matter  with  some  vigour. 

Multi-Minerals  Ltd.  has  announced  plans 
to  open  mines  in  northern  Ontario  which  will 
supply  some  phosphorus— I  believe  60,000 
tons  a  year— towards  our  total  demand  of 
about  2.5  million  tons  a  year.  These  mines 
can  only  be  developed  if  and  when  the  min- 
ing companies  find  markets  for  the  iron  ore 
that  is  extracted  with  the  phosphorus.  North- 
em  Ontario  mines,  for  example,  yield  about 
90  per  cent  iron  ore  and  only  10  per  cent 
phosphorus.  However,  I  am  sure  that  prob- 
lem can  be  overcome. 

Between  northern  Ontario,  BC  and  east- 
em  Ontario,  I  am  sure  that  we  can  find  and 
develop  enough  mining  facilities  to  develop 
the  phosphorus  for  our  own  requirements  in 
this  country.  Given  that  fact,  we  have  all  we 
need  to  make  the  fertilizer  industry  in  Can- 
ada self-reliant.  We  have  the  raw  resources 
to  supply  more  than  enough  fertilizer  to 
meet  our  domestic  needs.  As  world  demand 
for   food   increases,   production   will  have   to 


increase,  and  most  of  that  increase  will  come 
from  more  intensive  farming  of  our  land.  To 
develop  a  self-reliant  fertilizer  industry  in 
this  country  should  and  must,  in  my  view, 
be  a  very  high  priority  for  the  minister.  I 
hope  he  will  pursue  the  matter  with  all  the 
vigour  he  can  muster. 

The  final  area  I  want  to  deal  with  is  the 
matter  of  land-use  planning.  The  minister 
has  heard  me  speak  on  this  a  number  of 
times.  I  talked  about  it  in  my  Throne  Speech 
contribution  in  relation  to  Ontario  Hydro; 
I  don't  want  to  repeat  all'  that  I  have  said 
previously  on  the  matter. 

The  Huron-Bmce  power  line  negotiating 
committee  has  had  several  meetings  with  the 
minister  and  with  other  cabinet  ministers  with 
respect  to  the  power  lin'e  coming  from  Doug- 
las Point  and'  the  fact  that  it's  going  through 
some  very  excellent  farmland.  On  every  oc- 
casion, our  group  has  received  strong  sup- 
port from  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  for  the  preservation  of  good  farm  land, 
for  which  I  and  the  group  are  very  grateful. 
I  therefore  feel  that  the  minister  and  I  share 
a  common  interest  and  concern  on  this  topic 
—although  some  of  his  other  colleagues,  I 
gather,  are  not  so  enthusiastic. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  a  growing 
body  of  concern  being  expressed  that  some- 
thing has  to  be  done  soon  to  preserve  our 
goodi  land  for  food  production.  The  Federa- 
tion of  Agriculture,  the  Farmers*  Union,  the 
Solandt  commission  report,  the  CroU  report 
and  the  farm  classification  report  have  all 
dealt  with  the  matter  and  supported  the 
proposition,  some  quite  vigorously. 

We  have  allowed  our  cities  to  spill  on  to 
the  best  farm  land  in  the  province,  and  we 
are  saying,  in  effect,  that  another  shopping 
centre,  another  highrise  oflBce  building,  an- 
other subdivision,  another  factory— are  more 
important  than  our  food  production  and  our 
farming. 

We  have  chosen  the  best  farm  land  for 
urban  expansion  and  buried  top-notch  top- 
soil  under  pavement  and  concrete,  rather  than 
spending  a  few  extra  dollars  to  divert  urban 
development  on  to  soil  that  cannot  produce 
food.  Good  land  is  being  taken  out  of  pro- 
duction as  our  towns  and  cities  swell  and 
speculators  take  advantage  of  the  fact  that 
they  can  make  more  money  letting  the  land 
be  idle  than  farmers  can  by  using  it  to  pro- 
duce food. 

Surely  our  priorities  are  mixed  up  when 
this  can  happen.  Just  west  of  here.  Peel 
county,  which  is  one  of  the  prime  agricul- 
tural areas  in  the  whole  country,  had  some 
of  the  best  dairy  herds,  fruit  farms  and  poul'- 
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try  operations  a  few  years  ago.  But  in  every 
one  of  the  past  10  years,  Peel  county  lost 
five  per  cent  of  its  farm  land  to  urban 
development.  What  does  this  mean  to  food 
production  and,  ultimately,  to  food  prices? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): That's  when  the  member  was  selling 
off  the  Kennedy  estates  out  there. 

Mr«  Gaunt:  In  1961,  there  were  604  farms 
with  commercial  chicken  operations  in  Peel; 
in  1971  there  were  only  196  of  those  farms 
left,  and  the  number  of  chickens  in  the 
county  had  dropped  by  more  than  75  per 
cent.  This  sort  of  thing  has  happened  all 
arouncll  Toronto  and  the  other  urban  areas. 

/It's  time  we  started  treating  good'  agricul- 
tural land  with  more  care  and  concern.  As 
the  Federation  of  Agriculture  pointed  out, 
if  we  continue  to  lose  25  acres  per  hour  of 
good  agricultural  land  to  development,  in  50 
years  we  would  not  have  any  left  for  agricul- 
ture and  would  not  even  be  able  to  feed  our- 
selves. 

It  is  estimated  that  with  the  present  tech- 
nology of  the  developed  countries,  about 
one  acre  of  cultivated  land  per  person  is 
desirable  to  produce  enough  food  for  an 
adequate  standard  of  living.  At  the  present 
time,  on  a  world  basis,  there  are  only  0.65 
acres  of  usable  land  per  person.  In  the  United' 
States  they  have  about  three  acres  per  per- 
son; in  Canada,  we  are  around  five  culti- 
vated acres  per  person. 

This  means  we  should  be  in  a  position 
to  feed  a  good  percentage  of  the  world. 
Aside  from  our  grain  production,  our  exports 
are  not  that  impressive  in  proportion  to  our 
available  land  resources.  Further,  our  imports 
are  increasing  by  10  per  cent  per  year. 

To  meet  the  basic  needs  of  close  to  seven 
billion  people  by  the  year  2000,  we  will  need 
to  expand  cultivated  acreage  by  50  per  cent 
and  double  yields,  as  we  did  in  the  last  25 
years,  on  a  world  basis.  That  is  why  it  is  so 
important  that  we  save  our  goodi  land  for 
food  production. 

The  Federation  of  Agriculture  in  its  brief 
said  that  class  1  and  2  land  must  be  pre- 
served for  food  production,  and  any  depar- 
ture from  this  policy  should  require  the  most 
searching  examination.  The  point  was  also 
made  that  class  3  land  should  be  retained 
in  agriculture,  to  the  extent  at  least  of  sup- 
plying local  markets,  where  the  proportion 
of  class  1  and  2  land  falls  below  40  per  cent 
of  the  total.  Agricultural  designations  for  land 
should  be  established  as  permanent  land  use 
classification. 


There  were  many  good  points  raised  in  the 
federation  brief  with  respect  to  land  use,  and 
this  government  should  certainly  be  over  the 
study  phase  by  now  and  should  be  prepared 
to  act.  Provincial  government  must  provide 
an  overall  planning  framework  for  Ontario, 
which  recognizes  agriculture  as  having  top 
priority  for  good  land,  instead  of  using  agri- 
culture as  a  temporary  or  holding  category. 

I  think  the  province  up  until  now  really 
hasn't  taken  this  matter  of  land  use  very  se- 
riously. Back  a  few  years  ago,  I  think  Dr. 
Norman  Pearson  did  a  study,  and  he  said  of 
some  50  planners  employed  by  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  there  were  only  two  who  really 
understood  what  land  classification  was  all 
about. 

The  farm  classification  report  had  some 
definite  things  to  say  about  the  preservation 
of  farm  land  and  I  want  to  talk  about  it  for 
a  moment.  The  committee  recommended  that 
farm  land  be  classified  on  the  basis  of  agri- 
cultural, agricultural  residential,  rural  resi- 
dential, rural  recreational,  and  rural  specula- 
tive. The  committee  also  recommended  that 
a  farm  index  be  established  and  maintained 
for  all  farm  land. 

The  committee  tried  to  come  to  grips  with 
the  definition  of  a  farmer,  who  has  been  un- 
definable  for  years.  Actually  I  think  the  com- 
mittee came  as  close  as  anyone  has  to 
defining  a  farmer  as  being  a  person  whose 
principal  activity  is  devoted  to  the  production 
of  plants  and  animals  useful  to  man.  It  was 
further  recommended  that  the  policies  and 
programmes  of  the  ministry  be  confined  to 
those  so  engaged.  Then  the  committee  made 
this  comment  about  farm  land: 

The  committee  is  particularly  aware  of 
and  supports  the  concerns  expressed  by  the 
public  over  rapidly  disappearing  prime 
farm  land.  The  committee  is  also  firmly 
of  the  opinion  that  farm  land  is  finite  and 
irreplaceable,  and  the  most  important  re- 
source in  the  production  of  plants  and 
animals  useful  to  man. 

The  committee  in  its  classification  has 
paid  heed  to  this  expression  of  concern, 
and  has  provided  a  method  of  identifying 
various  factors  that  lead  to  or  result  in  the 
removal  from  agricultural  production  of 
such  farm  land.  It  was  repeatedly  expressed 
to  the  committee  that  the  authorities  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  over  farm  land  are  in  a 
conflict  position  in  that  assessment  and 
other  revenues  from  agricultural  uses  are 
less  than  those  obtained  from  residential, 
commercial  or  industrial  use. 
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This  was  the  background,  then,  for  recom- 
mendation No.  11,  which  said  that  all  farm 
land  be  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture  and  Food,  with  respect 
to  land-use  planning. 

Frankly,  that's  the  last  we  have  heard 
about  the  report.  I  don't  know  whether  the 
minister  went  into  a  state  of  shock  from 
which  he  hasn't  recovered,  or  not.  I  am  inter- 
ested, for  instance,  if  the  minister  is  going 
to  undertake  an  indexing  of  all  farm  land  in 
the  province.  If  not,  why  not? 

Is  the  minister  going  to  define  a  farmer 
and  have  the  programmes  apply  only  to  those 
people  so  defined?  Is  the  minister  inclined 
to  assume  a  veto  power  over  all  farm  land 
before  it  can  be  used  for  development?  These 
are  things  I  would  be  interested  in.  I  want 
to  hear  the  minister's  views.  If  not,  why  not? 

I  think  the  report  deserves  to  get  better 
treatment  than  to  lie  on  the  shelf  and  collect 
dust.  Are  we  going  to  get  any  action  in  the 
direction  the  report  suggests?  I  think  we  are 
entitled  to  know. 

In  summary  then,  I  think  the  committee 
made  a  pertinent  observation  when  it  said: 

The  committee  was  impressed  by  the 
frequent  statements  made  at  the  meeting 
that,  in  consideration  of  the  dwindling 
number  of  producers  and  farmers  and  the 
ever-increasing  importance  of  agriculture 
in  all  respects  in  Ontario,  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  should  intensify  its 
ongoing  efforts  to  actively  promote  public 
understanding  of  the  industry  and  its 
problems. 

The  minister  hasn't  done  very  much  of  that, 
I  don't  think.  He  has  left  it  for  the  most  part 
to  the  federal  minister,  and  I  think  it's  about 
time  this  minister  did  his  share  too. 

Finally,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  the 
conditions  in  agriculture  are  changing  so 
rapidly  today  that  much  of  our  conventional 
wisdom  is  going  to  have  to  be  re-examined 
For  instance,  there's  still  a  feeling  that  spe- 
cialization is  still  the  best  way  to  provide 
cheap  food  for  Canada.  I'm  not  really  so  sure. 
Soecialization  has  been  a  very  popular  piece 
of  advice  by  agricultural  experts  over  the  past 
10  years  or  so  but  specialization  depends  on 
constant  prices  of  fossil  fuels.  We  all  know 
what  happened  there  in  the  last  number  of 
months. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  for  sure. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  We  have  seen  another  increase 
just  a  few  weeks  ago.  That  increase  alone 
will  raise  costs  to  the  farmer  by  at  least  five 


per  cent.  It  will  mean  another  seven  per  cent 
increase  in  food  prices. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  At  least. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  At  least.  Over  half  of  the  price 
increase  in  food  this  year  was  the  direct  re- 
sult of  fossil  fuel  price  increases.  This  is 
something  that  has  not  been  widely  publi- 
cized, but  there  it  is.  I  think  our  agricultural 
industry  is  going  to  have  to  ease  back  into 
diversification  because  of  the  energy  price 
increases  mainly.  There  are  other  reasons  too. 
I  think  it  lowers  the  risk.  There  is  the  old 
saying  that  when  one  doesn't  have  one's  eggs 
in  one  basket  one  has  a  better  chance  to 
survive.  I  think  that  the  rapidly  changing 
circumstance  that  we've  seen  in  the  last 
number  of  months  has  certainly  underlined 
that  wise  piece  of  advice. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  foster  an 
agricultural  industry  that  is  ultimately  energy- 
saving,  environmentally  cost-reducing  and  is 
land-saving.  This  will  involve  altering  the 
structure  of  the  agricultural  industry  so  we 
can  feed  ourselves  and  others.  After  all,  Mr. 
Chairman,  as  farmers  that's  our  job. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish 
to  reply  at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret 
the  fact  that  the  critic  of  the  NDP  is  not  here 
with  us  today.  He  told  us  he  would  be  out 
campaigning  for  the  federal  party  but  for  me 
to  go  ahead  and  make  whatever  comments 
were  appropriate  to  remarks  which  he  made. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order,  that  is 
fine  and  I  don't  mind  the  jest,  but  in  fact  he 
is  not  out  campaigning  for  the  federal  party. 
He  has  a  speaking  engagement  which  re- 
quired him  to  be  out  of  town  both  Monday 
and  Tuesday  of  this  week,  which  has  nothing 
whatever  to  do  with  the  federal  election  at 
all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  a  matter  of  clarifi- 
cation. I  will  accept  my  hon.  friend's  explana- 
tion of  why  the  agricultural  critic  of  the  NDP 
isn't  here.  He  told  both  myself  and  the  House 
leader  that  he  would  be  out  on  commitments 
he  had  made  to  the  federal  party  for  the 
federal  election.  If  that's  wrong,  I  accept  the 
explanation.  There  is  no  problem.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is  he  isn't  here. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  He  has  since  felt 
it  would  be  a  waste  of  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  could  well  be.  My 
guess  is  that,  regardless  of  his  efforts,  they 
will  be  as  fruitless  as  they  have  been  over  the 
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last  30  years,  including  anybody  else  in  that 
party. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  continue  to  talk 
about  the  things  which  my  hon.  friend,  the 
agricultural  critic  of  the  NDP  talked  about 
last  Friday.  He  talked  about  the  need— that 
there  was  no  long-term  policy  for  agriculture 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  nor  in  Canada.  I 
just  have  to  wonder  a  wee  bit  about  this  need 
for  long-term  agricultural  policy  planning.  I 
don't  know  for  the  life  of  me,  and  I've  been 
around  this  place  for  a  long  time  both  as  a 
farmer  and  as  a  minister  in  this  province- 
Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The 
minister  is  against  it.  Is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —how  one  can  make 
long-term  policy  planning  in  agriculture.  Just 
let's  get  a  few  illustrations  on  the  record. 

In  1968  and  1969  and  following  in  1970 
and  1971  we  had  such  enormous  surpluses  of 
grain,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  country  of  ours, 
in  the  United  States  and,  in  fact,  in  the  grain- 
growing  countries  of  the  world  that  there  was 
virtually  no  export  market  for  it.  Now  we 
talk  about  long-term  planning.  The  long-term 
planning  that  went  into  the  reason  for  that 
surplus  was  that  in  the  previous  time  of 
shortage  we  were  told  that  we  could  grow 
all  the  grain  we  could  and  there  would  be  a 
market  for  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  was  what  Dief en- 
baker  and  Alvin  Hamilton  said. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  thought  so.  Obviously 
they  were  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  time  came  \\'hen  the 
surpluses  of  that  commodity  built  up  to  the 
point  where  there  was  no  market  for  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  obviously  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  If  there  is  long-term 
planning  that's  the  result. 

Let's  take  a  look  at  what  the  federal  gov- 
ernment did,  and  I  supported  the  federal 
government,  in  the  LIFT  programme— lower 
inventories  for  tomorrow.  It  was  as  plain  as 
the  nose  on  anyone's  face  that  if  there  had 
not  been  something  done  to  relieve  the  in- 
credible position  the  western  farmer  found 
himself  in,  he  was  going  to  do  just  what  my 
hon.  friend  from  Huron-Bruce  suggested  a 
moment  ago— diversify;  and  he  diversified  into 
livestock  production.  As  soon  as  the  western 
farmer  diversifies  into  livestock  production, 
unless  there  are  enormous  export  markets 
foimd  for  his  production,  those  commodities 
have  no  other  place  to  go  but  to  the  large 


urban  areas  of  eastern  Canada.  That's  exactly 
what  happened. 

I  raised  the  point  at  federal-provincial  con- 
ferences of  the  ministers  of  agriculture— there 

are  two  held  each  year— and  I  raised  this  point 
particularly  because  we  were  expressing  great 
concern  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  over  the 
attempt  being  made  by  the  western  govern- 
ments. Really,  I  didn't  blame  them  at  all,  but 
we  were  concerned  with  the  net  results— 
and  expressed  it  to  the  federal  ofiicials— of 
the  increase  in  hog  production,  to  use  one 
illustration,  and  the  incentive  programmes 
which  were  introduced  at  the  time  of  the 
grain  surpluses  in  western  Canada.  There  was 
nowhere  else  for  that  production  to  go  but 
east.  We  were  told,  "Don't  worry  a  bit  about 
it;  there  can't  be  suificient  increase  in  pork 
production  to  jeopardize  the  eastern  Canadian 
markets."  There  would  be  markets  found  in 
the  United  States;  there  would  be  offshore 
markets  found.  Fine  and  dandy— but  those 
markets  were  not  found  until  after  pork 
prices  had  dropped  to  the  $19  to  $20 
dressed-weight  price  and  there  is  no  possible 
way  that  a  farmer  in  this  day  and  age,  even 
in  the  early  1970s,  could  hope  to  make  a 
living  from  that  kind  of  price  structure. 

The  federal  government  stepped  in  and 
simply  suggested  there  should  be  farmers  paid 
not  to  grow  grain,  to  convert  some  of  the  less 
productive  grain-growing  areas  of  western 
Canada  into  forage  production  areas,  to  boost 
the  grass  and  forage  which  could  be  used 
for  an  expansion  in  the  beef  industry.  Heaven 
only  knows  there  looked  to  be  a  need  for  an 
expansion  in  the  beef  industry,  based  on  the 
current  increases  in  per  capita  consumption  of 
beef  both  in  Canada  and  in  the  United  States 
and,  in  fact,  the  world  over. 

Now  that  happened.  It's  a  fact  of  life.  But 
what's  the  net  result?  Today  we  have  an  in- 
crease in  beef  production  which  I  believe  has 
gone  far  beyond  the  contemplation  of  anyone 
associated  with  the  industry  in  any  way  three 
or  four  years  ago.  We  have  a  decrease  in  the 
per  capita  consimiption  of  beef— in  the  United 
States  particularly— of  a  substantial  amount, 
around  6  lb  per  capita.  Multiply  that  by  the 
per  capita  of  the  population  of  the  United 
States  and  you  have  an  enormous  decrease 
in  total  tonnage  of  beef  use.  These  are  mat- 
ters of  great  concern. 

Then  we  come  along  with  the  energy  crisis 
which  has  affected  the  whole  world.  There  is 
no  question  that  some  of  the  pork  contracts 
made  with,  say,  Japan  and  eastern  markets 
have  fallen  into  jeopardy  because  Japan  is 
now  buying  oil  and  paying  increased  prices 
for  that  oil.  The  Japanese  are  virtually  totally 
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dependent  on  it  and  they  are  diverting  dollars 
which  couldVe  been  used  and  would' ve  been 
used  to  purchase  food  on  the  one  hand  to 
paying  increased  prices  for  oil  on  the  other 
hand.  As  a  result,  much  of  that  export  market 
to  Japan  has  ceased  to  exist  and  our  western 
fanners,  in  both  Manitoba  and  in  Alberta, 
who  negotiated  contracts  with  the  Japanese 
trading  syndicates  for  substantial  exports  of 
pork  now  find  themselves  in  some  jeopardy, 
at  least  with  that  price  structure. 

We  are  advised  as  of  yesterday  that  Japan 
has  closed  the  door  to  all  imports  of  beef  from 
New  Zealand  and  Australia.  This  again  will 
have  an  adverse  effect  on  the  Canadian  beef 
price  structure  because  our  imports  of  beef 
from  New  Zealand  and  Australia  have  in- 
creased 40  per  cent  in  this  period  of  1974  in 
comparison  with  the  similar  period  of  1973. 

These  are  the  things  that  I  have  to  wonder 
a  bit  about  when  we  talk  about  long-term 
policy  in  agriculture.  It's  a  great  idea;  it 
looks  great  on  paper;  it's  a  wonderful  thing 
to  talk  about.  I  suppose  I  am  as  guilty  as 
anyone  for  having  said  in  the  past  we  need 
long-term  policy  for  agriculture.  But  just 
how  eflFective  can  it  be  when  one  takes  into 
consideration  the  unknowns  that  happen  on 
a  worldwide  basis  insofar  as  agricultural  food 
production  is  concerned?  It  is  a  very  diflBcult 
aim.  I  just  want  to  point  out  that  it  is  not 
just  all  sweetness  and  light  insofar  as  that  is 
concerned. 

My  hon.  friend  from  York  South  enim- 
ciated  five  different  points  that  he  called  the 
foundation  stones  of  the  NDP.  Well,  they 
may  be.  I  don't  know  what  the  NDP  would 
do  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  if,  heaven  for- 
bid, they  ever  were  to  take  power.  My  guess 
is  they  never  will,  and  I  don't  think  we  have 
to  worry  very  much  about  it.  But  I  am  a 
bit  concerned  to  hear  of  some  of  the  things 
that  are  suggested. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  spend  so  long  in  your 
speech  talking  about  it  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  can  only  judge 
what  the  NDP  will  do  by  other  provinces. 

My  hon.  friend  from  the  islands— he  is 
afraid  to  live  in  Ottawa  any  longer;  he  has 
come  to  Toronto  and  lives  on  the  islands- 
interjects  here  on  an  agricultural  debate 
about  which  he  knows  less  than  nothing. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  around  a  few 
farms. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  not  learning  much  listen- 
ing to  you. 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let  me  suggest  this;  I 
would  just  like  to  read,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
might- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  learning  a  lot 
from  the  farmers  of  eastern  Ontario.  I  learned 
a  lot  from  the  farmers  where  the  Tories  didn't 
show  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  would  like  to  know 
who  invited  the  people?  Was  it  the  NDP- 
NFU  group  in  eastern  Ontario  that  extended 
the  invitations?  Because  none  reached  my 
oflSce,  either  verbally  or  written;  and  let  the 
record  so  show. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  was  the  Ontario  Fed- 
eration of  Agriculture. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  All  right.  Then  why 
didn't  they  send  an  invitation  to  us?  We 
knew  nothing  about  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  ask  them;  I  don't  know. 
We  understand  that  they  invited  Conserva- 
tive after  Conservative  and  nobody  would 
come. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  never  heard  one 
word  about  it.  Not  a  word. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  you  can  ask  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let's  see  how  the  NDP 

uses  the  farmers.  In  the  one  province  where 
there  has  been  an  NDP  government  longer 
than  anywhere  else  in  this  country  of  ours— 
and  my  guess  is  that  if  the  farmers  really  get 
to  know  what  the  NDP  will  really  do,  they 
won't  be  around  much  longer  in  Manitoba 
either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  been  re-electing 
New  Democrats  there  for  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let's  just  listen  to  this. 
This  is  an  editorial  in  the  Winnipeg  Free 
Press,  Dec.  3,  1973;  it  is  titled,  "Pork 
Barreir 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  can  understand  the  edi- 
torial is  not  necessarily  a  reflection  of  the 
public  view. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Listen,  if  you  fellows 
are  so  sure  of  your  position,  I  am  sure  you 
will  want  to  hear  this,  because  you'll  en- 
thusiastically endorse  what  your  government 
is  doing  in  Manitoba. 

Manitoba  pork  producers  are  beginning 
to  question  the  Japanese  pork  contract 
about  which  the  provincial  government  was 
so  enthusiastic.  While  consumer  prices  are 
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at  the  highest  point  in  recent  times,  pro- 
ducers claim  they  are  not  getting  their 
share  of  the  high  prices  because  they  are 
subsidizing  the  poor  business  acumen  of 
the  provincial  government, 

A  director  of  the  Manitoba  Hog  Produc- 
ers' Marketing  Board  has  put  the  subsidy 
at  between  $7,000  and  $8,000  a  day- 
Mr.  Deans:   Terrible.  That  reminds  me  of 
the  $120-million  subsidy  to  machinery  manu- 
facturers in  Ontario. 

Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:   To  continue: 

As  matters  stand,  it  is  impossible  to 
prove  or  to  disprove  these  claims  because, 
according  to  the  director,  the  government 
refuses  to  permit  the  men  elected  to  run 
hog  marketing  in  Manitoba  access  to  the 
contract.  [Man,  does  that  government  ever 
support  the  farmers!]  No  businessman  would 
accept  the  government's  explanation  for  the 
refusal,  that  it  is  not  good  business  for  the 
directors  of  a  corporation  to  know  the  day- 
to-day  operations  of  the  business  for  which 
they  are  responsible. 

The  government,  however,  may  soon 
have  to  account  for  its  dealings.  Last  week, 
a  meeting  of  hog  producers  voted  for  the 
resignation  of  the  present  board  chairman. 
Max  Hofford,  and  for  the  termination  of 
any  further  pork  shipments  to  Japan  until 
the  contract  terms  are  made  public. 

The  producers  timed  their  demand  to 
coincide  with  their  takeover  of  control  of 
the  marketing  board.  Until  now  the  govern- 
ment, through  its  appointed  members,  has 
controlled  the  board's  action.  But  this  con- 
trol is  ending  as  more  districts  become 
eligible  to  elect  their  ovsoi  representatives. 

While  the  Hog  Producers'  Marketing 
Board  exists,  it  does  so  by  government  de- 
cree, not  by  the  wishes  of  the  producers 
as  reflected  in  a  free  vote- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Wait  a  minute.  The  NDP  is 
liberating  the  hog  farmers  there.  It  is  prob- 
ably remembering  the  Tories. 

Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:    Going  on: 

At  the  moment  most  board  decisions  are 
based  on  an  even  split  of  appointed  and 
elected  members  with  the  government  re- 
taining control  through  its  appointed  chair- 
man whose  resignation  has  been  demanded. 
The  provincial  government,  faced  with  loss 
of  control  of  its  own  creature,  the  market- 
ing board,  is  now,  as  the  government 
commonly  does  in  such  situations,  propos- 
ing to  change  the  rules. 


Last  week  Agriculture  Minister  Sam 
Uskiw  professed  to  see  dark,  political  mo- 
tives behind  the  actions  of  the  producers 
and  said  if  this  were  so  then  the  govern- 
ment must  consider  changing  the  format 
of  the  board  and  making  an  all  govern- 
ment-appointed board.  [So  much  for  dem- 
ocracy.] At  the  same  time,  the  government 
has  been  trying  to  transfer  any  effective 
power  the  Manitoba  board  may  have  to  an 
interprovincial  superboard  which  will  have 
appointed  members  only  from  Manitoba. 
It  has  already  agreed  to  commit  Manitoba 
hog  producers  to  absorb  any  deficit  run 
up  by  the  superboard,  while  allowing  any 
surplus  to  be  credited  only  and  not  dis- 
tributed. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  That's  so- 
cialism. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  To  continue: 

Manitoba  hog  producers  nautrally  are 
worried  at  these  machinations.  They  are 
even  more  worried  about  the  possibility  of 
many  farmers  getting  out  of  hog  production 
as  a  result.  Should  this  happen,  the  govern- 
ment could  be  left  with  a  contract  and  no 
means  of  filling  it,  which  leads  to  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  government  using  this  as 
an  excuse  to  get  into  both  the  hog  produc- 
tion and  processing  fields. 

So  much  for  socialism,  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
my  friend,  the  member  for  Durham,  very 
well  suggests  down  here  at  the  end  of  the 
line. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  don't  you  talk  about  the 
Ontario  hog  producers  and  what  you  are 
doing  for  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Really  and  truly,  I  think 
that  editorial  article  so  aptly  describes  what 
really  happens  when  socialism  takes  over  and, 
believe  you  me,  it  sure  has  in  Manitoba. 
There  it  is. 

Mr.  Deans:  Wait  a  minute.  The  Tories  con- 
trol the  press  across  the  country. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I'm  just  saying  that,  and 
there  is  no  denial  that  I've  seen  of  any  of 
these  comments. 

Mr.  Deans:  What's  the  point?  It  is  an  edi- 
torial comment  by  a  Conservative  editor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  sure  is.  It  is  factual, 
though,  isn't  it.  Is  that  a  Conservative  paper? 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  a  Conservative  editor 
writing  in  a  Conservative  paper. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Is  it  really?  Who  is  the 
editor? 
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Mr.  Deans:  One  editorial  comment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  A  CJonservative  editor, 
now  who  is  he?  My  hon.  friend  doesn't  know. 
Let  the  record  show  that  he  hasn't  a  clue. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  editorials  are  almost  with- 
out exception  an  expression  of  newspaper 
ideology. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  is  your  finest  hour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  twid- 
dle-twaddle from  over  there  doesn't  amount 
to  a  hill  of  beans.  Let's  forget  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Free  Press  is  one  of  the 
most  reactionary  newspapers  in  the  country 
and  it  has  conducted  a  vendetta  against  the 
government  ever  since  1969. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Has  it  really? 

Mr.  Deans:  It  predicted  the  demise  of  the 
government. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  My  hon.  friend  talks 
about  a  prices  review  mechanism  and  he 
talks  about  the  Manitoba  fertilizer  study  and 
he  refers  to  various  things  that  have  hap- 
pened' in  our  province  in  comparison  vdth 
what  has  happened  in  that  socialist  Utopia 
to  which  they  like  to  refer  in  Manitoba. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  don't  you  read  a  few 
editorials  about  those  things  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let  me  say  this,  that 
that  group  out  there  have  had  that  report 
since  last  fall.  They've  gone  through  the 
whole  processing  facility  of  getting  the  fer- 
tilizer out  to  the  farmers  this  year  and  haven't 
done  one  single,  solitary  thing  about  the 
report  which  was  referred  to  the  other  day. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  mean  it  has  been  sitting 
since  away  last  fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  talk  about  review 
of  prices.  There  hasn't  been  one  single  thing 
done  by  any  NDP  government  in  western 
Canada  regarding  prices  review  at  retail  level, 
not  a  thing.  Lets  get  the  record  straight  on 
those  kind  of  things. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  prices  are  set  right  here 
in  Toronto  and  you  won  t  touch  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  come 
to  my  friend  from  Huron-Bruce.  He  makes 
reference  as  well  to  the  prices  review  board 
and  suggests  that  Mrs.  Plimaptre  should  be 
taken  to  task  for  some  of  Uie  things  that 
have  been  said. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Behind  the  woodshed,  he 
said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
he  suggests  she  should  be  taken  out  behind 
the  bam-.  I  think  I'll  leave  that  reference  out 
at  the  moment. 

I  would  just  like  to  suggest  that  some  of 
the  people  she  has  working  for  her  seem 
to  have  made  up  their  minds  before  they  ever 
started  to  work  concerning  the  validity,  the 
merit  or  the  wisdbm  of  established  marketing 
boards. 

I  refer,  of  course,  to  Prof.  Forbes  of  the 
University  of  British  Columbia  who  was  sup- 
posed' to  be  one  of  her  chief  thinkers  and 
investigators.  I  would  like  to  say  that  his 
contribution  can  be  rated  as  an  absolute  dis- 
aster even  before  it  is  ever  heard  of.  If  he 
starts  out  on  that  premise  about  farm  market- 
ing boards,  about  which  he  admits  he  know^ 
nothing,  then  to  my  way  of  thinking  we 
will  not  leam  very  much  from  that  kind  of 
an  input. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Didn't  you  rake  him 
over  the  coals  last  fall  too?  Play  that  through 
again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  high  input  costs 
are  here.  There  is  no  question  of  that;  it  is 
a  fact  of  life.  I  have  a  copy  of  the  stabiliza^- 
tion  programme,  as  announced  by  Mr. 
Whelan,  relative  to  hogs. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  rise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  the  income 
stabilization  scheme  which  my  friend  from 
Huron-Bruce  referred  to  a  moment  ago  does 
have  a  good'  deal  of  merit  in  many  respects. 
One  can  take  that  route  or  they  can  take 
the  route  that  Mr.  Whelan  announced  in  his 
stabilization  programme. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  don't  want  a  freeze 
on  those  things,  you  want  a  90-day  freeze  on 
that  stuff. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  When  we  went  into  the 
ministers'  conference  last  year  in  Prince  Ed- 
ward Island,  the  federal  minister  and  his  of- 
ficials came  along.  One  of  the  items  on  the 
agenda  was  the  matter  of  commodity  stabil- 
ization programmes.  The  subject  was  intro- 
duced by  the  chairman,  Mr.  Alex  Campbell, 
the  Premier  of  Prince  Edward  Island  and  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture.  I  think  that's  a  very 
fitting  co-ordinative  approach,  quite  frankly. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  you  would  have 
thought  about  that  earlier. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  course— but  it  seems 
a  little  late  to  me  now.  I  thought  it  was  a 
very  fitting  tribute  to  one  o£  the  provincial 
ministers  of  agriculture  that  he  be  the 
Premier  as  well.  I  am  sorry  that  he  has  re- 
linquished the  position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Too  bad  you  never  had 
any  ambition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  that  is  very  true. 
One  has  to  have  ambition  for  those  kinds  of 
things. 

The  matter  of  stabilization  programmes 
was  introduced  because  Prince  Edward  Island 
was  proposing  to  embark  upon  a  programme 
of  commodity  stabilization  for  hogs.  They 
enunciated  their  programme  and  it  seemed 
like  quite  a  sensible  thing  for  them  to  be 
doing.  It  really  didn't  have  much  of  an  im- 
pact upon  the  rest  of  the  country  because  I 
don't  believe  the  hog  production  of  Prince 
Edward  Island  is  enough  to  meet  their  pro- 
vincial demands.  They  are  short  of  pork  in 
Prince  Edward  Island.  So  it  didn't  have  any 
impact  on  the  rest  of  the  country. 

The  question  that  was  raised  by  other  min- 
isters and  deputies  there  was  what  was  going 
to  happen  across  Canada.  Obviously,  as  my 
friend  suggested,  in  the  Agricultural  Stabili- 
zation Act  as  it  now  exists  there  is  a  10-year 
averaging  period.  With  the  escalating  cost 
factors  which  were  evident  last  midsummer 
and  which  have  continued  to  escalate  ever 
since,  such  an  averaging  factor  just  really 
didn't  make  much  common  sense.  So  we  were 
quite  enthusiastic  that  something  should  be 
done  to  improve  that  stabilization  programme. 
Suggestions  were  made  concerning  reducing 
it  to  three  years,  to  five  years  and  to  upping 
it  from  80  per  cent  to  90  per  cent  of  the 
average  over  that  period,  making  it  a  more 
realistic  programme  in  light  of  today's  econ- 
omy. 

However,  the  federal  minister  —  and  I 
thought  this  was  interesting  and  quite  signi- 
ficant—suggested that  if  there  was  to  be  such 
a  programme  introduced,  there  would  have 
to  be  supply  management  tied  right  into  the 
programme.  I  suppose  that  one  could  agree 
with  that  type  of  position,  I  think  we  all 
can  recall  the  days  when  fairly  substantial 
support  prices  were  established  in  Canada 
without  the  limitations  of  supply  manage- 
ment, and  we  had  enormous  surpluses  built 
up  of  butter  and  cheese  and  powdered  milk 
and  other  commodities  as  well. 

So  it  seeemed  to  take  some  rational  ap- 
proach as  far  as  the  federal  minister  was 
concerned.  However,  prices  continued  to  es- 


calate and  in  late  August  we  got  word  that 
there  was  likely  to  be  a  meeting  called  in 
September.  I  believe  the  Prime  Minister  of 
Canada  instructed  his  Minister  of  Agriculture 
to  invite  all  the  agricultural  oflBcials  to  Ottawa 
to  discuss  the  rapidly  escalating  food  costs 
and  how  there  could  be  a  better  means  pro- 
vided of  encouraging  food  production  in  Can- 
ada. 

We  accepted  the  invitation  to  come  to  Ot- 
tawa. We  talked  about  very  many  things, 
chiefly  the  matter  of  stabilization  of  prices. 
Strangely  enough,  in  the  Ottawa  meeting 
that  was  held  in  September,  there  was  no 
mention  made  whatever  of  supply  manage- 
ment. It  was  to  be  stabilization  of  prices— 
to  get  food  production  increased— but  there 
was  nothing  said  about  supply  management. 
I  think  that  is  significant. 

There  were  several  suggestions  made  by 
the  federal  people  at  that  meeting  and  com- 
mented on  by  the  provincial  people.  As  a 
result  of  that  meeting,  there  were  two  fur- 
ther meetings  held— one  in  Ottawa  and  one 
in  Winnnipeg.  Officials  of  the  10  provincial 
ministries  and  the  federal  minister's  depart- 
ment met  to  discuss  the  various  items  that 
had  been  introduced  by  the  federal  minister 
at  his  Sept.  27  conference.  Among  theni  were 
stabilization  programmes,  export  development 
programmes,  farm  labour,  supplies,  those 
kind  of  things  that  have  a  very  definite  bear- 
ing on  matters  of  concern  to  food  production. 

As  a  result  of  the  meetings  held  in  Ottawa 
and  Winnipeg,  our  staff  made  a  presentation 
to  me,  as  minister,  based  on  their  discussions 
and  we  decided  to  meet  with  the  Ontario 
Federation  of  Agriculture  which  had  asked 
for  a  meeting  to  discuss  with  them  matters 
of  commodity  stabilization  programmes.  As 
a  result  of  that  series  of  meetings  and  our 
final  position,  after  a  great  deal  of  reflection 
I  addressed  a  letter  to  the  federal  minister 
dated  Dec.  17,  1973.  I  do  not  wish  to  read 
the  entire  five-page  letter,  but  I  would  like 
to  read  the  first  two  pages  because  I  think 
it  is  pertinent.  It  sets  out  Ontario's  position 
vis-a-vis  stabilization  programmes  and  pro- 
vincial commodity  stabilization  programmes. 

Dear  Mr.  Whelan, 

On  Nov.  19,  1973,  you  wTote  asking  for 
comments  on  a  number  of  proposals  which 
you  made  at  the  meeting  of  ministers  of 
agriculture  on  Sept.  27,  and  discussed  in 
greater  detail  at  staff  meetings  held  subse- 
quently in  Ottawa  and  Winnipeg.  We  have 
given  a  good  deal  of  consideration  to  these 
proposals.  There  are  a  number  of  comments 
I  would  like  to  make  respecting  the  sugges- 


2852 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


tion  that  amendments  be  made  to  the  Agri- 
cultural Stabilization  Act.  Our  discussions 
in  Ontario  lead  us  to  believe  that  farmers 
in  this  province  share  the  belief  that  at 
present  support  levels  the  Act  is  simply 
not  doing  what  it  was  intended  to  do, 
namely  protect  them  from  the  vagaries  of 
the  marketplace  and  provide  long-term 
stability. 

Your  proposals  of  (a))  shortening  the 
base  period,  (b)  increasing  the  number  of 
named  commodities,  and  (c)  introducing  a 
cost  factor  into  the  base  price  calculations, 
probably  would  have  some  benefit.  But  we 
in  Ontario  question  whether  the  changes 
are  broad  enough  or  extensive  enough  to 
suflBce. 

We  also  noted  with  some  interest  that 
your  proposal  concerning  these  amend- 
ments to  the  Agricultural  Stabilization  Act 
make  no  reference  to  the  related  matter  of 
supply  management  which,  you  will  recall, 
you  felt  was  essential  when  the  matter  was 
discussed  at  the  ministers'  conference  in 
Prince  Edward  Island  in  July.  There  may 
be  sound  reasons  for  omitting  reference  to 
supply  management  in  these  later  dis- 
cussions, but  in  Ontario  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  a  definite  and  inescapable  re- 
lationship does  exist  betweefn  the  nature  of 
price  stabilization  progjrammes  and  the 
levels  established  therein,  and  the  ability 
to  manage  and  market  the  products  that 
will  flow  from  our  Canadian  farms. 

This  comment  should  not  be  miscon- 
strued as  anti-expansional  in  any  sense. 
Rather  I  want  to  go  on  record  as  support- 
ing wholeheartedly  the  philosophy  of 
maximizing  our  production,  of  expanding 
our  markets,  both  at  home  and  abroad. 
However  we  must  ensure  that  our  produc- 
tion is  geared  to  meet  known  markets,  that 
it  will  not  become  unmanageable,  that  it 
will  not  back  up  storage  in  Canada,  burden- 
ing the  taxpayers,  depressing  prices  and 
demoralizing  rural  people.  It  is  for  this 
reason  I  embrace  with  a  good  deal  of  en- 
thusiasm an  agricultural  export  develop- 
ment system. 

In  our  discussions  with  the  representa- 
tives of  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Agri- 
culture it  became  abundantly  clear  that  the 
Agricultural  Stabilization  Act,  even  in  its 
present  form,  or  subject  to  the  proposed 
amendments,  would  not  be  accepted.  The 
Ontario  Federation  of  Agriculture  and  its 
parent  organization,  the  Canadian  Federa- 
tion of  Agriculture,  stand  fast  on  the 
principle  that  only  when  producers  have 
price  guarantees  based  on  cost-to-produc- 


tion vdll  the  levels  of  output  advocated  by 
the  government  of  Canada  be  assured. 

This  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  aims 
and  objectives  of  your  department  as  set 
out  in  various  papers  presented  to  the 
several  conferences  and  completely  con- 
sistent with  the  strong  stand  you  have 
taken  in  your  many  speeches  across  this 
country  in  recent  months.  After  consider- 
able thought  and  discussion,  Ontario  sup- 
ports this  proposition:  That  agricultural 
producers  be  guaranteed  minimum  prices 
based  on  cost  of  production  on  that  portion 
of  their  product  that  is  marketed  domesti- 
cally in  Canada.  Product  in  export  or  oflF- 
shore  sales  would  be  sold  at  world  prices, 
with  the  returns  pooled  but  with  no  price 
guarantees  or  support  levels  to  apply. 

Ontario  supports  this  approach  to  price 
stabilization,  subject  to  two  major  con- 
ditions: 

1.  We  believe  that  price  stabilization  is 
a  national  responsibility  and  we  question 
the  wisdom  of  the  government  of  Canada 
entering  into  special  and  perhaps  differing 
agreements  with  individual  provinces. 

2.  Cost  of  production  statistics  could 
and  should  be  calculated  provincially  or 
regionally  for  the  purposes  of  the  kind  of 
price  stabilization  we  propose. 

Ontario  is  much  concerned  with  the 
inevitable  possibility  of  interprovincial 
competition  if  provincial  commodity  stabil- 
ization programmes  are  developed,  such  as 
the  one  announced  by  Saskatchewan,  for 
hogs  at  a  price  that  could  well  be  con- 
sidered an  incentive  to  production  and 
might  well  have  sweeping  adverse  effects 
on  all  hog  producers  in  Canada  in  the  long 
run. 

Ontario  takes  the  position  that  where 
any  province  implements  an  incentive  sup- 
port programme  over  and  above  the  levels 
established  in  the  national  programme,  the 
federal  government  should  reduce  its  guar- 
antees to  the  producers  in  that  province  by 
a  like  amount. 

In  other  words,  for  each  percentage 
point  or  cent-per-pound,  or  comparable 
measurement,  that  each  provincial  pro- 
gramme raises  the  price  guarantee  in  that 
province  above  the  national  level,  the 
federal  government  should  reduce  its 
guarantee  by  a  like  amount  to  the  pro- 
ducers of  that  commodity  in  that  province. 

In  the  interests  of  stability,  supply  man- 
agement and  long-term  security,  we  simply 
cannot  permit  a  system  to  develop  where 
provincial    treasuries    compete    with    each 
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other  to  defeat  the  intent  of  national  price 
guarantees  and  create  in  their  place  in- 
centive programmes. 

Mr.  Chairman,  here  are  other  paragraphs 
that  I  could  refer  to  regarding  export  develop- 
ment, but  I  believe  that  sets  out  our  position 
as  far  as  price  stabilization  is  concerned. 
We  think  that  it's  a  reasonably  sound 
proposal. 

As  1  mentioned  here  not  long  ago,  in  reply 
to  a  question  that  was  asked  by  one  of  the 
members  of  the  opposition  as  to  why  we  were 
not  embarking  on  some  type  of  commodity 
stabilization  programme  here  in  Ontario,  I 
simply  pointed  out  that  there  was  no  possible 
way  that  the  Ontario  Treasury  could  compete 
with  the  treasuries  of  Alberta  and  Saskat- 
chewan, with  the  enormous  found  money  that 
they  now  have  flowing  into  those  provinces 
as  a  result  of  the  energy  agreements  that  have 
been  recently  concluded. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why,  was  your  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis)  negotiating  without  adequate  prepara- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh,  of  course,  but  these 
are  facts  of  life  that  we  have  to  face,  and 
while  we  may  all  object  to  the  increased 
costs  of  energy  we  must  recognize,  as  has 
been  so  well  pointed  out  here  on  numerous 
occasions,  that  the  price  of  energy  here  in 
this  country  of  ours,  at  $6.50  a  barrel,  or 
$6.70  as  the  case  now  is,  at  the  wellhead,  is 
quite  different  from  the  $8.50  which  pertains 
in  the  United  States  and  the  $10.50  which 
pertains  on  the  world  market.  It's  quite  a 
difference. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  our  oil  from  our  ground 
belonging  to  us  originally,  extracted  by  multi- 
national corporations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Then  your  colleagues  at 
Ottawa  should  have  persuaded  the  Premier- 
Mr.  Deans:  Your  Premier  was  supposed  to 
be  there  on  behalf  of  the  consumers  of  On- 
tario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —to  have  negotiated  a 
better  deal.  Before  you  start  yapping  about 
that  stuff  you  should  have  had  your  people 
at  Ottawa  better  quoted  than  you  have  today. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  Premier  of  Ontario  was 
there  supposedly  on  befhalf  of  the  people  of 
Ontario  and  he  went  ill  prepared. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  friend 
from    Hmron-Bruce    mentions    the   matter   of 


fertilizer,  and  I  suggest  to  him  that  there 
have  been  some  real  problems  in  fertilizer 
supplies  and  sources,  and  I  am  not  defending 
the  fertilizer  companies.  I  am  simply  suggest- 
ing to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  had  it  not 
been  for  the  opportunities  to  export  fertilizer 
out  of  Canada  in  the  last  number  of  years 
there  would  be  few,  if  any,  fertilizer  manu- 
facturing plants  in  Canada.  The  total  volume 
of  fertilizer  used  in  Ontario,  and  to  some 
degree  in  Quebec,  to  some  degree  in  the 
Maritimes,  but  very  little  used  in  western 
Canada  other  than  in  British  Columbia,  up 
until  the  last  two  or  three  years  was  vir- 
tually insignificant  in  the  total  North  Ameri- 
can market.  Our  fertilizer  companies  make 
no  secret  of  the  fact  that  were  it  not  for  the 
opportunity  to  use  the  export  markets,  that 
they  had  available  to  them  south  of  the  bor- 
der, they  really  wouldn't  have  been  justified 
in  trying  to  meet  the  demands  of  such  a 
comparatively  small  market  here  in  Canada. 

Just  to  go  back  a  moment  to  before  1973, 
I  think  we  are  all  aware  of  the  fact  that  there 
were  quite  a  number  of  fertilizer  processing 
plants  in  Ontario  that  simply  closed  up  shop. 
Some  of  them  sold  out  to  other  fertilizer 
manufacturing  companies  because  there  was 
no  return  on  the  investment  that  was  com- 
mensurate with  good  business  practices  as 
far  as  they  were  concerned.  I  think  they're 
all  astute  businessmen,  and  if  there  had  been 
money  in  the  business,  they'd  have  had  it. 
But  there  wasn't. 

Now,  it's  true  that  nitrogen  fertilizer,  as 
we  understand  it  in  the  modem  concept,  is 
a  byproduct  of  the  natural  gas  industry.  No 
question  of  that  at  all.  But  when  one  con- 
siders that  it  takes  twice  as  much  natural  gas 
to  make  anhydrous  ammonia  or  ammonimn 
fertilizers  as  it  does  to  make  steel,  one  can 
also  imderstand  the— 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Three  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh,  three  times  as  much? 
There  is  the  problem;  it's  an  enormous  prob- 
lem. 

I  have  to  say  to  you  while  natural  gas  cer- 
tainly is  a  product  of  Canada,  so  is  potash. 
Neither  one  of  them  is  produced  to  any 
great  degree  here  in  Ontario  because  that 
material  emanates  from  another  province; 
natural  gas  from  Alberta,  and  potash  from 
Saskatchewan. 

It's  true  that  today  we  are  totally  depend- 
ent on  Florida  for  our  som-ces  of  phosphate 
rock.  There  may  be  other  limited  supplies 
that  can  be  developed  here  in  Ontario,  and 
I  support  my  hon.  friend  in  saying  that  we 
should  be  doing  all  we  can  along  this  line. 
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and  I  believe  that  it  is  being  done.  But  the 
Eact  remains  that  while  we  are  exporting 
from  the  nitrogen  manufacturing  plants  in 
Ontario  to  United  States,  we  are  also  receiv- 
ing phosphates  from  United  States  to  keep 
our  plants  operating.  Were  it  not  for  that 
exchange,  I  think  we  would  find  ourselves  in 
very  grave  difficulties. 

I  have  been  in  conversations  with  United 
Co-operatives  of  Ontario,  for  instance,  which, 
with  other  co-operatives  across  Canada  and 
co-operatives  in  the  United  States  have  em- 
barked on  the  building  of  perhaps  the  largest 
nitrogen  manufacturing  plant  in  all  Canada 
in  Alberta,  because  the  sources  of  natural 
gas  were  right  there,  and  because  they  could 
get  a  special  agreement  from  the  Alberta 
government  if  they  were  to  locate  there— 
which  they  as  businessmen,  and  farmer- 
owned,  couldn't  really  ignore. 

Because  we  are  very  dependent  on  that 
fertilizer  commodity,  the  first  question  I 
asked  UCO  was,  what  does  this  mean  to  sup- 
plies of  nitrogen  fertilizer  for  Ontario's  corn 
crop?  And  they  said  they  could  assure  us 
that  there  would  be  increased  sources  of 
nitrogen  used  and  provided  to  Ontario  farm- 
ers, even  though  the  production  of  that  north- 
western plant  in  Alberta  was  going  to  go 
south  of  the  border.  That  would  generate 
increased  supplies  coming  this  way  through 
UCO  contacts  and  channels.  This  to  me  was 
reassuring,  and  I  have  no  reason  to  believe 
that  that  is  not  a  valid  statement,  that  it 
will  be  adhered  to  and  lived  up  to  in  every 
detail.  I  have  checked  again  with  them  just 
as  recently  as  a  few  weeks  ago,  and  was  again 
assured  that  this  was  indeed  a  fact. 

I  really  don't  know  how  one  says  to  these 
companies  who  have  to  negotiate  back  and 
forth  across  international  lines,  you  cannot 
sell  this  commodity  out  of  Ontario,  when 
that  very  company  is  dependent  on  sources 
from  the  other  country  to  come  this  way  to 
meet  their  demands  within  our  province. 
Trade  flows  both  ways. 

I  realize  that  potash  is  a  product,  as  far 
as  North  America  is  concerned,  largely  avail- 
able and  produced  in  Saskatchewan.  What 
can  be  done  to  make  a  bargaining  point  of 
that  one,  I'm  not  too  sure.  So  far  the  Sas- 
katchewan government  has  limited  the  pro- 
duction of  potash  in  Saskatchewan  to  meet 
the  known  demands,  certainly  not  to  produce 
it  in  any  excess  quantities.  Again  it  would 
appear  that  supply  management  is  very  much 
a  fact  of  life  insofar  as  they  are  concerned. 

There  is  one  point  that  I  want  to  raise, 
Mr.   Chairman.   I   don't  pretend  to  have  all 


the  answers  on  this  one  at  all;  I  know  very 
little  about  it,  but  I  have  read  a  little  about 
it.  I  was  interested  in  my  friend  from  Huron- 
Bruce  saying  we  should  become  more  self- 
sufficient  insofar  as  phosphates  are  concerned. 
I  completely  agree  with  that.  I  think  we  are 
losing  a  great  many  phosphates  in  not  re- 
covering as  many  phosphates  as  we  possibly 
can  from  city  sludge  from  our  various  sewage 
disposal  plants  throughout  Ontario,  through- 
out Canada,  when  one  recognizes  the  enor- 
mous amount  of  phosphates  that  are  removed 
from  the  soil  each  year  just  by  the  growing 
of  wheat,  by  corn,  and  by  the  various  cereals 
which  are  used  in  food  products,  either  for 
livestock  or  for  humans. 

As  far  as  livestock  foods  recovery  is  con- 
cerned, we  have  stressed,  we  have  promoted 
and  I  think  we  have  succeeded  in  convincing 
most  farmers  in  Ontario  of  the  wisdom  of 
maintaining  and  recycling  animal  wastes 
into  the  soil;  one  of  the  best  sources  of  fer- 
tilizer we  have  at  hand  on  many  of  these 
farms.  This  has  been  done. 

I  don't  think  we  have  made  the  same  at- 
tempt at  recovery  of  phosphates  from  city 
sludge.  I  have  asked  our  staff  if  we  can  get 
all  the  information  possible  on  how  this  can 
be  accomplished.  I  make  the  suggestion,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  in  our  Agricultural  Research 
Institute  of  Ontario  we  might  look  upon  that 
as  of  top  priority  because  I  believe  it  might 
help  solve  some  of  the  problems  that  my 
friend,  the  minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr. 
W.  Newman),  has  and  perhaps  others  as  well. 

It  seems  to  me  this  is  a  decreasing  natural 
resource,  which  it  obviously  is  in  this  North 
American  continent.  The  very  fact  that  phos- 
phate rocks  are  relatively  scarce  throughout 
the  world  and  that  the  phosphates  mined  in 
Florida,  if  shipped  to  the  European  market 
instead  of  to  the  Ontario  market  would  sell 
for  twice  as  much  as  they  sell  for  here,  is 
indicative  of  the  enormous  worldwide  demand 
there  is  for  phosphate  fertilizers.  I  don't  think 
we  can  afford  to  have  those  phosphates  lost 
to  us  when  it  can  be  prevented. 

My  friend  from  Huron-Bruce  referred  as 
well  to  land-use  planning.  Of  course,  Mr. 
Chairman,  this  is  a  subject  which  could  em- 
brace the  rest  of  the  afternoon,  all  evening 
and  all  the  rest  of  the  time.  It  is  virtually  a 
limitless  subject  to  discuss  and  I  don't  pre- 
tend to  do  that.  I  say  I  support  the  philos- 
ophy that  there  simply  has  to  be  a  greater 
input  from  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  into  decisions  made  on  where  housing 
units  are  located  throughout  Ontario  and 
where  industrial  development  takes  place 
when  the  decisions  are  made  for  the  future 


JUNE  4,  1974 


2855 


—not  one  year,  two  years  or  five  years  from 
now  but  25  and  50  years  from  now,  as  this 
province  develops. 

I  feel  very  keenly,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
time  has  come  when  all  of  us  have  to  take  a 
much  more  serious  look  at  decisions  to  locate; 
even  the  desirability  of  locating  within  this 
area— by  "this  area"  I  refer  to  the  Toronto- 
centred  region— and  the  development  of  lands 
which  could  perhaps  be  better  used  for  agri- 
culture or  food  production. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  You 
should  have  read  those  lines  10  years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  believe  there  are 
areas,  Mr.  Chairman,  where  development 
could  take  place— within  driving  distance  of 
Toronto— where  the  total  agricultural  produc- 
tion of  the  province  would  not  be  very  ad- 
versely a£Fected.  Those  areas  are  defined  now 
on  the  soils  map  that  we  have  for  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  and  it  seems  to  me  we  are 
going  to  have  to  pay  more  attention  to  it. 

I  would  say,  however,  the  decisions  made 
over  the  years,  prior  to  midsummer,  1973, 
were  made  in  the  realm  of  and  with  the  full 
knowledge  that  we  had  enormous  surpluses 
of  agricultural  food  products  throughout  Can- 
ada. When  anyone  in  the  opposition  parties 
or  anyone  in  the  organizations  or  agricultural 
groups  across  Ontario,  or  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  in  Ontario  for  that 
matter  raised  a  voice  concerning  the  need  to 
preserve  agricultural  lands,  we  were  told 
immediately  "Look  at  the  surpluses  you  have. 
People  are  being  paid  not  to  grow;  what's 
the  need  to  preserve  this  agricultural  land?" 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  was 
before  the  year  1973.  The  year  1973  brought 
us  up  very  sharply.  It  put  everything  into 
perspective,  it  put  everything  into  focus  on 
what  could  happen  when  adverse  weather 
conditions  pertained  around  the  world  and 
food  supplies  became  short. 

Mr.  Haggerty:   Where  were  your  experts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  My  friend,  my  experts 
were  at  the  same  place  as  the  experts  of  your 
party  in  Ottawa.  They  are  not  mind  readers 
and  they  can't  gaze  into  crystal  balls  and 
predict  weather  conditions  throughout  the 
world. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  There  have  been  many 
reports  of  food  shortages. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  we  have  to 
recognize  the  fact— and  if  you  had  been  listen- 
ing to  what  I  said  a  few  moments  ago  about 
long-term  policy  and  planning  in  agriculture. 


you  would  realize  there  simply  is  no  way  you 
can  possibly  accurately  plan  those  kinds  of 
things. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  You  are  about  10  years  too 
late.  Ten  years  too  late. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  course,  my  hon. 
friend  suggests  we're  10  years  too  late,  but 
I  will  tell  my  hon  friend,  Mr.  Chairman, 
through  you,  and  he  may  not  agree,  but  he 
himself  was  espousing  the  fact  of  the  neces- 
sity of  land-use  planning.  I  am  sure  he  was. 
How  many  people— no,  he  shakes  his  head 
that  he  wasn't.  So  even  he  didn't  agree  there 
was  any  need  for  land-use  planning.  Let  the 
record  show  that. 

Now  let's  see  about  this  Kowal  report,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  All  you  have  to  do  is  go 
back  and  look  at  the  record  and  it  will  tell 
you  what  I  said.  But  you  sit  over  there  and 
you  won't  listen  to  anybody  from  this  side; 
only  your  own  experts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  Kowal  report,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  now  before  the  various  min- 
istries of  the  government  which  are  afFected 
in  any  way  by  its  recommendations.  We  ex- 
pect a  decision  will  be  made  as  to  the  imple- 
mentation or  otherwise,  or  acceptance  or 
otherwise,  of  the  various  recommendations  in 
the  report  within  the  next  few  weeks.  It  is 
under  active  consideration  at  the  moment.  I 
am  surprised  that  there  hasn't  been  more 
reaction  from  the  public  to  the  report  which 
was  published.  I  think  it's  generally  well 
accepted.  I  think  people  expect  that  there 
should  be  indexing  of  the  types  of  farms  we 
have- 
Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a 
question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  By  all  means. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Has  the  Ministry  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food  taken  a  position  on  the  report 
insofar  as  other  ministries  are  concerned?  I 
think  the  other  night  in  debate  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  (Mr.  Meen)  said,  "Well,  we're 
waiting  on  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  to  indicate  to  us  his  feeling  about  some 
of  the  recommendations." 

We  were  talking  about  defining  a  farmer. 
Have  you  indicated  your  preferences? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  recall  the  con- 
versation my  hon.  friend  refers  to.  But  I  can 
say  that  as  far  as  the  report  is  concerned,  we 
have  submitted  it  to  various  people.  There  is 
a  co-ordinating  committee  within  the  govern- 
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ment  that  has  been  set  up  to  review  the  posi- 
tions taken  by  the  various  ministries.  When- 
ever that  consensus  is  arrived  at  there  will 
be  a  government  position  taken.  My  guess  is 
that  most  of  it  will  be  implemented,  with 
the  exception  of  recommendation  11,  which 
is  the  one  that  suggests  that  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  should  have  full  veto 
powers  over  all  other  ministries  within  the 
government. 

I  said  to  the  chairman  when  the  report 
was  made  public  that  I  thought  he  had  gone 
plenty  far  in  making  that  suggestion.  To  m© 
this  would  simply  mean  that  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  would  have  to  develop 
the  same  type  of  expertise  and  staff  as  is 
now  in  some  of  the  other  ministries. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  You  should  have  input  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  exactly.  I  have 
made  that  statement  publicly  on  numerous 
occasions.  In  fact  I  just  did  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, a  moment  or  two  ago,  when  I  suggested 
that  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food, 
in  my  opinion,  would  have  to  have  a  great 
deal  more  input  into  decisions  made  by  other 
ministries,  and  in  the  formulation  of  govern- 
ment policies  as  to  the  using  of  class  1  and  2 
agricultural  lands  for  other  than  food  pro- 
duction. I  feel  very  keenly  about  that.  I  be- 
lieve this  already  has  been  an  accepted  policy 
by  the  government,  certainly  by  the  Premier, 
and  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  this  is  al- 
ready in  eflFect. 

We  have  a  food  lands  development  com- 
mittee established  within  our  ministry  now. 
This  committee  is  charged  with  the  responsi- 
bility of  making  the  best  possible  use  we 
can  of  lands  being  held  for  future  develop- 
ment by  the  government  or  by  private 
developers  throughout  Ontario. 

We  feel  that  that  land,  even  though  it  may 
be  acquired  by  someone  other  than  the 
original  farmer,  should  be  kept  in  production 
where  possible.  We  are  going  to  do  every- 
thing we  can  to  accomplish  that  objective. 
Surprisingly,  in  surveys  to  date  it  would  ap- 
pear that  pretty  good  use  is  being  made  of 
a  good  deal  of  land  that's  being  held,  par- 
ticularly by  private  developers.  It  would 
appear,  as  well,  that  some  land  acquired  by 
the  Province  of  Ontario  is  now  being  leased 
back  to  the  farmer  who  originally  owned  it, 
or  being  leased  to  those  who  wish  to  come 
in,  some  of  them  on  fairly  sizable  acreages. 

My  friend  mentioned  specialization  in  food 
products,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  share  his  concern. 
He  mentioned  diversification  in  agricultural 
production.  I  would  share  that  too.  On  the 
other  hand,  one  has  to  realize  the  enormous 


capital  investment  in  too  much  diversification 
in  some  areas. 

I  think  of  some  farmers  who  have  a  full 
line  of  equipment  to  harvest  cereal  grains,  a 
full  line  of  equipment  to  harvest  com,  a  full 
line  of  equipment  to  harvest  hay  and  all  the 
rest  of  it.  That  all  costs  money,  and  a  great 
many  of  them  have  seen  fit  to  specialize  and 
thereby  eliminate  at  least  two  lines  of  that 
equipment,  or  in  some  cases  only  one  line. 

There  are  others  who  are  saying  they  will 
go  all  to  beef,  all  to  dairy,  all  to  hogs  or  all 
to  poultry;  and,  of  course,  when  the  bottom 
falls  out  of  the  market,  then  they  find  them- 
selves like  the  proverbial  fellow  who  is  carry- 
ing all  his  eggs  in  one  basket  and  happens  to 
slip.  That  really  is  a  concern.  But  I  think  it 
is  an  individual  matter  that  has  to  be  re- 
solved by  a  person  taking  into  consideration 
all  of  the  factors  that  are  to  be  considered 
when  one  makes  that  kind  of  a  decision. 

I  would  hate  us  to  stand  up  here— and  I 
am  sure  my  hon.  friend  is  not  suggesting  this 
—and  decree,  by  some  type  of  legislation  or 
regulation,  that  "thou  shalt  not  do  any  of 
these  kind  of  things;"  that  is,  specialize.  I 
think  this  is  determined  by  the  local  person. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  but  you  didn't  observe 
with  concern  the  working  of  market  forces  in 
affecting  prices. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  I'll  tell  you.  I 
don't  know  what  you  are  observing,  but  I  do 
know  that  it  hasn't  produced  the  slightest 
ray  of  light  whatever  in  that  mind  of  yours 
as  far  as  agriculture  is  concerned— not  even  a 
smidgeon.  So  don't  start  telling  me  anything 
about  what  agriculture  does. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  be  here  long  after  vou 
leave  this  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  pre- 
sent these  estimates  for  the  consideration  of 
the  members  of  the  Legislature,  and  I  will 
be  pleased  to  debate  the  various  items  that 
are  here.  We  think  they  are  realistic,  that 
they  make  sound  common  sense,  and  we  will 
be  pleased  to  support  them.  Thank  you. 

On  vote  1701: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  we  could  take  vote 
1701  as  a  whole.  Would  that  be  agreeable 
to  the  members? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  you  going 
to  take  it  item  by  item  or  are  you  going  to 
take  the  vote  in  full? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  first  vote  would  appear 
to  go  together  as  a  whole.  If  you  wish  it 
item  by  item,  that's  fine. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  think  item  by  item  would  be 
better. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Item  1,  main 
office.  The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  main 
office  I  am  interested  in  reviewing  the  spend- 
ing estimates  associated  with  this  ministry. 

In  looking  over  the  entire  picture,  I  notice 
that  in  a  good  many  cases  the  salaries  and 
wages  are  down;  some  are  down  substantially. 
However,  in  the  main  office  the  salaries  and 
wages  are  up  substantially.  Specifically,  last 
year  it  was  $247,900,  while  this  year  it  is 
$338,900,  which  translates  itself  to  me  in 
terms  of  increased  staff.  I  wonder  what  in- 
creased staff  the  minister  has  had  recently 
and  whether  or  not  the  decreases  in  the  other 
areas  have  been  brought  into  the  main  office? 

Hon.  Mr.   Stewart:  There  are  three  more. 

There   is   the   parliamentary   assistant  in   the 

main  office- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  What's  that  for? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —one  artisan  on  the 
museum  staff,  and  one  secretary  4.  Those  are 
the  three  who  are  added  to  the  main  office 
staff. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Then  I  take  it  there  has  been 
no  transferring  of  personnel  from  the  other 
branches  into  the  main  office? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  the 
main  office? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  looking  for  the 
correspondence  in  my  files,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  I  will  have  to  recall  it  by  memory  be- 
cause I  haven't  got  a  copy  of  the  minister's 
reply  to  me. 

Perhaps  the  minister  will  recall  that  some 
time  ago  I  wrote  him  a  letter  and  sent  along 
with  the  letter  a  very  detailed  statement  about 
what  was  happening  up  at  Amprior,  where 
70  or  80  farmers  were  being  affected  by 
Ontario  Hydro's  plans  for  the  Amprior  dam. 

The  dam  was  going  to  take  out  about  2,000 
acres  of  land.  As  far  as  Hydro  was  con- 
cerned, they  felt  the  land  was  of  no  value; 
but  the  minister  would  know  that  the  land 


included  arable  land  which  was  under  culti- 
vation; it  included  pasture  land;  it  included 
some  scrub;  and  it  included  some  land  that 
was  part  of  a  family  farm,  and  had  been 
a  part  of  it  for,  in  some  cases,  up  to  a  cen- 
tury. It  has  a  pretty  large  value— not  just 
symbolic  but  also  economic— to  the  people 
who  are  affected. 

The  minister,  as  I  recall,  simply  joined  in 
with  his  colleagues  and  decided  that  he  wotdd 
send  that  letter  on  to  the  then  vice-chairman 
of  Hydro,  the  member  for  Simcoe  North,  I 
think  it  is— Simcoe  Centre  (Mr.  Evans).  To 
my  knowledge,  he  did  not  intervene  in  any 
way  to  bring  the  concerns  of  the  farmers  to 
Dear  with  the  Minister  of  Energy  (Mr.  Mc- 
Keough),   with   Hydro   or  with   anyone   else. 

I  raise  this  matter  out  of  concern  in  a 
number  of  different  ways,  but  the  specific 
one  is  that  this  minister,  as  he  is  so  proud 
to  say,  does  speak  on  behalf  of  the  farmers. 
If  he  doesn't,  nobody  else  will. 

In  this  particular  case,  Ontario  Hydro  had 
commenced  letting  contracts  for  construction 
work  which  would  have  the  eflFect  of  flood- 
ing the  land  of  these  farmers.  It  had  no  claim 
to  their  land.  It  had  been  abusing  them  in 
the  so-called  negotiations  for  their  land  by 
asking  them  to  submit  an  offer  to  Hydro  at 
which  they  would  be  willing  to  sell,  rather 
than  making  offers  to  the  farmers.  It  had  no 
legal  title  or  claim  to  the  land;  no  notices  of 
expropriation  had  been  filed  and  yet  this  land 
was  going  to  be  submerged. 

Could  the  minister  say  what  role  he  played 
in  protecting  the  interests  of  those  farmers- 
a  number  of  whom  are  having  to  move  their 
farms  because  of  the  fact  that  not  enough 
land  would  be  left  to  keep  up  a  viable  farm- 
ing unit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  far  as  I'm  concerned, 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the  matter  was  well 
handled  by  the  Minister  of  Eenergy  and  the 
Ontario  Hydro  vice-chairman.  As  far  as  my 
particular  role  is  concerned,  I  was  instru- 
mental in  drafting  and  developing  the  Ex- 
propriations Act  to  which  these  farmers  all 
have  access  and  I  think  would  have  the  pro- 
tection of  that  legislation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  apart  from  that,  did  the 
minister  look  into  it  personally  or  did  he  get 
any  of  his  people  to  look  into  it  personally? 
Did  he  feel  that  the  farmers'  case  was  justi- 
fied? Did  he  understand  their  feeling  that 
they  wanted  to  stay  on  that  land,  and  they 
did  not  wish  to  see  their  farms  demolished 
and  submerged  because  of  the  dam? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
wouldn't   really    matter   whether   I    said   we 
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had  or  we  hadn't.  My  hon.  friend  would  still 
feel  that  we  should  have  stopped  Hydro's 
dehberations,  or  stopped  their  procedure  in 
developing  what  they  thought  was  a  necessity 
to  control  downstream  erosion. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Did  the 
minister  think  the  interests  of  the  farmers 
were  well  served? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  there  are  very 
many  viewpoints  that  can  be  taken  on  the 
matter.  There  was  certainly  a  great  deal  of 
discussion  that  went  into  the  decisions  before 
it  was  ever  made.  I  believe  that  it  was  based 
on  the  factual  evidence  that  had  been  pre- 
sented by  a  variety  of  sources  concerning 
the  viability  of  the  land  itself.  The  quality 
of  the  land  would  be  well  known,  since  the 
first  soil  maps  were  available,  not  only  to 
Ontario  Hydro  but  to  the  people  who  owned 
the  land  itself.  Of  course,  it  was  available 
to  the  people  in  the  opposition  parties  if 
they  saw  fit  to  use  it.  In  my  opinion  suffi- 
cient and  very  good  research  had  gone  into 
the  project  up  until  that  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  still  hasn't  an- 
swered the  question.  What  did  he  or  his 
stafiF  do  in  order  to  meet  with  the  farmers 
to  find  out  what  their  concerns  and  feelings 
were?  Did  he  look  into  the  matter  personally 
rather  than  leaving  it  in  the  hands  of  people 
who,  I'm  sure  he  would  agree,  are  not  the 
experts  on  agriculture  as  the  minister  intends 
to  be,  or  says  he  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  our  local 
agricultural  representative  did  provide  ad- 
vice to  the  local  farmers  as  to  what  could 
be  done  to  assist  them  in  finding  another 
location  if  they  had  to  move  out,  and  to 
advise  them  as  to  what  best  use  could  be 
made  if  parts  of  their  farms  were  remaining 
that  were  not  required  by  Ontario  Hydro. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Did  the  ministry  look  at  all 
into  the  effects  on  farmland  prices  in  Ren- 
frew county  of  a  group  of  50  or  60  farmers 
being  displaced  and  going  out  and  seeking 
new  farms,  into  what  was  going  to  happen 
and  how  that  would  affect  the  total  cost  of 
input  for  farming  in  the  area?  Did  he  feel 
any  concern  about  that  side  of  the  situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  my 
friend's  concern  expressed  today  about  the 
cost  of  present  farmland  values  is  hardly 
consistent  with  his  mouthings  in  the  last  few 
weeks  concerning  the  bill  which  my  friend 
and  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  put 
through  the  House  last  night.  They  are 
hardly  consistent,  so  that  in  my  opinion  there 
were  mighty- 


Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —few  farmers  involved 
who  would  have  to  go  out  and  purchase 
additional  land. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  this 
rather  difficult  to  accept.  I  had  understood 
before  I  came  down  here  and  I  understood 
afterwards,  because  the  minister  has  been 
playing  the  role,  that  this  is  the  fellow  who 
speaks  on  behalf  of  the  farmers.  In  this  case 
I  have  had  one  or  two  meetings  with  farmers 
in  the  area.  They've  made  it  very  clear  that 
money  was  not  their  object,  therefore  the 
procedures  of  the  Expropriations  Act  were 
as  irrelevant  to  this  matter  as  the  minister's 
reference  to  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

In  this  case  the  farmers  not  only  wished 
to  stay  on  their  land,  but  as  people  who 
owned  the  land  which  was  subject  to  some 
degree  of  erosion,  and  had  been  subject  to 
erosion  for  long  before  hydro-electricity  was 
invented,  they  felt  that  alternative  means 
were  workable  and  should  be  seriously  ex- 
plored before  Hydro  went  ahead  with  its 
project. 

Not  only  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  they  felt 
offended  at  the  arrogant  way  the  government 
proceeded^.  Whether  it  was  Hydro  or  the 
Minister  of  Energy  or  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food,  didn't  much  matter  as  far 
as  they're  concerned.  They  lumped  it  all 
together  as  government.  They  felt  that  gov- 
ernment had  acted  in  an  extraordinarily  ar- 
rogant fashion  towards  them.  They  round 
that  their  land  was  going  to  be  floodted  by 
a  project  and  they  had  had  absolutely  no 
input.  They  had  not  had  their  d'ay  in  court, 
aridi  they  would  not  have  their  day  in  coiut, 
according  to  the  law,  until  the  hearing  neces- 
sary undteT  the  Expropriations  Act  which,  in 
fact,  has  yet  to  be  heard.  By  now,  something 
like  $15  million  or  $20  million  worth  of 
contracts  have  been  let  for  this  project. 

^The  farmer  has  considered  very  seriously 
going  to  the  courts  ahead  of  time  in  order 
to  seek  an  injunction  to  stop  the  project 
until'  the  valid  points  they  were  raising  could 
get  serious  consideration  by  the  government 
and  other  interested  parties.  They  found, 
however,  that  in  the  way  the  law  works  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  they  simply  could 
not  take  that  risk.  Even  if  one  farmer  were 
to  go  to  court  and'  they  had  all  supported 
him,  he  would  have  borne  the  risk,  not  just 
of  damages,  but  of  double  damages  if  a 
temporary  injunction  had  been  granted,  and 
then  subsequently  repealed  when  the  ap- 
plication for  a  permanent  injunction  was 
heard. 
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Now  that  risk,  since  double  damages  meant 
double  what  Hydro  was  spending  on  the  con- 
tracts per  diem,  meant  that  one  day  of  stop- 
ping the  project,  the  way  that  the  law  was 
tailored  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  could 
have  incurred  a  liability  up  to  $60,000,  maybe 
$100,000— who  knows  how  much  they  are 
spending  up  there?  It's  very  high. 

Ooes  the  minister  not  understand  that  the 
people  in  that  area  were  looking  for  some- 
one to  speak  for  them?  They  wound  up  com- 
ing to  me,  as  an  opposition  member  and 
somebody  who  represents  a  very  urban  riding 
—as  the  minister  never  forgets— because  their 
member,  the  member  for  Renfrew  South 
(Mr.  Yakabuski),  simply  didn't  take  an  inter- 
est. The  surrounding  members,  the  member 
for  Lanark,  if  he's  here,  or  the  member  for 
Renfrew  North  (Mr.  Hamilton),  and  the 
member  for  Carleton  (Mr.  Handleman),  didn't 
want  to  get  involved- 
Mr.  D.  J.  Wiseman  (Lanark):  We  met  with 
thern  too,  Mike. 

IMr.  Cassidy:  —even  though  two  of  those 
three  members  had  properties  directly  aflFect- 
ed,  and  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  andl  Food' 
refused  to  get  involved  as  well. 

Who  is  it  farmers  should  go  to  to  speak 
for  their  concerns,  and  who  is  it,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, who  will  speak? 

Mr.  Wiseman:  They  went  to  their  mem- 
bers. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): They  went  to  their  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure  they  went  to  their  mem- 
ber— 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  And  the  member 
spoke  for  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  the  member  met  with 
them.  That  was  the  last  thing  that  was  heard'. 
I  am  glad  the  member  for  Lanark  is  m  the 
House. 

iHon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Why? 

Mr.  Wiseman:  I  met  with  them  on  Satur- 
day again. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  Saturday  the  member  met 
with  them? 

Mr.  Wiseman:  Again. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   Again,   that's  fine.   I've  met 
with  them  again  and  again  as  well- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  —but  not  a  word  was  said  by 
the  member  for  Lanark,  not  a  jot  or  tittie 
of  government  policy  has  been  changed.  The 
government  juggernaut  has  not  been  deflected 
by  an  inch  by  the  member  for  Lanark,  nor 
by  the  member  for  Renfrew  South  nor  by  the 
member  for  Carleton  who  just  happens  to  be 
here.  They  simply  refused  to  get  involved  in 
any  public  way.  Or  even,  I  have  to  judge 
from  the  evidence,  in  any  way  at  the  back- 
bench level,  or  the  caucus  level,  or  in  the 
cabinet. 

'Maybe  the  minister  can  say  what  he  was 
doing  on  behalf  of  this  group  of  60  or  75 
farmers  behind  the  scenes.  If  he  wants  to  tell 
us  that  he  worked'  effectively  behind'  the 
scenes,  that  it  is  not  the  government's  way 
to  work  in  public,  I  think  that  that  should 
go  on  the  record.  And  we  should  find  out 
what  he  has  done.  But  so  far,  I  gather, 
nothing  was  done.  He  simply  left  is  to  the 
good  judgement  of  his  friend,  Mr.  Gathercole; 
his  friend,  Mr.  McKeough;  and  his  friend, 
Mr.  Evans.  I  don't  think  that  is  good  enough 
as  far  as  the  farmers  of  this  province  are 
concerned,  knowing  that  when  they  need 
help  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food' 
who  is  meant  to  represent  them  in  the  gov- 
ernment, wasn't  there. 

I  think  the  minister  shovdd  make  no  mis- 
take. The  Amprior  dam  issue  is  something 
that  doesn't  just  affect  10  miles  of  river  and 
60  or  70  farms.  It's  been  covered  across  the 
province  through  "Farm  and  Country"  and 
other  farm  publicationis.  It's  been  followed 
right  through  eastern  Ontario;  anywhere  one 
goes  in  eastern  Ontario,  people  know  about 
it.  The  member  for  Port  Arthur  (Mr.  Fouldis) 
has  had  questions  about  it  in  his  riding,  1,000 
miles  away.  It  became  a  symbolic  kind  of  an 
issue  because  the  question  the  people  were 
asking  was,  "Where  was  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture when  those  particular  farmers  needied 
him?" 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  (Victoria  -  Haliburton): 
Ever  think  that  might  have  hurt  the  case  by 
going  through  the  member? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Shows  how  far  hot 
air  travels. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  the  minister  wants  to 
reply,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  was  uncalled  for. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron. 
Order  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  apologize. 
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Mr.  Deans:  You  apologize  too. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  did  he  call  me? 

Mr.  Riddell:  Mr.  Minister,  you  have  been 
serving  in  your  capacity  as  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  for  I  believe  12  years,  since 
1962.  Perhaps  I  stand  to  be  corrected  on  that. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson:  An  outstanding  career. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  And  served  well. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Yes,  there  is  no  question  about 
that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  as  long  as  he  wants. 
Discount  the  tens  of  thousands  who  have 
left  farming  in  that  time. 

An  Hon.  member:  The  increased  produc- 
tion in  that  time. 

Mr.  Riddell:  He  has  piloted  the  ship 
through  some  rather  stormy  weather,  where 
there  has  been  general  unrest  amongst  the 
farmers.  And  you  have  certainly  experienced 
periods  of  calm  such  as  we  are  having  at  the 
present  time  when  farm  prices  are- 
Mr.  Deans:  Wait,  for  it— here  it  comes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Here  comes  the  bad 
news. 

Mr.  Riddell:  —relatively  good  for  farmers. 
Although  the  hog  and  beef  producers  are  not 
entirely  satisfied.  But  many  of  the  hog  pro- 
ducers, and  I  give  them  credit,  maintain 
that  they  have  had  two  or  three  good  years. 
I  haven't  heard  too  many  of  them  crying 
because  we,  as  farmers,  know  that  we  have 
got  to  have  one  or  two  bad  years  once  in  a 
while. 

But  the  point  I  am  trying  to  bring  out  is 
that  the  minister  has  been  able  to  steer  this 
ship  by  himself  for  this  period  of  time.  I 
mean  without  the  assistance  of  a  parliamen- 
tary assistant.  I  realize  the  minister  has  got 
a  good  many  experts  helping  him  out  in  this 
matter,  but— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  He  needs  a  navigator  now 
though. 

Mr.  Riddell:  -up  to  this  time  the  minister 
hasn't  had  to  have  the  services  of  a  parlia- 
mentary assistant.  At  the  beginning  of  this 
session  we  read  the  announcement  that  the 
member  for  Middlesex  South  (Mr.  Eaton)  was 
appointed  as  parliamentary  assistant.  And  so 
we  see  an  additional  $5,000  of  the  taxpayers' 
money  being  spent  for  this  assistance. 

Many  farmers  ask  me  why  it  is  that,  all  of 
a  sudden,  the  minister  requires  the  assistance 


of  a  parliamentary  assistant,  particularly  at  a 
time- 
Mr.    Haggerty:    As   he   said   Bill,   you   are 
working. 

Mr.  Riddell:  —when  we  are  experiencing, 
I  would  say,  a  period  of  calm  amongst  the 
farmers. 

There  have  been  some  rumblings.  I  believe 
there  was  a  small  article  in  the  "London 
Free  Press"  not  too  long  ago  that  the  Minis- 
ter of  Agriculture  and  Food  was  not  going 
to  seek  re-election  at  the  dissolution  of  this 
parliament.  I  am  wondering  if  it  is  a  case 
of  where  a  man  is  being  groomed  for  your 
position  and  if  so  I  am  just  wondering  what 
the  qualifications  are  for  a  man  to  follow  in 
your  footsteps. 

In  my  way  of  thinking,  he  is  a  man  that 
should  nave  a  sound  agricultural  background 
and  have  been  a  successful  farmer.  I  also  feel 
he  should  have  a  rapport  with  farmers,  the 
same  as  a  teacher  must  have  a  rapport  with 
his  students.  I  think  he  has  to  have  a  good, 
all-round  knowledge  of  agriculture. 

An  hon.  member:  He  must  be  full  of  beans. 

Mr.  Riddell:  I  just  can't  see,  on  that  side 
of  the  House,  a  person  who  meets  those 
qualifications.  I'm  a  little  concerned,  but 
maybe  I  shouldn't  be  because  I  fully  expect 
there  will  be  a  change  in  government  next 
year.  I  concur  with  you  that  it  certainly  won't 
De  the  NDP  that  forms  the  next  government. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Oh,  don't 
count  on  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  what  they  said  in 
Manitoba  and  that's  what  they  said  in  British 
Columbia. 

Mr.  Riddell:  If  it  is  the  case  where  the 
Liberals  form  the  next  government,  I  think 
we  have  a  man  here  who  is  fully  qualified  to 
carry  on  in  that  position. 

I  am  concerned  about  this  particular  mat- 
ter. First  of  all,  I'm  wondering  if  we  can 
justify  that  $5,000  expense  at  this  point  in 
time.  Then  I'm  wondering  if  you  are  pre- 
pared to  make  recommendations  to  the  Pre- 
mier if  you  are  thinking  of  vacating  the  ship 
next  year,  as  to  whom  you  might  think  should 
qualify  for  it.  It's  an  important  position  and  I 
think  we've  got  to  have  a  good  man  in  there. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  An  early 
retirement? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Who  is  it? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  They  won't  let  the  minister 
retire— no  way. 
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Mr,  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  We'd  hate 
to  see  him  go. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
far  too  modest  to  suggest  that  I  have  any 
ideas  as  to  what  the  appropriate  definition 
of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  is. 
Let  me  suggest  this,  however,  that  I've  been 
surrounded  by  an  excellent  staff  for  the  last 
12  years.  They  made  my  responsibilities  much 
easier  to  accommodate,  and  most  of  them 
are  here  today. 

Mr-  Lawlor:  That's  the  one  thing  that  has 
buoyed  you  up. 

Hon,  Mr.  Stewart:  I  would  be  the  last,  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  any  way  to  suggest  that  any 
of  the  calm  waters  through  which  we  are 
passing  today  are  attributable  to  my  personal 
genius  in  any  way,  shape  or  form.  It  cer- 
tainly is  something  that  has  been  a  team  effort 
in  our  ministry.  I  like  to  think  that  our  min- 
istry represents  a  very  substantial  and  very 
profound  team  effort  in  all  of  its  endeavours. 

With  regard  to  why  I  required  a  parlia- 
mentary assistant,  I  can  suggest  this  to  you, 
Mr.  Chairman;  as  far  as  I'm  concerned  the 
workload  has,  I  would  say,  intensified  by  at 
least  300  per  cent  in  the  last  12  years.  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  question  of  a  doubt 
about  that  at  all.  We  have  employed  more 
staff.  There  was  a  time  when  I  didn't  have 
any  executive  assistant.  I  have  had  one  for 
the  last  six  years.  I  suppose  the  same  ques- 
tions could  have  been  asked  at  that  time. 
There  is  no  possible  way  that  one  man  can 
carry  a  workload  such  as  I  have  carried 
throughout  the  years,  and  as  it  continues 
to  build,  hope  to  keep  on  top  of  it. 

So  I  have  no  apologies  whatever  to  offer 
to  anyone  on  the  appointment  of  a  parlia- 
mentary assistant  to  the  Ministry  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food.  I  certainly  feel  that  the 
present  incumbent,  the  appointee  of  the  Pre- 
mier in  the  person  of  the  member  for  Mid- 
dlesex South  fits  all  of  the  definitions,  Mr. 
Chairman,  which  my  hon.  friend  described 
as  befitting  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food.  I  have  the  utmost  confidence  in  his 
ability  and  in  the  way  he  is  handling  the 
affairs  that  have  already  been  assigned  to 
him,  which  are  quite  substantial, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'll  be  brief,  Mr.  Chairman, 
because  I  have  to  leave  in  a  minute.  This 
isn't  related  to  the  last  comment,  but  I  do 
want  to  ask  the  minister,  as  this  has  puzzled 
me  for  some  period  of  time  and  I  didn't  get 


a  chance  to  ask  it  last  year,  can  he  explain 
why  it  is  that  he  has  been  so  consistenly 
ignoring  the  National  Farmers'  Union  and 
why  specifically  he  refuses  to  go,  as  I  un- 
derstand, to  their  conferences  and  has  so 
refused  to  do  for  the  last  several  years? 

It  just  strikes  me  as  very  odd.  We  had  a 
Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Guindon),  for  ex- 
ample, who  refused  to  go  to  conventions  on 
the  invitation  of  certain  labour  organizations. 
It  would  seem  rather  bizarre  in  this  province, 
which  has  two  major  farm  organizations,  that 
the  minister  has  consistently  snubbed  the 
farm  union,  while  he's  been  going  and  ob- 
viously has  been  in  touch  with  the  Ontario 
Federation  of  Agriculture. 

I  ask  this  because  I  really  wonder,  now 
that  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Agriculture  has 
begun  to  take  a  rather  more  militant  line 
and  has  become  much  tougher  in  terms  of 
defending  the  interests  of  farmers  and  in 
terms  of  the  things  it  is  saying  to  the  ministry, 
is  the  minister  going  to  start  snubbing  them 
too,  since  it  appears  that  it  was  the  radical- 
ism of  the  farm  union  that  led  him  to  boy- 
cott them?  Would  it  be  that  the  minister 
would  boycott  the  Federation  of  Agriculture 
if  it  happened  to  stray  over  to  a  point  beyond 
the  militancy  of  the  farm  union,  which  is 
quite  possible  now  because  both  groups  are 
pushed  by  the  kind  of  crisis  in  agriculture 
that  has  been  created  in  this  province  and 
elsewhere  due  to  the  cost  of  inputs  and  other 
factors?  Why  won't  you  talk  to  this  group 
that  represents  at  least  a  significant  number 
of  farmers  in  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well  once  again,  Mr. 
Chairman,  my  friend  from  the  islands  has  dis- 
played his  abysmal  ignorance- 
Mr.  Deans:  That's  wearing  a  bit  thin. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —there  is  no  question 
of  that  whatever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Where  do  you  stay  when  you 
are  in  town? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  He  was  abysmally  ig- 
norant of  the  facts. 

I  have  never  refused  to  meet  with  the 
farmers'  union.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have 
had  their  executives  in  my  office  every  year 
since  I  have  been  appointed  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  of  their  conven- 
tions have  you  been  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  attended  every  one 
of  their  conventions  to  which  I  was  invited 
when    they    were    a    provincial   organization. 
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but  I  have  never  attended  their  conventions 
since  they  became  a  national  organization, 
nor  have  I  ever  attended  the  Canadian  Fed- 
eration of  Agriculture  convention  in  Ontario 
at  any  time  since  I  became  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  not? 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:     That's    the    national 
organization.    Now    I    met,    along    with    the 
cabinet    members    of    our    resource    policy 
field- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  nit  picking. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —with  the  union.  Well, 
of  course  it  wouldn't  matter  what  I  said. 
My  hon.  friend  wouldn't  admit  that  it  was 
right  no  matter  what  was  said.  Because  he 
has  that  kind  of  a  mind  which  will  not  ac- 
cept the  facts  except  when  they  are  warped 
to  his  queer  way  of  thinking.  The  fact  of 
the  matter  is,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Interjections  by  some  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  not  parliamentary. 
That's  not  parliamentary! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —that  I  have  discussed 
on  numerous  occasions  with  the  executive 
of  the  farmers'  union  and  have  expressed  to 
them  a  willingness  to  meet  with  them  any 
time  they  want  to  come  to  my  oflBce.  And 
there  I  let  the  matter  rest 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  means,  in  other  words, 
if  they  come  to  you— regardless  of  whether 
they  are  a  national  organization  or  a  provin- 
cial organization— you  will  meet  with  them. 
But  because  they  happen  to  have  the  two 
levels  subsumed  into  one  organization  in 
Ontario,  you  will  not  go  to  their  meetings 
when  they  are  held  in  this  province? 

Mr.  Maeck:   You  are  twisting  things. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  seems  to  be  a  bizarre 
situation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  maybe. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  you  wanted  to  be  con- 
sistent then  you  would  refuse  to  meet  with 
them  here  at  the  provincial  level  when  they 
came  into  the  cabinet  chambers.  Now,  ob- 
viously that  would  be  unacceptable. 

But  you  draw  this  strange  distinction,  and 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  reason  is  not  because 
they  have  become  a  national  organization.  It 
is  simply  the  deliberate  eflFort  to  snub  the 
NFU,  because  in  the  past  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture   and  Food  kept  trying  to  assure 


the  OFA  that  it  was  all  right,  that  he  wasn't 
going  to  help  the  other  side. 

Now  I  think  that  he  should  be  impartial 
as  between  a  couple  of  organizations  which 
represent  farmers  in  the  province;  I  don't 
think  that's  acceptable  behaviour  on  the 
part  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welland 
South. 

Mr.  Maeck:  Suppose  the  people  of  the 
province   think    it    is    acceptable? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wasn't 
going  to  enter  this  debate  until  the  minister 
and  I  got  into  the  crossfire  across  the  floor 
here  and  he  said  let  the  nod  stand  on  the 
record.  Yes,  I  did  nod  my  head  in  disgust, 
or  rather  disappointment,  that  the  minister 
would  come  in  at  this  late  date  and  all  of  a 
sudden  lay  before  the  Legislature  an  agricul- 
tural land-use  programme.  If  I  can  recall, 
when  I  first  came  into  this  Legislature,  I 
think  I  was  one  of  those  persons  to  get  up 
in  the  House  and  say  that  the  minister  should 
have  such  a  land-use  programme  to  preserve 
our  valuable  farmlands. 

I've  had  literature,  and  in  fact  I've  been 
a  member  of  organizations  in  the  former 
county  of  Welland  that  have  suggested  by 
resolution  to  this  government  that  it  should 
bring  in  some  type  of  controls  so  that  our 
best  farmland  does  not  disappear.  And  I  said 
last  year,  and  perhaps  the  year  before  that, 
the  minister  has  allowed  the  MTC  to  culti- 
vate perhaps  more  farmlands  for  highways 
than  is  actually  cultivated  for  farm  purposes. 

I'm  concerned,  though,  that  the  minister 
has  perhaps  seen  some  of  the  light  now,  and 
agrees  there  is  need  for  an  agricultural  land- 
use  programme  in  Ontario.  I  was  just  won- 
dering what  position  the  minister  will  be 
taking  in  the  matter  of  the  new  proposed 
provincial  Shorthills  Park  in  the  town  of 
Pelham,  and  including  part  of  the  town  of 
Thorold,  which  is  in  the  riding  of  the  hon. 
member  from  Welland.  Here  the  advisory 
committee  made  a  recommendation  to  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  to  extend  be- 
yond the  boundaries  of  the  land  already 
purchased  for  the  park.  In  other  words,  they 
want  to  extend  out  into  the  exceptionally 
good  farmlands  and  fruitlands  around  in  the 
Fonthill  area. 

Now  with  some  of  the  proposals,  it  would 
give  the  public  the  right  to  travel  over  farm- 
lands. I'm  talking  about  the  public  who 
would  have  access  to  the  farmlands  in  that 
area.  Some  of  these  farmers  in  that  area 
represent  second  or  fourth  generations  on  this 
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land,  and  it  is  valuable  farmland.  I  hope  the 
minister  will  take  this  into  consideration,  or 
one  of  his  staff  members  will  be  looking  into 
this,  to  ensure  that  the  advisory  committee 
does  not  extend  the  boundaries  under  section 
(f)  in  that  report.  This  would  mean  they 
are  going  beyond  the  existing  boundaries 
which  can  take  in  some  valuable  farmland 
acreage  in  that  area. 

The  other  concern  is— and  here  I  am  going 
to  come  back  to  the  Minister  of  Transport- 
ation and  Communications  (Mr.  Rhodes)  and' 
some  of  their  new  highway  programmes  in 
the  Niagara  region,  in  particular  the  one  east 
of  the  city  of  Port  Colbome,  I  am  sure  when 
I  mention  the  name  the  minister  will  be 
familiar  with  it— the  Augustine  Farm.  A 
father  and  two  sons  have  a  family  farm  there. 
Their  farm  is  in  danger  of  being  removed 
from  prodluction  if  we  allow  the  MTC  to 
cut  that  farm  right  down  the  middle  to  put 
in  a  four-lane  highway  to  tie  in  with  the 
tunnel  in  the  city  of  Port  Colborne. 

This  is  a  good  piece  of  farmland.  It  is  one 
of  the  best  there  is  within  the  city  of  Port 
Colbome.  I  would  hate  to  see  this  farm  de- 
stroyed by  another  road  through  the  middle 
of  it.  The  farm  is  about  125  acres  in  one 
parcel.  This  road  will  come  right  down  the 
middle  of  that  farm.  The  farmhouse  and 
barn  buildings  are  almost  1,000  feet  off  an 
existing  roadway  now.  This  new  road  will 
come  to  the  back  door  of  their  farmhouse. 
They  will  be  another  1,000  feet  from  the 
existing  Highway  3  to  the  north.  When  you 
have  two  existing  roads  already  available 
for  transportation  purposes  you  wonder  where 
the  plamiing  comes  in  to  destroy  such  good 
farmland  as  that. 

That  would  be  one  farm  that  will  dis*- 
appear.  About  a  mile  east  of  that  there  is 
another  good  farm— one  of  the  exceptionally 
good  farms  in  that  area.  That  will  also  be 
destroyed  by  having  another  road'  split  that 
farm.  Ini  other  words  there  will  be  three  roads 
within  about  five-eighths  of  a  mile.  It  will 
certainly  take  out  some  good'  farm  acreage. 

Perhaps  some  of  the  minister's  staff  have 
already  received  correspondence  on  this  par- 
ticular matter.  I  am  sure  the  Federation  of 
Agriculture  is  involved  in'  it.  They  want  to 
preserve  this  farmland  in  that  area. 

As  I  said  before,  I  am  delighted,'  to  see 
the  minister  is  concerned'  about  some  of  these 
matters  now.  Perhaps  his  staff  will  give  more 
serious  thought  to  it  so  that  when  the  MTC 
people  come  in  to  construct  the  new  roads 
they  will  ensure  they  don't  cut  up  good  farm- 
land. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1.  The  hon.  member 
for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted 
to  make  a  comment  about  the  matter  of  the 
Amprior  dam  raised  by  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

There  were  two  things,  really,  that  were 
rather  offensive  to  me.  The  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  has  mentioned  one  of  them. 
The  fact  that  Hydro  started  construction  of 
the  dam,  they  put  the  bulldozers  in  there, 
before  they  held  the  inquiry  under  the  Expro- 
priations Act.  The  Expropriation  Act  provides 
that  any  of  these  projects  can  be  subject  to 
an  inquiry  to  determine  whether  the  taking 
of  the  land  is  fair  and  reasonable  and.^  neces- 
sary. Yet  under  the  actions  of  Ontario  Hydro 
in  this  instance,  they  started  construction 
before  the  farmers  and  the  land  owners  had 
a  chance  to  do  this. 

iNo  inquiry  officer  in  his  right  mind  is 
going  to  say  that  the  project  and  the  land 
on  which  the  project  sits  is  not  necessary 
after  the  construction  of  that  project  has 
begun.  So  I  think  that  farmers  and  land 
owners  in  that  instance  were  deprived  of 
their  rights  under  the  Expropriations  Act,  use 
of  which  is  normal  procedure,  I  would  say, 
in  any  project  of  this  nature.  I  think  the  land 
owners  should  have  the  opportunity  to  put 
their  case  and  to  say  that  in  their  view  the 
taking  of  their  land  is  not  necessary  for  par- 
ticular projects.  In  this  instance  that  parti- 
cular right  was  taken  away  from  them. 

(My  view  is  that  Hydiro  acted  in  a  high- 
handed manner.  They  acted  arrogantly;  I 
feel  that  the  farmers  were  deprived  of  their 
basic  rights  under  the  terms  of  the  Expropria- 
tions Act  in  this  instance. 

Under  the  new  policy  which  Hyd'ro  enun>- 
ciated  just  10  days  ago  or  two  weeks  ago, 
they  have  moved  in  to  unify  their  land-buy- 
ing procedures.  When  they  are  going  to 
embark  upon  a  project  like  this  now,  they 
are  going  to  issue  notices  of  expropriation 
to  all  land  owners.  In  my  view,  this  is  the 
right  way  to  do  it;  then  everyone  has  an 
equal  chance  under  tlie  terms  of  the  law. 
Blit  in  this  instance,  I  think  there  was  a 
serious   shortcoming  by  Ontario  Hydro. 

The  other  thing  that  irked  me  in  this  situa- 
tion was  the  matter  of  payment.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  Ontario  Hydro  came  in  and  offered 
more  money  for  a  little  parcel  of  land  on 
which  a  cottage  sat  than  they  did  for  a 
working  farm  with  land,  buildings,  house— 
the  whole  bit.  On  top  of  that,  they  allowed' 
the  cottage  owner  the  privilege  of  moving  his 
cottage.   I  think  it  just  represents  the  mood 
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and  the  feeling  of  Ontario  Hydro  with  re- 
spect to  farmers  and  farmland.  They  feel  it 
is  unimportant.  They  are  not  clued  in  as  far 
as  value  and  types  of  farmland  are  con- 
cerned. 

Certainly  I  found  this  to  be  so  wheni  we 
were  dealing  with  them  on  the  Douglas  Pt- 
Georgetown  land.  They  really  have  no  con- 
cept as  to  what  farmland  is  and  what  it 
should  be  used  for,  and  they  have  no  sense 
of  judgement  when  it  comes  to  deciding 
what  farmers  should  be  paid.  We  found  this 
right  along  the  way. 

All  I  can  say  is  I  certainly  hope  that  with 
the  new  corporation  they  get  some  new  input 
and  some  new  direction  in  their  policies. 
Those  two  things  with  respect  to  the  Am^ 
prior  dam  were  particularly  offensive  to  me. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  I  would 
like  to  bring  up  a  problem  that  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Food  could  perhaps  take 
under  consideration.  It  affects  his  ministry 
as  well  as  that  of  the  Attorney  General  (Mr. 
Welch).  It  has  to  do  with  the  truckers  who 
are  hauling  poultry  or  fowl  on  Sunday  being 
charged.  I  don't  know  if  the  minister  is 
aware  of  it  or  not,  but  there  have  been 
charges  that  I  am  aware  of  and  I  understand 
three  more  were  laid,  under  the  Lord's  Day 
Act  to  which  the  Attorney  General  of  the 
province  must  give  consent  before  the  charge 
can  be  laid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  May  I  ask  my  hon. 
friend  when  were  those  last  three  charges 
laid? 

Mr.  Good:  The  one  charge  was  laid  on 
April  9.  The  two  charges  of  which  I  am 
aware  were  both  in  Perth  county,  where  the 
trucker  was  on  his  way  to  pick  up  a  load  on 
Sunday.  If  he's  foimd  with  an  empty  truck, 
he  is  contravening  the  Lord's  Day  Act.  If, 
however,  he  has  already  picked  up  his  load 
of  poultry  or  turkeys,  then  he  has  perishable 
goods  aboard  and  he  cannot  be  charged  under 
the  Act. 

The  Attorney  General  did  give  consent  to 
these  two  cases,  one  of  which  has  been  heard 
and  the  other  one,  I  understand,  is  still  before 
the  courts.  I  don't  want  to  discuss  the  legality 
of  it,  but  I  think  there  is  a  problem  here  that 
could  be  solved  with  some  kind  of  co- 
operation. 

The  case  of  the  trucker  in  my  area  who 
was  charged  has  already  been  heard,  but  the 
decision  has  not  been  given— it  will  be  held 
over. 


The  thing  simply  amounts  to  this.  The 
processors  must  have  birds  there  at  7  o'clock 
on  Monday  morning  to  start  their  processing. 
You  can't  leave  them  sitting  in  a  truck  from 
Saturday  night,  so  they  have  to  be  picked 
up  some  time  on  Sunday.  The  producers 
don't  like  the  idea  of  the  truckers  rolling  in 
at  midnight  on  Sunday  or  even  late  Sunday 
evening.  They  say  they  have  to  catch  the 
birds,  they  have  to  get  high  school  kids  or 
whatever  help  they  can  get  to  catch  the 
birds  to  have  them  ready  to  truck. 

This  particular  trucker  had  been  trucking 
for  18  vears  and  had  never  been  bothered  bv 
the  police  until  he  was  stopped  in  Perth 
county  a  couple  of  months  ago.  He  feels  that 
as  far  as  the  truckers  who  are  doing  the  work 
are  concerned,  they  will  be  glad  to  abide 
by  any  decision  that  is  rendered.  It  may  be 
they  can't  start  out  until  after  a  certain  time 
on  Sunday.  But  then  the  producers  of  the 
livestock  say:  "We  don't  want  you  here  in  the 
evening."  And  the  processors  say:  "We  have 
to  have  the  birds  at  our  plant  door  bv  7 
o'clock  Monday  morning.  We  don't  care  when 
you  get  them  there.** 

It*s  everyone  throwing  the  blame  onto  the 
other. 

But  in  the  final  analysis  the  Attorney 
General  gave  permission  for  charges  to  be 
laid  under  the  Lord's  Day  Act  on  two  specific 
cases  that  I  know  of.  I  was  told  three  more 
charges  had  been  laid  after  that.  I  can't 
verify  what  those  three  were,  but  I  do  know 
of  the  first  two. 

I     gave    the     problem     to     the     Attorney 

Generals's    department    some    months    ago. 

Unfortunately  the  Deputy  Attorney  General 

lost  my  file  on  the  thing- 
Mr.    Haggerty:    They    do    that    on    every 

occasion. 

Mr.  Good:  —and  it  was  some  time  before 
I  was  able  to  track  it  doven  again. 

Then  there  was  a  new  parliamentary  as- 
sistant appointed  to  the  Attorney  General 
and  he  promised  to  look  into  the  matter 
further.  I  got  the  information  to  him  and  now 
he  has  been  appointed  Minister  of  Labour, 
so  that*s  gone  by  the  boards,  although  he  did 
make  a  good  effort  on  my  behalf  to  inform 
me  that  he  had  it  on  the  word  of  the 
Attorney  General  that  no  more  consents 
would  be  given  for  charges  to  be  laid 
under  the  Lord's  Day  Act  until  these  cases 
had  been  dealt  with  and  a  final  disposition 
of  the  problem  can  be  ascertained. 

I  think  everyone's  case  seems  reasonable. 
The  processor  needs  birds  on  Monday  morn- 
ing to  process.   The  trucker  can't  do  it  be- 
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tween  midnight  and  7  o'clock.  The  farmers 
don't  want  to  catch  their  birds  in  the  middle 
of  Sunday  night.  So  it's  got  to  be  done  on 
Sunday,  Surely  if  the  trucker  can  prove  he's 
on  his  way  with  an  empty  truck  to  pick  up  a 
load  of  birds  there  should  be  some  way  of 
getting  around  the  problem  as  it  now  exists. 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  has  had  any  repre- 
sentation on  this  problem  or  if  he  would 
like  to  comment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  well 
aware  of  the  problem.  We  were  involved 
in  the  representations  on  this  matter  raised 
by  my  friend  from  Waterloo  South. 

I  was  surprised  to  leam  of  three  new 
charges.  My  guess  is  they  may  have  been  laid 
prior  to  the  meetings  that  had  been  held.  I 
doubt  if  there  will  be  much  fuss  raised 
about  them. 

Certainly  the  points  are  well  taken.  There 
is  no  possible  way  that  the  processing  plants 
can  operate  on  a  Monday  unless  those  birds 
are  picked  up  on  the  Sunday  night.  Anyone 
who  knows  anything  about  poultry  realizes 
you  can't  catch  them  until  after  dark,  so  you 
have  to  wait  until  dark  to  pick  these  birds 
up.  You  can't  wait  until  Monday  morning 
because  then  it's  daylight.  So  there's  only  one 
time  to  do  it.  It  would  seem  perfectly  reason- 
able to  us  that  they  should  be  permitted  to 
travel  to  the  farms  to  pick  up  these  birds. 

On  the  other  hand,  I  suppose  one  could 
say  that  the  appropriate  way  to  take  care  of 
this  situation  would  be  to  have  the  Lord's 
Day  Act  amended  so  it  would  permit  this 
kind  of  thing.  I  think  representations  should 
be  made,  and  I  assume  some  responsibility  for 
making  that  representation.  But  I  think  it 
should  be  made  through  the  law  oflBcers  of 
the  Crown.  There  may  be  other  implications 
that  go  far  beyond  what  we  would  anticipate 
might  be  involved  in  this  instance. 

My  parliamentary  assistant  advises  me  that 
the  matter  is  being  resolved.  I  was  given  to 
understand  it  was  resolved  to  the  satisfaction 
of  all  concerned,  certainly  through  the  truck- 
ers' association  to  which  my  hon.  friend's 
constituent  belongs. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1. 

Mr.  Deans:  To  take  your  guidance,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wonder  whether  the  land-use 
policy  is  suitable  to  raise  here,  or  whether 
you  prefer  to  raise  it  in  another  portion  of 
the  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  would  be  main  office  as 
much  as  any  place,  as  far  as  the  Ministry 
of  Agriculture  and  Food  is  concerned  with  it. 


Mr.  Deans:  I  didn't  want  to  incur  the  wrath 
of  the  minister  before  I  started,  I  want  to 
speak  about  a  problem  I've  raised  a  number 
of  times  in  the  Legislature.  What  I  think  can 
be  truly  said  is  there  is  certainly  a  diminishing 
of  the  amount  of  land  used  in  the  production 
of  tender  fruit  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula;  per- 
haps not  at  a  drastic  rate  but  it  is  certainly 
diminishing, 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Particularly  in  Saltfleet 
township. 

Mr.  Deans:  Particularly  in  Saltfleet  town- 
ship, strangely  enough,  that  I  represent.  It's 
been  a  source  of  worry  to  me  and  I  don't 
think  the  minister  is  surprised.  I've  raised 
it  on  a  number  of  occasions  and  I  don't  want 
to  get  into  a  hassle  with  him  about  it,  I  am 
not  going  to  try  to  quantify  the  amount  or 
anything  else  at  the  moment,  but  I  do  want 
to  talk  about  it  for  a  few  moments. 

I  want,  first,  to  say  I  recognize  as  well  as 
anyone  that  modern  technology  and  tech- 
niques have  enabled  us  to  produce  more  and 
more  on  less  and  less  land.  Though  we  have 
less  acreage  in  production  at  the  moment 
than  we  had  a  number  of  years  ago,  we  are 
capable  because  of  changing  times  and  new 
farming  methods  of  producing  more  in  terms 
of  crop  than  perhaps  we  did  on  the  land 
that  we  previously  had. 

But  there  has  to  be  a  point  at  which  that 
ceases  to  occur,  I  suspect  if  that  point  hasn't 
been  reached  it  will  certainly  be  reached  in 
the  not  too  distant  future.  When  it  is  reached, 
there  will  not  be  the  opportunity  to  go  back 
and  reclaim  the  land  because  much  of  it  will 
have  been  taken  up  by  urban  growth  in  the 
peninsula  or  by  sprawl.  As  my  colleague  says, 
the  demand  for  production  is  no  doubt  going 
to  increase  over  the  next  generation  and  we 
have  an  obligation  to  ensure  that  we  can 
produce  sufficient  by  way  of  food— I  am  talk- 
ing about  tender  fruit  now  in  particular— for 
the  generations  that  follow  this  one. 

I  think  that  is  a  fair  premise  to  begin  on. 
I  recognize,  as  I  say,  diey  wall  be  able  to 
continue  to  produce  and  no  doubt  the  tech- 
niques will  always  improve  and  we  will 
always  be  able  to  find  new  ways  of  pro- 
ducing more  and  more  on  fewer  and  fewer 
acres.  What  concerns  me  is  that  many  of 
these  techniques  are  expensive,  and  as  we 
develop  them  the  cost  obviously  will  come 
to  a  point  where  we  won't  be  able  to  pro- 
duce more.  The  cost  of  producing  what  we 
are  capable  of  prodiicing  will  have  risen  to 
the  point  where  we  will  likely  or  will  pos- 
sibly price  ourselves  out  of  existence,  as  far 
as  farm  industry  is  concerned. 
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/I  am  not  about  to  come  forward  with  any 
great  revelations  as  to  how  I  think  the  prob- 
lem can  be  solved.  I  don't  think  it  can  be 
solved  by  zoning.  I  once  thought  it  might 
be  able  to  be  solved  by  zoning  I  realize 
that  that  works  a  tremendous  hardship  on 
many  farmers,  a  hardship  which  is  pretty 
tough  to  take.  On  top  of  that  for  some 
reason  or  other,  no  matter  how  carefully  we 
zone  something,  no  matter  how  assiduously 
we  draft  master  plans,  they  always  seem  to 
be  able  to  be  circumvented,  if  not  through 
appeals,  through  some  other  methods.  I  don't 
know  why  it  is  but  it  just  seems  to  be  true. 

I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  for 
those  farmers  who  actually  want  out  of  the 
business,  who  legitimately  want  out  and 
want  to  sell,  it  would  be  better  if  the  gov- 
ernment were  to  enter  into  an  arrangement 
whereby  they  purchased  the  land  than  it 
would  be  to  have  it  fall  into  the  hands  of 
developers.  If  we  agree,  and  I  think  possibly 
the  minister  and  I  would  agree  on  some 
things— not  many,  but  on  this,  that  the  land 
is  not  only  valuable  but  probably,  given'  its 
productive  capacity,  it  is  more  than  just 
simply  valuable— it  is  in  our  best  interests  and 
the  best  interests  of  those  people  who  are 
going  to  follow  us  that  we  attempt  to  main- 
tain as  much  of  it  in  production  as  we  pos- 
sibly can. 

/That  means  a  lot  of  the  urban  pressures 
will  have  to  be  withstood  and  they  won't 
be  withstood  by  the  private  individual.  It 
just  simply  can't  be  done.  I  don't  think  the 
private  individual  has  the  wherevdthal  or  the 
capacity  to  withstand  it.  But  I  do  think,  as 
farms  become  available  throughout  the  penin- 
sula, the  government  is  going  to  have  to 
acquire  the  land  and  seek  ways  to  encour- 
age existing  farmers  who  want  to  stay  in 
production  either  to  lease  or  to  make  use  of 
that  land  in  whatever  form  we  dtecide  to 
make  it  available  so  that  they  can  continue 
to  expand  to  the  best  of  their  ability.  I  think 
we  tread  on  very  dangerous  ground  if  we 
don't  begin  the  process  now.  It  may,  in  fact, 
have  gone  beyond  the  point  of  redemption. 

I  suppose  if  we  had  discussed  it  five  years 
ago,  we  would  have  found  the  land  costs 
were  exorbitant  and  we  couldn't  aflFord  it. 
Obviously  those  land  costs  have  risen  con- 
siderably since  five  or  10  years  ago  and  we 
are  going  to  make  the  same  basic  argument 
that  land  costs  are  very  high.  I  have  every 
reason  to  believe  and  no  reason  to  doubt 
that  the  land  costs  will  continue  to  rise  and 
10  years  from  now  we  will  look  back  and 
say  that  it  made  better  sense  to  buy  in  1974 
than  it  does  in  1984.  And  I  think  that  the 


ministry  simply  has  to  make  clear  that  it  is 
in  the  business   of  preserving  the  land. 

I  think  that  the  tender  fruit  industry  in 
the  Peninsula  is  pretty  solid.  I  think  that  it 
is  a  fairly  committed  industry.  I  think  the 
farmers  who  are  involved  in  it  are  committed 
not  only  to  making  money,  which  they  no 
doubt  do,  but  committed  to  the  production 
of  foodstuffs  for  the  people  of  Ontario  and 
the  people  of  Canada,  and  for  that  matter 
people  around  the  world.  And  I  think  that 
they  would  dearly  like  to  see  the  government 
involved  in  some  way  in  trying  to  protect 
that  interest.  It's  not  only  their  own  per- 
sonal interest,  but  the  interest  of  the  com- 
munity at  large. 

I  was  frankly  disappointed  when  the  fed- 
eral government  entered  into  the  tariff  ar- 
rangements with  Australia  in  February,  1973. 
I  realized  then,  and  I  still  realize— I  think 
the  minister  would  agree  I've  made  the  point 
numbers  of  times  in  the  House— that  the  fruit 
industry,  in  its  early  season,  certainly  re- 
quires protection.  There  is  no  question  about 
it.  The  imports  have  caused  our  farmers  to 
suffer  immeasurably  economically. 

The  fact  that  there  are  other  climates 
around  the  world  not  even  as  far  away  as 
Australia,  perhaps  not  too  far  south  of  here, 
that  enable  crops  to  come  to  salable  state 
at  a  much  earlier  time  in  the  year,  permits 
those  farmers  to  take  advantage  of  the 
Canadian  and  particularly  the  Ontario, 
market.  There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
they  drastically  reduce  the  income  capacities 
and  possibilities  for  a  great  many  farmers 
who  reside  in  the  Peninsula  and  in  other  parts 
of  the  province. 

So  when  the  federal  government  made  its 
tariff  changes,  I  didn't  like  it.  I  realized  from 
discussion  with  the  minister  last  year,  that 
the  ministry  did,  in  fact,  make  some  repre- 
sentation. Although  I  was  never  quite  clear 
as  to  how  it  came  about,  I  remember  the 
discussion  that  we  had.  Nevertheless,  I  am 
informed  that  the  ministry  made  representa- 
tion. 

I  am  interested  to  know  whether  the 
ministry  continues  to  make  that  kind  of  re- 
presentation, whether  there  has  been  some 
forceful  representation  again  made  by  this 
ministry  to  the  federal  government  on  behalf 
of  those  farmers  who  grow  much  of  the 
tender  fruit  in  the  Peninsula,  and  who,  in 
fact,  have  suffered  immeasurable  losses  by 
the  reduction  of  the  tariffs  and  the  permission 
given  to  the  Australian  producers  and  can- 
ners  to  export  to  Canada,  and  to  Ontario, 
things  which  we  are  capable  of  producing 
ourselves. 
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This  has  caused  many  of  the  people  in 
my  constituency,  many  in  the  constituencies 
of  a  number  of  the  members  of  the  Liberal 
caucus— and  I  suspect  it  has  caused  even  the 
present  Attorney  General  to  have  some  con- 
sternation about  the  eflPects  on  many  of  the 
residents  of  his  area  too. 

If  I  can  quote  about  seven  paragraphs  that 
are  very  appropriate,  I  think  it  summarizes 
what  I  am  trying  to  get  through  to  the 
minister.  Let  me  just  quote  from  a  very 
recent  edition  of  "The  Grower"  which  I  re- 
ceive regularly.  In  the  March  issue  of  this 
year,  the  minister  may  have  read  the  article 
by  Mr.  Teskey  and  Mr.  Evans  of  the  De- 
partment of  Horticultural  Science,  dealing 
with  the  fruit  industry,  present  and  future. 

I  want  to  read  from  one  part  which  deals 
with  areas  of  production,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Chairman: 

Niarrara  is  still  associated  with  fruit.  In 
this  narrow  belt  between  Lake  Ontario  and 
the  Escarpment  is  one  of  the  most  con- 
centrated fruit-growing  areas  in  the  world. 
Therp  the  unique,  geographical  conditions 
which  are  not  duplicated  elsewhere  in 
Canada  make  possible  the  profitable  pro- 
duction of  the  tender  fruits  —  grapes, 
peaches,  apricots  and  cherries  as  well  as 
pears,  plums  and  other  fruits. 

Increased  yields  per  acre  during  recent 
vears  have  so  far  tended  to  offset  the  rapid 
loss  of  the  irreplaceable  fniit  lands.  [And 
thit  is  what  I  was  saying;  to  the  minister  a 
moment  ago.]  The  increased  yields  tend  to 
camouflage  the  insidious  process  that  con- 
tinues to  allow  this  priceless  heritage  to 
be  forever  destroyed. 

We  are  at  a  time  in  history  when  starva- 
tion already  threatens  sections  of  the 
world's  burgeoning  human  population. 

I  think  the  minister  will  agree  with  me  that 
over  the  years  I  have  made  that  point  in  the 
Hou'-p.  I  well  recall  in  committee  about  two 
or  three  years  ago,  the  minister  telling  me 
that  he  too  made  that  point  in  the  House,  but 
he  had  since  come  to  another  realization. 
That's  okay,  I  still  believe  that  it  is  true. 

One  of  the  direct  results  of  the  threat 
to  our  peach  land  is  the  research  effort  of 
the  University  of  Guelph  to  develop  or 
discover  a  cultivar  of  tender  fruits  that 
will  survive  commercially  outside  of  the 
Niagara  Peninsula. 

I  think  the  minister  and  I  discussed  that,  and 
in  fact  attended  a  meeting  with  a  number 
of  processors  where  we  did  talk  about  the 
change  from  one  form  of  peach  to  another 
that  would  have  been  much  more  easily  har- 


vested and  which  would  have  provided  an 
opportunity  for  growth  to  take  place  in  parts 
other  than  the  area  of  the  peninsula  currently 
involved.  Nevertheless,  it  would  have  in- 
\'olved  the  peninsula  too. 

The  climate  of  middle  and  southwestern 
Ontario,  for  example,  in  the  counties  of 
Oxford.  Norfolk,  Elgin,  Middlesex,  Essex 
Lambton  and  Huron,  is  well-suited  for  the 
growing  of  apples,  pie  cherries,  pears, 
plums,  raspberries  and  strawberries.  These 
crops  can  be  produced  profitably  where 
suitable  soil  and  topography  coincide. 
Sweet  cherries  [reminds  me  of  a  day  I  had 
in  1967  or  1968]  sweet  cherries,  peaches 
and  even  a  few  grapes  were  grown  pre- 
cariously in  a  few  of  the  most  favorite  en- 
claves  within   this   general   area. 

Perhaps  one  of  the  finest  apple-growing 
areas  to  be  found  anywhere  in  the  world 
is  between  the  Escarpment  and  the  south- 
ern shores  of  Georgian  Bay.  Here,  with  its 
hub  in  the  Beaver  Valley,  lies  about 
50,000  acres  of  actual  or  potential  apple 
land. 

I  am  not  going  to  read  the  remainder  of 
that  paragraph  because  I  want  to  go  on  to 
something  else. 

Within  the  last  20  years,  urban  spill  has 
gobbled  up  a  wide  strip  suited  to  horti- 
culture along  the  way  from  Hamilton  to 
Oshawa.  This  has  forced  the  industry  to 
modify  its  crops,  cultivars  and  methods,  to 
move  even  farther  north  and  away  from  the 
lake.  Urbanization  is  still  spreading  and 
creeping  relentlessly  after  the  horticultural 
industry  in  the.  Toronto-centred  region. 

However,  at  the  moment,  many  excel- 
lent fruit  farms  are  furnishing  many  apples. 
Also,  pie  cherries,  strawberries  and  pears 
are  flourishing  from  below  the  Escarpment 
east  of  Guelph  to  just  north  of  Oshawa. 
East  of  Oshawa,  a  narrow  strip  of  fruit- 
land  seldom  more  than  five  miles  in  width 
hugs  the  north  shore  of  Lake  Ontario  for 
some  100  miles  as  far  as  Trenton.  The 
good  land  is  not  continuous,  but  actually 
quite  spotty,  the  soil  depth  being  limited 
by  the  underlying  stratum  of  limestone 
rock.  Prince  Edward  county,  being  an  is- 
land, possesses  the  moderating  advantages 
of  Lake  Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince  Edward-Lennox): 
Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you.  That's  the  first  time 
you  have  said  anything  kind  to  me. 

Here  again,  much  of  the  soil  is  too  shal- 
low or  poorly  drained  and  a  considerable 
proportion  is  sand.  Only  along  the  Bay  of 
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Quinte  south  of  Belleville  are  really  good 
orchard  sites  to  be  found. 

I  won't  go  on  again,  but  I  want  to  read 
two  small  paragraphs: 

A  few  apple  orchards  remain  down  the 
St,  Lawrence  valley  in  the  proximity  of 
the  groundsite  of  the  old  village  of  Iroquois 
and  farther  north  near  Kemptville.  [Then 
I  skip  a  little  bit  and  it  says:]  Fruit  growing 
in  northern  Ontario  is  pretty  well  con- 
fined to  a  small  widely  scattered  planting 
of  raspberries  and  strawberries. 

What  I  missed  out,  I  didn't  miss  out  because 
I  didn't  agree  with  it.  It  is  simply  that  I 
didn't  want  to  put  it  all  on  the  record.  It 
would  take  too  much  time. 

I  am  persuaded  that,  left  to  their  own  de- 
vices, in  spite  of  their  best  intentions  and 
in  spite  of  their  best  efforts,  the  farmers  will 
not  be  able  to  survive  against  the  urban 
sprawl.  I  am  persuaded  that  if  he  isn't  forced 
out  by  the  very  sprawl  itself,  he  will  be 
forced  out  by  the  tremendous  cost  of  de- 
veloping a  farm  or  maintaining  a  farm  next 
to  the  urban  community  because  the  urban 
community  imposes  rather  severe  additional 
costs.  There  is  no  question  that  a  farm  within 
or  almost  within,  the  environs  of  any  major 
municipality  is  an  extremely  costly  business. 
The  cost  of  doing  business  and  maintaining 
that  farm  is  well  beyond  the  ability  of  the 
farm  to  produce  sufficient  crops  to  be  eco- 
nomical. 

Now,  having  said  that,  it  is  also  obvious  to 
me  that  because  of  what  is  said  in  this  article 
and  what  has  been  said  in  many  other  articles, 
that  there  isn't  really  sufficient  land  else- 
where. So  we  are  caught  on  the  horns  of  a 
dilemma. 

If  we  say  that  the  cost  of  producing  on 
the  land  within  or  in  the  shadow  of  urban 
Ontario  is  too  high  to  be  economical;  and  if 
we  also  say  that  it  is  extremely  costly,  per- 
haps more  costly  in  the  long  run  to  try  to 
develop  the  new  techniques  to  grow  in  other 
less  fertile  soil;  and  if  we  also  say  we  can't 
afford  not  to  grow,  we  have  to  decide  on 
something.  I  think  what  we  have  to  decide 
on  is  what  it  is  we  hope  to  accomplish  in  the 
farm  community. 

I  think  first  of  all  we  want  to  accomplish 
a  farm  community  able  to  produce  sufficient 
quantity  to  meet  the  domestic  needs.  That's 
the  first  thing  we  have  to  do.  The  only  way 


we  are  going  to  be  able  to  do  that  is  if  we 
make  best  use  of  best  land. 

It  doesn't  matter  a  damn  what  kind  of 
soil  you  buHd  a  house  on;  nor  does  it  matter 
what  the  subsoil  is  like  if  you  want  to  put 
in  a  parking  lot.  It  doesn't  really  make  much 
difference  what  the  soil  is  like  if  you  want 
to  run  drainage  through  it  in  order  to  put  a 
subdivision  in.  It  doesn't  really  make  a  heck 
of  a  lot  of  difference  what  the  soil  is  like  if 
you  want  to  put  in  a  highway  or  a  landing 
strip.  In  other  words,  if  you  want  to  develop 
in  an  urban  way  the  quality  of  the  soil  is  of 
no  consequence. 

But  the  quality  of  the  soil  is  of  absolute 
and  ultimate  consequence  if  you  want  to 
maintain  the  farming  community.  There  is 
no  point  in  us  pretending  that,  somehow  or 
other,  we  will  be  able  to  develop  new  and 
better  soil.  Funnily  enough  we  don't  seem 
to  have  any  control  over  that.  There  is  not 
very  much  we  have  been  able  to  do  in  the 
years  gone  by  to  encourage  or  improve  the 
quality  of  the  soil.  We  might  have  been  able 
to  improve  it  marginally  with  fertilizer  and 
new  fertilizing  methods  but  we  haven't  made 
significant  improvement  and  we're  not  likely 
ever  to  be  able  to  make  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  You  can't  change  the  compo- 
sition. 

Mr.  Deans:  We're  not  going  to  be  able  to 
change  the  composition  of  the  soil. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  We  can  change  the  capability. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  addition  to  not  changing 
the  composition  of  the  soil,  we  certainly  can't 
change  the  climate,  I  think  it  is  pretty  obvious 
to  most  that  the  climate  in  southern  Ontario, 
particularly  along  the  Peninsula,  is  ideally 
suited  to  growing  the  tender  fruit  I'm  talking 
about. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  would  i>ermit  me  I'd 
like  to  call  it  6  o'clock  because  I  want  to  say 
something  to  the  minister  and  I  would  prefer 
to  say  it  at  8  o'clock.  I  have  a  little  more 
and  there's  no  point  in  going  on.  I  think  it's 
6  o'clock  if  you  would  permit  it  to  be  6 
o'clock. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  agreeable.  I  declare 
that  it  is  6  o'clock. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  before  we  start  the 
business  of  the  evening,  I'd  recognize  the 
member  for  Dovercourt. 

Mr,  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  Mr.  Chairman, 
tonight  we  have  guests  from  the  multi-cul- 
turaJ  riding  of  Dovercourt  with  us  from  the 
Dovercourt  Progressive  Conservative  Associa- 
tion. I  heartily  welcome  these  people  here 
tonight. 

'Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr  Chair- 
man, I  ask  your  indulgence  for  a  moment  to 
introd'uce  a  group  from  my  riding,  the  Lake- 
shore  Business  Women's  Club  from  the  May- 
fair  Inn  with  Miss  E.  Moskal  heading  them 
up.  I  hope  this  House  will  welcome  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  now  recognize  the  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth. 


ESTIMATES,    MINISTRY   OF 
AGRICULTURE   AND   FOOD 

i(Continued) 

On  vote  1701: 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you.  I 
will  introduce  someone  to  you  in  a  moment. 
I  do  have  a  group  attendiag  here  this  eve- 
ning but  rU  wait  until'  they  are  all  here. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  That 
is  why  you  are  here. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  you  know  better  than  that. 
Even  you  couldn't  make  that  kind  of  a  mis- 
take. 

I  want  to  go  back  for  a  moment  to  put 
into  perspective  what  I  was  talking  about. 
I  think  the  hon.  Minister  of  Agriculture  and! 
Food  (Mr.  Stewart)  and  I  would  both  agree 
that  there  are  some  rather  severe  problems 
facing  the  fruit  industry  in  the  Niagara 
Peninsula.  They  have  overcome  them  in  the 
main,  but  in  ways  which  haven't  come  to 
grips  with  the  gradual  erosion  of  what  we 
consider— and  what  I  think  the  minister  also 
considers— to  be  the  most  ideal  soil  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  for  the  growth  of  the 
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products  for  which  they  are  famous,  tender 
fruit. 

In  addition,  I  think  the  minister  and  I 
would  agree  that  in  spite  of  modem  tech- 
nology and  the  best  efforts  of  everyone,  at 
some  point  we  will  face  a  crisis  situation. 
Then,  although  we  may  be  able  in  some  way 
to  artificially  stimulate  the  soil  in  other  parts 
of  the  province,  it  is  not  reasonable  to 
assume  that  over  the  course  of  time  we  will 
be  able  to  do  so  to  such  an  extent  that  we 
will  be  able  to  meet  the  needs  of  future 
generations. 

iReyond  that,  we  have  a  major  problem. 
It  is  not  only  a  matter  of  soil  but  a  matter 
of  climate.  The  climate  in  the  Peninsula 
area  is  obviously  the  best-suited  for  the 
growth  that  takes  place  there. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  has  read  the  article 
from  which  I  was  quoting.  If  he  hasn't,  I 
commend  it  to  him.  It's  on  pages  21  and  22 
of  the  March  edition  of  "The  Grower."  I 
want  to  read  to  the  minister  the  conclusions 
and  then  spend  a  moment  talking  about  them. 

The  conclusions  were  as  follows: 

The  fruit  industry  is  a  vital  one  with  a 
150-year  history  in  Ontario.  It's  a  way  of 
life  and  a  business  that  has  been  and  is 
and  will  continue  to  be  ani  important  con- 
tributor to  the  economy  and  culture  of 
'Ontario. 

Today  the  fruit  indtistry,  as  all  other 
'phases  of  agriculture,  is  passing  through  a 
transitional  period.  We  who  are  in  the 
midst  of  it  cannot  see  clearly  the  battle 
'as  a  whole.  However,  signs  indicate  cer- 
tain definite  trends.  The  fruit  indtistry  is 
taoving  rapidly  to  mechanization,  to  in- 
creased use  or  herbicides  in  growth  con- 
trolling chemicals,  and  to  the  adoption  of 
dwarfing  root  stocks  and  new  varieties  to 
(meet  changing  needs. 

In  all  this,  research,  extension  and  teach- 
ing play  sensitive  and  sympathetic  lead 
roles.  We  feel  confident  that  the  fittest 
igrowers  will  emerge  strong  and  viable  and 
'Uiat  the  fruit  industry,  while  changed;  will 
be  on  an  even  sounder-than-ever  rooting. 

I   hope  that  that  conclusion  is  an  accurate 
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reflection   or   an   accurate  prediction  of  the 
future. 

I'm  really  not  prepared  to  take  the  chance. 
I  think  that's  really  what  the  problem  has 
been.  Over  the  years  the  general  feeling  in 
much  of  agriculture,  the  tender  fruit  indtis- 
try  in  particular,  has  been  that  left  to  its 
own  devices  wath  a  minimmn  of  government 
support  it  would  emerge  in  its  leading  role 
and  it  would  survive  much  of  the  problems 
that  beset  it  for  probably  20  years. 

I'm  not  sure  that's  true.  I've  had  corres- 
pondence oflF  and  on  vdth  Mr.  Sam  Piott, 
whom  I'm  sure  the  minister  is  familiar  with, 
the  chairman  of  the  Ontario  Fruit  Growers 
Marketing  Board  and  with  Mr.  Matthie  the 
secretary-manager  of  the  Ontario  Tender 
Fruit  Growers  Marketing  Board.  I've  come 
to  the  conclusion,  as  I  look  at  the  problem, 
that  it  won't  go  away  on  its  own.  Even 
though  the  strong  will  survive  with  the  land 
of  urban  pressures  they  are  developing 
throughout  the  Peninsula,  they  will"  not  be 
able  in  time  to  come  to  provide  for  the  needs 
of  a  rapidly  growing  community. 

What  I'm  really  saying  to  the  minister  is 
I  don't  pretend  to  have  the  answer.  I  think 
the  answer  is  much  more  complex  than'  per- 
haps I  or  any  one  member  would  be  able  to 
come  up  with.  I  think  together  we  can  prob- 
ably come  up  with  an  answer  that  might 
well  fit  today's  needs  and  might  provide 
some  hope  for  people  in  the  future. 

I  think  that  initially  we  have  to  come  to 
a  determination  that  we  are  not  going  to 
allow  further  erosion  of  what  are  considered 
to  be  top-grade  growing  lands  in  the  Penin- 
sula area.  I  think  thats  the  first  thing  we 
have  to  decide.  Second  to  that,  we  have  to 
come  to  the  realization  that  that  goal  can't  be 
accomplished  by  simply  hoping  that  the 
individual  farmer  will  continue  to  farm  or 
wall  sell  to  another  farmer  or  there  will  be 
a  coming  together  of  a  variety  of  difiFerent 
farms  into  one  larger  one.  I  don't  see  that 
that  is  going  to  occur. 

Nor  will  it  occur  satisfactorily  simply  by 
virtue  of  a  zoning  change.  You  can  tell 
someone  they  can't  use  their  land  for  build- 
ing factories  or  houses  or  roads  or  parking 
lots  or  supermarket  chains,  but  the  truth  of 
the  matter  is  that  once  they  determine  they 
are  going  to  go  out  of  the  business,  once 
they've  come  to  that  understanding  with 
themselves,  whether  you  force  them  to  keep 
the  lands  sitting  barren  or  whether  you  don't 
isn't  going  to  improve  or  in  any  way  add  to 
the  stock  of  land  that  we  are  going  to  have 
that's  going  to  be  providing  tender  fruit  for 


the  next  generation  and  perhaps  generations 
to  come. 

I  think  what  we've  got  to  do  is  this,  and 
I  oflFer  it  to  the  minister  only  as  a  suggestion 
because  I  really  don't  know  how  it  would 
work  yet,  it  might  be  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  province  to  decide  that  we  are  going  to 
hold  land  and  then  to  go  to  the  farmers 
throughout  the  Peninsula  area,  which  we  be- 
lieve to  be  an  area  that  has  to  be  maintained 
and  preserved,  and  say  to  them  that  we,  the 
government  of  Ontario,  will  take  out  an  op- 
tion to  purchase;  that  that  option  to  purchase 
wall  last  for  the  duration  of  their  ownership, 
but  it  is  an  open  option,  which  enables  us  to 
negotiate  a  fair  price  at  the  time  of  sale  and 
guarantees  that  there  won't  be  the  land  of 
pressure  on  the  land  by  the  developers. 

It  assures  the  government  will  be  informed 
that  there  is  the  desire  on  the  part  of  the 
current  owner  to  sell,  and  gives  us  a  chance 
—us  meaning  you,  really,  I  suppose,  because 
at  this  stage  I  don't  have  any  input— to  know 
well  in  advance  that  the  land  is  likely  to  be 
going  out  of  production  and  gives  you  a 
chance  to  try  to  look  around  for  a  way  to 
develop  and  incorporate  it,  if  you  will,  into 
the  total  food  bank. 

The  minister  is  going  to  come  back  to  me 
and  say  that's  a  very  costly  suggestion  and, 
by  God,  I  tell  you  I  know  it  is.  It's  a  very 
costly  suggestion. 

It  may  require  a  great  deal  of  legal  work 
in  order  to  make  it  substantial  enough  to  hold 
up  but  I  think  the  cost  we  would  have  to 
bear  today  in  follovdng  a  programme  of  that 
kind  would  be  considerably  less  than  the  cost 
we  wall  have  to  bear  in  20  years'  time  if  we 
don't  follow  a  programme  of  that  kind.  The 
cost  we  will  have  to  set  out  in  dollars  at  this 
particular  time,  recognizing  the  high  cost  of 
land,  recognizing  the  difiBculties  we  would 
have,  will  be  infinitely  smaller  than  the  over- 
all initial  dollar  cost  and  the  tremendous 
social  cost  well  have  to  carry  if  we  don't  do 
it. 

I  speak  to  the  minister;  I  speak  obviously 
also  to  his  assistant  because  I  suspect  that 
between  the  two  of  them  they  will  want  to 
talk  about  ways  to  resolve  problems.  I  put 
this  suggestion  to  you  because  I  think  it's 
the  only  reasonable  one.  Given  that  I  have  an 
absolute  and  total  commitment  to  the  main- 
tenance of  which  is  left  of  the  fruit  belt  in 
the  Peninsula;  given  that  I  believe  it  is 
absolutely  essential  that  we  have  a  lever 
against  the  cost  of  imported  produce;  given 
that  I  recognize  that  we  have  all  of  the  ex- 
pertise right  here  in  Ontario  necessary  to  be 
competitive  in  world  terms  and  certainly  all 
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of  the  expertise  necessary  to  provide  for  the 
consumer  needs  of  this  province  and  perhaps 
this  entire  country,  we  can't  aflFord  to  see  it 
deteriorate  because  of  urban  pressure  and 
economic  forces. 

I  also  say  to  you  that  while  in  these  ball- 
park figures— I  wouldn't  even  want  to  guess 
what  they  will  be— the  cost  would  appear  to 
be  astronomical.  It  obviously  isn't  all  going 
to  have  to  be  undertaken  at  any  one  time. 
It  will  be  programmed.  It  will  involve  the 
province  from  time  to  time  in  the  develop- 
ment and  the  acquisition  of  landL 

I  don't  even  suggest,  as  I  might  in  the  field 
of  housing,  that  the  land  ought  to  be  held  in 
perpetuity.  I  concede,  in  the  interests  of  see- 
ing something  done,  that  if  there  were  a  way 
in  which  we  could  lease  back  or  incorporate 
that  land  into  existing  operations  with  a  guar- 
antee that  in  the  event  it  was  sold  there 
would  be  a  return  to  the  province,  I'm  pre- 
pared to  see  even  that  occur. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  run  the  risk  that 
technology  may  not  be  able  to  keep  pace  with 
demand.  Or  that  the  ever-decreasing  avail- 
able land  mass  we  have  which  is  capable  of 
producing  what  we  need  will  be  able  to  be 
fertilized,  so  cultivated  and  so  developed  that 
it  will  be  able  to  meet  the  needs  of  whatever 
generation  happens  to  want  to  live  oflF  it  by 
way  of  food. 

I  don't  know  how  to  put  it  to  you  any  more 
strongly.  I  don't  want  to  fight  with  you, 
frankly.  I've  sort  of  given  it  up.  I've  decided 
I  couldn't  beat  you  fighting  so  therefore  I'm 
going  to  try  to  persuade  you. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Then  never 
use  logic. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  almost  despair  when  I  drive 
through  my  own  riding.  I  know  the  member 
for  Welland  (Mr.  Momingstar)— who  obviously 
is  in  the  committee  at  the  mcMnent— and  I 
think,  perhaps,  the  member  for  St  Catharine 
(Mr.  Johnston)  and'  probably  the  member  for 
Lincoln  (Mr.  Welch)  would'  also  share  witfi 
me  the  feeling  of  despair  when  you  drive 
through  the  Peninsula  and'  you  see  farm  after 
farm  and  you  know  dam  well  the  options 
have  been  taken  and  within  a  short  period 
of  time  that  land  will  fall  to  the  hammer,  so 
to  speak.  It  will  be  turned  into  another  shop- 
ping centre  or  another  warehouse  or  another 
subdivision  or  whatever. 

I  don't  want  anyone  to  inteipret  this  to 
mean  that  I  am  opposed  to  the  development 
of  subdivisions.  I  don't  want  to  hear  that. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): I  hope  not. 


Mr.  Deans:  The  Minister  of  Housing  says 
he  hopes  not  and  he  knows  that  isn't  so.  He 
doesn't  really  have  to  hope  it.  He  knows  full 
well  it  isn't  so.  What  I  am  suggesting  is— 
I  said  it,  I  think,  prior  to  your  being  here— 
that  the  quality  of  the  land  doesn't  really 
matter  when  you  are  putting  in  a  basement. 
It  doesn't  really  make  much  difference  when 
you  are  putting  in  a  parking  lot  but  it  cer- 
tainly matters  when  you  are  trying  to  grow 
some  foodstufi^s,  whether  it  be  fruit  or  other- 
wise. 

There  is  ample  land  for  the  development 
of  housing.  There  is  ample  land  for  the  de- 
velopment of  industrial  complexes.  There  is 
all  kinds  of  land  for  shopping  centres,  much 
of  it  not  fit  to  grow  anything  on.  Therefore 
we  are  certainly  faced  with  saying  that  good 
arable  growing  land  is  i)erhaps  the  most  valu- 
able resource  that  we  have  available  to  us. 
I  suppose  at  this  stage  of  what  I  choose  to 
call  euphemistically  my  political  career,  I  am 
saying  to  the  minister  that  if  I  can  ever  im- 
press anything  upon  him,  it  is  that  it  can't 
be  delayed  any  longer. 

Recognizing  what  is  the  commitment  of 
probably  every  member  of  the  House,  recog- 
nizing the  rising  food  costs,  recognizing  the 
major  problems  that  have  confronted  the  fruit 
industry,  knowing  full  well  that  the  federal 
government  has  played  an  important  role  in 
causing  much  of  the  economic  chaos,  under- 
standing that  we  can't  zone  the  land  and 
make  them  grow,  knowing  as  I  do  that  there 
are  sufficient  farmers  in  the  area  committed 
to  maintaining  something  called  a  viable 
fniit-growmg  industry  in  the  province,  par- 
ticularly in  the  Peninsula,  I  think  you  would 
find  widespread  support  for  any  policy  that 
would  bring  about  a  stabilization  of  the  num- 
bers of  acres  that  are  available  for  future 
growing. 

Perhaps  in  addition  to  that  there  should  be 
even  a  reclaiming,  to  whatever  extent  that  it 
is  fiscally  possible,  of  some  of  the  land  that 
has  been  taken  by  Dominion  Foundries  and 
Steel,  the  Steel  Co.  of  Canada,  and  any  num- 
ber of  other  people  whose  interest  is  in  hold- 
ing land  rather  than  in  growing— perhaps  a 
reclaiming  of  some  of  that. 

I  have  madfe  a  suggestion  in  Saltfleet  town- 
ship and  I  put  it  to  the  minister.  Obviously 
in  Saltfleet  township  they  are  concerned 
about  some  form  of  equalizing  industrial  and 
residential  assessment.  And  they  are  inter- 
ested in  easing  the  lot  of  the  family  living 
in  a  small  home.  So  they  have  to  have  in- 
dustrial assessment.  I  think  it  wouldn't  be 
unreasonable  that  the  province,  if  its  com- 
mitment reached  far  enough,  and  if,  in  fact, 
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it  was  committed  to  ensuring  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  best  land,  should  enter  into 
agreements  with  municipalities  in  which  that 
land  is  situated,  to  determine  ways  of  ensur- 
ing that  the  total  cost  of  rapid  urban  growth 
won't  be  borne  entirely  by  the  municipality 
and  by  its  residents. 

Now,  it  may  be  that  some  of  the  land  for 
industrial  development,  some  of  the  poorer 
quality  land,  may  be  somewhat  removed  from 
the  most  accessible  points.  Or  if  some  of 
the  poorer  quality  land  may  not  be  exactly 
where  the  developer  wanted  to  build  his 
housing  scheme,  I  am  suggesting  to  the  gov- 
ernment that  you  are  going  to  have  to,  as 
an  investment  in'  the  future,  be  prepared  to 
set  out  some  extra  dollars  to  assist  in  the 
initial  development  of  the  land^— and  which 
is  not  easily  accessible  or  easily  serviced'. 

'Given  that  those  things  are  recognized,  I 
don't  doubt  for  a  moment  that  we  could  look 
forward— with  the  assistance  of  the  people 
who  are  already  in  the  field  and  growing— to 
a  pretty  rosy  future  for  the  tender  fruit  in- 
dustry, particularly  the  tendter  fruit  industry 
in  all  of  the  Peninsula. 

I  said  to  the  minister  a  couple  of  years 
ago  and  I  say  it  again— I  am  guessing  but 
I  think  I  am  right— there  is  no  other  place 
in  the  world  that  would  allow  such  a  valu- 
able piece  of  property,  valuable  in  the  sense 
of  its  capacity  to  produce,  to  fall  to  the 
developer.  But  you  wouldn't  see  it. 

My  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Housing,  and 
I  travelled  by  train  up  the  Rhine  Valley,  and 
we  looked'  at  the  sidies  of  the  mountains 
and  saw  the  vineyards.  They  were  every- 
where. They  were  perched  on  the  edges  of 
mountains.  They  were  sitting  on  angles  that 
one  could  har^y  believe  possible  to  culti- 
vate. But  the  people  of  that  area  had  come 
to  a  realization  that  it  was  important  to 
maintain  and  develop  them.  And  they  devel- 
oped' everv  little  inch  that  they  could  pos- 
sioly  develop. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That's  the  best  place 
for  growing  grapes. 

Mr.  Deans:  As  I  say,  that  is  the  best  place 
for  growing  grapes.  I  am  suggesting  then 
that  in  the  Peninsula,  if  it  is  not  the  very 
best  place,  by  God  it  is  pretty  close,  for 
growing  a  lot  of  tender  fruits.  Let's  not  look 
back  in  20  years  or  25  years,  or  even  less, 
and  wish  that  we  had  done  something  which 
we  could  have  done  but  did  not  do. 

If  I  may,  while  I'm  on  my  feet,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  introduce  to  the  House  a 
number  of  Scouts,  the  88  Scout  pack  who 


are  here  from  Hamilton  and  who  are,  hope- 
fully,   enjoying    the    Legislature.    They    are 
probably  finding  my  speech  very  boring  but 
no  doubt- 
Mr.  Laughren:  No,  never. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Never;  a 
tour  de  force. 

Mr.  Deans:  —the  experience  they  will  gain 
from  watching  this  operation  will  carry  them 
on  well  into  the  future  and  I  would!  ask  the 
House  to  recognize  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Before  the  hon.  minister 
rephes  I  would  recognize  the  member  for 
Haldimand-Norfolk  for  just  a  brief  moment. 

Mr.  J.  N.  AUan  (Haldimand- Norfolk):  Mr. 
Chairman,  in  the  absence  of  the  hon.  Minis- 
try of  Labour  (Mr.  MacBeth),  I  would  like 
to  introduce,  in  the  east  gallery,  a  group  of 
cubs  from  Etobicoke  which  is  the  hon.  minis- 
ter's riding.  Mr.  Don  Wingfield  is  with  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
a  reply? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
tiure  and  Food):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  welcome 
the  comments  by  the  member  for  Wentworth. 
One  would,  of  course,  agree  with  the  general 
consensus  of  his  remarks.  They  have  been 
said  many  times  in  the  past  and  many  times, 
I  suppose,  they  will  be  said  in  the  future. 

I  would  hope  the  action  taken  within  the 
last  year— first  of  all,  under  pressure  from 
our  government  the  federal  government  de- 
cided to  invite  the  tariff  review  board  to 
look  at  the  implications  involved  in  imports 
of  fruits  into  Canada.  I  suppose  there  has 
been  nothing  which  has  wrecked  the  fruit 
growing  areas  of  the  Niagara  Peninsula  more 
than  the  fact  that  there  were  imports  pour- 
ing into  this  country  from  foreign  countries. 
Our  fruit  growers  simply  could  not  compete 
with  them  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  diief 
among  them  being,  I  suppose,  the  cost  of 
labour  if  nothing  else. 

Today,  the  markets  have  opened  up  in 
other  areas  for  some  of  that  fruit  and  in 
some  places  they  are  becoming  somewhat 
disenchanted  with  growing  fruit  the  same  as 
our  Niagara  Peninsula  people  did.  There  is 
some  slackening  oflF  in  the  pressures  from 
imports. 

We  were  pleased  to  know  that  the  federal 
government,  through  the  tariflF  board,  had 
these  hearings  in  Ottawa  which  concluded, 
I  believe,  last  February.  We  made  specific 
recommendations    at   the   meetings   and   had 
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someone  attending  all  the  time  with  the  input 
of  our  ministry  to  the  decisions  made— we're 
hopeful  they  were  made.  I  don't  think  a 
report  has  been  submitted  yet  on  those 
hearings. 

We  have  some  assurance,  though,  from  the 
federal  government  that  it  recognizes  the 
problem  and  is  willing  to  do  something  about 
it.  We  hope  effective  action  will  be  taken 
to  preclude  what  has  happened  in  the  past. 

We  have  embarked  on  a  programme  of 
developing  the  tender  fruit  industry.  We  have 
established  a  committee  known  as  the  On- 
tario Tender  Fruit  Development  Committee. 
The  chairman  is  Mr.  Doug  Williams,  Chair- 
man of  the  Ontario  Food  Council,  who  is 
sitting  here  at  the  table  on  my  left.  The 
secretary  is  Ted  Chudleigh  of  the  Ontario 
Fruit  Council.  The  members  are  Mr.  Sam 
Piott,  chairman  of  the  Ontario  Tender  Fruit 
Growers'  Marketing  Board;  Ted  Tregunno, 
chairman  of  the  Ontario  Fresh  Fruit  Growers' 
Marketing  Board;  Ron  Moyer,  chairman  of 
the  Grape  Growers'  Marketing  Board;  R.  R. 
Nelson,  vice-president  of  Canadian  Canners; 
Stan  Duval,  general  manager  of  Niagara  Food 
Products;  Dr.  John  Archibald,  director  of 
the  Horticultural  Research  Institute  of  Vine- 
land  and  Mr.  Ed  Grant  of  Agriculture 
Canada. 

This,  as  you  will  see,  is  a  very  broadly- 
based  industry  committee.  The  purpose  is  to 
redevelop  the  tender  fruit  industry  in  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  on  an  economically  viable 
basis  with  special  emphasis  on  the  processing 
sector.  This  ha5  been  discussed  here  in  this 
House  previously  and  I  have  no  notion  of 
boring  the  House  further  with  it,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  clingstone  peach  variety  is  really  the 
modem  processing  peach  because  it  can  be 
handled  mechanically,  virtually.  We  need  to 
get  into  that  production  if  we're  going  to 
maintain  the  processing  of  peaches  in  On- 
tario. The  purpose  of  the  programme,  again, 
is  to  redevelop  the  industry  but  we  hope 
there  will  emerge  from  it  at  least  2,000  acres 
in  clingstone  peaches.  We  have  the  suitable 
varieties  which  we  can  harvest  and  handle 
and  process  mechanically. 

This  planting  programme  will  start  in  1975 
and  we  expect  the  total  production  change 
for  the  processing  crop  will  take  at  least  10 
years.  Then  we  should  stabilize  our  produc- 
tion at  what  the  market  will  absorb  here  in 
the  Niagara  Peninsula,  at  the  processing  in- 
dustr>^  We  would  hope  to  capture  at  least 
one-third  of  the  total  processed  fruit  re- 
quired in  Canada  at  that  time.  If  the  market 


looks   as   though  it  can  absorb  more,   I  am 
sure  there  will  be  more  planted. 

To  accomplish  this  objective  we  had  to 
provide  some  assurance,  some  guarantees,  to 
the  nurseries  who  would  grow  the  stalks  to 
transfer  into  this  clingstone  peach  variety. 
So  we  have  embarked  on  a  type  of  pro- 
gramme to  assure  them  that  they  won't  be 
left  out  on  the  limb  if  anything  should  go 
wrong. 

We  have  a  new  peach  specialist.  Dr.  Stan 
Leuty,  who  is  starting  with  our  ministry  at 
Vineland,  and  he  will  work  closely  with  this 
programme  because,  as  you  can  see,  it  is 
quite  a  major  programme  on  which  we  are 
embarking. 

A  cold  storage  plant  will  likely  be  re- 
quired, in  addition  to  the  plantings  of  these 
extra  trees,  in  order  that  we  can  string  out 
the  processing  season  a  little  longer  than  has 
been  the  case  in  the  past. 

While  my  friend  from  Wentworth  makes 
suggestions  as  to  the  government  acquiring 
the  land  as  it  becomes  available  on  the  market 
and  to  hold  it  for  fruit  production,  I  would 
like  to  mention  to  him  that  there  are  other 
areas  in  Ontario  which  are  most  anxious  to 
get  into  fruit  production.  In  fact,  they  are 
embarking  on  that  to  some  degree.  I  think 
particularly  of  Essex  and  Kent  counties, 
where  there  are  extensive  orchards  and  also 
great  vineyards  being  planted. 

It  would  appear  that  the  Essex  and  Kent 
people  feel  that  if  the  fruit  growers  in  the 
Niagara  area  feel  that  their  land  is  worth 
more  for  something  else,  they  will  be  glad 
to  replace  their  fruit  market. 

I  don't  think  that  position  is  shared— cer- 
tainly not  by  our  ministry— and  I  doubt  if 
it  is  shared  by  many  others.  We  do  recog- 
nize that  there  is  a  uniqueness  about  the 
Niagara  land— because  of  the  escarpment,  be- 
cause of  the  water,  because  of  the  climate, 
because  of  the  quality  of  the  soil.  My  friend 
is  quite  right;  it  is  a  unique  area  in  North 
America. 

But  we  believe  that  there  are  other  ways 
that  will  generate  the  maintenance  of  interest 
in  growing  fruit  and  in  expanding  fruit 
production.  We  think  that  this  can  be  accom- 
plished by  a  satisfactory  price  level;  I  believe 
that  the  encouragement  that  has  become  evi- 
dent in  the  last  few  months,  I  would  say, 
is  being  reflected  in  the  interest  of  producers 
in  the  area  in  embarking  on  this  programme 
and  indicating  that  they  wish  to  participate 
in  this  programme. 

I  think  that's  a  true  statement  as  to  what 
is   really  happening  today.   I  certainly  have 
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got  this  impression  from  the  farmers  in  the 
Niagara  Peninsula  who  are  saying  to  us, 
"Well,  this  is  the  first  real  positive  step  that 
we  can  see  that  has  emerged  in  the  last  two 
years." 

It  is  all  due  to  the  fact  that  there  is  some 
assurance  at  last  that  they  are  going  to  be 
protected  from  those  imports  which  it  is  felt 
have  been  a  disaster  to  the  Niagara  fruitland. 

We  feel  that  we  are  embarking  on  the 
right  type  of  programme.  And  while  my  hon. 
friend  suggests  other  ways  of  doing  it— and 
I  don't  dispute  that;  there  are  other  ways 
of  doing  it.  That's  his  suggestion.  But  we 
feel  that  this  way  of  doing  it  may  accomplish 
the  same  objective  and  perhaps  not  involve 
an  expenditure  of  public  funds  to  the  degree 
which  he  readily  admits  might  be  the  case. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  interested  in  the  minis- 
ter's comments.  I'm  not  surprised  by  them; 
I'm  disappointed,  actually. 

I'm  disappointed  for  a  number  of  reasons. 
I  understand,  as  the  minister  does,  that  it  is 
entirely  possible  that  they  will  be  able  to 
develop  an  alternative  growing  area  in  Essex 
and  Kent— and  perhaps  to  some  extent  in 
Huron.  What  concerns  me  is  that  at  some 
point,  some  place,  we  have  to  make  a  stand. 
I  know,  as  sure  as  I  stand  here,  that  some 
other  member— long  after  I  am  gone  and  for- 
gotten—will be  standing  up  representing  Essex 
or  Kent  or  Huron  and  hell  be  saying  in  this 
House  to  the  then  Minister  of  Agriculture: 
"Do  you  realize  that  the  urban  sprawl  in 
Essex  and  Kent  and  Huron  is  eating  away 
at  the  very  valuable  farmland  that  we  now 
have  that  is  growing  peaches  and  pears  and 
whatcverP'* 

There  comes  a  point  beyond  which  you 
cannot  move.  Let's  look  at  the  Peninsula  from 
two  perspectives.  If  it  is  valuable  as  a  fruit 
growing  area  and  if  it  is  somewhat  unique 
then  it  certainly  in  itself  is  worth  saving.  It's 
worth  saving  for  other  reasons,  too.  It's  worth 
saving  because  it  provides  the  gateway  to 
Ontario  for  many  people  who  enter  the 
province.  It  could  be  developed  in  such  a 
way  as  to  be  perhaps  the  finest  entrance,  in 
addition  to  its  economic  viability,  that  the 
province  could  have  been  asked  for. 

As  sure  as  I  stand  here,  some  of  these 
farmers  will  hold  out  because  they  are  fairly 
wealthy.  Let  there  be  no  mistake.  Some  of 
them  are  fairly  wealthy,  and  some  of  them 
will  hold  out  for  quite  a  long  time.  But  a 
lot  of  them  are  borderline;  they  are  struggling 
along  and  trying  to  make  it.  They  are  mar- 
ginal, as  my  colleague  says,  and  he's  right. 


I  don't  pretend  to  be  an  expert.  I  wish  I 
were.  I  wish  I  knew  more  about  it,  but  I 
can  only  go  from  the  people  who  claim  to 
be  experts,  or  at  least  who  claim  to  have 
some  knowledge  of  it. 

Let  me  quote  you  a  couple  of  things  that 
really  struck  me  in  an  article  sent  to  me  by 
the  tender  fruit  growers,  for  whom  I  am  obvi- 
ously not  the  spokesman,  as  you  know.  It 
is  a  reprint  from  the  Ottawa  Citizen  of  Nov. 
12,  1973.  It  says: 

"At  one  time  Canadian-grown  tender  fruit 
—peaches,  pears,  cherries,  plums  and  prunes- 
comprised  70  per  cent  of  all  tender  fruit  con- 
sumed in  Canada.  Foreign-processed  fruit  now 
owns  70  per  cent  of  the  market." 

In  other  words,  the  position  has  changed 
full  circle,  180  degrees.  At  one  time  we  had 
70  per  cent;  now  foreign  imports  have  70 
per  cent. 

They  go  on  to  say:  "Some  researchers  have 
predicted  annihilation  of  Ontario's  tender 
fruit  processing  industry,  followed  by  the 
destruction  of  the  fresh  fruit  market." 

They  then  point  to  the  fact  that  peaches, 
which  make  up  about  half  the  total  receipts 
in  tender  fruit,  are  the  centre  of  the  problem. 
And  there  is  a  great  deal  said  in  the  article, 
which  I  am  not  going  to  read  but  I  com- 
mend to  the  minister  for  his  own  perusal  at 
his  convenience. 

Let  me  read  you  some  of  the  headlines 
that  they  quoted: 

"Some  See  Ontario  Tender  Fruit  Processing 
Death."  That's  from  the  Sault  Ste.  Marie 
paper  of  Nov.  8,  1973.  "Tender  Fruit  Indus- 
try Having  Market  Troubles,"  "Processing 
Fruit  Cutback,  Tonnage  Down  over  1973," 
"Niagara  Fruit  Growers  Want  Stable  Cana- 
dian Market,"  and  "Tender  Fruit  Industry 
Seeks  Government  Help"— that's  from  the 
Hamilton  Spectator— "Imported  Canned  Fruit 
Harms  Ontario  Industry;  Niagara  Canning 
Reduced,"  "Fruit  Future  Bleak,  Needs  Stable 
Market." 

"Ontario  Fruit  Growers  in  Peril,"  is  a  head- 
line from  the  Orillia  Packet  and  Times.  "Can- 
ning Crops  Reduce  Processing  in  Niagara,"  is 
a  headline  from  the  Post-Express  in  Lincoln. 
"Fresh  Market  Demands  Threatened  Peach 
Plants,"  is  from  the  Leamington  Post  and 
News. 

These  kinds  of  headlines  reflect  accurately, 
I  think,  the  concerns  felt  by  a  lot  of  people, 
and  obviously  felt  to  some  extent  by  the 
fruit  growers.  Let  me  quote  to  you  from  a 
letter  sent  to  me  over  the  signature  of  Mr. 
Piott,  Mr.  Sam  Piott,  who  is  on  your  advis- 
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ory  committee,  dated  Jan.  23,  1974.  I'll  read 
it,  it's  very  short.  It's  addressed  to  me,  and 


says: 


The  tender  fruitlands  of  Ontario,  includ- 
ing the  Niagara  Peninsula  and  Essex,  Kent, 
Norfolk,  Brant,  Prince  Edward  and  Sim- 
coe  counties,  are  responsible  for  almost  80 
per  cent  of  Canada's  production  of  peaches, 
pears,  plums  and  cherries. 

Late  in  1973  Canadian  Press  conducted 
an  independent  survey  of  the  Ontario  ten- 
der fruit  processing  industry,  which  takes 
much  of  its  supplies  from  the  Niagara 
fruitlands,  and  concluded  that  this  im- 
portant industry  may  disappear  unless  do- 
mestic markets  can  be  ensured. 

I  am  enclosing  for  your  review  samples 
of  reprints  of  pieces  which  were  carried 
widely  by  daily  newspapers  in  Canada  [and 
I  have  quoted  the  headlines  to  you  from 
those]. 

The  Ontario  processing  industry  pres- 
ently purchases  nearly  30  per  cent  of  all 
peaches  grown  in  Ontario,  80  per  cent  of 
the  pears,  virtually  all  of  the  sour  cherry 
crop  and  substantial  amounts  of  plums  and 
sweet  cherries.  Ontario  tender  fruit  taken 
for  processing  in  1972  amounted  to  33,600 
tons,  and  alternative  sales  outlets  for  these 
crops  do  not  exist  because  the  variety  is 
best  suited  for  processing  and  not  always 
attractive  to  consumers  at  the  retail  level. 

Preservation  of  the  fruitland  hinges  on 
producers  growing  varieties  suitable  for  the 
separate  needs  of  the  fresh  and  processing 
plants  of  the  industry.  Many  varieties,  in- 
cluding Jubilee,  Elberta,  and  the  3,000  tons 
of  clingstone  peaches  now  being  produced, 
Montmorency  cherries  and  KieflFer  pears  are 
specifically  processing  crops.  Other  varieties 
of  peaches,  pears  and  sweet  cherries  have 
been  developed  for  the  fresh  market.  With- 
out both  forms  of  markets,  economists 
predict  that  20,000  acres  of  tender  fruit- 
lands  cannot  be  maintained. 

Preservation  of  the  fruitland  is  a  key  part 
of  the  official  plan  of  the  regional  munic- 
ipality of  Niagara.  The  policy  of  the  plan, 
now  in  its  final  stages  of  preparation,  is  to 
steer  residential  and  commercial  develop- 
ment away  from  prime  fruitlands. 

The  draft  plan  provides  for  future  re- 
views of  this  policy  if  the  fruit  industry 
cannot  be  kept  viable;  zoning  restrictions 
could  be  lifted,  allowing  fruit  growers  to 
sell  their  lands  for  other  forms  of  develop- 
ment rather  than  being  locked  in  through 
zoning  regulations,  to  unprofitable  use  of 
the  land. 


I'll  stop  at  that  point  for  a  moment,  because 
that's  really  what  I  was  talking  about  earlier. 
Nobody  in  his  right  mind  expects  the  farmer 
to  continue  to  grow  on  land  from  which  he 
frankly  can't  gain  any  financial  yield  or 
return. 

But,  I  am  frankly  worried  because  I  sense 
in  your  answer  that  while  you  agree  with  me 
in  the  main  that  it  would  be  nice  to  keep  the 
Niagara  Peninsula,  you  have  despaired  of 
that  really  ever  happening  and  that  little  by 
little  it  would  be  eaten  away.  I  want  to  assure 
you  that  little  by  little,  it  is  being  eaten  away. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  You  are 
looking  at  the  alternatives  already. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  fact  that  you  are  telling 
me  there  are  alternative  areas  being  developed 
indicates  to  me  that  in  fact  we  have  come  to 
a  conclusion  that  over  the  course  of  time  tliat 
area,  which  is  now  yielding  significantly,  will 
gradually  deteriorate. 

We  can  blame  the  federal  government  for 
their  policies  and  their  policies  are  wrong. 
Their  policies  with  regard  to  protection  and 
tarifFs  are  absolutely  wrong  and  they  con- 
tributed significantly  to  the  problems  con- 
fronting the  farmers  of  the  area.  They  have 
contributed  to  them,  in  fact,  as  long  as  I  can 
remember.  But  their  policies  weren't  the  poli- 
cies which  allowed  the  erosion  of  the  land. 
Their  policies  made  it  economically  difficult 
for  the  farmer  to  continue,  but  some  farmers 
were  able  to.  Not  only  large  farmers,  but 
some  small  farmers  were  able  to  continue  in 
spite  of  the  policies. 

But  the  one  thing  the  farmer  cannot  pos- 
sibly stand  up  against  is  the  tremendous  cost 
of  urban  development.  There  is  the  tremen- 
dous economic  pressure  that  he  feels  per- 
sonally when  the  developer  wanders  in  and 
offers  him  three  times  what  his  land  is  worth 
when  it  is  in  production.  He  offers  him  in  one 
lump  sum  what  he  might,  in  fact,  be  able  to 
earn  in  a  lifetime  of  producing.  I  don't  blame 
him  for  selling.  I  understand  the  kind  of  per- 
sonal feelings  that  must  go  into  that.  But  we 
can't  afford  it.  It  is  that  simple.  We,  the 
citizens  of  Ontario— speaking  on  behalf  of 
those  who  are  here  and  those  who  are  yet  to 
come— we  can't  afford  to  allow  it  to  go  out  of 
production. 

As  the  minister  says,  his  policy— my  policy 
—his  policy  may  well  work.  Maybe  the 
changeover  to  different  produce  or  to  a  dif- 
ferent variety  of  produce  will  yield  some  re- 
sult. But  what,  I  hate  to  tell  you,  I  don't 
think  it  can  possibly  yield  the  desired  result, 
which  is  that  we  will  maintain  our  self-suffi- 
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ciency— or  if  not  maintain  it,  reclaim  our  self- 
sufiBciency,  because  we  haven't  got  it  any 
more. 

It  wasn't  many  years  ago  that  we  were,  in 
fact,  self-suflBcient  in  the  provision  of  tender 
fruit  for  the  Canadian  market.  We  no  longer 
are,  and  there  is  no  question  that  the  con- 
sumers of  Ontario  will  be  the  people  who  will 
suffer.  It's  only  when  we  can  put  up  against 
the  imported  price  a  produce  of  our  own 
that  we  can  maintain  anything  called  a  reason- 
able purchasing  price.  The  moment  we  be- 
come at  the  mercy  of  the  growers  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  any  other  area,  the 
moment  that  we  are  not  competitive  in  terms 
of  the  production  of  the  things  that  we  have 
to  have,  then  we  will  be  paying  through  the 
nose  for  everything  that  we  want— and  that's 
my  concern. 

I  will  say  no  more  about  this,  but  I  warn 
you  and  I'll  come  back  to  haunt  you— I  warn 
you  in  time  to  come  you  will  look  back  and 
seriously  regret  taking  circuitous  measures  to 
resolve  what  required  positive  steps.  You 
can't  hope  that  by  developing  other  strains  or 
by  developing  other  areas  that  we  will  be 
alDle  to  replace  that  which  in  itself  is  ir- 
replaceable. I  suggest  to  you,  notwithstanding 
what  you  might  think  about  the  changes  in 
the  fertilizing  industry  and  the  production 
industry,  in  the  farm  industry  in  general,  that 
you  bloody  well  can't  reproduce  the  Niagara 
Peninsula.  Once  it  is  gone,  you  will  regret  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  we  have 
the  report  of  the  food  council  for  his  depart- 
ment. I  don't  want  to  reminisce,  but  our 
critic,  the  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce 
(Mr.  Gaunt),  announced  last  night  that  the 
average  income  of  the  farmer  was  $7,600 
last  year.  I  think  the  Ontario  Federation  of 
Agriculture- 
Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  that  that's  not 
in  these  estimates.  I  am  not  sure  where  you 
would  find  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Later  on. 

Mr.  Spence:  Oh,  later  on.  Then  under  this 
heading  you  are  talking  about  the  fruit  indus- 
try in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  In  1971  this 
Legislature  passed  the  Pits  and  Quarries  Act, 
and  this  year  a  number  of  townships  were 
designated  for  pits  and  quarries,  and  after 
they  were  designated  under  this  Act  they 
could  apply  for  a  licence  to  open  up  gravel 
pits  under  this  Act. 


I  brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bernier).  In 
the  fruit  growing  area  in  southwestern  Ontario 
there  were  buyers  who  came  in  and  bought 
this  fruitland  for  gravel  pits.  I  do  know, 
Mr.  Minister,  that  we  must  have  gravel,  but 
some  of  these  buyers  came  in,  bought  the 
whole  farm,  stripped  off  all  the  topsoil  and 
piled  it  up  all  around.  Different  properties 
had  the  same  thing  happen. 

There  were  people  in  those  areas  who 
called  me  regarding  the  large  amount  of  dirt 
around  these  farms  that  were  bought  for 
gravel  and  said  that  this  had  lowered  the  value 
of  the  other  farms  in  that  area.  The  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources  says  there  are  going  to 
be  some  amendments  to  this  Act  in  the  fall, 
and  I  would  like  you  to  take  an  interest  in 
that.  I  know  you  will,  because  it  affects  the 
value  of  other  farms  adjoining  these  areas 
where  gravel  pits  are  being  opened  up.  I 
might  say  that  it  is  hard  for  me  to  believe  that 
they  would  have  to  strip  a  whole  farm  under 
this  Act. 

I  don't  know  too  much  about  the  Act 
myself,  but  it  makes  me  wonder  why  they 
would  have  to  strip  the  whole  farm  for  gravel 
at  one  time  and  leave  the  mounds  piled  up 
along  the  highways,  which  is  decreasing  the 
value  of  other  properties  in  the  area.  I  hope, 
Mr.  Minister,  that  when  this  amendment 
comes  up  you  will  look  at  this  and  watch 
with  keen  interest. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thought 
my  friend  from  Kent  was  probably  going 
to  talk  about  the  same  thing  as  the  member 
for  Wentworth.  That's  why  I  didn't  rise  to 
my  feet  at  the  time.  The  member  for  Went- 
worth has  spoken  at  some  length  about  the 
loss  of  this  fruitland  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula. 
We  are  all  concerned  with  it,  but  by  the 
same  token  the  regional  government  of  Nia- 
gara, as  I  understand  it,  is  preparing  very 
substantial  draft  plans  of  the  land  use  in 
the  area. 

There  is  still  land  in  abundance  in  this 
very  area  that  will  grow  all  the  fruit  that 
we  can  possibly  handle  in  this  country  in  the 
foreseeable  future.  It's  still  there.  The  plans 
are  strict  enough  that  that  land  will  be 
preserved  for  fruit  growing.  Some  of  the 
growers  in  the  area  have  spoken  to  us  and 
have  let  us  know  that  they  support  the 
regional  government  in  describing  that  land 
as   agricultural  food  production  land. 

I  believe  that  it  can  be  done  with  severe 
enough  local  land  use  planning.  It  may  have 
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been  that  in  the  past,  as  my  friend  mentioned 
this  afternoon  before  we  adjourned  at  6 
o'clock,  land  zoning  hadn't  worked  in  some 
areas,  and  it  possibly  didn't  have  the  strength 
of  regional  government  behind  it  because  the 
smaller  municipalities  seeking  industrial  as- 
sessment were,  I  think,  at  times  tempted  to 
change  the  zoning  and  allow  industrial  or 
commercial    development   to   take   place. 

The  larger  regional  government  has  the 
authority  and  has  the  strength  and  it  can  be 
done  at  the  local  level,  and  that,  to  me,  is 
important.  I  am  sure  all  of  us  share  the 
concern  that  has  been  oftentimes  expressed 
in  this  House,  that  local  government  should 
have  the  authority  vested  in  it  to  make  these 
decisions  that  are  important  to  it  and  to  the 
rest  of  the  country,  based  of  course  on  the 
resources    of   that   particular   area. 

My  friend  mentioned  the  fact  that  the 
fresh  fniit  industry  was  important  and  it 
certainly  is.  By  "fresh"  I  am  talking  about 
the  fresh  peaches  that  are  picked  and  sold 
directly  to  the  consimier  in  various  ways. 
That,  of  course,  is  a  very  important  aspect 
of  the  fruit  industry  of  the  Niagara 
Peninsula. 

There  are  some  other  types  of  fruits  that 
are  also  very  important,  but  there  has  to  be 
that  balance  between  the  fresh  fruit  market 
and  the  processing  market.  One  is  dependent, 
to  a  degree,  on  the  other.  But  we  have  found 
a  disturbing  thing,  I  must  confess,  that  came 
to  my  attention  a  few  years  ago— that  can- 
ners,  when  we  talked  to  them  about  using 
the  freestone  peaches  of  the  Niagara  Penin- 
sula, which  have  characterized  this  area  and 
which  are  the  finest  fruit  that  can  be  grown 
anywhere  in  North  America,  said,  *'We  simply 
cannot  compete  with  that  product  now  be- 
cause our  competitors  are  using  the  chng- 
stone  peaches  which  are  of  such  a  type  that 
they  can  be  mechanically  handled."  That's 
part  of  the  problem. 

My. -friend  mentioned  the  fact  that  we 
were  self-sufficient  in  canned  fruits.  His 
memory  is  better  than  ours  because  never 
in  living  memory  has  Canada  ever  been  self- 
sufficient  in  canned  fruits.  We  have  never 
gotten  beyond,  I  believe,  30  per  cent,  and  I 
think  that  was  about  10  or  15  years  ago.  I 
believe  that  we  are  now  about  20  per  cent 
self-sufficient  insofar  as  the  canned  fruits 
that  are  used  in  Canada  are  concerned.  With 
this  new  programme  which  we  just  discussed 
a  few  minutes  ago— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Well,  why  did  you  say  we  had 
the  facilities  to  produce  all  we  could  use? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  All  we  can  use,  exactly. 
But  you  can  only  use  so  much  fruit  at  the 
time  it  can  be  grown.  You  can't  store  fruit 
like  you  can  wheat  or  barley  or  com,  and 
use  it  for  the  rest  of  the  year.  You  can  only 
use  it  at  the  time  it's  picked.  We're  talking 
about  a  cold  storage  in  which  we  hope  to  be 
able  to  put  enough  of  that  fruit  to  string  out 
the  canning  season,  but  it  won't  keep  indefi- 
nitely. This  is  the  problem  with  it,  because 
it's  so  perishable.  And  so  there  is  no  point  in 
growing  something  and  then,  as  has  hap- 
pened in  the  past,  not  be  able  to  harvest  a 
big  crop.  It  had  to  lie  on  the  trees  and  in 
some  cases  it  fell  off.  And  they  say  what  a 
shame  it  is  to  see  that  fruit  being  lost.  But 
to  pick  it,  there  really  wasn't  any  place  to 
process  it  because  every  available  storage 
spot  was  full,  the  processors  were  full,  and 
what  was  the  use?  It's  a  perishable  product. 

'So,  I  think  we  have  to  restrict  ourselves, 
bearing  in  mind  the  nature  of  the  commodity 
we're  handling.  We  think  that  with  sufficient 
storage  space  and  using  the  land  that's  there, 
using  the  varieties  that  are  adaptable  and 
satisfactory  to  the  processing  ind*ustry  in 
modem  times,  that  we  can  vastly  increase  the 
self-sufficiency  of  this  country,  and!  that's  our 
objective. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, just  while  we're  discussing  the  frait- 
lands  and  so  forth,  I  would  just  like  to  bring 
to  your  attention  a  bulletin  that  the  Tender 
Fruit  Institute  sent  out  in  May,  1974: 

Contrary  to  popular  belief,  fruitlands  in 
the  Niagara  Peninsula  are  not  rapidly  dis- 
iappearing.  There  has  been  a  decrease  of 
labout  five  per  cent  in  the  overall'  acreage 
planted  in  tender  fruits  over  the  past  10 
years.  However,  improved'  root  stocks  and 
growing  methods  nave  generally  upped 
potential  yields,  more  than  offsetting  the 
ireduction  in  acreage. 

That's  an  interesting  point,  and  I  think  this 
is-  really  the  case  in  a  lot  of  agricultural 
things.  If  the  market  is  there,  fine. 

II  was  glad  to  hear  the  minister  announce 
that  they  are  going  into  the  cling-type 
peaches  for  canning  purposes,  because  I  think 
this  is  a  bit  of  our  problem  in  selling  our 
caimed  fruit  in  Canada. 

'The  cling  type,  for  quality  purposes,  is  the 
best.  When  you  open  up  the  can,  it  is  just  a 
little  firmer  peach,  and  from  what  I  can 
gather  from  people  who  buy  the  imports  and 
the  Canadian  ones,  there  seems  to  be  a  kind 
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of  reluctance  to  buy  tlie  Canadian  freestone 
because  it's  not  so  firm  when  it's  canned.  The 
freestone  peach  is  the  best  peach  of  all,  I 
would  think,  for  fresh  fruit,  but  you  can't 
can  it  and  you  can't  put  it  through  auto- 
matic peelers.  It  just  isn  t  possible  to  do  that. 

'With  the  minister's  announcement,  I  recall 
a  meeting  we  had  a  year  or  two  ago  with 
people  from  the  Tender  Fruit  Association 
here  in  the  buildings  with  a  number  of  the 
members  who  have  an  interest  in  it,  because 
they  have  fniitlands  in  their  area.  I  recall 
drawing  it  to  the  attention  of  the  growers  at 
that  time  that  we  had  to  look  at  this  and, 
of  course,  their  reluctance  was  whether  they 
were  going  to  have  a  guaranteed'  market.  And 
I  can  well  undierstand  that.  A  farmer  can't 
be  expected  to  make  an  investment  of  $50,000 
or  $75,000  in  a  new  orchardi  and'  not  have  a 
guaranteed  market  to  sell  at  a  price  that  was 
reasonable  so  that  he  could  make  a  hdi 
margin  of  profit. 

I  think  that  maybe  we  are  stepping  in  the 
right  direction.  There  are  some  new  orchards 
going  in  our  area  in  Essex  and  Kent  coim- 
ties.  I  saw  one  ffravel  pit  that  was  r^abili- 
tated  into  a  golf  course.  They  took  aU  the 
top  soil  off  and,  after  they  took  12  ft  of 
gravel  out,  they  put  it  back  on  and  made  a 
golf  course  out  of  it.  I  suppose  maybe  they 
could  have  made  an  orcharoi  out  of  it.  I'm  not 
sure,  but  it  sure  looks  as  if  it  could  have  been 
used  for  that  piupose. 

(I  think  we  are  heading  in  the  right  direc- 
tion if  we  have  proper  land^use  planiung. 
Any  of  the  townships  I  am  familiar  with  now 
have  complete  plans  of  their  mimicipality 
where  they  set  designated  areas  for  residen- 
tial, farming,  indtistrial  and  commercial  use. 
If  we  can  get  a  little  more  action  on  the 
part  of  the  Minister  of  Housing,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  approve  the  plans  of  many  of  these 
municipalities,  I  think  we  can  control  our 
future  land  quite  well  with  good  planning  in 
the  local  municipalities,  especially,  of  course, 
to  protect  grades  1  and  2  farmland.  I  would 
think  that  grades  3  and  4  are  where  we 
should  be  looking.  I  have  always  mentioned 
that  maybe  we  should  be  looking  at  new 
satellite  cities  in  areas  where  the  land  is 
probably  gradfe  4  quality  instead  of  extending 
the  cities  that  are  now  in  what  we  classify 
as  grades  1  and  2  land. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, there  is  just  one  point  on  which  I 
wanted  to  seek  out  the  minister's  view  on  this 
matter.  We've  been  talking  about  preserving 
the  fniitlands  in  the  Niagara  Peninsula.  Part 


of  this  problem,  and  the  whole  question  of 
land-use  planning,  gets  itself  involved  in 
whether  or  not  farmers  should  be  compensated 
for  down-zoning.  The  minister  has  taken  the 
position  that  they  shouldn't,  that  the  Treasury 
here,  or  anywhere  else  for  that  matter,  could 
not  withstand  that  kind  of  pressure. 

I  tend  to  agree  with  the  minister,  but  I 
think  there  are  other  alternatives  to  the  prob- 
lem where  farmers  are  being  pressured 
through  urban  sprawl  and  development  actu- 
ally to  sell  their  farms  to  speculators  and 
developers.  If  the  minister  and  the  govern- 
ment come  along  and  index  farmlands,  which 
would  be  done  if  the  farm  classification  com- 
mittee report  is  implemented,  then  we  are 
going  to  be  running  into  this  sort  of  prob- 
lem, because  we  are  going  to  be  designating 
farmland  as  farmland  and  only  under  un- 
usual circumstances  or  pressure  would  that 
classification  be  adjusted,  I  would  presume. 

I  think  there  are  some  alternatives.  The 
most  attractive  alternative,  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned  in  this  regard,  is  the  pr<^)osition 
that  was  put  forward  in  the  Challenge  of 
Abundance  report  in  1969  where  farmers 
would  be  issued  development  bonds  which 
would  show  the  difference  in  value  between 
the  value  as  farmland  and  the  value  as  de- 
velopment land.  Then,  if  at  some  future  date 
the  farmer  had  to  sell  or  if  the  land  was 
reclassified,  the  farmer  would  be  able  to  cash 
that  bond  which  would  show  the  difference 
between  the  two  values. 

That's  one  solution.  I  think  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  other  solutions  which  have  been  tried 
in  some  European  countries.  There  is  no  per- 
fect solution.  I  don't  think  it's  a  perfect  solu- 
tion, but  it's  an  interesting  alternative  to  the 
kind  of  thing  that  the  Ontario  Federation  of 
Agriculture  has  been  saying  where  the  govern- 
ment has  to  move  in  and  compensate  fanners 
for  down-zoning. 

I  would  be  interested  in  getting  the  mini- 
ster's view.  Is  there  any  particular  person 
within  your  ministry  who  is  studying  the  al- 
ternatives? Has  there  been  any  particular  per- 
son within  the  ministry  who  has  actually 
studied  this  particular  proposal?  Because, 
really,  it  hasn't  been  talked  about  too  much 
since  1969,  as  I  recall  it  at  any  rate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
are  taking  a  look  at  that  and  other  ideas. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  pursue  a  few  matters  that  have 
been  touched  upon  previously  by  both  my 
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colleague  from  Huron-Bruce  and  I  believe  by 
some  of  the  members  in  the  NDP. 

The  first  one  has  to  do  with  land-use  plan- 
ning. And  we  have  had  a  little  bit  of  discus- 
sion on  land-use  planning,  although  I  haven't 
discerned  yet  why  it  is  that  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  does  not  feel  that  it 
should  get  more  involved  in  land-use  plan- 
ning. 

Now,  for  example,  let  us  take  the  hearing 
that  was  held  last  February  or  March  in  con- 
nection with  the  acquiring  of  land  in  the 
Primrose-Shelburne  area,  at  the  junction,  I 
believe,  of  Highways  9  and  10,  for  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  park.  I  believe  it  is  called 
Boyne  River  Park.  I  understand  that  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  did  not  have 
any  of  his  officials  at  this  hearing,  and  I  can't 
for  the  life  of  me  see  why  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment  should  be  the  only  one  that  is 
involved  in  deciding  whether  good  farmland 
is  used  for  the  development  of  a  park. 

In  talking  about  the  farm  classification 
report,  the  minister  said  that  he  agreed  with 
the  report  with  the  exception  of  recommenda- 
tion 11,  which  gave  the  Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food  veto  powers  over  land  to  be 
used  for  development.  And  my  question  is, 
if  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  doesn't 
become  involved  in  the  decision-making  pro- 
cess as  to  what  lands  are  going  to  be  retained 
for  farming  purposes  and  what  lands  are  going 
to  be  used  for  development  purposes,  then 
who  in  the  world  is  going  to  make  the  deci- 
sion? I  would  think  surely  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  shoiJd  take  the  respon- 
sibility of  making  the  decision  because,  after 
all,  this  farmland  should  be  given  top  priority. 

Now  on  to  another  matter.  Again,  I  don't 
know  how  this  problem  is  going  to  be  re- 
solved because  you  indicated  that  you  do  not 
agree  with  stabilization  programmes  at  the 
provincial  level,  and  that  it  should  be  done 
at  the  national  level.  I  am  not  going  to  dis- 
agree with  you,  but  how  can  our  pork  pro- 
ducers possibly  compete? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Does  that 
have  anything  to  do  with  marketing?  I  believe 
it  does. 

Mr.  Riddell:  It  is  policy.  We  discussed  this 
before. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  it  could  come  under 
agricultural  marketing  programme,  I  think, 
from  what  the  member's  comments  are. 

Mr.  Caunt:  He  is  talking  about  stabiliza- 
tion. 


Mr.  Riddell:  That  is  right.  We  have  been 
dealing  with  stabilization.  We  might  as  well 
stay  with  it. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Stay  in 
the  stable  a  little  longer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Stabilization  of  what? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Take  it 
from  the  farmers,  Russell.  They  are  right. 

Mr.  Riddell:  How  can  our  pork  producers 
possibly  compete  when  you  have  provinces 
like  Prince  Edward  Island,  Nova  Scotia,  Que- 
bec, Manitoba,  Saskatchewan,  and  Alberta  all 
with  some  kind  of  stabilization  progranmie 
for  their  pork  producers? 

We  could  wait  for  ever  and  a  day  for  the 
federal  government  to  propose  some  national 
farm  stabilization  programme,  and  in  the 
meantime  our  pork  producers  are  sufiFering 
a  very  great  loss  because  they  simply  cannot 
compete  with  the  provinces  that  do  have  a 
provincial  programme  of  their  own.  So  I  am 
just  wondering  what  you  feel  we  should  be 
doing  for  our  pork  producers  in  this  regard? 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  one  other  matter 
I  want  to  touch  upon  and  I  am  not  sure  what 
section  it  comes  under  because  I  am  not  even 
too  sure  it  comes  under  the  Ministry  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food,  but  I  feel  that  it  should. 
That's  this  matter  of  a  wolf  bounty.  Now— 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Hear,  hear, 
you  are  right  on. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  definitely  under 
Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  Riddell:  All  right,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  There  is  an 

item- 
Mr.    Riddell:    Who   pays   the   money  out, 

then,   for   any   claims   on  losses  of  livestock 

due  to  wolves? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture  and  Food. 

Mr.  RiddeU:  Is  this  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  or  the  Minister- 
Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  No,  it  is  the  Ministry  of 
Natural  Resources. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources. 
Well,  my  contention  is  that  this  should  come 
under  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food, 
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because  what  is  happening  now  is  that  if  a 
farmer  has  a  claim  and  he  approaches  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources,  with  all  the 
red  tape  that  he  has  to  go  through  it's  some 
time  before  he  gets  remunerated  for  his 
losses.  Then,  if  he  has  a  second  claim,  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  won't  do  any- 
thing about  it  unless  the  farmer  has  indi- 
cated that  he  has  done  something  about 
trapping  these  wolves. 

Now,  what  in  the  world  does  a  farmer 
know  about  trapping  wolves?  And,  in  the 
second  place,  how  much  time  has  the  farmer 
got  to  go  out  trapping  wolves? 

Mr.  Paterson:  It's  a  good  job  for  the  par- 
liamentary' assistant. 

Mr.  Riddell:  I  maintain,  and  not  only  do 
I  maintain  but  the  Ontario  Federation  of 
Agriculture  also  maintains  that  this  pro- 
gramme should  come  under  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food.  I  am  wondering  what 
your  feelings  are,  because  I  have  been  re- 
ceiving all  kinds  of  letters,  as  I'm  sure  you 
have,  from  farmers  who  are  encountering 
very  great  losses  of  livestock  due  to  wolves. 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  Ministry  of  Na- 
tural Resources  is  the  place  that  these  par- 
ticular claims  that  are  made  by  farmers  should 
come  under.  I  believe  it  should  be  the  Min- 
istry of  Agriculture  and  Food. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Prince 
Edward-Lennox. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  ( Prince  Edward-Lennox ) : 
If  I  might  ask  a  question  of  the  minister  on 
that  point,  seeing  as  how  we  have  raised  the 
question  of  wolves- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Do  you  have  a  lot  of 
wolves  down  there? 

Mr.  Taylor:  I  am  following  in  the  tradition 
of  my  predecessor,  who  was  sometimes  pre- 
occupied with  wolves,  and  no  doubt  for  a 
just  cause,  because  of  the  problem  that  they 
pose  to  the  sheep  farmers  in  Prince  Edward 
county.  I  was  wondering  if  the  minister  could 
indicate  the  input  of  his  ministry,  insofar  as 
assessing  the  value  of  animals  that  are  com- 
pensated for  through  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources  and  any  changes  that  might  be 
brought  about  to  speed  up  the  processing  and 
develop  a  fairer  evaluation  of  destroyed 
livestock? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
answer  the  last  question  first,  as  it  is  fresher 
in  my  mind.  The  member  for  Prince  Edward- 


Lennox  asked  what  has  been  done,  and  I 
would  like  to  advise  the  House,  through  you, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  member  for  Prince 
Edward-Lennox  was  one  of  three  of  the 
members  of  our  caucus  who,  with  myself, 
visited  with  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources and  members  of  his  staflF  to  try  and 
determine  a  more  satisfactory  way  of  settling 
the  claims  of  those  who  have  lost  livestock 
due  to  wolf  predation.  Obviously,  the  present 
method  leaves  much  to  be  desired. 

We  are  proposing  that  legislation  be  drafted 
whereby  there  will  be  one  evaluator,  and 
that  will  be  the  local  municipal  evaluator,  to 
determine  the  amount  of  the  loss  and  whether 
it  should  be  paid  by  the  local  municipality  or 
whether  it  should  be  paid  by  the  Ministry  of 
Natural  Resources  and  see  how  that  can  be 
satisfactorily  done.  We  think  that  there  is  a 
way  to  do  this.  We  are  in  the  process  of 
drafting  the  legislation  now.  There  have  been 
several  meetings  between  the  staffs  of  the  tv^'O 
ministries  and  we  agree  that  something  has 
to  be  done  to  straighten  that  matter  out. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  about  predator  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  want  to  thank  my 
friend  from  Prince  Edward-Lennox  for  hav- 
ing drawn  it  to  the  attention  of  the  Ministry 
of  Natural  Resources  and  to  have  been  able 
to,  we  hope,  resolve  the  matter. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  We  want  to 
join  in  that  tribute. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  didn't  catch  the— 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  about  predator  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Predator  control? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Rather  than  payment  after  the 
fact? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  understand  there  is  an 
active  programme  of  predator  control  in  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources,  but  this  is 
something  that  I  am  sure  was  dealt  with  dur- 
ing the  minister's  estimates  last  week  before 
the  committee.  In  fact,  I  think  they  were 
there  for  two  or  three  weeks,  and  I  am  siure 
that  these  points  were  dealt  with. 

But  they  do  have  a  group  of  predator  con- 
trol ofiBcers  who  will  assist  the  farmer  to 
establish  various  means  of  trapping  or  con- 
trolling these  animals— and  some  of  them  have 
proven  rather  successful.  I  have  seen  pictures 
of  wolves  who  have  been  caught  in  these 
traps  that  are  proposed  by  the  staff  of  the 
Ministry  of  Natin-al  Resources. 

With  regard  to  the  Boyne  Park  hearing, 
my  friend  probably  wasn't  aware  that  Herb 
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Crown,  the  director  of  our  ARDA  branch, 
was  in  attendance  at  that  meeting,  and  that 
I  had,  as  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food,  a  very  personal  input  into  the  decisions 
that  have  now  been  made  concerning  the 
Boyne  Park  with  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources.  I  think  the  arrangements  that 
have  now  been  made  will  be  much  more 
satisfactorv  than  probably  had  been  thought 
at  the  outset  of  the  complaints,  which  I 
think  were  quite  legitimately  raised  by  some 
of  the  people  who  were  concerned  about  the 
loss  of  prime  agricultural  land. 

I  am  sure  that  the  member  for  Wellington- 
Duff  erin  (Mr.  Root),  who  is  in  the  House 
tonight,  made  very  great  representations  to 
the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources,  and  I 
believe  the  matter  has  been  satisfactorily  re- 
solved. We  were  on  top  of  the  situation  all 
through  the  piece.  While  we  weren't  making 
a  very  big  noise  about  it  we  were  getting 
things  done,  and  I  think  that's  the  important 
thing  about  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Naturally,  I  understand  that. 
It  is  usual  with  your  programmes;  you  are 
on  top  of  them  and  you  are  getting  things 
done  all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  So,  in  regard  to  recom- 
mendation 11  of  the  Kowal  report,  if  the 
ministry  is  not  to  make  decisions— and  my 
friend  must  have  missed  what  I  said  this 
afternoon,  because  I  did  refer  to  that  recom- 
mendation. While  I  said  that  I  was  not  in 
favour  of  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  doing  as  Kowal  suggested-— and  that  is 
being  completely  responsible  for  all  land-use 
planning  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  including 
subdivision  control,  and  all  the  rest  of  it— I 
did  feel,  and'  I  stress  this  very  much,  that  as 
far  as  our  ministry  was  concerned  I  felt  we 
had  to  have  a  very  much  greater  input  into 
decision-making  concerning  whatever  is  done 
with  land  in  the  future. 

The  question  concerning  pork  producers 
competing  with  other  provinces  I  dealt  with 
this  afternoon.  I  emphatically  believe  that 
any  province  that  embarks  on  a  stabilization 
programme  for  any  commodity  in  which 
the  federal  government  has  a  programme- 
as  the  federal  government  now  has  a  pro- 
gramme announced  and  in  effect— that  that 
province  should  not  receive  anything  over 
and  above  what  the  federal  government  is 
ready  to  pay  on  a  national  basis. 

II  believe  that  the  feeling  is  shared  by  other 
provinces  as  well;  otherv/ise  we'll  just  simply 
have  one  province  competing  with  another 
and  the  federal  plan  is  meaningless.  And  so 
our  suggestion  to   the  federal   government— 


and  they  agree  with  this,  because  they  have 
told  us  that  we  are  on  the  right  track— is  that 
there  should  be  one  stabilization  programme- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  because  that  happens  to 
coincide  with  what  they  want. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  that  those  prov- 
inces that  are  involved  in  it  now  should  bring 
their  programmes  in  line.  If  they  want  to  go 
beyond  it,  then  they'll  get  so  much  less  from 
the  federal  government.  That's  the  answer  as 
we  see  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  1.  The  hon.  member 
for  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  I  am  not  proposing  to  be 
an  expert  on  anything  pertaining  to  agricul- 
ture, since  most  areas  of  my  riding  are 
unsuitable  for  agricultural  purposes;  but  I 
did  get  a  request,  Mr.  Minister- 
Mr.  Renwick:  We  have  a  lot  of  agriculture 
in  the  riding  of  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Will  you  bring  the  member  for 
Riverdale  to  order  please? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  was  saying  that  distin- 
guishes your  riding  from  mine.  We  have  a 
lot  of  agriculture  in  my  riding. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  And  in  Donald  MacDon- 
ald's,  too. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  did  get  a  request  from  people 
up  in— 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  wish  the  member  for  York 
South   (Mr.  MacDonald)   were  here  tonight. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —the  Upsala  area,  which  is 
about  90  miles  west  of  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay,  where,  at  one  time,  the  champion 
potato  growers— I  don't  know  whether  it  was 
for  all  of  Ontario- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —or  whether  it  was  just  for 
northwestern  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Is  that  the  Charlton 
area? 

Mr.  Renwick:  North  America. 

Mr.  Stokes:  In  Upsala. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Upsala,  oh,  sorry;  I 
didn't  catch  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  It's  about  90  miles  west 
of  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay.  But  apparently 
at  one  time  they  were  renowned  for  their 
ability   to    grow   a   top    quality   potato,   and 
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some  of  the  potatoes  were  sold  far  and  wide 
for  seed  purposes. 

Now,  since  some  of  the  people  in  the  area 
were  looking  for  other  alternatives— it  is  an 
unorganized  rural  community— and  since  they 
were  looking  for  other  alternatives  to  lend 
more  viability  to  the  area  they  asked  me  if 
I  wouldn't  prevail  upon  you,  as  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Food,  to  see  whether  such 
a  programme  would  be  viable.  I  think  I 
wrote  to  Mr.  Crown  and  Mr.  Crown  re- 
ferred me  to  the  agricultural  representative 
in  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay.  He  was  to  get 
in  touch  with  those  people  to  discuss  some 
of  these  ideas  with  them. 

I  was  up  there  two  weeks  ago  with  your 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources, 
when  we  were  opening  a  sawmill  there  and 
they  said  that  the  agricultural  rep  from  the 
Thimder  Bay  area  hadn't  been  in  to  see  them. 
I  am  wondering,  what  kind  of  a  system  does 
the  government  provide?  What  kind  of  tech- 
nical advice  does  the  minister  provide  to 
people  who  would  be  anxious  to  get  into 
agricultural  production  in  products  where 
they  might  be  able  to  compete? 

I  understand  that  even  in  northwestern 
Ontario  we  don't  grow  all  of  the  potatoes 
that  we  require  for  our  own  use.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  I'm  told  that  local  producers 
find  it  extremely  diflScult  to  compete  with 
potatoes  that  are  grown  in  the  Maritimes. 
This  is  a  marketing  thing.  It  is  a  very 
complex  thing  and  I  don't  expect  the  minister 
to  have  the  answers  to  it. 

Where  there  is  a  willingness  and  where 
in  the  wisdom  of  the  officials  of  your  min- 
istry you  feel  there  is  a  possibility  of  de- 
veloping a  potential  to  satisfy  the  local  mar- 
ket, is  there  any  way  that  the  minister  can 
assist  these  people,  either  by  technical  advice 
or  finally  through  ARDA  possibly,  to  provide 
them  with  some  kind  of  economic  incentive? 
I  am  sure  that  they  v^^uld  need  technical 
advice  of  a  sophisticated  kind  before  they 
would  get  into  any  kind  of  an  undertaking. 
They  had  in  mind  a  potato-processing  plant 
that  would  be  settled  in  mid-Canada  and 
perhaps  provide  much  needed  jobs  for  the 
area. 

Since  the  climate  is  ideal  for  this  kind 
of  production  and  I'm  told  the  soil  is  ideal, 
I'm  wondering,  is  there  any  way  in  which 
your  ministry  would  assist  in  giving  them  the 
kind  of  advice  or  the  kind  of  caution,  which- 
ever way  you  look  at  it,  that  they  may  need? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should 
think  that  the  latter  would  probably  be  more 
appropriate   as  far  as   a  processing  plant  is 


concerned  in  that  particular  area.  I  would 
say,  that  there  is  great  potential  for  ex- 
panded potato  production  to  meet  the  local 
market  requirements  in  that  area.  Perhaps 
some  of  the  finest  potatoes  grown  in  Ontario 
are  grown  in  the  Thunder  Bay  area.  I  have 
seen  some  magnificent  potatoes  grown  in 
that  area,  by  the  hundreds  of  acres,  too. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
one  of  the  chaps  from  our  own  constituency 
of  Middlesex  South  in  the  Strathroy  area  has 
gone  to  the  Thunder  Bay  area.  They  have 
at  least  300  acres  of  land.  The  last  time  I 
visited  their  farm  it  was  practically  all  in 
potatoes— just  a  magnificent  crop. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  are  in  Upsala. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  have  got  their 
own  storage,  their  own  processing,  packaging 
and  all  the  rest  of  it. 

Mr.  Stokes:  They  have  about  1,000  acres 
in  production  at  the  present  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  tremendous  and 
yet,  even  with  that,  I  understand  they  can't 
meet  the  fall  and  winter  demand  of  the 
Thunder  Bay  market  and  the  surrounding 
area.  They  have  still  to  depend  on  outside 
markets  to  bring  it  in. 

I  talked  to  some  of  those  potato  growers. 
There  are  opportunities  there.  I  am  sure  that 
our  staff  through  the  extension  branch  would 
in  every  passible  way  provide  every  service 
to  them  in  soil  testing,  analysis  work  and 
getting  them  established  into  potato-growing, 
providing  they  have  the  type  of  soil  and  the 
right  kind  of  drainage  to  go  into  potato 
production. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  don't  want  to  belabom-  the 
thing  but,  would  the  minister  assure  me  that 
I  can  tell  these  people  that  all  of  the  expertise 
of  your  ministry  will  be  available  to  them  and 
that  you  will  be  contacting  these  people? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  my 
friend  would  give  me  the  names  of  the  people 
involved,  I  would  be  glad  to  see  that  some- 
one visited  them. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you.  We'll  do  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  the  minister  on  top  of  it? 
Is  the  ministry  on  top  of  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  1  carried? 
The  hon.  member  for  Essex  South. 
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Mr.  Paterson:  Much  has  been  discussed 
about  potatoes  in  the  last  hour  or  so.  I  just 
wonder  if  the  minister  has  taken  into  con- 
sideration the  cost  of  shipping  produce  and, 
in  particular,  potatoes,  I  tnink  this  may  be  of 
some  interest  to  the  northern  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  wondering,  Mr. 
Chairman— and  I  don't  want  to  interrupt  my 
friend  as  I  would  like  to  discuss  it  with  him— 
if  we  might  more  appropriately  dteal  with  that 
in  the  food  council  vote  when  it  comes  along? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  are  dealing  with  the 
main  office  here,  and  if  we  could  work  that 
one  in  later  on,  I  think  it  would  be  appro- 
priate, if  my  friend  doesn't  mind. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  item  1  carry? 

Item  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order,  where  does  the  warble  fly  control  pro- 
gramme come? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  time  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  After  supper  tomorrow 
night. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  only  reason  I  asked  is 
that  I  was  assured  six  years  ago  it  was  under 
control,  and  I  now  understand'  that  it  is  out 
of  control. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  feel  free  to  discuss 
the  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  let  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale  know  when  it  comes  up. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  item  2, 
I  see  that  there's  $92,300  more  estimated  for 
expenditures  in  this  item  this  year  over  last 
year.  Are  there  going  to  be  more  publications, 
or  is  it  the  cost  of  printing  the  publications 
that  you  have  been  distributing,  or  have  you 
hired  more  staff? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  $20,000  of  that  in- 
crease is  due  to  expansion  of  the  market 
information  service  to  cover  the  requirements 
of  the  market  today.  We  have  got  a  very 
extensive  market  reporting  service  and  it  is 
going  across  very  well.  The  remaining  in- 
creases are  due  to  the  salary  increases,  the 
increased  costs  of  travelling  and  the  produc- 
tion of  the  material  that  is  being  sent  out. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2? 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Under  which  vote  would  the 
minister  like  to  talk  about  the  Ontario  food 
basket  operation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  food  council. 

Mr.  Deans:  Under  the  foodi  council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  at  the  same  time 
we  discuss  potatoes. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  under  vote  1702,  is  it? 
I  don't  have  my  book  in  front  of  me. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  the  catch-all  basket  of 
the  ministry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  For  the  information  of  the 
member  for  Riverdale,  in  vote  1702,  there's 
an  item  on  warble  fly  control. 

Mr.  Renwick:  In  1702?  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It's  the  next  vote,  as  soon 
as  we  get  through  this  one.  Does  item  2 
carry? 

Item  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  item  3  carry? 

Item  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4? 

Item  4  agreed'  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  item  5  carry?  Finan- 
cial and  administrative  services. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  On  financial  and  administrative 
services,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  ask  a 
question  here.  The  item  is  up  substantially. 
Salaries  and  wages  are  up  $109,000.  That's  a 
little  bit  more  than  just  the  normal  inflation, 
I  would  think. 

Has  the  minister  taken  on  some  extra  staff? 
What  accoimts  for  that  rather  large  jump  in 
financial  and  administrative  services  salaries 
and  wages? 

Also  in'  services,  I  note  that  services  is  up 
substantially  from  what  it  was  last  year.  It  is 
up  about  $43,000.  How  is  this  item  of  serv- 
ices made  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  can  explain  this  to 
you.  About  $77,000  has  been  transferred  out 
of  the  extension  branch  into  this  administra- 
tion   branch    and    that   has    to    do   with    the 
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capital  grants  programme  —  administration, 
clerical,  checking  and  all  the  rest.  The  ad- 
ministrative services  are  up  $20,000  because 
of  the  increased  costs  of  mailing. 

Computer  services  that  were  previously 
provided  by  other  ministries  are  now  charged 
to  our  ministry  on  a  unit  cost  increase  based 
on  56  per  cent  of  the  1973-1974  figures,  and 
the  estimated  cost  in  here  is  $32,400.  I  would 
hope  that  that  would  do  the  job. 

There  is  one  additional  key  punch  ma- 
chine operator  to  deal  with  the  development 
of  some  of  the  livestock  testing  programmes 
we  have.  There  is,  I  believe,  a  retirement  for 
one  senior  secretary  provided  in  this.  Those 
are  the  increases  that  are  reflected  in  the 
costs  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  item  5  carry? 

Item  5  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  vote  1701  carry? 

Vote  1701  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1702: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Agricultural  production 
programme,  item  1,  administration. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Here  it  is  the  reverse,  Mr. 
Chairman.  There  is  a  big  drop  in  the  ad- 
ministration costs  associated  with  the  agri- 
cultural production  programme.  Last  year  it 
was  $267,300  for  salaries  and  wages  and 
this  year  it  is  only  $79,900.  What  accounts 
for  that? 

Transportation  and  communication  also  re- 
flects the  drop  in  salaries  and  wages.  It  is 
away  down  also.  Last  year  it  v^^as  $169,100; 
this  year  it  is  only  $47,700,  which  is  a  sub- 
stantial drop. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  have  transferred 
the  inspection  service  to  capital  grants  out 
of  administration  and  into  extension  in  the 
advisory  services  under  item  2.  You  will  find 
that  in  extension. 

There  has  been  an  increase  there  because 
there  has  been  a  transfer  from  the  adminis- 
tration section  down  to  the  extension  branch 
section.  Simply  a  bookkeeping  entry.  That 
will  account  for  the  concern  expressed. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Salaries  in  the  extension  end 
have  not  increased  that  much.  The  transpor- 
tation has  increased  substantially,  but  I  can't 
equate  the  two.  I  don't  see  that  there  has 
been  an  increase  in  the  extension  corres- 
ponding to  the  drop  in  the  administration. 
There  must  be  some— 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
have  the  figures  from  last  year  my  hon. 
friend  is  referring  to.  They  are  here,  but  I 
don't  have  them  in  front  of  me.  I  have  the 
figures  for  this  year  and  I  have  the  actual  for 
1972-1973,  and  the  1973-1974  estimates,  but 
I  don't  have  the  actual  breakdown  of  salaries 
and  wages  under  the  administration  vote  to 
which  you  refer. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  ask 
the  minister  what  vote  the  food  council  comes 
under? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Vote  1704. 

Items  1  and  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3  carried? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Concerning  agricultural  man- 
power, could  the  minister  verify  for  me  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  has  been  an  increase  in 
the  subsidy  for  housing  for  migrant  workers? 
Has  that  been  negotiated  out  and  agreed  to 
in  the  past  few  weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  really  think  it  is 
finalized.  But  I  understand  there  are  dis- 
cussions and  negotiations  going  on  with  the 
federal  Manpower  office  to  try  and  resolve  the 
matter  of  immigrant  workers  coming  here.  I 
don't  know  whether  my  staflF  can  tell  me  any 
of  the  latest  details  in  this,  but  it's  still  under 
negotiation.  That's  the  best  we  can  do. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Specifically,  I  want  to  know 
the  grant  for  housing.  I  think  it  was  $100  or 
$150  per  unit.  Has  that  been  increased? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  has  been  increased 
last  year  from  $30,000  to  $60,000  and  remains 
at  that  figure  for  this  year. 

Mr.  Paterson:  But  there  has  been  no  in- 
crease in  the  amount  per  unit  per  man  to  the 
farmer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  went  from  a  per  man 
basis  to  a  unit  basis  of  $5  a  square  foot.  It  is 
almost  double.  From  about  $150  to  $300  per 
man  unit.  It's  roughly  double  what  it  was 
last  year. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Has  that  memo  been  sent 
out  to  the  ag-reps  and  the  people  who  are 
interested  in  this  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  have  a  man  in  the 
field  doing  nothing  else.   I  assimie  that  has 
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been  done  in  the  areas  in  which  there  would 
be  interest. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
probably  dealt  with  this  in  his  opening  state- 
ment, but  what  is  the  gut  part  of  this  con- 
troversy between  his  ministry  and  the  federal 
government  on  the  question  of  immigrant 
manpower  which  has  been  highlighted  in  the 
press?  Could  we,  perhaps,  have  an  accurate, 
realistic  description  of  the  kind  of  problem 
which  this  ministry  has  created  in  the  field 
of  immigrant  manpower  in  the  agricultural 
industry,  to  create  this  kind  of  controversy 
with  the  federal  government  about  the 
quality  of  life  the  immigrant  farm  help  is 
faced  with  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

After  all  the  new  parliamentary  assistant 
to  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations  won  the  Heywood  Brown  prize  on 
the  question  of  exposing  the  life  conditions 
of  immigrant  farm  workers  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  Could  you  bring  us  up  to  date 
on  the  latest  revolution  of  this  controversy 
with  the  federal  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wouldn't  think  there  is  any  revolution  at  all. 
There  may  have  been  some  difference  of 
opinion  concerning  the  accuracy  of  the  re- 
porting done  by  the  federal  government's 
Manpower  group  which  went  to  the  Essex 
coxmty  area  and  described  vaiying  conditions. 
They  were  not  substantiated,  incidentally,  by 
the  newspaper  people  who  followed  along  to 
see  whether  or  not  there  was  accuracy  in- 
volved in  the  report. 

I  believe  the  first  report  was  grossly  ex- 
aggerated. I  think  it  was  blown  out  of  all 
proportion.  I  think  it  did  very  great  harm  to 
the  agricultural  community  of  Essex  county 
and  other  areas  where  immigrant  labour  has 
been  employed.  It  has,  in  my  opinion,  con- 
tributed greatly  to  the  concern  being  ex- 
pressed by  many  of  the  people  in  that  area 
who  depended  on  this  help  to  come  in.  They 
volunteered  to  come  in  and  were  delighted 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  earn  the  money 
available  to  them  over  that  short  period  of 
han^esting.  Then  they  could  take  off  and  go 
back  to  their  native  countries.  To  me  it  was 
quite  unfortunate  that  it  happened. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  certainly  im- 
proved housing  conditions  in  a  variety  of 
ways  and  we  are  hopeful  there  will  be 
acceptance  given  to  the  requests  by  the  pro- 
ducers in  those  areas  for  this  immigrant 
labour  to  come  back  to  Ontario  to  carry  out 
harvesting  procedures.  Otherwise,  I  just  don't 
know  how  those  crops  are  going  to  be  har- 
vested, quite  frankly. 


Mr.  Renwick:  Nobody  questions  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  it  was  a  most 
unfortunate  incident  and,  frankly,  I  deplored 
what  had  happened. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  that 
quite  inadequate.  What  are  the  policies  of 
this  government  with  respect  to  the  standards 
which  it  is  prepared  to  impose  on  the  farming 
community,  recognizing  that  the  farmers  in 
Essex  county  have  the  vote  and  the  immi- 
grant farm  labourers  don't  have  the  vote? 
What  are  the  standards  you  are  proposing 
to  impose  to  assure  an  adequate  part,  an 
adequate  quality  of  existence  for  those  per- 
sons in  the  temporary  period  when  they  are 
here?  Surely  the  minister  can't  stand  up  and 
say  fatuously  to  us,  "Of  course,  I  don't  know 
how   the   crops   ^vill  be   harvested." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): There  is  that  word  again.  You  were 
using  that  word  last  night,  too. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  it  applies  to  both  sides 
of  the  House  on  occasion. 

I  don't  see  how  you  can  stand  up  and 
say  "I  don't  know  how  the  crop  will  be 
harvested  without  the  assistance  of  immigrant 
farm  labour,"  Everybody  understands  that; 
otherwise  there  wouldn't  be  a  problem  about 
it. 

The  obligation  of  the  ministry  is  to  require 
a  certain  standard  both  of  wages  and  of 
living  conditions  when  they  are  here.  It  has 
always  been  the  story  about  immigrant  farm 
labour  that  they  should  be  very  happy  to 
come  and  save  all  their  money  and  then  go 
back,  as  the  minister  so  euphemistically  stated, 
"to  their  native  lands"— as  though  they  were 
returning  to  some  kind  of  jungle  existence. 
If  they  have  an  economic  function  to  perform 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  this  ministry  has 
an  obligation  to  require  that  the  living  con- 
ditions, in  addition  to  the  wages  which  are 
paid,  are  adequate  and  meet  the  land  of 
standard  which  we  require  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

All  I  am  saying  to  the  minister  is,  don't 
fool  around  with  the  problem.  Don't  say 
that  somehow  or  other  the  federal  govern- 
ment departments  charged  vdth  the  responsi- 
bility of  dealing  with  manpower  and  immi- 
gration are  exaggerating  the  conditions  which 
exist  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Why  don't 
you  stand  up  and  face  up  to  the  problem 
and  say,  "These  are  the  problems  that  we 
have  with  the  federal  government;  these  are 
the  inadequacies  of  our  policies  with  respect 
to  immigrant  farm  labour  in  the  Province  of 
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Ontario;  this  is  what  we  are  going  to  do 
about  the  problems  in  order  to  solve  the 
problems"? 

The  minister  can't  escape  it.  We  are  no 
different  than  any  other  area  of  the  world 
which  imports  immigrant  farm  labour.  They 
tend  to  get  the  short  end  of  the  stick.  It  has 
been  documented  time  and  time  again,  and 
there  is  no  use  in  the  minister  simply  saying 
to  us,  "Oh  well,  the  press  exaggerated,  and 
the  federal  Ministry  of  Manpower  and  Immi- 
gration with  the  major  responsibility  exag- 
gerated. What  we  are  doing  now  is  providing 
some  increased  funds  in  order  that  there  will 
be  shghtly  more  adequate  housing  accommo- 
dation and  the  people  should  be  terribly 
happy  and  lucky  to  come  here  and  work 
in  the  harvest  lands  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario and  disappear  back  into  their  country 
happy  to  take  the  few  dollars  out  with  them. 
The  minister  knows  that  is  inadequate. 

He  has  moved  so  far  on  the  question  of 
the  fruit  lands  and  land  use  in  three  years. 
Why  can't  he  now  move  affirmatively,  in  a 
civilized  manner,  to  deal  with  the  question 
of  immigrant  farm  labour  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario?  And  why  can't  he  tell  us  who  are 
the  major  importers  of  farm  labour  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario?  Are  they  tied  to  the 
major  canning  industries  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario?  Is  it  simply  a  form  of  cheap  labour 
which  is  demanded  by  the  agricultural  indus- 
try in  order  to  maintain  their  profits?  Or  is 
there  some  real  problem  which  is  involved? 

I  think  the  minister  actually  believes  that 
there  is  a  major  problem,  but  he  won't  face 
up  to  it  any  more  than  his  colleague,  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
(Mrs.  Rirch),  faced  up  to  the  problems  of 
the  Indian  communities  later  on.  It  is  the 
kind  of  middle-class  blind-eye  attitude  that 
we  have  toward  those  persons  who  perform 
essential  functions  in  the  community.  We  pre- 
tend that  it  is  so  very  nice  in  the  hot  days 
of  sunmier  to  harvest  crops  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  that  everybody  should  be  just 
delighted  and  glad  to  be  here.  Can't  we  have 
a  definitive  statement  about  the  problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  know  what  kind 
of  a  definitive  statement  the  hon.  member 
wants.  The  medical  oflBcers  of  health  inspect 
all  of  the  quarters  and  all  of  the  housing  to 
which  Canada  Manpower  has  referred  people. 
Those  standards  apply. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  disagree. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  they  don't  disagree. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Well,  what  is  the  contro- 
versy? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  controversy  was 
around  those  people  who  were  living  in 
housing  conditions  which  had  not  been  in- 
spected last  year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Isn't  that  your  responsibility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it  is  not  our  respon- 
sibility at  all.  The  medical  ofiBcer  of  health 
approves  every  one  of  the  accommodation 
buildings  that  are  put  up  for  temporary  or 
seasonal  help  in  which  we  make  a  contribu- 
tion financially.  Every  one  of  them  has  to 
meet  a  certain  standard  for  hygiene,  for 
water,  sewage— all  the  rest  of  it.  Today  any 
accommodation  that  is  provided  for  those 
people  who  were  referred  by  Canada  Man- 
power comes  under  the  inspection  of  the 
local  medical  oflBcers  of  health. 

I  think  that  is  assuming  the  responsibilities 
for  which  we  have  been  charged.  Certainly 
there  is  an  abundant  agreement  worked  out 
with  the  federal  Minister  of  Manpower  and 
Immigration  and  his  staff  concerning  all  of 
these  matters— the  wages,  housing,  working 
conditions— all  of  these  are  a  part  of  the 
agreement.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  suflB- 
cient  attention  has  been  paid  to  it. 

Of  course,  they  may  not  all  be  optimum 
places  to  locate,  l3ut  for  people  who  come  in 
for  just  a  period  of  time  and  who,  inciden- 
tally, are  willing  to  do  the  work  that  many 
Canadians  are  apparently  not  willing  to  do- 
Mr.  Renwick:  We  understand  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —then  I  think  the  facili- 
ties provided  in  most  cases,  as  far  as  we  are 
concerned  and  from  what  our  observations 
have  been,  would  appear  to  be  reasonable. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  just  like  to  say 
something  about  the  same  subject  since  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale  has  raised  it. 

I  remember  well  the  story  in  the  press 
last  summer  from  the  Manpower  offices.  The 
minister  particularly  was  involved  and  it  con- 
cerned me  because  the  tobacco  farmers,  as 
much  as  any  other  group,  are  anxious  to  im- 
port labour.  Some  of  it  is  from  just  outside 
the  province,  not  necessarily  from  outside 
the  country.  Many  of  these  people  have  facili- 
ties on  their  own  farms  for  the  labourers  to 
be  housed  and  fed. 

I  would  be  the  last  to  say  that  I  accept 
any  responsibility  for  inspecting  the  facilities 
but  as  I  call  from  farm  to  farm  I  often  have 
an  opportunity  to  talk  with  the  people  who 
do  work  under  those  circumstances  and  to 
the  farmers  involved  with  the  other  side  of 
the  responsibility.  I  think  it's  true  that  some 
of  them  are  housed  under  circumstances  in 
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which,  let's  say,  the  sanitary  facilities  are  not 
what  you  would  call  "flush"  facilities. 

Mr.  Deans:  They're  truly  not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  right. 

Mr.   Foulds:   Neither  plush  nor  flush. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  didn't  say  "plush"  and 
didn't  intend  to. 

As  you  talk  to  the  people  in  the  bunk- 
houses  and  so  on,  the  responsibility,  as  the 
minister  says,  is  with  the  medical  officer  of 
health  to  see  that  they  are  properly  inspected 
on  that  basis.  I  have  never  been  in  a  situa- 
tion in  which  I  have  felt  the  people  were 
being  exploited  from  the  point  of  view,  I  sup- 
pose, that  I  would  observe  it.  I  have  often 
been  in  a  farm  kitchen  at  mealtime  when 
the  farm  wife  is  putting  on  dinner  for  15  or 
20  people  and  there  seems  to  be  a  good 
feeling  associated  with  that. 

I'll  tell  you  it  may  well  be,  on  the  point 
the  member  for  Riverdale  has  made,  that 
obviously,  the  province  must  take  some  re- 
sponsibility to  see,  in  those  areas  of  the 
province  where  there's  a  heavy  concentration 
of  itinerant  labour— I  don't  think  immigrant 
labour  is  the  best  phrase  to  use— that  we  are 
not  permitting  facilities  to  fall  below  a  stan- 
dard which  we  feel  is  a  part  of  the  standard 
of  living  we  would  expect  and  require  from 
any  other  section  of  the  community.  I  also 
think  it's  the  minister's  responsibility  to  see 
that  wherever  possible— if  it  is  possible,  with 
the  salaries  and  wages  being  paid— there  is 
an  ample  number  of  these  people  available 
to  do  the  work. 

We're  sometimes  impressed  when  a  tobacco 
farmer  says,  "I  don't  see  why  I  can't  get 
enough  help.  I'm  oflFering  $26  a  day  and 
room  and  board."  If  you  divide  it  even  by 
eight  hours,  the  hourly  rate  is  not  that  over- 
whelming when  you  know  any  high  school 
kid  can  go  out  and  get  $4  or  $5  an  hour 
doing  something  considerably  less  onerous 
than  priming  tobacco  and  working  in  all  sorts 
of  weather.  I  suppose  the  farmers  themselves, 
realizing  they  are  pressed  with  increased 
costs,  including  labour  costs,  are  trying  to 
leave  something  for  their  own  use. 

I  don't  want  the  discussion  to  digress  from 
the  quality  of  the  living  facilities.  I  would 
agree  with  the  member  for  Riverdale  that  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  does  have 
a  responsibility  which  can't  wholly  be  shifted 
oflF  to  the  federal  jurisdiction  simply  because 
Manpower  does  provide  or  at  least  oflFers  a 
service  for  the  provision  of  itinerant  farm 
workers.   We  have  a   responsibility  to  assist 


with  the  inspection  and  to  maintain  a  pro- 
vincial standard  which  might  even  be  higher 
than  the  federal  standard.  I  hope  it  would  be. 
The  other  side  of  the  coin  is  to  see  that 
from  this  budget  we  have  programmes  which 
are  going  to  do  everything  possible  to  have 
the  kind  of  labourers  available,  skilled  and 
unskilled,  to  get  in  the  crops.  I'm  sure  the 
minister  himself  received  calls  from  tobacco 
farmers  and  others  who  saw  their  crops  being 
lost  in  the  fields  and,  with  the  coming  of  cold 
weather  in  the  fall,  the  danger  of  frost  under 
circumstances  in  which  it  was  really  appalling. 
There  simply  wasn't  anybody  available  at 
$26  a  day  and  full  board  to  go  out  and  do 
the  priming  to  save  the  crop.  I  don't  want  to 
imply,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  a  large  percentage 
of  the  crop  was  lost  because  of  this,  but  I 
know  there  are  farmers  in  my  area  who  did 
lose  a  percentage  of  their  crops  simply  be- 
cause they  couldn't  get  any  help  to  harvest 
it  at  any  price. 

There  used  to  be,  as  you  know,  in  the  towns 
of  Delhi,  Tillsonburg  and  so  on,  almost  an 
old-fashioned  labour  pick-up  exchange.  The 
farmers  would  go  in  with  their  pick-up  trucks 
early  in  the  morning  and  there  would  be 
people  lying  in  the  parks,  sleeping  in  the 
parks,  who  would  be  prepared  to  go  out  for 
a  day's  work.  That  has  been  better  organized 
and  Manpower  offices  have  provided  a  more 
coherent,  rationalized  facility  so  that  people 
can  register  for  employment  and  perhaps  ex- 
press certain  preferences. 

The  farmers  themselves,  I  think,  have 
learned  that  unless  their  facilities  come  up 
to  a  certain  st^idiird',  the  food  is  good,  the 
hours  regular  and  the  working  conditions 
pleasant,  they're  not  going  to  get  anybody  to 
work  on  their  farm  anyway.  The  competition 
even  over  the  line  fence  is  very  severe,  where 
one  farmer  will  go  over  and  say,  "Listen,  I 
see  you've  been  at  my  neighbour's  place  for 
a  couple  of  days.  You  come  over  here  and  I'U 
give  you  $3  a  day  extra  and  there'll  be  wine 
on  the  table  at  every  meal." 

I  don't  know  what  persuades  them  to  move. 
Maybe  it's  the  dollars,  maybe  it's  some  other 
attraction— and  I  haven't  listed  them  all  by 
any  means— that  enters  into  the  competition. 

I  would  agree  with  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale:  The  province  has  a  responsibility 
to  see  that  a  minimiun  standard  is  established 
and  enforced,  and  also  to  bend  every  efi^ort 
to  see  that  people  are  aware  of  good  em- 
ployment opportunities— itinerant  farm  labour 
opportunities  that,  in  my  opinion,  can  be 
improved  but  are  strictly  competitive  in  this 
province.  The  farmers  are  hard-pressed  to  get 
their   crops   in.    I   hope   there  will  be   even 
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more    supervision    and    assistance   undier   the 
budget  tnat  we're  discussing. 

Is  this  und«r  advisorv'  services?  Agriculture 
manpower,  $142,000.  That  ought  to  provide 
a  certain  amount  of  inspection  and  assistance. 

I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister's  com- 
ments, particularly  on  the  advertising  of  avail- 
able employment  during  the  crop  harvest 
season,  so  that  when  we  come  into  the  fall 
season  this  year,  we're  not  going  to  have 
these  panicky  calls  from  farmers  saying,  "I've 
got  to  have  some  help  to  get  my  crops  in." 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  this 
heachng,  I  spoke  to  the  minister  early  in  the 
year  about  tobacco  growers  who  brought 
students  from  Belgium  to  this  country  last 
year  and  they  proved  very  satisfactory.  I  gave 
the  miriister  telephone  nmnbers  of  tobacco 
farmers  who  tried  to  get  these  students  again 
this  year,  and  were  told  they  couldln't  come. 
They  could  only  locate  in  the  Delhi  area.  I 
haven't  heard  anything  more  about  it,  but  the 
minister  was  looking  into  it,  and  I  haven't 
heard  any  report. 

il  wonder  if  these  students  are  going  to  be 
allowed  to  come  again  this  year.  They  want 
to  come.  They  entered  into  a  contract  last 
year  with  the  growers,  and  this  year  they're 
ready  to  come  back.  But  these  tobacco  grow- 
ers say  that  Manpower  says  the  studJents  can't 
come  to  the  Kent  area  this  year  to  harvest 
flue-cured  tobacco.  The  only  place  they  could 
locate  was  in  the  Delhi  area. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Maybe  I  had  better 
catch  up  on  a  few  of  these  questions,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

With  regard  to  the  hon.  member  for  Kent 
and  the  problem  in  not  being  able  to  have 
the  same  people  go  back  to  toe  same  place. 
I  understand  that  Manpower  issues  permits 
for  foreign  people  to  come  here  to  various 
agencies  or  groups  within  their  country  or 
within  their  embassies.  Those  people  control 
where  those  immigrants  are  going  to  go.  It  is 
not  done  through  Manpower  and  we  don't 
have  anything  to  do  with  it  in  our  oflBce 
either.  That's  through  the  federal-provincial 
manpower  committee.  That's  a  local  matter 
between  the  people  involved  with  the  country 
and  the  immigrants  and  where  they  place 
them.  Unfortunately,  the  loss  to  the  people 
that  you  mentioned  in  your  area  would  be  a 
gain  to  the  other  people  in  another  area.  It's 
just  one  of  those  things  that  we  can't  direct. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  possible  reason 
would  there  be? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  know.  I  just 
don't  understand  that.  It's  one  of  those  things 
they  develop  themselves. 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    Did   you   say   it   is    a 

federal-provincial  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  have  a  federal- 
provincial  manpower  committee. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  I  want  to  hear 
about.  Who  sits  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  also  have  com- 
mittees established.  Local  labour  pools  are 
set  up  in  Kent,  Essex,  Elgin,  Norfolk— there 
are  two  pools  in  Norfolk— Niagara,  Leeds, 
Quinte,  Lindsay  and  Peterborough  areas. 
These  federal-provincial  manpower  commit- 
tees are  responsible  for  organizing  these 
pools- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Who  sits  on  them?  What 
representatives  of  what  ministry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  on  the  LAMB  com- 
mittee. Local  agricultural  manpower  boards. 
That's  what  they  are  called,  local  agricultural 
manpower  boards.  The  local  people  sit  on 
those  committees;  and  the  representatives  of 
Canada- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  there 
representatives  from  the  federal  Manpower 
and  Immigration  ministry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  And  there  are  repre- 
sentatives of  our  ministry. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  exactly  is  the  contro- 
versy if  we  have  these  co-operative— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  isn't  a  contro- 
versy now.  There  was  a  controversy  last  fall. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  federal  Minister,  Mr. 
Andras,  was  reported  only  a  very  few  days 
ago  as  speaking  about  the  problems  which 
would  arise  with  respect  to  the  immigration 
to  the  Province  of  Ontario  of— and  I  accept 
the  term  of  the  member  for  Brant— itinerant 
farm  labour  and  the  quality  of  life  they  were 
going  to  be  experiencing  while  they  were 
here.  Surely,  Mr.  Andras  is  not  playing  politics 
because  at  the  federal  level  they  never  play 
politics  about  an  issue  such  as  this.  The  im- 
portant thing  is  that  in  this  Legislature  we 
understand,  on  this  vote,  the  exact  nature  of 
the  problem.  I  get  the  impression  that  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  not  only 
doesn't  know,  he's  not  interested. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  course,  I  am  inte- 
rested, very  much  interested.   I  don't  know 
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what  more  can  be  done.  We  have  co- 
operated in  every  possible  way  in  the  federal- 
provincial  manpower  committees.  We  are 
working  with  the  Ministry  of  Health  to  de- 
velop standards  which  would  be  employed  and 
would  provide  uniform,  clean  and  comfort- 
able housing.  That  is  a  fact  of  life. 

Under  the  federal-provincial  programme 
we  are  working  with  Canada  Manpower  to 
develop  these  farm  labour  pools  I  have  just 
mentioned.  The  standards  set  up  for  all  ac- 
commodation for  labour  coming  in  here- 
itinerant  labour,  if  you  will;  seasonal  farm 
help  we  call  it— meet  the  requirements  of  the 
local  medical  officer  of  health.  That  is  a  fact 
of  life.  That  is  something  which  is  diflFerent 
this  year  from  what  was  in  application  last 
year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  a  provincial  respon- 
sibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it's  not  necessarily  a 
provincial  responsibility.   It's  partly  federal- 
Mr.  Renwick:  The  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
Miller)  is  here.  Is  it  his  oflBcers  who  do  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  a  responsibility  of 
the  local  federal-provincial  manpower  com- 
mittee. The  local  medical  oflBcer  of  health  is 
carrying  out  these  inspections  in  the  re- 
spective counties  and  districts. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  are  oflBcers  appointed 
by  your  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Health? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  may  very  well  be 
but  who  else  would  you  suggest  should  be 
doing  it? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  I  think  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Isn't  that  man  accept- 
able to  the  member  for  Riverdale? 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  man  may  be  acceptable 
but  obviously  the  standard  he  provides  is  not 
acceptable  to  the  federal  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  far  as  we  know  there 
have  been  no  complaints.  I  have  heard  no 
complaints  from  members  about  what's  hap- 
pened this  year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Andras  said  it  in  the  last 
10  days. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  care  what  Andras 
said  as  of  this  day  or  last  week. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  I  thought.  That's 
exactly  what  I  thought. 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  know  what  is  happen- 
ing as  far  as— 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  don't  care.  That's  what 
I  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —the  groups  are  con- 
cerned. There  is  no  question  that  the  condi- 
tions which  existed  last  year  are  not  prevailing 
this  year  because  when  any  labour  is  referred 
by  federal  Manpower  through  these  pools,  the 
accommodation  has  to  pass  the  local  inspector. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could  turn 
to  this  question,  out  of  ignorance:  What  is 
the  wage  level  which  is  paid?  I  think  it's 
very  nice  of  the  member  for  Kent  to  want 
students  in  Belgium  to  have  the  experience 
of  a  summer  spent  harvesting  the  crops  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  but  what  is  the  wage 
scale  which  is  paid?  Are  we  engaged  in  the 
usual  game  on  this  question  of  farm  labour 
by  paying  them  very  low  wages  in  exchange 
for  something  called  a  summer  holiday  experi- 
ence in  the  harvest  lands  of  the  agricultural 
world  of  the  Province  of  Ontario?  '    ■ 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might 
speak  to  this  and  possibly  clear  up  some  of 
the  confusion? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  There  are  three  areas  of 
concern  involved  in  migrant  labour  in  these 
fruit  and  vegetable  areas.  I  think  the  minister 
has  been  quite  clear  on  the  first  policy  of 
bringing  in  seasonal  workers  from  the  Carib- 
bean. 

These  people  are  oflFered  a  minimum  of  six 
to  eight  weeks'  work.  The  minimum  wage  is 
$2  per  hour;  if  it's  piecework  they  are  guaran- 
teed at  least  $2  an  hour.  I  know  in  many  in- 
stances it  has  been  said  they— 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  quantity  of 
piecework  required? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Whatever  they  can  do  they 
can  make.  They  make  $45  a  day  picking 
tomatoes;  they  are  guaranteed  $2  per  hour. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  o£F  it! 

An  hon.  member:  What  do  you  mean, 
"Come  oflF  it"? 

Mr.  Paterson:  Sure  they  do;  $60  a  day. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  oflF  it.  They  don't  make 
$45  or  $60. 

An  hon.  member:  That  much? 
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Mr.  Paterson:  They  certainly  do  and  the 
member  doesn't  know  anything  about  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What's  the  net? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  it. 

Mr.  Paterson:  That's  theirs! 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  not. 

Mr.  Paterson:  It's  for  one  person. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the 
fallacy  in  which  we  are  involved.  Members 
who  represent  the  farm  commmiities  recog- 
nize that  the  itinerant  workers  do  not  have 
any  vote.  They  are  apologists  for  the  con- 
ditions which  exist  and  they  cover  th«n  up 
by  talking  about  this  kind  of  wage  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  How  many  hours  are 
you  talking  about?  What  is  the  rate  per 
hour?  What  is  the  piecework  requirement  to 
earn  that  number  of  dollars?  What  is  the 
net  take-home  pay  per  day?  Don't  give  us 
these  gross  figures. 

Mr.  Paterson:  This  is  the  Manpower  agree- 
ment signed  between  the  two  levels  of 
government. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Paterson:  A  guarantee  of  $80  per  week 
whether  or  not  they  work. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Of  coursel  For  doing  noth- 
ing they  would  get  $80  a  week. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Adequate  housing  meeting 
municipal  standards  must  be  provided.  In  my 
area  the  National  Building  Code  is  the 
standard  being  provided  in  these  instances. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  National  Building 
Code  standards?  What  are  you  talking  about? 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  am  talking  about  the 
building  inspectors,  fire  safety  and  all  the 
rest  of  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes.  Just  the  way  the  min- 
ister here  is  talking  about  the  local  medical 
officers  of  health. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Renwick:   It's   a  lot  of  nonsense. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Paterson  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Renwick:  This  is  a  cover-up  and  you 
know  it. 


Mr.  Paterson:  I'm  just  reading  the  agree- 
ment that  these  workers  signed,  the  govern- 
ment signed,  the  farmers  signed— 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  workers  are  not  free 
contractors  to  sign  any  agreement  and  you 
know  it. 

Mr.  Paterson:  They  have  been  doing  this 
for  the  past  10  years.  You  don't  know  any- 
thing about  it  because  this  has  been  going  on 
for  10  years. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  know  exactly  what  it  is 
about  and  I  don't  believe  everything  in  the 
paper  you  are  reading  from. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Paterson:  I  guess  we  had  better  go 
back  to  it. 

Transportation  costs  are  paid  from  King- 
ston, Jamaica,  both  ways;  paid  by  the 
farmer- 
Mr.  Renwick:  How  ebe  do  you  think  they 
get  here?  Do  you  think  they  are  going  to 
paddle? 

Mr.  Paterson:  This  is  part  of  the  deal  and 
the  overall  cost  to  the  individual  farmers. 

The  standards  in  these  buildings  are  ade- 
quate. I  don't  think  there  has  ever  been  a 
complaint  brought  to  my  attention. 

Mr.  Renvnck:  What  does  the  member 
mean,  the  standards  are  adequate?  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  standards  are  not  adequate  and  you 
know  it.  The  minister  has  just  said  they  have 
had  to  improve  them  over  last  year  because 
of  the  severe  criticism  which  took  place. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Paterson:  The  second  area  of  concern, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  workers  come  from 
Quebec  and  the  Maritimes  and  there  is  no 
housing  in  the  area  for  them.  What  are  you 
going  to  do  with  individuals  or  families? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Of  course,  have  them  sleep 
outside. 

Mr.  Paterson:  This  is  where  the  problem 
lies. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Have  them  sleep  outside  in 
the  lovely  summer  weather  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Paterson:  The  other  problem  is  the 
migrant  worker  families  from  Mexico,  the 
Mexican  Mennonites.  I  believe  this  is  what 
was  referred  to  by  Mr.  Andras. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  right. 
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Mr.  Paterson:  This  is  the  most  confused 
state  of  migration  because  some  of  the  people 
were  bom  in  Manitoba  and  moved  15  to  20 
years  ago  either  to  South  America  or  Mexico. 
They  think  they  have  Canadian  citizenship- 
Mr.  Renwick:  They  think  they  are  Cana- 
dian citizens?  I  understand;  doing  farm  labour 
in  Mexico?  I  understand.  There  is  a  lot  of 
them. 

Mr.  Paterson:  They  are  going  back  and 
forth,  and  they  come  in  their  trucks  with 
eight  or  10  children  in  the  back  and  land  in 
the  area.  Where  are  you  going  to  house 
them?  This  is  where  there  could  be  possible 
diflBculties. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  is  a  problem  and  you 
know  it. 

Mr.  Paterson:  From  time  to  time- 
Mr.  Renwick:  There  is  a  problem. 

Mr.  Paterson:  There  isn't  under  that  first 
programme  sponsored  by  the  government. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  only  time  there  isn't  a 
problem  is  when  there  is  no  harvest  season. 
In  a  non-harvesting  season— 

An  hen.  member:  You'd  better  come  down 
and  see  what  goes  on. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  item  2  carried? 

Item  3. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  on  item  3.  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to 
move  from  seasonal  help  to  the— 

Mr.  Renwidc:  No,  you  can't  do  that.  I  was 
hoping  you  would  shed  some  light  on  the 
topic  we  were  discussing.  Are  you— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  referring  to  the  perman- 
ent farm  help  situation. 

Mr.  Renwick:  May  I  try  to  sum  up  my 
concern  about  the  problem  involved  in  itiner- 
ant immigrant  seasonal  farm  labour  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario?  The  problem  involved 
basically  is  the  same  problem  we  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  have  in  recognizing  a 
social  problem  at  any  time.  I  am  talking 
about  the  hourly  rate  disguised  as  a  piece- 


meal rate;  disguised  as  a  beautiful  summer 
holiday  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  for  citizens 
or  students  from  other  coim tries;  disguised 
as  this  strange  group  who  have  emigrated 
from  Manitoba  down  to  South  America  and 
Mexico  and  now  are  coming  back  to  harvest 
the  crops  in  the  Province  of  Ontario;  dis- 
guised as  inadequate  housing  conditions;  dis- 
guised as  the  inadequate  supervision  of  the 
medical  oflBoers  of  health  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario;  hidden  until  a  federal  election 
comes  along,  until  the  Minister  of  Manpower 
and  Immigration  raises  the  controversy  in 
which  is  involved,  and  then  cloaked  by  this 
minister  because  he  will  not  state  what  the 
controversy  is,  and  then  by  some  of  my 
Liberal  apologists  on  my  right,  not  all  of 
them,  indicated  in  terms  of— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Just  the  facts. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —what  could  be  better  than 
to  earn  $45,  $50,  60,  $70,  $80  a  day  in  the 
vegetable  lands  of  the  Province  of  Ontario? 
That  is  nonsense  and  you  know  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
North. 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  I  had  the  time  I  would 
spend   the   time   down   there    to   investigate 
the  conditions- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  You  don't  know  what  a  tomato 
looks  like. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —the  way  the  member  foi 
Scarborough  Centre  (Mr.  Drea)  did  and  won 
—what  was  the  name  of  the  prize  he  won? 
You  know  that  as  well  as  I  did. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  Heywood  Broun  prize 
for  his  investigation  into  the  area.  Relatively 
speaking,  in  terms  of  the  prosperity  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  the  conditions  are  no 
better  today  than  when  he  won  the  prize. 
The  minister  knows  it.  Minister  Andras 
knows  it,  and  the  other  members  of  the 
assembly  know  it  except  that  they  will  not 
face  up  to  it.  They  think  all  is  rosy,  all  is 
fine.  But  as  far  as  we  are  concerned  the 
condition  of  immigrant  farm  labourers  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  must  not  be  allowed  to 
deteriorate  the  way  it  would  deteriorate  if 
the  policies  of  this  government— or  the  non- 
policies  of  this  government— continue. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
North. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  I 
have  to  say  something  in  this  case.  The  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale  is  talking  about  a  subject 
he  doesn't  know  anything  about. 

Mr.  Huston:  Right. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  I  have  to  defend  the 
great  vegetable  growers  in  my  area. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Why  do  they  need  defending? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  They  are  not  a  bunch 
of  cheapskates,  who  won't  pay  a  decent  wage. 
They  have  had  immigrant  labour,  seasonal 
labour,  coming  back  year  after  year  for  the 
last  15  years,  more  particularly  in  the  last 
three  or  four  years. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  mem- 
ber for  York  North  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  It  is  about  time  you 
made  yourself  familiar  with  what  is  going  on 
in  the  farming  community.  I  won't  sit  in  this 
House  and  hear  you  run  down  those  people 
that  work  damned  hard  in  the  Holland  Marsh 
from  morning  till  night. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  on,  it  is  all  owned  by 
the- 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  You  are  saying  they  are 
a  bunch  of  cheapskates.  There  isn't  a  cheap- 
skate living  there.  They  are  willing  to  pay- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no 
individual  farmer  left  in  the  Holland  Marsh 
and  the  member  knows  it.  It  is  agri-corporate 
agriculture  in  that  area  and  you  know  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  As  high  as  $45  a  day 
is  to  be  earned  on  piecework,  not  only  in  the 
Essex-Kent  area,  but  also  in  the  Holland 
Marsh  area. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  are  crazy.  They  still 
believe  you  are  living. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  I  would  like  them  to 
hear  you  talk.  They  would  think  you  were  a 
man  that  hadn't  even  been  bom  yet— a  man 
from  the  space  age. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to 
know  a  little  bit  about  the  Holland  Marsh. 
I  at  least  know  where  it  is  and  I  know  how 
it  drains. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Where  is  it?  Tell  us 
where  it  is. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  that  is  right.  You  touch 
a  rather  tender  spot. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  I  was  quite  inti- 
mately involved  in  the  Ontario  Hurricane 
Relief  Fund  in  Hurricane  Hazel  and  I  know 
that  at  that  time  the  Holland  Marsh  was 
owned  by  a  number  of  individual  farmers. 
But  I  defy  the  member  for  York  North  or 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  to  say 
to  me  today  that  the  Holland  Marsh  is  in- 
dividually owned  by  persons.  You  know  as 
well  as  I  do  it  is  an  agri-corporate  com- 
munity and  all  of  the  farms  are  under  lease 
to  the  corporations.  They  are  under  the 
domination  of  the  corporations.  The  corpora- 
tions require  by  contract  the  production  of 
this  amount  of  food,  and  the  farmers  who 
farm  the  area  require  cheap  labour,  lousy 
housing  conditions,  a  poor  economic  situation 
in  order  to  produce  for  the  agri-corporate 
community.  Now,  don't  kid  ourselves.  The 
agri-corporate  community  doesn't  just  exist 
south  of  the  border.  The  member  for  York 
North  knows  this  and  he  knows  it  very  well, 
and  he  cannot  stand  up  and  deny  it. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  I  can  stand  right  up  here 
in  my  place  and  deny  it.  In  the  original  Hol- 
land Marsh  there  are  about  7,000  acires  and 
I  would  say  5,000  acres  are  owned  by  indi- 
vidual owners. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  controlled  through  leases 
by  the  agri-corporate  community  and  you 
know  it. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  No.  To  own  the  farm 
you  have  to  pay  for  90  per  cent  of  it  too.  You 
don't  know  what  you  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  talk 
for  a  moment  about  the  year-round  farm 
labourer  situation.  This  is  quite  a  tough 
problem,  particularly  among  dairy  farmers. 
Dairy  farming  is  labour  intensive  and  many 
of  the  dairy  farmers  have  had  to  go  out  of 
business  because  they  simply  weren't  able  to 
get  good  reliable  help.  I  think  almost  every 
agricultural  country  in  the  world  has  run  into 
a  similar  problem  and  I  think  this  govern- 
ment is  going  to  have  to  move  into  the  area 
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and  show  a  greater  measure  of  concern  and 
involvement  in  this  particular  problem  than 
has  been  apparent  up  until  this  point. 

There  is  no  question  that  as  far  as  the  per- 
manent help  situation  on  the  farm  is  con- 
cerned, the  wages  are  below  the  going  rate. 
In  comparison  with  many  of  the  oQier  indus- 
tries in  the  province,  it  is  well  below  what  is 
being  paid  in  those  industries.  For  instance, 
in  1973  year-round  farm  help  was  paid  an 
average  of  $2.12  an  hour. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Shame. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It's  just  disastrous. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  In  mining  it  was  $4.78;  in  food 
manufacturing  it  was  $3.47;  construction 
$5.59;  hotels,  restaurants  and  taverns,  $2.30. 
So  when  it  comes  down  to  dollars  and  cents 
for  permanent  help,  the  agricultural  industry 
certainly  cannot  compete  on  the  basis  of 
wages. 

The  farmers  traditionally  have  said  that 
they  can't  pay  higher  wages  because  they  are 
not  making  that  kind  of  money— which  is  true. 
I  feel  that  this  government  is  going  to  have 
to  get  into  the  business  of  subsidizing  farm 
labour,  wheher  it  be  through  various  training 
programmes  or  whether  it  be  through  an 
actual  day  rate  subsidization  programme. 

For  instance  in  Denmark,  I  was  interested 
to  note  that  almost  90  per  cent  of  the  young 
men  who  go  into  Danish  farms  go  in  on 
apprentice  training  programmes.  They  are 
actually  on-farm  apprentices  for  a  period  of 
formal  training  before  they  go  into  full-time 
farming  or  full-time  farm  labour.  During  that 
period  of  apprenticeship  my  understanding  is 
the  government  there  subsidizes  the  actual 
wage  of  the  apprentice  through  the  Ministry 
of  Education,  and  I  believe  the  farm  organ- 
izations are  also  involved  in  the  programme. 

I  think  we  are  going  to  move  into  that 
area  if  farmers  are  going  to  compete  with 
other  industries  for  the  available  labour.  I 
think  there  are  many  people  who  would  be 
prepared  to  work  on  farms  and  who  would 
enjoy  working  on  farms  but  they  are  not  pre- 
pared to  sacrifice  dollars  to  do  it.  I  would  be 
interested  in  getting  the  minister's  comment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
working  on  an  on-the-job  training  programme 
with  the  federal  government.  Discussions  are 
going  on.  We  are  not  sure  what  the  results 
will  be.  We  are  working  on  the  programme. 
We  have  a  continuous  manpower  training 
programme  at  the  Kemptville  Agricultural 
College.    We   hope    to    graduate    about    100 


students  annually,  and  they  will  be  going 
out  to  the  farms  as  they  graduate.  It  seems 
to  be  working  reasonably  well. 

We  have  a  programme  of  bringing  immi- 
grants from  the  United  Kingdom.  I  think 
that  has  been  quite  a  successful  programme; 
modest  in  its  scope,  but  yet  very  successful. 
Last  fall  we  interviewed  127  applicants. 
Eight  of  them  are  either  here  now  or  on  the 
way;  or  at  least  they  have  been  placed.  The 
average  wage  is  around  $500  a  month;  plus 
house,  heat,  hydro  and  milk,  to  start  with. 
And  then,  as  their  experience  increases  and 
they  get  used  to  the  job  and  the  place,  they 
normally  have  been  escalated  beyond  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  much? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  receive  $500  a 
month  to  start  with,  plus  the  amenities.  This 
spring  we  have  interviewed  115  over  in  the 
UK,  and  a  number  of  them  will  be  coming 
over  right  away.  So  that  we  are  involved  in 
this  programme. 

I  would  like  to  mention  the  junior  agri- 
culturalist programme  that  we  had  last  year. 
We  started  out  with  20  students;  I  believe 
we  ended  up  with  something  like  17,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken.  Of  that  number,  14  have  gone 
back  to  the  farms  this  year,  many  of  them 
at  very  substantial  wages,  as  full-time  em- 
ployees. So  that  programme  is  working.  When 
you  get  14  out  of  17  going  back  the  second 
year,  it  is  not  a  bad  programme.  We  now 
have  175  in  the  progranmie  for  this  year. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  ask 
a  further  question  in  this  regard?  I  have  had 
some  correspondence  with  Ontario  House  in 
London  concerning  bringing  people  over  for 
the  horticultural  industry.  Is  there  any  indi- 
cation of  the  number  of  people  who  know 
something  about  the  greenhouse  industry,  or 
horticultural  industry,  who  may  be  expected 
to  come  into  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Clarkson  tells  me 
he  interviewed  approximately  50  over  there. 
So  it  would  appear  that  there  is  going  to  be 
some  help  there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  man- 
power? 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  this  where  we  would  discuss  the  beef 
heifer  loan  programme— under  the  livestock 
section? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  when  we  come  to 
it.  But  I  would  like  to  wait  until  we  get  to  it. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  If  that  finishes  with  man- 
power, the  next  is  extension.  Anything  on 
that? 

Home  economics? 

Livestock  then.  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Genua:  Under  hvestock,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  don't  really  understand  the  minister's 
beef  heifer  loan  programme.  It  seems  to  me, 
though,  that  the  requirement  of  having  a 
$5,000  farm  production  figure  from  the  previ- 
ous year  is  discriminating  against  those  people 
who  are  from  industry  and  have  just  ac- 
quired a  plot  of  land,  and  therefore  have 
very  little  or  no  farm  production  quota  from 
the  previous  year. 

I  just  wondered  why  this  requirement  is 
so  high,  particularly  on  farms  in  the  northern 
part  of  the  province  where  we  don't  have  too 
many  marketable  crops.  It  is  quite  difficult 
for  some  people  to  meet  the  requirement  of 
the  loan  programme  of  $5,000  per  year  of 
previous  production.  I  think  we  want  these 
people  to  come  out  of  the  mines,  for  in- 
stance. I  know  of  several  young  people  who 
have  bought  a  piece  of  land  and  are  inter- 
ested in  going  into  livestock  production. 
They  are  having  trouble  meeting  the  $5,000 
criterion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  not  $5,000. 

An  Hon.  member:  It  is  just  $3,000. 

Mr.  Genna:  The  way  I  understood  it,  Mr. 
Minister,  it  was  $5,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it  isn't. 

Mr.  Genna:  Well,  even  $3,000  is  hard  to 
meet  in  some  instances  on  some  of  the  land 
we  have  up  there.  We  haven't  got  land 
which  would  grow  a  com  crop  or  some  cash 
crop,  or  a  ready  cash  crop,  even  though  that 
property  might  be  good  for  livestock. 

Can  the  programme  not  be  judged  on  its 
merits,  without  the  relationship  of  the  previ- 
ous year's  production?  And  secondly,  I  would 
like  to  ask  about  the  government's  participa- 
tion in  the  programme.  Does  the  government 
guarantee  the  note?  Or  is  a  better  interest 
rate  obtained  as  a  result  of  government  par- 
ticipation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  First  of  all,  the  re- 
quirement is  $3,000  of  gross  annual  farm 
income  in  the  year  previous  to  the  applica- 
tion being  approved.  The  government  guar- 
antees the  loan  at  the  bank  and  the  farmer 
pays  interest  only  the  first  two  years  and 
then  pays   interest  plus  20  per  cent  of  the 


principal  for  the  next  five  years,  so  that  it's 
a  seven-year  repayment  programme. 

My  friend  mentions  the  fact  that  the  per- 
son who  may  work  in  industry  but  who  has 
a  piece  of  ground  may  want  to  put  some 
cattle  on  it.  He  feels  that  he  should  apply 
and  that  he  should  qualify  for  this  type  of  a 
loan.  Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  $3,000  gross 
annual  income  from  farming  in  the  year 
previous  isn't  a  very  extensive  farm  operation. 
I  should  think  that  when  the  public  are 
guaranteeing  these  loans  that  the  public 
should  have  some  assurance  that  the  person 
should  know  something  about  farming  before 
we  embark  on  that  kind  of  a  programme. 

There's  nothing  whatever  to  hinder  that 
type  of  a  person  who  wishes  to  get  into 
farming,  from  going  to  the  bank  and  borrow- 
ing on  his  own.  We  simply  guarantee  it's 
prime  plus  one  per  cent  and  that's  all  we 
guarantee,  and  only  up  to  $250  per  heifer. 
Frankly,  I  think  the  programme  has  worked 
reasonably  satisfactorily  and,  while  I  can 
appreciate  the  concern  expressed  by  my  friend 
from  the  north,  I  don't  feel  we  should  change 
the  programme  to  accommodate  that  request. 

Mr.  Genna:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the 
minister  is  not  aware  that  most  of  the  miners, 
particularly  in  the  area  where  I  come  from, 
are  farm  boys  from  the  farms  of  Canada. 
They  are  experienced  farmers  and  are  desir- 
ous of  getting  out  of  the  mine  and  back  on 
the  land.  It's  not  that  they  want  to  be  gen- 
tlemen farmers  and  work  in  the  mine  and 
just  run  this  herd  of  cattle.  They  are  desir- 
ous of  quitting  and  getting  out  of  this  mining 
industry,  which  is  not  compatible  to  their 
lifestyle.  But  they  are  forced  into  it  through 
economic  forces  and  they  are  trying  to  extri- 
cate themselves  from  this  predicament. 

TTiey  get  a  piece  of  land  after  having 
worked  in  the  mine  for  several  years  and 
yet  they  can't  get  a  herd  on  to  that  land 
because  of  the  $3,000  requirement  for  farm 
production.  Certainly,  they  do  have  a  little 
production  from  cutting  down  Christmas  trees 
or  saw  logs  or  pulpwood  to  that  degree. 

That  was  one  of  the  contentious  issues, 
whether  saw  logs  or  a  cord  of  pulpwood 
was  considered  farm  production.  I'm  glad  to 
see  the  regulations  indicate  that  this  is  so. 
I  think  that  more  people  would  be  able  to 
go  into  full-time  fanning  if  this  loan  were 
made  a  little  more  accessible,  taking  into 
consideration  the  peculiar  problems  which  do 
persist  in  the  northern  parts  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  the  livestock  item? 
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Mr.    Riddell:    On    this    same    topic,    Mr. 
Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lanark. 

Mr.  D.  J.  Wiseman  (Lanark):  I  want  to 
follow  this  along  a  little  fm^ther  on  the  beef 
heifer  programme.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  tell  us  if  the  beef  heifer  programme 
has  been  successful;  if  many  people  have 
taken  advantage  of  it;  and  if,  in  light  of  the 
fact  that  heifers  are  quite  a  bit  more  expen- 
sive than  when  the  programme  came  into 
effect,  he  would  consider  raising  the  limit 
to  $300  instead  of  the  $250  that's  on  there 
now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reply, 
to  the  member  for  Lanark,  there  have  been 
1,243  loans  made— roughly  $7.25  million  have 
been  used,  and  I  would  say  at  $250  per 
heifer,  it  would  round  out  to  about  29,000 
heifers.  I  would  say  that  it  has  been  reason- 
ably successful.  There  has  been  a  substan- 
tial increase  in  the  beef  cow  herd  in  Ontario. 
You  will  recall  that  a  few  years  ago  there 
were  approximately  900,000  dairy  cows  in 
Ontario  and  about  400,000  beef  cows— some- 
thing like  that;  I'm  sorry,  300,000  beef  cows 
in  Ontario.  We've  dropped  in  dairy  cows 
by  about  200,000  and  increased  the  beef 
cow  herd  in  Ontario  by  200,000  so  we  have 
about  the  same  number  of  cows— but  we 
have  more  beef  cows  than  we  have  dairy. 
Obviously,  the  29,000  beef  heifers  that  are 
included  in  this  programme  here  would  have 
contributed  substantially,  I  think,  to  that 
increase.  But  when  you  look  at  the  overall 
figure  it  isn't  really  a  very  large  sum. 

With  regard  to  the  $300  request  to  in- 
crease it  to  that,  frankly  with  the  present 
outlook  of  beef  price  prospects  over  the  next 
couple  of  years  I  would  have  some  reserva- 
tions about  further  encouraging  people  to 
plunge  into  beef  cow  herds  at  the  moment. 
I  think  that  we  have  reached  quite  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  beef  cows  in  North  Amer- 
ica and  with  the  apparent  disenchantment 
with  beef  prices,  or  at  least  lower  per  capita 
consumption  of  beef,  I  would  have  some 
reservations  about  rapidly  expanding  into  an 
area  of  enlarging  the  beef  cow  herd  by  in- 
creasing the  grants  unless  it  was  circum- 
stances of  health  or  retirement  or  something 
like  that  where  a  person  wants  to  do  it. 
I  have  some  reservations  about  it  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  Wiseman:  Mr.  Chairman,  will  we  con- 
tinue to  keep  this  programme  over  the  next 
year  or  is  there  some  thought  of  maybe 
dropping  it? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  it  continues  through 
to  the  end  of  March,  1975. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  Riddell:  My  question  has  been  par- 
tially answered,  Mr.  Chairman;  I  didn't  rea- 
lize that  the  programme  was  going  to  be 
curtailed  in  a  year's  time. 

I  was  wondering  why  the  programme  is 
limited  to  beef  heifers,  because  in  many  cases 
a  yornig  fellow  can  get  established  in  the 
cow-calf  operation  by  attending  dispersal 
sales  where  he  could  probably  buy  a  cow 
with  a  calf  at  her  side  or  a  cow  ready  to 
calve  in  a  period  of  a  month's  time.  But 
for  some  reason  this  programme  limits  it  to 
a  beef  heifer.  In  many  cases  the  young 
farmer  is  buying  open  heifers,  which  means 
that  it  is  going  to  take  a  period  of  at  least 
a  year  or  two  years  before  he  is  going  to 
get  anything  back  from  it. 

But  I  suppose  if  the  programme  is  going 
to  end  in  another  year's  time  that  it  won't 
make  a  great  deal  of  difference  whether  we 
did  change  it  from  simply  beef  heifers  to 
cows.  But  why  was  it  that  it  was  limited 
strictly  to  beef  heifers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  A  very  simple  answer, 
Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  limited  to  beef  heifers 
simply  to  increase  the  total  cow  herd.  Had 
it  applied  to  cows,  it  simply  would  have 
been  an  exchange  between  one  farmer  and 
another  of  the  cows,  with  the  government 
guaranteeing  the  interest  rate  for  a  seven- 
year  loan  with  interest  payable  only  the  first 
two  years;  a  pretty  good  deal.  I  would  buy 
your  cows  and  you  would  buy  mine  and  we 
would  both  qualify.  Now  that  isn't  doing 
anything  to  increase  the  total  beef  cow  herd 
and  so  if  you  put  it  on  heifers,  and  that 
means  either  open  heifers  or  heifers  that  are 
carrying  their  first  calf,  they  qualify  for  the 
loan. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  the 
livestock  item?  Carried? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  wanted  to  mention  the  matter 
of  the  brucellosis  eradication  programme.  I 
realize  this  is  really  a  federal  matter,  but  I 
am  wondering  if  in  fact  the  province  has 
made  any  representation  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment with  respect  to  the  recurrence  of 
brucellosis  in  some  areas  throughout  Ontario. 
I  recently— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  item  might  be  more  properly  addres- 
sed under  veterinary  services,  if  he  could  do 
it  under  that.  There  is  a  diflFerence  and  I 
am  quite  willing  to  discuss  it  or  debate  it 
with  you,  but  I  think  it  should  be  under  the 
proper  heading. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  the 
livestock  item  then? 

Soils  and  crops.  Veterinary. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Well,  soils  and  crops,  just  as  a 
matter  of  interest,  Mr.  Chairman.  Here  again 
I  am  seeking  some  information  with  respect 
to  the  comparison  of  figures  in  regard  to 
salaries  and  wages,  employee  benefits  and 
transportation  costs,  all  of  which  are  up  sub- 
stantially from  last  year.  Even  services  is  up 
substantially  from  last  year.  Is  there  an  ex- 
planation for  that?  I  am  sure  there  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  the  increase  of 
$73,400,  that's  the  net  increase,  is  due  to 
salary  awards  and  increased  costs  of  trans- 
portation services  and  supplies.  It  reflects  the 
higher  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  the  soils 
and  crops  then? 

Veterinary  services?  The  member  for 
Huron. 

Mr.  Riddell:  I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, why  there  isn't  some  kind  of  financial 
assistance  available  from  the  government  for 
voung  veterinarians  who  want  to  get  estab- 
lished in  a  practice  and  for  veterinarians  who 
are  established  and  wish  to  construct  a 
clinic?  I  don't  know  how  many  veterinarians 
have  approached  me  about  this  very  thing. 

It  was  just  recently  I  had  a  young  chap 
from  Australia  who  has  been  practising  in  an 
area  in  my  riding  for  five  years.  He  wishes  to 
construct  a  clinic  in  which  he  will  employ  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  another  four  or  five 
veterinarians  and  three  or  four  secretaries. 
He  will  make  use  of  some  of  the  animal 
health  technicians  who  graduate  from  the 
Centralia  College  of  Technology.  Yet  for  some 
reason  he  cannot  get  government  assistance 
to  help  build  this  clinic,  so  he  is  going  to  be 
forced  to  go  to  Australia  to  borrow  the  money 
there,  then  come  back  to  build  a  clinic  that 
we  dearly  need  in  our  own  Province  of 
Ontario. 

I  think  that  if  you  were  to  travel  around 
the  Province  of  Ontario  and  travel  in  a  place 
like  Australia  to  compare  the  clinics,  you 
would  find  that  we  are  far  behind  the  other 


countries.  The  reason,  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, is  that  the  veterinarians  have  not  been 
able  to  raise  sufficient  funds  in  order  to 
establish  these  clinics,  and  yet  I  think  we 
need  them. 

I  have  had  some  conversation  with  Ken 
McDermid  on  this  subject  and  I  am  not  fully 
convinced  that,  as  he  indicated,  all  or  some 
veterinarians  do  not  prefer  to  have  money 
made  available  for  the  construction  of  these 
clinics.  I  feel  that  they  are  needed  and  I 
simply  can't  see  why  funds  can't  be  made 
available.  If  a  dentist  wants  to  get  estab- 
lished in  an  area,  he  approaches  the  Ministry 
of  Health,  they  designate  that  area  and  he 
gets  money  in  order  to  establish  a  clinic.  If 
a  medical  doctor  wants  to  get  a  clinic  estab- 
lished, it's  the  same  thing.  But  here  a  veterin- 
arian is  completely  out  in  the  cold.  He  is  not 
given  any  consideration.  Many  of  these  vets 
who  graduate  haven't  got  a  cent  to  start  with. 
I  maintain  there  should  be  funds  available  for 
them  to  get  into  their  practice  or  to  construct 
clinics  which  are  certainly  going  to  be  very 
useful  in  the  Ontario  livestock  industry.  Could 
I  have  some  comment  on  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  you  sure  can  have 
some  conmient  on  that  one. 

When  you  talk  about  the  dentists  and 
the  doctors  having  the  availability  in  certain 
areas,  that  only  pertains  in  certain  areas  of 
the  province.  It  doesn't  pertain  all  over 
Ontario.  Surely  my  hon.  friend  has  been 
around  here  long  enough  to  know  the  veter- 
inarian has  designated  veterinarian  areas  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  all  through  the  north 
and  several  areas  in  southern  Ontario  as  well. 
Now  those  areas  are  designated  where  our 
province  pays  the  veterinarian  $8,000  a  year. 
The  local  veterinary  committee  raises  a 
$1,000,  and  then  it's  a  fixed  rate  of  mileage 
from  there  on  and  service  calls  for  whatever 
he  is  required  to  do.  Those  areas  now  are 
in  effect. 

With  regard  to  money  available  to  build 
the  clinics,  there  are  some  veterinarians  who 
don't  share  the  concern  expressed  by  my 
friend  from  Huron.  We've  discussed  it  with 
several  veterinarians.  In  fact,  I  have  had 
meetings  with  veterinarians,  like  my  friend 
from  Lanark,  my  parliamentary  assistant. 
Several  other  of  the  private  members  in  our 
caucus  have  met  with  veterinarians  from 
various  areas  of  the  province  to  discuss  these 
various  things.  As  far  as  they  are  concerned, 
there  is  no  unanimity  whatever  as  to  the 
usefulness  of  providing  government  sponsored 
veterinary  clinics.  There  are  several  around 
the  province  now  that  have  been  put  there 
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by  veterinarians  who  have  gone  together  on 
a  partnership,  or  two  or  three  or  something 
like  that  have  gone  together  and  pooled  their 
resources  and  built  these  clinics.  I  understand 
that  a  new  veterinary  clinic  has  just  been 
built  on  Mt.  Brydges  west  of  London.  The 
veterinarian  there  borrowed  the  money  from 
the  bank  and  built  the  clinic  himself,  right 
there. 

Mr.   Riddell:   No  departmental   assistance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No  departmental  assist- 
ance whatever. 

We  have  discussed  these  things  with  the 
veterinarians  and  I  can  tell  you  that  there 
isn't  that  unanimity  of  opinion  my  hon.  friend 
would  lead  us  to  believe.  We  have  17  areas 
where  vet  services  are  provided  in  Ontario. 
We  provide  seven  cents  a  mile  for  25  vets 
in  those  17  areas,  plus  $8,000  a  year.  That's 
on  top  of  what  they  get  as  a  fee  from  the 
farmer  for  providing  that  service.  This  is  a 
subsidy. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  that  seven  or  17? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Seven  cents  a  mile 
on  top  of  the  fee  they  get,  plus  their  $8,000. 
It's  simply  a  subsidy  on  top  of  what  they 
are  now  getting. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  veter- 
inary services?  The  member  for  Thimder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes.  I  had  a  problem,  Mr. 
Chairman,  about  the  unavailability  of  services 
at  a  reasonable  price  for  people  who  live 
a  great  distance  from  Thunder  Bay.  They 
say  they  just  can't  afford  the  services  of  a 
vet,  given  the  rates  they  were  charging. 

I  had  this  out  with  the  good  doctor  who 
heads  up  this  veterinary  branch.  Apparently 
there  are  only  two  vets  in  all  the  Thunder 
Bay  area.  They  had  to  subsidize  on  their 
own  beyond  a  certain  radius  from  the  city 
of  Thunder  Bay.  Of  course  there  aren't  too 
many  farmers,  as  you  well  know,  and  when 
you  do  get  a  farmer  who  is  90  miles  from  a 
vet  the  cost  to  that  individual  farmer  becomes 
prohibitive. 

I  know  that  you  are  preoccupied  with  areas 
down  here  where  there  are  many  more  peo- 
ple and  it's  much  easier  to  deliver  or  sub- 
sidize a  service.  But  in  instances  like  that, 
where  people  are  trying  to  get  into  beef, 
is  there  any  way  that  you  change  the  rules 
and  say  this  is  a  specific  instance  and  you 
will  assist  individual  farmers,  given  the 
uniqueness  of  the  situation  and  the  high 
costs  involved? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  concerned  about 
my  hon.  friend  from  Thunder  Bay  and  the 
problems  there.  We've  correspondence  on 
this  in  the  past,  and  there  is  no  easy  answer 
for  it.  There  are  two  subsidized  veterinarians 
in  the  Thunder  Bay  area.  I  believe  there  are 
at  least  four  in  private  practice. 

The  service  is  there,  but  when  one  lives 
90  miles  from  the  local  vet,  it  would  have  to 
be  described  as  an  isolated  case.  I  don't 
really  know  how  one  copes  with  that.  I  sup- 
pose it's  part  of  the  cost  of  enjoying  the 
privilege  of  living  away  from  those  who 
might  cause  you  concern  in  other  ways.  All 
of  us  have  other  problems  that  that  chap 
won't  have  to  contend  with.  I  can't  imagine 
anybody  complaining  about  the  smells  eman- 
ating from  his  livestock  operation  there. 

But  that  doesn't  relieve  the  concern  that 
I  am  sure  he  has  and  this  member  has  when 
he  requires  veterinary  service  for  an  animal 
that's  ill.  Now,  our  subsidized  vets  in  the 
Thunder  Bay  area  would  have  to  look  after 
that  chap  the  same  as  they  would  anyone 
else.  But,  he  would  be  expected  to  pay  the 
increased  costs  required  because  he  lives  at 
that  great  distance  from  their  centre  of 
activity.  I  am  afraid  that  doesn't  really  re- 
solve the  matter  my  friend  raises,  but  I  really 
don't  know  of  any  other  way  to  resolve  the 
issue;  unless  of  course  one  were  to  say  that 
each  case  could  apply  for  a  subsidy  on  its 
own. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Couldn't  you  say  10  cents  a 
mile  under  those  circumstances? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  know.  We'll  take 
a  look  at  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Or  30  cents  a  mile. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Veterinary  services  carried 
then?  Anything  further  on  the  veterinary 
services?  Carried  then. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Warble  fly  control  pro- 
gramme. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  it's  not  carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Pardon? 
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Mr.  Jjaughren:  Veterinary  services  carried? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no.  The  rise  and  report 
has  been  carried. 

Some  hoD.  members:  Oh. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Oh,  right. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  reports  a  certain  resolution  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House  I 
have  been  asked  to  inform  the  House  that  the 
social  development  committee  has  determined 
that  it  will  sit  tomorrow  afternoon  at  2 
o'clock.  On  Thursday  we  will  deal  with  the 
list  of  bills  as  provided  in  the  House  last 
evening,  and  on  Friday  we  will  return  to  the 


consideration  of  the  estimates  of  the  Ministry 
of  Agriculture  and  Food. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  ask,  on  a  point  of  order,  before  you 
adjourn  whether  or  not  there  is  any  clarifica- 
tion with  regard  to  the  natural  resource  com- 
mittee's position  in  terms  of  its  sitting  to- 
morrow or  not? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  but  I  am  not  prepared 
to  give  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  not  prepared  to  give  it 
at  this  time?  It  won't  do  much  good  on 
Thursday.  That's  after  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  put  the  motion  to  ad- 
journ to  the  House.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  give  me  pleasure  this  afternoon  to  wel- 
come to  the  Legislature  two  grade  8  classes 
from  the  Sacred  Heart  School  in  Chapleau, 
accompanied  by  four  of  their  teachers  in- 
cluding Mrs.  Champion  and  Mrs.  Seguin. 
They  are  accompanied  by  their  very  cour- 
ageous bus  driver,  Mr.  Bruneau,  who  has 
driven  500  miles  over  northern  Ontario  high- 
ways. I  hope  the  Legislature  will  welcome 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


GRAND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  an- 
nounce the  appointment  of  President  A.  D. 
Booth  of  Lakehead  University  to  inquire  into 
the  nature,  extent  and  cause  of  flooding  on 
the  Grand  River  May  16  to  May  18  last. 

Dr.  Booth  has  wide  experience  in  the  field 
of  engineering,  particularly  in  hydrology.  Be- 
fore coming  to  Lakehead  University,  he  was 
dean  of  engineering  at  the  University  of 
Saskatchewan,  where  he  had  established  the 
first  division  of  hydrology  at  that  university. 
He  will  inquire  into  the  actions  of  the  Grand 
River  Conservation  Authority,  member  mu- 
nicipalities and  the  province  in  the  operation 
of  the  major  dams  and  reservoirs  and  the 
flood  warning  and  communication  systems  in 
order  to  make  avaflable  at  the  earliest  possible 
date  a  complete  report  of  all  the  essential 
facts  necessary  to  determine  the  cause  of  the 
high  flows  and  the  resulting  property  dam- 
ages. Dr.  Booth  will  begin  his  assignment  to- 
morrow morning. 


HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
IN  ONTARIO  MINES 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  10  days 
ago  I  made  a  commitment  to  the  standing 
committee  of  supply,  studying  the  estimates 
of  my  ministry,  that  I  would  announce  by 
today  a  programme  of  action  dealing  with 
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the  health  of  workers  in  mines,  with  par- 
ticular reference  to  the  uranium  mines  in  this 
province. 

In  making  this  commitment,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  felt  that  it  was  my  duty,  as  the  minister 
responsible  for  mines,  to  investigate  to  the 
furthest  possible  extent  any  reasonable  doubt 
cast  on  the  efiFectiveness  of  the  ministry's 
mine  safety  programme  in  accomplishing  the 
goals  set  for  it  by  the  government  and  ex- 
pected of  it  by  the  public  of  this  province. 
I  am  accordingly  announcing  at  this  time 
a  five-point  programme  which  will  only  be  the 
beginning  of  the  investigation  that  I  intend 
to  carry  out. 

During  the  past  10  days  I  have  received 
all  the  information  the  government  has  com- 
piled over  the  last  several  years  relating  to 
the  question  of  environmental  health  and  the 
safety  of  workers  in  mines.  This  is  a  very 
complex  matter,  particularly  with  reference  to 
silicosis,  and  a  great  many  medical  and 
scientific  deficiencies  in  our  knowledge  of 
its  causes  remain  to  be  investigated. 

For  this  reason,  the  first  step  that  I  propose 
to  take  is  to  appoint  a  commissioner  under 
the  Public  Inquiries  Act  to  investigate  all 
matters  brought  before  the  estimates  com- 
mittee having  to  do  with  the  health,  environ- 
mental and  safety  factors  aflFecting  workers  in 
mines  in  Ontario.  As  part  of  his  terms  of 
reference,  the  conmiissioner  will  select  a 
medical  doctor  whose  field  of  expertise  in- 
cludes lung  cancer,  silicosis,  environmental 
health  and  any  other  qualification  determined 
by  the  commissioner  to  be  necessary  to  his 
investigation. 

In  this  way,  it  is  my  hope  that  the  com- 
missioner will  be  able  to  provide  the  pubhc 
with  a  complete  assessment  of  the  latest  avail- 
able information  on  the  question  of  environ- 
mental health  affecting  miners.  He  will  select 
as  well  a  representative  of  the  mine  workers, 
a  representative  of  the  mining  industry  and  a 
mining  engineer.  He  will  be  assisted  in  his 
inquiry  by  coimsel  and  such  other  technical 
and  support  staff  he  considers  necessary. 

The  inquiry  will  also  include  a  review  of 
the  basis  for  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  awards  as  they  relate  to  environmental 
health  matters   affecting  miners. 
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It  will  make  a  detailed  analysis  of  all 
data  relating  to  silicosis,  lung  cancer  and  en- 
vironmental health  conditions  pertaining  to 
mining  activities.  It  will  hold  public  meet- 
ings and  will  accept  submissions  from  all 
interested  persons  and  groups  and  meetings 
will  be  held  in  mining  communities  of 
northern  Ontario.  It  will  recommend  specific 
further  steps  my  ministry  might  take  to 
improve  the  standards  of  health  hazard  ad- 
ministration   in    the    mines    of    Ontario. 

Secondly,  as  I  indicated  to  the  members 
of  the  committee,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
feeling  that  sufficient  information  is  available 
to  the  government  in  the  form  of  reports 
requested  over  the  past  three  years  to  justify 
a  reorganization  of  my  mines  engineering 
branch. 

I  am,  therefore,  announcing  that  it  is  my 
intention  to  create  a  health  hazard  section 
in  the  mines  engineering  branch  to  be 
staffed  by  qualified  personnel  capable  of 
recognizing  incipient  health  hazard  situations 
and  setting  standards,  training  and  advising 
field  staff  in  the  protection  of  workmen  in 
all  of  our  mines. 

This  new  section  of  my  ministry  will  be 
prepared  to  respond  to  recommendations  of 
the  commissioner  as  they  become  available 
so  that  undue  dtelays  in  the  implementation 
of  the  recommendations  as  they  become 
available  to  the  government  will  not  occur. 

Third,  from  now  on  all  mine  inspectors' 
reports  will  be  posted  at  the  mine  site.  In 
addition,  ventilation  monitoring  data  collect- 
ed by  the  Mines  Accident  Prevention  Associa- 
tion will  be  available  and  posted  at  all  mine 
sites,  and  the  results  of  health  tests  will  be 
made  available  to  miners  or  to  their  physi- 
cians on  a  regular  basis. 

'  Fourth,  I  will  ask  the  committee  to  re- 
view the  functions,  organization  and  piu- 
pose  in  consultation  with  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  MacBeth),  of 
the  Mines  Accident  Prevention  Association 
to  place  this  association  in  closer  relation- 
ship with  mine  workers. 

While  we  in  Ontario  can  deservedly  take 
pride  in  our  record  of  reducing  accidents  in 
mines  and  in  the  work  of  the  Mines  Accident 
Prevention  Association,  it  would  appear  that 
this  is  the  time  to  go  further  than  we  have 
gone  before  to  restructure  this  association  to 
meeting  changing  needs  and  conditions  in 
our  mines. 

Fifth,  I  am  recommending  to  my  colleague, 
the  Minister  of  Health,  a  programme  to 
provide  annual  x-rays  of  miners  at  chest 
centres  in  Ontario  so  that  lung  function  tests 
and  hearing .  capacity  tests  will  be  given  to 


all  miners  on  an  annual  or  more  frequent 
basis,  and  that  sputum  testing  will  be  further 
evaluated  for  use  in  the  Elliot  Lake  area. 
I  wish  to  repeat,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  these 
announcements  are  only  the  beginning.  As 
the  work  of  the  commission  proceeds  and 
new  information  becomes  available  to  the 
government  no  effort  will  be  spared  to 
ensure  that  whatever  deficiencies  may  be 
found  to  exist  in  the  government's  sensi- 
tivity to  the  health  needs  of  the  miners  of 
this  province  they  will  be  rectified. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  At  long 
last. 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  add  some 
remarks  of  my  own  to  support  the  com- 
ments made  by  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources,  in  relation  to  the  health 
of  the  workers  in  mines,  mills  and  crush- 
ing plants. 

First,  in  keeping  with  recommendation  1.5, 
on  page  19  of  the  report  of  the  task  force 
on  the  administration  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  in  Ontario,  from  June 
1  my  ministry  has  assumed  responsibility 
for  the  miners'  chest-examining  stations. 

Second,  certain  modifications  of  the  pro- 
cedures carried  out  at  these  stations  have 
already  been  planned.  These  modifications, 
which  I  will  specify,  will  be  implemented 
at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

(a)  To  utilize  staff  and  equipment  more 
efficiently  and  to  provide  better  service,  the 
miners'  examining  stations  will  be  amalga- 
mated with  the  provincial  chest  clinics  wher- 
ever this  is  practical. 

(b)  Reports  on  all  miners'  chest  x-rays 
will  be  sent  to  each  miner's  own  attending 
physician. 

(c)  In  cases  where  the  reported  findings  in- 
dicate consultation  with  the  attending 
physician  would  be  advisable,  a  letter  to 
this  effect  will  be  sent  to  the  miner  con- 
cerned. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That's 
first  rate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  (d)  In  cases  where  the 
miner  has  no  attending  physician,  but  where 
medical  consultation  is  indicated,  the  chest 
clinic  physician  will  contact  the  miner 
directly. 

(e)  Any  cases  of  infectious  disease  such 
as  tuberculosis  also  will  be  notified  to  the 
appropriate  medical  officer  of  health  as  re- 
quired by  section  64  of  the  Pubhc  Health 
Act,  1973. 
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(f)  Chest  clinic  physicians  will  be  available 
as  consultants  in  matters  of  chest  disease  to 
the  local  practitioner. 

(g)  Pulmonary  function  testing  equipment 
will  be  placed  in  all  chest  clinics  concerned. 

(h)  Basic  tests  of  lung  function  will  also  be 
performed  on  all  applicants  for  miners*  cer- 
tificates. 

ii)  Similar  tests  will  be  performed  on  all 
miners  other  than  applicants  at  intervals  to 
be  decided  upon  by  my  staff  at  an  early  date. 

(j)  Permanent  records  of  pulmonary  function 
tests  will  be  maintained  with  each  individual's 
records  at  the  chest  clinics. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  further  statements 
by  the  ministry? 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  about  (k)? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  What 
about  a  concurrent  statement  from  the  Min- 
ister of  Labour  dealing  with  the  WCBO? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  not,  oral  questions. 
The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


GRAND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
I'd  like  to  ask  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Rte- 
sources  if  the  terms  of  reference  he  put  for- 
ward for  the  inquiry  into  the  flooding  in  the 
Grand  will  require  the  commissioner  to  hold 
public  hearings  in  the  communities  that  were 
directly  affected'  by  the  flood? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
commissioner  will  be  instructed  to  hold  public 
hearings  in  those  areas  that  were  affected. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  When 
the  minister  said  he  expected  a  report  as  soon 
as  possible,  is  there  a  specific  time  limit  that 
has  been  given  to  the  commissioner  for  re- 
porting to  the  minister  and  to  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  not  given  the  commissioner  a  specific 
period  of  time.  Btit,  as  I  indicated,  he  will 
be  starting  his  work  tomorrow  morning,  and 
I  would  hope  that  it  would  be  done  as 
quickly  as  possible. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  minister  ad- 
vise what  staff  will  be  mad©  available  to  the 
commissioner  in  order  that  we  might  know 
whether  he  will  have  sufiicient  background, 
especially  in  municipal  liaison  or  in  police 
information,  to  deal  quite  clearly  with  those 
matters  of  warning? 


Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
missioner has  already  been  given  the  author- 
ity to  engage  the  type  of  people  that  he 
wishes  to  have  with  him;  and,  of  course,  any 
support  staff  he  needs  will  be  provided  at  his 
request. 

Mr.  J.  Root  (Welhngton-Dufferin):  A  sup- 
plementary: In  the  last  three  years  there  have 
been  two  floods  in  Grand  Valley  in  mv  riding 
occasioned  by  ice  jams.  Will  this  inquiry  look 
into  that  situation  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  terms 
of  reference  deal  only  with  the  flooding  that 
occuiTed  between,  I  think  it  is  May  16  to 
May  18,  and  it  will  not  be  retroactive. 

Mr.    I.    Deans    (Wentworth):     A    supple- 
mentary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you.  I  may  have  missed 
it.  I  was  writing  something.  Did  the  minister 
indicate  whether  the  terms  of  reference 
would  include  a  review  of  the  priorit)''-setting 
of  the  conservation  authority  to  determine 
whether  or  not  flood  control  is,  in  fact,  receiv- 
ing suflScient  consideration  by  the  authority 
in  its  overall  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not 
part  of  the  terms  of  reference  that  we  have 
made  out  for  the  commissioner,  but  he  may 
well  feel  free  to  make  comments  along  those 
lines,  and  we  have  so  indicated  to  him— but 
we  have  not  instructed  him  to  do  so, 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  minister  mind  in- 
structing him,  since  that  is  a  very  major  part 
of  a  lot  of  the  concern  that  is  being  ex- 
pressed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
it  is  first  things  first.  We  have  to  get  to  the 
cause  of  the  high  flows,  of  course,  and  result- 
ing property  damage.  It  may  well  be  that  the 
next  step  would  be  a  study  to  which  the 
member  refers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  W'ater- 
loo  North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sorry,  I  missed 
the  terms  of  reference,  if  the  minister  did 
announce  them.  Did  they  include  the  assess- 
ment or  the  evaluation  of  the  effectiveness  of 
the  present  system  as  it  relates)  to  controlling 
the  water  in  the  Grand  River  watershed^ 
which  would  include  the  warning  system— the 
monitoring  devices  which  now  exist  as  far  as 
warning  and  monitoring  the  present  flows? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  my 
terms  of  reference  given  to  the  commissioner, 
these  points  are  part  of  his  terms  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


ACCEPTANCE  OF  DOCTORS  BY 
HOSPITALS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Health  if  he  has  a  statement  to 
make  with  regard  to  the  appeal  court  de- 
cision in  the  case  of  Dr.  Schiller,  that  has 
been  before  this  House  for  so  long.  Is  he 
going  to  allow  the  law,  which  is  a  part  of 
the  emanation  of  this  House,  to  result  not 
only  in  that  doctor  not  being  permitted  to 
practise,  but  just  as  important,  in  being  load- 
ed with  legal  fees  and  costs  of  over  $40,000, 
having  availed  himself  of  all  of  the  appeal 
procedures  available  through  this  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  for 
me  to  judge  a  decision  of  the  courts  and  to 
try  to  relate  it  to  the  wisdom  of  our  law 
would  not  be  fair. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  That's 
what  the  minister  is  there  for. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  This  decision  was  decid- 
ed by  the  courts  on  the  merits  of  the  case 
before  it,  not  on  the  merits  of  the  law  before 
it.  Certainly  we  will  not  do  away  with  au- 
thorities, such  as  boards,  to  make  decisions 
simply  because  a  higher  authority  turns  their 
decision  around— as  happened   in  this  case. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  minister  is  not  prepared  to  judge  the 
judges— and  I  can  see  his  wisdom  in  taking 
that  position— is  he  contemplating  amend- 
ments to  the  Public  Hospitals  Act  which,  in 
fact,  will  open  them  up  to  the  practising 
physicians  of  the  province,  without  the  elabor- 
ate procedures  which  have  resulted  in  ham- 
stringing the  abilities  of  so  many  qualified 
doctors  to  practise  as  they  see  fit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  assume  by  that  ques- 
tion, the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  means 
am  I  going  to  let  any  doctor  practise  in  any 
hospital  he  elects  to  choose. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When  I  say  "open  it  up," 
I  would  say  let  us  move  in  the  direction 
Avhereby  we  are  not  going  to  be  confronted 
with  so  many  cases  where  properly  qualified 
physicians  are  not  able  to  use  facilities  pro- 
vided at  public  expense  in  their  own  com- 
munity. 


Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite  prop- 
erly, the  decision  as  to  whether  a  physician 
is  accepted  by  a  hospital  or  not  lies  with 
the  board  of  that  hospital.  That  board  has  to 
decide  upon  the  hospital's  ability  to  absorb 
the  physician  into  its  physical  plant  and  to  re- 
late the  acceptance  of  that  physician  to  the 
other  skills  already  on  staflF  and  available. 

There  is  no  question  that  you  cannot  have 
an  unlimited  access  of  both  specialists  and 
general  practitioners. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  How  about 
his  personahty? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Will  the  min- 
ister accept  the  idea  that  a  doctor  who  is 
practising  in  a  particular  area  should  have  a 
right  to  send  his  patient  to  a  hospital  which 
is  nearest  to  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  He  has  a  right,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, to  send  the  patient  to  the  hospital  of  his 
choice.  He  doesn't  necessarily  have  the  right 
to  practise  in  that  hospital. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  he  should  have. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  I  phoned 
the  hospital,  they'll  pay  for  him. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  a  throw-back  to  the  private 
hospital  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  As  a  matter  of  policy, 
does  the  minister  not  feel  that  hospitals,  as 
public  institutions  supported  by  public  funds, 
should  not  be  a  closed  shop  for  doctors? 

Secondly,   as   another  supplementary,   Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   There  should  only  be   one 
supplementary  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  Speaker  going  to  allow 
me  more? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  called  other  members 
to  order  for  that  very  thing.  There  should 
be  one  supplementary  at  a  time. 

An  hon.  member:  Yes,  one  per  day. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  don't  want  to  bother  the 
minister   with  too   many   supplementaries. 


JUNE  6,  1974 


2909 


Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  If  the  member  allows 
for  the  limitations  of  my  competence  and 
places  them  one  at  a  time  I'll  remember 
them  one  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Roy:  Okay;  give  me  an  answer. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  forgot  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  I'll  repeat  the  question. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  doesn't  have  a  very 
long  attention  span. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  was  the  closed  shop 
question. 

An  hon.   member:    It's  my   turn  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  must  be  precisely  the 
same. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  think  you  were  extremely 
wise,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  limiting  me  to  one 
supplementary.   He  has  forgotten  even  that. 

The  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  simply 
this:  Does  he  not  feel,  as  a  matter  of  policy, 
that  hospitals,  being  public  institutions  sup- 
ported by  public  funds,  should  not  be  closed 
shops  for  doctors? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  is  a  very  simplistic 
approach,  which  is  in  keeping  with  the 
member. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  a  logical  approach. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  is  getting 
back  to  his  comedy  role  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  would  tend  to 
aggravate  a  very  real  problem  we  already 
have  and  that  is  the  tendency  for  physicians 
to  try  to  go  to  the  hospitals  with  the  most 
equipment  and  leave  those  other  hospitals, 
particularly  in  the  remote  parts  of  the  prov- 
ince, unattended. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  have  second-class  hospitals 
now. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  not  a  very  good 
answer. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask  a 
further  supplementary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes. 

Mr.  Roy:  Thank  you.  Maybe  I  should  re- 
peat my  first  one  because  I  didn't  get  an 
answer  to  that.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  other 
supplementary  I  have  is:  Does  the  minister 
not  feel  that  the  present  system  whereby 
Dr.  Schiller  is  now  encumbered  with  some- 
thing like  $45,000  in  costs- 


Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right. 

Mr.  Roy:  —is  patently  unfair  and  that 
somewhere  along  the  way  he  should  amend 
the  Act  to  limit  the  number  of  appeals? 
Does  he  not  feel  he  should  intervene  and 
do  something  about  the  taxed  costs  Dr. 
Schiller  has  against  him  for  fighting  a 
system  which  is  inherently  wrong? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
latter  point,  certainly  I  am  concerned  that 
the  costs  were  awarded  against  Dr,  Schiller. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  is  the  minister  going  to 
do  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  certainly  going  to 
consider  the  options  I  have  and  I  understand 
I  have  several. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  are  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  One  of  the  options,  of 
course,  is  to  have  them  paid  on  his  behalf. 

Mr.  Roy:  Now  he  is  talking. 

Mr.    Bullbrook:    Very    reasonable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  going  to  consider 
those  options  and  determine  whether  or  not 
they  should  be  used. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


DROP  IN  NHA  LOANS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  of  the 
Minister  of  Housing  if  he  has  been  rnade 
aware  of  the  recent  figures  from  CMHC 
indicating  an  alarming  cutback  in.  NHA 
loans  approved  for  new  housing  in  Ontario 
in  the  first  four  months  of  the  year,  from 
16,645  units  for  the  period  January  to  April, 
1973,  to  6,965  units  for  the  corresponding 
period  in  1974,  a  drop  to  41.8  per  cent? 
With  these  figures  in  mind,  if  he's  aware  of 
them,  is  he  not  concerned  that  he  is  going 
to  fall  far  short  of  the  goals  he  established 
on  Monday  with  his  housing  action  pro- 
gramme, in  the  actual  building  in  the  prov- 
ince? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Ministry  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
specific  report  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
refers  to.  I  think  one  can  obtain  quotations 
from  almost  any  reliable  source  which  are 
contradictory  to  each  other.  The  last  one 
of  any  consequence  I  saw  was  by  the  chief 
economist  for  the  Canadian  Construction 
Association  who  simply  said  new  housing 
construction  is  unlikely  to  drop  this  year. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  am 
not  sure  on  what  the  chief  economist  you 
are  referring  to  was  basing  his  figures,  other 
than  probably  the  same  optimism  the  min- 
ister feels,  but  these  being  the  CMHC  figures 
for  Ontario  would  surely  be  a  barometer, 
at  least,  of  the  housing  starts  associated  with 
that  method  of  funding  which,  I  think  is 
something  that  perhaps  we  ought  to  have 
some  more  control  over. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That  particular 
method  of  funding  is  not  tremendously  sig- 
nificant in  the  total  picture  of  funding.  The 
chief  economist  I  quoted  was  really  talking- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  significant  to  the 
extent  of  16,000  starts  in  the  first  quarter 
of  last  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  16,000  out  of 
110,000. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  on.  There  were  40,000 
to  50,000  funded  that  way  alone  throughout 
the  year.  That  is  half  the  number  of  starts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  If  I  may  carry  on, 
the  chief  economist  for  the  Canadian  Con- 
struction Association  was  referring  to  the  very 
kind  of  moral  persuasion  and  other  techniques 
which  are  being  used  by  governments  at  all 
levels,  to  encourage  and  increase  the  flow  of 
mortgage  money,  to  reduce  the  cost  of  hous- 
ing in  a  variety  of  ways  and  to  change  the 
mix  of  housing  which  will  have  the  dtesired 
e£Fect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  de- 
spite all  the  evidence  that  accumulates  on 
the  CMHC  mortgage  funding  and  on  the 
projections  based  on  the  figures  for  the  first 
four  to  five  months  of  this  year,  does  the 
minister  still  insist  he  will'  bmld  100,000  to 
110,000  units  in  1974? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
never  insisted  that  I  or  this  government  will 
builcl  100,000  to  110,000  houses  in  1974. 

Mr.  R,  F.  Nixon:  In  this  province. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  headlines  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That  was  a  pro- 
jection of  the  total  production  in  Ontario  by 
a  variety  of  techniques. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  going  to  fall  short. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  have  said  that 
this  government  will  intervene  in  the  market 
for  housing  to  the  tune  of  30,000  to  35,000 
housing  units  this  year  in  a  variety  of  ways. 


Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  No,  the 
minister's  statement  said  he  would  come  sub- 
stantially close  to  110,000  starts. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  backing  down  again. 
Again,  he  is  backing  down. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  doesn't  the 
minister  realize  that  we  all  have  a  respon- 
sibility, that  I  suppose  we  share  to  some 
extent  with  the  minister,  and  that  it  is  un- 
acceptable for  him  to  quote  some  nebulous 
sources  that  tend,  surely,  to  attempt  to  bolster 
his  optimism?  We  hope  the  minister's  opti- 
mism is  correct,  but  doesn't  he  realize  that 
these  figures  indicate  a  substantial  shortfall 
to  the  projections  that  he  and  his  advisers 
have  been  making  for  the  last  three  months? 
A  substantial  shortfall. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Many  of  the  figures 
were  developed  and  many  of  the  projections 
were  made  by  other  so-called  authorities 
without  full  knowledge  of  the  extent  to  which 
this  government  and  others  are  willing  to 
intervene  in  the  housing  market  to  ensure 
the  maintenance  of  production. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  starts  are  down  60 
per  cent  compared  to  last  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Obviously,  if  a  man 
doesn't  know  that  this  government  is  willing 
to  intervene  to  the  tune  of  30,000  units  he  is 
not  aware  of  the  fact  that  those  units  are 
going  to  be  built.  Therefore,  his  projections 
and!  his  prognostications  are  based  on  in- 
complete data. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask— I'm 
sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  A  supple- 
mentary: I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Housing  if  he  has  taken  into  consideration, 
in  his  optimistic  figures  along  these  hnes,  the 
extremely  tight  mortgage  situation  which 
exists  today,  and  how  aoes  that  reflect  on  his 
position  in  the  other  market,  apart  from  the 
government  market  that  he  is  referring  to? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Of  course,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  taken  into  accoimt  the 
mortgage  situation,  since  it  is  one  of  the  basic 
factors  in  housing  production.  We  are  aware 
of  it.  There  are  a  number  of  remedies.  I 
understand  that  the  Prime  Minister  of  Canada 
made  an  announcement  yesterday  which  he 
hopes  wall  have  some  effect,  and  v\e  do  too. 
We  share  his  hope  in  that.  I  don't  believe  for 
one  minute  that  our  projections  are  optimistic. 
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UNION  GAS  AND  FIRESTONE  DISPUTES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Labour  for  a  report  on  two  situa- 
tions. One  was  raised  by  the  leadter  of  the 
NDP  just  a  couple  of  days  ago,  having  to  do 
with  Union  Gas.  Is  it  true  that  the  two  sides 
have  more  or  less  drawn  apart  and  they  are 
back  to  where  they  were  some  weeks  ago? 

Second,  what  action  does  the  minister  in- 
tend to  take  in  that  Firestone  Tire  and  Rubber 
strike  in  Hamilton?  Evidently  100  police  were 
needed  on  the  picket  line  yesterday.  Is  there 
any  special  action  that  he  as  minister  is  direct- 
ing his  people  to  take? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  first,  in  regard  to  the  Union  Gas 
matter,  they  are  not  meeting  today  but  they 
had  been  meeting  up  until  yesterday.  My 
information  is  that  the  mediation  services 
have  had  some  39  meetings  altogether  and 
that  they  have  been  meeting  continuously 
from  May  14  up  until  yesterday.  They  met 
up  until  June  3  and  I  think  they  are  meeting 
again  at  the  first  of  the  week.  As  yet,  I  have 
no  intention  of  getting  into  the  matter,  but 
certainly  we  are  on  top  of  it  and  keeping  in 
touch. 

As  far  as  the  rubber  industry  in  concerned, 
the  cost  of  living  is  the  issue  in  that  dispute. 
Both  parties  have  made  their  positionsi  clear. 
There  are  no  meetings  scheduled,  but  at  the 
same  time  neither  party  to  the  dispute  has 
expressed  any  interest  in  getting  together.  It 
may  be  that  my  ministry  can  prod  them  a 
little  bit,  but  until  they  are  interested  in  talk- 
ing- 
Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Goodyear 
in  New  Toronto  would  like  to  meet— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  —I  don't  know  whether 
we  can  do  too  much  other  than  to  encourage 
them  to  talk.  That  is  all  I  have  to  say,  imless 
the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore,  who  I  know 
is  interested  in  the  matter- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  union  in  my  riding  wants 
to  meet  with  the  minister's  oflBce. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question,  if 
I  may:  Is  the  minister  aware  that  the  Fire- 
stone plant  in  Hamilton  did,  in  fact,  tenta^ 
tively  accept  a  proposal  on  a  cost-of-living 
clause  in  the  presence  of  Jack  Speranzini  and, 
subsequent  to  that,  withdrew  their  offer  to 
have  that  included,  and  that  there  are  rea- 
sonable grounds  to  suspect  that  the  with- 
drawal was  on  the  direction  of  the  parent 
company  in  the  United  States?  Does  the 
minister  not  feel  that  after  consultation  with 
his  adviser,  Mr.  Speranzini,  perhaps  he  could 


become  involved  in  that  dispute,  which  is 
now  three  months  old  and  which  is  now  in  a 
position  of  bordering  on  direct  confrontation, 
which  may  cause  a  lot  of  harm? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  aware  of  the 
possibility  of  confrontation  and,  of  course, 
we  regret  it.  I  was  not  aware  of  the  matter 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth  raises. 
I  will  make  inquiries  into  that  and  see  if 
there  is  some  way  our  ministry  can  assist 
in  the  situation. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  one  final  supplementary, 
if  I  may:  In  the  matter  of  the  cost  of  living, 
is  it  the  government  policy  that  in  fact  die 
cost  of  living  should  be  a  matter  which  could 
be  rightfully  discussed  at  the  bargainnig 
table?  Is  the  minister  aware  that  in  the  three 
other  major  employers  in  the  Hamilton  area, 
the  Steel  Co.,  Dofasco  and  Canadian  West- 
inghouse,  cost  of  living  was  recently  insti- 
tuted and  upgraded  as  a  result  of  off-season 
bargaining? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  want  to  say 
that  cost  of  living  is  not  an  issue  that  can 
be   discussed  at  the  bargaining  table. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  what  Firestone  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  certainly  think  it  can 
be  and  I  don't  think  the  govenmient  has  any 
policy  on  it,  at  least  not  so  far  as  I  know. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position? 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 


HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
IN  ONTARIO  MINES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  first  ask 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources,  has  the 
minister  in  mind  a  deadline  by  which  the 
commission  of  inquiry  into  the  mining  in- 
dustry wiU  report?  WiD  that  commission  of 
inquiry  be  empowered  to  recommend  major 
structural  changes  within  the  mines  them- 
selves in  order  to  provide  for  the  safety  fea- 
tures related  to  ventilation  and  so  on  that 
may  be  required? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
not  given  a  time  limit  to  the  hearings  them- 
selves. I  would  say  to  the  hon.  member  that 
we  are  searching  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
and  indeed  Canada,  to  get  the  most  capable 
and  the  most  able  person  to  head  this  par- 
ticular commission  at  this  time  and  we  are 
anxious  to  make  that  appointment  as  quickly 
as  we  can.  He  will  be  given  that  authority 
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to    make    those    recommendations    to    which 
the  member  refers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  I  have 
a  supplementary  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources.  In  his  statement  today,  he 
announced  he  is  appointing  a  commission  to 
look  into  the  health  and  welfare  of  the  min- 
ers in  Ontario.  Will  this  include  the  smelting 
operations  in  Ontario  too  or  is  it  just  direct- 
ed to  the  mines  at  Elliot  Lake? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
main  thrust  of  our  efforts  in  this  particular 
inquiry  will  be  with  the  health  hazards  and 
the  environmental  hazards  in  underground 
mining  as  they  relate  to  silicosis.  It  may  well 
be  that  the  commissioner  will  want  to  com- 
ment on  the  aspects  to  which  the  member 
refers  and  he  will  be  free  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Will  this  include  the  quarry  operations  in 
Ontario  too  for  silicosis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sure  it  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


OIL  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Premier.  Does  the  Premier  recall  say- 
ing back  on  March  28,  when  he  madfe  a  state- 
ment to  the  Legislature  on  oil  prices:  "The 
exact  timing  of  retail  price  increases  to  On- 
tario consumers  has  not  been  determined,  but 
we  could  fully  expect  the  federal  government 
and  the  industry  will  be  able  to  maintain 
existing  prices  until  present  stocks  are  ex- 
hausted"? In  light  of  the  apparent  evidence 
that  existing  stocks  were  not  exhausted  and 
existing  prices  therefor  not  maintained,  and 
adding  that  evidence  to  the  increase  at  the 
pump  and  the  increase  in  home  fuel  oil  be- 
yond that  which  the  Premier  anticipated,  does 
he  not  now  think  it  appropriate  to  set  up  a 
commission  of  inquiry  into  the  behaviour  of 
the  price-setting  policies  of  the  oil  companies 
and  the  fiscal  accountability  which  they  have 
to  the  government  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  believe  the  Minister  of  Energy  dealt  with 
this  matter  on  Tuesday.  I  can  only  add  that 
when  I  made  my  observations  in  March— and 
the  same  observations  would  be  made  today— 
the  question  of  the  length  of  time  and  the 


information  that  would  be  available  as  to 
when  the  new  prices  should  go  into  effect  are 
quite  obviously  a  matter  of  federal  respon- 
sibility. I  don't  think  there  is  any  question 
about  this.  I  would  not  alter  what  I  said 
then.  I  would  say  the  same  thing  now,  that 
it  was  their  responsibility  and  still  should  be. 

It  is  not  our  thought  at  this  moment,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  institute  a  form  of  inquiry 
although,  as  I  have  expressed  on  other  occa- 
sions, we  are  concerned  obviously  about  the 
increase  which,  roughly  calculated,  is  prob- 
ably a  cent  and  a  half  to  two  cents  more  than 
we  had  anticipated  it  might  be.  At  the  same 
time,  the  question  of  the  45  days  or  the 
number  of  days  with  respect  to  the  existing 
stocks,  whether  they  be  from  domestic  sources 
or  from  foreign  sources,  is  something  that  is 
really  entirely  within  the  control  of  the  federal 
government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
there  was  so  much  misunderstanding,  mis- 
information and  incorrect  information,  since 
even  on  Tuesday  the  Minister  of  Energy,  not 
appreciating  it  I  think,  was  totally  wrong  in 
his  suggestion  that  45  days  was  an  average 
for  all  of  the  provinces  west  of  the  Ottawa 
Valley— he  was  out  by  about  40  days,  but 
that's  apparently  predictable— and  since  it  is 
costing  tne  consumers  of  Ontario  between 
$160  million  and  $240  million  more  than  the 
government  anticipated,  does  he  not  feel  any 
obligation,  as  Premier  of  the  province,  to 
protect  the  consumers  regardless  of  fixing  re- 
sponsibility? Whether  it's  federal  government, 
oil  companies  or  someone  else's,  does  he  not 
have  to  step  in  and  protect  the  consumers 
from  the  gouging  of  the  oil  companies? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  En- 
ergy): Don't  fight  the  federal  election  here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  not  legitimate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite 
obviously  we're  concerned  about  this  matter. 
I  would  only  say,  in  answer  to  the  first  part 
of  the  observation,  I  have  never  found  the 
Minister  of  Energy  to  be  substantially  in 
error;  in  fact  I  rarely  find  him  to  be  even 
partially  in  error.  He  is  one  of  the  most  able 
people  among  any  ministers  in  this  country  to 
be  dealing  with  this  issue  when  it  comes  to 
matters  of  energy. 

Mr.  Martel:  When  he  makes  one  it  is  a 
big  one  though. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  always  a  first  time  for 
everything. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  only  wish  that  the 
federal    Minister    of    Energy   had    the    same 
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ability,    in    which   case    we   might   not   have 
encountered  the  same  difficulties. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  I  take  it  by 
the  Premier's  answer  then,  that  as  far  as  he 
is  concerned  the  oil  companies  doing  business 
in  Ontario  have  a  licence  to  take  from  the 
people  of  this  province  every  penny  they  can 
extort  without  ever  expecting  government  in- 
tervention to  protect  the  consumer;  I  take  it 
that's  his  position? 

Mr.  Roy:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  of  course  the 
hon.  member  knows  that  it  isn't;  so  the 
answer  to  that,  very  simply,  is  no. 

Mr.  Roy;  Well  show  us. 

An  hon.  member:  Well  do  something  then! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  just  saying  it  isn't 
and  the  member  knows  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Give  me  one  piece  of  evidence 
to  show  that  it  isn't.  Give  me  one  piece  of 
evidence  to  show  the  Premier's  response  since 
May  15. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  Questions? 

Mr.  Stokes:  That's  a  question.  Give  me  a 
piece  of  evidence. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  don't  consider  that  as  a 
question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  because  there  is  no  answer 
I  accept  it.  I  thank  my  collfeague  from 
Thunder  Bay  for  pointing  that  out. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  fact  that  it  goes  up 
at  the  end  makes  it  a  question. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  might  think  the  member 
is  Welsh. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  a  question  period,  not 
inflexion  period. 


AUTOMOBILE  INSURANCE  RATES 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations,  would  the 
minister  consider  saying  to  the  automobile 
insurance  companies  of  Ontario  that  they  are 
not  permitted  to  increase  their  premium  rates, 
specifically  in  northwestern  Ontario  given  the 
jump  of  over  19  per  cent  that's  anticipated, 
because  the  evidence  that  has  now  been 
found- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  can't  do  that  until  he 
proclaims  the  appropriate  sections  of  the 
Insurance  Act- 


Mr.  Lewis:  —through  the  auto  insurance 
agents  in  northwestern  Ontario,  who  have 
themselves  indicated  in  the  last  24  hours  thai 
costs  haven't  gone  up  that  high,  that  the 
figures  are  out  of  proportion  and  that  the 
people  of  the  northwest  are  therefore  again 
suffering  unduly  in  comparison  with  the 
rest  of  the  province  which  God  knows  is 
suffering  enough? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  I  be  prepared  to  say  that?  I 
don't  know  at  the  present  time. 

I  just  want  to  make  comment,  and  I  think 
all  members  of  the  House  should  be  aware 
of  this:  With  reference  to  the  percentage 
increase  that's  been  referred  to,  quite  ac- 
curately, as  in  the  neighbourhood  of  19 
per  cent  to  the  people  in  northwestern  On- 
tario, I  secured  from  the  superintendent's 
office  some  figures  and  I  think  we  must, 
in  fairness  to  the  industry  and  to  the  con- 
sumer, not  only  deal  wdth  percentages  but 
take  a  look  at  this  in  terms  of  dollars.  I 
won't  bore  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  all 
of  the  information  I  have  here,  but  I'm 
prepared  to  make  it  available. 

With  a  $50,000  PL  policy  and  certain 
other  things,  $100  deductible  and  so  on,  in 
Toronto— and  these  proposals,  I  should  say, 
or  the  companies'  submissions,  are  only 
recommendations  to  their  members  of  the 
association— in  Toronto  the  CUA  recom- 
mendation is  $107  for  that  coverage.  The 
lie  is  $105.  In  northwestern  Ontario  it's 
$80  under  the  CUA  and  $76  under  IIC. 
In  other  words,  the  third  party  liability  is 
still  substantially  less  in  terms  of  dollars 
than  it  is  in  Toronto.  That  is  from  north- 
western Ontario  as  compared  to  Toronto. 

Mr.  Renwiek:  Does  the  minister  drive 
with  a  $50,000  coverage  for  third  party 
liability?  Of  course  he  doesn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  percentage  of 
increase  has  correspondingly  risen  19  per 
cent  over  last  year,  but  it  was  substantially 
less  than  Metro. 

Now  on  the  collision  aspect:  Toronto  is 
$67,  northwestern  Ontario  is  $81.  I  inquired 
into  that,  I  couldn't  believe  that  the  people 
in  northwestern  Ontario,  for  example,  were 
that  much  more  negligent  than  the  people 
in  Metro. 

Mr.  Stokes:  They're  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  found  out,  and  it 
was  very  interesting,  that  a  very  substantial 
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amount  of  losses  incurred  under  the  collision 
loss  in  northwestern  Ontario  was  for  destruc- 
tion of  windshields  which  are  very  expensive 
to  replace. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That's  because  of  the  poor 
road  conditions. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  must  be  true  of  High- 
way 401  as  well. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  accidental  cover- 
age in  both  parts  of  Ontario  remains  the 
same,  $13  premium  per  policy.  So  I  think 
when  we  are  talking  in  terms  of  percentage 
increases,  we  must  also  look  at  the  dollars 
involved. 

To  use  an  extreme  example,  if  the  pohcy 
went  from  $1  per  annum  to  $2,  I  don't 
think  the  fact  that  it  increased  100  per  cent 
over  one  year  would  really  indicate  that 
someone  was  being  exploited.  So  I  bring 
those  to  the  member's  attention. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  has  the  minister  become— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition.  A  supplementary? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
minister  has  interested  himself  so  extensively 
in  this,  surely  it  would  be  worthwhile  that 
a  standing  committee  of  the  Legislature, 
which  would  include  representatives  of  all 
parties,  should  have  an  opportunity  to  ques- 
tion the  experts— not  just  the  people  from 
the  companies,  but  others— in  the  very  detail 
that  the  minister  is  trying  to  describe  and 
justify  at  length?  Surely  that  is  the  whole 
purpose  of  the  procedure. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  company  people— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we 
took  a  route  such  as  that,  I  don't  know 
whether  we  should  take  it  in  the  form  of  a 
standing  committee. 

Mr.  Roy:  Call  it  what  you  will. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Perhaps  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  doesn't  necessarily  say  that 
that's  the  only  format,  but  it  might  well  be 
that  some  advisory  committee,  representing 
the  public  interest,  might  well  be  a  good 
idea. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  oh.  Might  welll 

Mr.  Singer:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 


Mr.  Speaker:  We  must  alternate.  The 
hon.  member  for  Port  Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is 
the  minister  saying,  from  the  figures  put  to 
him  by  the  superintendent  of  insurance,  that 
the  number  of  collisions  and  the  cost  of 
repairs  in  northwestern  Ontario  have  esca- 
lated at  a  rate  four  times  that  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  since  the  percentage  in- 
crease is  four  times  that  of  Metro  Toronto? 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  see.  That  is  what  the  in- 
dustry won't  tell  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  that  we  can  equate  that  unless  we 
look  at  it  in  terms  of  dollars;  other  things 
must  be  considered.  The  average  wage  rate 
for  repairmen  in  Thunder  Bay  has  increased 
by  112  per  cent  from  1964  to  1973. 

Mr.  Foulds:  What  about  between  1973  and 
1974? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  In  Toronto  it  has  risen 
103  per  cent.  In  Thunder  Bay  auto  mechanics' 
wage  rates  have  increased  by  110  per  cent 
during  that  same  period  of  time  and  in 
Toronto  by  95  per  cent. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  about  Moosonee? 

Mr.  Foulds:  What  was  the  disadvantage 
they  started  with? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  And  during  that  same 
period  of  time  insurance  rates  have  escalated 
by  75  per  cent. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Why  does  the  minister  find 
himself  an  apologist  for  the  insurance  com- 
panies? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Even  though  there 
have  been  a  reasonable  number  of  questions, 
I  believe  we  will  permit  an  unreasonable 
nmnber  and  recognize  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsveiw. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary 
question  of  the  minister.  Does  he  not  believe 
that  the  time  has  now  arrived  when  the  gov- 
ernment should  proclaim  the  two  sections  of 
the  Insurance  Act  that  have  stood  on  the 
statute  books  for  over  35  years,  which  would 
give  the  govenmient  power  to  direct  insurance 
rates  if  it  felt  it  was  appropriate  and  if  the 
circumstances  might  come  to  the  govern- 
ment's attention  that  perhaps  some  of  the  in- 
creases are  in  fact  too  larger 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  sections  were  there 
before  the  minister. 
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Mr.  Roy:  They  can't  accuse  him  of  being 
too  hasty. 

Hon.    Mr.    Clement:    Mr.    Speaker,    I    am 
aware    of    those    two    sections,    which    were 
touched  upon  by  the  hon.  member  last  year 
in  my  estimates- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  And  the  year  before. 
Mr.  Singer:  And  the  year  before  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  have  been  touched  on  for 
10  or  20  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  felt,  in  view  of  his 
advanced  years,  that  possibly  he  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  House  at  the  time,  but  I  find  that 
that  was  not  the  case. 

I  am  advised  that  it  has  been  the  experi- 
ence of  those  jurisdictions,  particularly  in  the 
United  States  where  such  rate  fixing  has  been 
mandatory  under  State  law,  that  the  rates 
tremendously  exceeded  those  in  the  areas  that 
don't  have  them. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  no  answer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Well,  what  answer 
would  the  hon.  member  like? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  would  like  the  minister  to 
take  the  power  so  he  could  use  it  when  he 
wants  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


HEALTH  AND  SAFETY  STANDARDS 
IN  ONTARIO  MINES 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Health  wh>'  he  left  out  section  (k)  of  his 
statement,  which  he  distributed  to  others  in 
the  House— and  I  assume  it  is  a  public  docu- 
ment now— which  said  that  serious  consider- 
ation is  being  given  to  the  matter  of  audio- 
metric  testing  of  both  applicants  and  miners 
and  to  the  intervals  at  which  tests  should  be 
performed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  al- 
ways one  of  the  risks  of  having  a  written 
statement,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  guess.  It  commits  one  to  things 
one  doesn't  want  to  be  committedl  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  looked  at  that  and  pur- 
posely did  not  read  it  because  I  wanted  to 
check  up  on  the  actual  frequency  of  those 
tests  and  what  position  we  were  in  currently 
and  legally  in  terms  of  our  right  to  give  the 
information  once  we  had  it. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  call  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Kent,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Housing 
has  the  answer  to  questions  asked  previously. 

Mr.  Roy:  Did  O'SuUivan  kick  the  minister 
out  of  his  riding?  Is  that  why  he  is  here? 


HOUSING  IN  OTTAWA  AREA 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
the  answer  to  a  question  asked  by  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  East.  I  thought  he  might  be 
interested— 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications):  Since  he  is  only 
here  one  day  a  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  is  very  diflScult 
to  answer  questions  of  the  member  because 
I  don't  like  to  answer  them  in  his  absence. 
The  question  asked  was: 

Could  the  minister  advise  us  about  On- 
tario Housing  in  relation  to  a  project  an- 
nounced March  1,  where  155  imits  will  be 
constructed  at  a  price  of  $3.5  million,  which 
works  out  to  $22,500  per  unit,  when  in 
fact  last  year  in  the  same  area  they  were 
constructing  these  units  in  October  and 
August  for  $11,000  per  unit  and  $17,000 
per  unit? 


have  to  take  figures 


Mr.   Speaker,  first  you  have  to  take 
and  put  them  in  their  proper  context. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  got  the  figures  from  the  minis- 
ter's department. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  is  quite  true.  The 
two  Ottawa  projects  which  the  member  uses 
for  comparison  on  price  were  built  much 
earlier  and  are  totally  diflFerent  types  from 
the  project  that  he  compared  them  to.  The 
project  quoted  at  $11,000  per  unit  is  a  senior 
citizens'  development  consisting  of  115  one- 
bedroom  units  and  the  price  of  $11,000  per 
unit  was  obtained  on  a  proposal  in  August, 
1969.  The  project  quoted  at  $17,000  per  unit 
is  a  family  development  consisting  of  three- 
and  four-bedtoom  units  located  on  Friel  St. 
in  Lower  Town  East,  and  the  price  was 
obtained  in  December,  1970.  The  imits  used 
for  comparison  obtained  in  the  fall  of  1973 
obviously  are  higher  than  prices  obtained  in 
1969  and  1970  for  projects  of  completely 
different  styles. 

Comparing  apples  and  oranges  is  not  very 
constructive,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  project  in 
question  is  located'  in  an  mrban  renewal  area 
and,  because  of  that,  the  city  of  Ottawa,  quite 
rightly,  has  imposed  certain  restraints  includr 
ing  height  limitations.  Also,  it  required'  the 
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development  of  the  project  as  two  buildings 
rather  than  one  in'  order  to  get  the  proper 
number  of  units.  Tlie  soil  considerations  re- 
quired the  installation  of  deep  pilings,  thus 
considerably  increasing  the  foundation  costs 
and,  finally,  the  price  was  obtained?  on  an 
open  tender  call  with  the  lowest  price  sub- 
mitted in  1973. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  a  supple- 
mentary to  this?  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
the  figures  I  asked  for  were  for  construction 
in  the  previous  year?  In  fact,  I  got  the  figures 
from  his  department,  from  Ontario  Housing. 

Secondly,  does  he  still  feel  it  is  justified' 
that  there  should  be  an  increase,  whether 
it's  for  a  period  of  a  year  or  two  years,  a 
great  jump  from  $11,000  to  $17,000  to 
$22,000  per  unit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
don't  follow  how  one  can  compare  one-bed- 
room senior  citizens'  apartments  with  three- 
and  four-bedtoom  family  units,  low-rise  apart- 
ments with  high-rise  apartments,  deep  pilings 
with  shallow,  over  a  period  of  four  years. 
There  is  simply  no  way  of  comparing  them  in 
a  logical'  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  hon.  minister  have  the 
answer  to  another  question? 


HOUSING  PROGRAMMES 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
the  answer  to  a  question  from  the  member 
for  Port  Arthur  concerning  senior  citizens' 
housing  in  Thunder  Bay.  The  hon.  member 
asked  whether  or  not  we  have  systematically 
ignored  the  advice  and  recommendations  of 
the  Thunder  Bay  Housing  Authority  over  the 
past  year  and  a  half. 

I  can  find  no  substance  to  that  suggestion. 
Some  problem  of  communication  has  occurred 
between  the  housing  authority  and  the  minis- 
try, but  now  that  we  have  a  full-time  oflBce 
of  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  in  Thunder  Bay, 
we  hope  that  there  will  be  faster  and  more 
accurate  communications  between  us.  I'm 
advised  that  at  present  the  housing  authority 
is  pleased  with  the  relations,  co-operation, 
communications  and  consultations  it  shares 
with  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  and  the  min- 
istry. 

A.S  the  member  knows  we've  provided  291 
new  units  of  housing  for  senior  citizens  up  to 
now  and  expect  to  complete  another  221  units 
for  those  on  the  waiting  list.  We're  develop- 
ing another  120  units,  subject  to  bylaw 
amendments  and  meetings  witb  local  groups. 
In  addition,  a  senior  member  of  the  Ontario 


Housing  Corp.  was  in  Thunder  Bay  in  the 
middle  of  May  to  discuss  the  possible  acquis- 
ition of  land  for  another  400  units  of  senior 
citizen  housing.  Once  these  developments  are 
complete,  the  waiting  list  will  be  eliminated. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  the  minister  not  aware  that  the  waiting  list 
for  senior  citizens'  housing  in  Thunder  Bay 
is  some  600  people,  and  that  the  point  scale 
in  Thunder  Bay  is  80  points  before  an  appli- 
cation is  even  considered,  whereas  the  aver- 
age in  the  rest  of  Ontario  is  26  or  28? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
know  that  we  have  reduced  the  \\'aiting 
period  considerably.  The  last  count  that  I 
have  is  519  on  the  waiting  list  and  we  have 
oyer  600  units  under  development. 

Mr.  Foulds:  One  final  supplementary',  Mr. 
Speaker:  When  does  the  ministry  expect  to 
catch  up?  Can  the  minister  give  me  a  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  are  hoping  to  be 
caught  up  completely  by  next  \'ear,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 


PERMITS  FOR  SEPTIC  TANKS 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  I  ha\e  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment.  Is 
the  minister  aware  of  the  many  complaints 
from  municipalities  concerning  apparent  in- 
consistencies in  the  approval  of  applications 
for  septic  tank  permits  by  the  medical  ofiicers 
of  health?  Would  the  minister  explain  why 
permits  have  been  given  for  septic  tanks 
to  be  located  50  to  100  ft  from  a  body  of 
water  nearly  on  the  same  level  while  in 
other  areas,  at  a  number  of  feet  higher  in 
elevation  and  with  considerably  better  drain- 
age, permits  are  refused? 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  par  for  the  course. 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  that's  a  \'er>-  good 
question.  Under  the  regulations  of  part  7 
of  the  Act,  which  was  proclaimed  on  April 
16,  we  are  asking  the  health  units  through- 
out the  province  to  continue  this  service.  The 
idea  of  bringing  in  the  regulations  was  to 
bring  in  some  uniformity  throughout  the 
province  on  these  systems.  I  don't  know 
exactly  where  the  member  is  talking  about 
but  one  MOH  may  say,  "Yes,  we  will  ap- 
prove this  particular  tank  under  the  regula- 
tion" but  another  may  have  a  different 
opinion,  or  the  inspectors  may. 
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If  the  member  has  a  particular  problem 
or  any  particular  case  he  would  like  us  to 
look  at  we  will  be  glad  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Spence:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  In  cases  where  municipal  councils 
feel  there  are  inconsistencies  in  issuing  per- 
mits for  septic  tanks,  does  the  minister's  de- 
partment make  an  inspection  or  an  investiga- 
tion into  these  complaints  from  municipal 
councils? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  In  most  cases,  under 
part  7  of  the  Act,  we  are  co-operating  with 
the  health  units  and  the  MOH  and  the  in- 
spectors already  there.  In  most  cases  we  have 
agreements  with  the  various  counties 
throughout  the  province  and  we  are  work- 
ing with  them.  If  they  need  some  help  on 
severances  or  other  things  we  are  prepared 
to  co-operate  and  work  with  them. 

Mr.   Good:   Who  has  the  final  authority? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 


ASSISTING  NATIVE  PEOPLE 
TO  ADAPT  TO  URBAN  LIFE 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Pro\'incial  Secretary  for  Social  Development. 
In  view  of  the  new  awareness  meetings  held 
in  northwestern  Ontario  last  fall  and  the 
most  recent  safari  of  a  group  of  ministers 
to  northwestern  Ontario  last  weekend,  when 
is  she  going  to  embark  upon  a  plan  of  assist- 
ing native  people,  the  non-resident  terri- 
torial students,  so  that  they  can  better  adapt 
to  the  cultural  abyss  they  are  confronted 
with  when  coming  from  rural  areas  into 
more  heavily  populated  urban  areas  for 
educational  purposes? 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
mittee met  in  Kenora,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
with  the  regional  people  and  this  was  dis- 
cussed. There  will  be  information  coming 
ver>-  quickly. 

Mr.  Stokes:  A  supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  now  made  herself  aware  of  a  scheme 
presented  to  the  Ministry  of  Community  and 
Social  Services  through  the  Indian  com- 
munity branch  and,  concurrently,  to  the 
Minister  of  Health,  whereby  they  did  present 
a  very  realistic  and  encouraging  proposal  to 
solve  this  very  problem? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
member,  yes.  This  was  thoroughly  discussed 
at  our  meeting  in  Kenora. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  minister  has  indicated  both  yesterday 
and  today  that  she  is  aware  of  these  pro- 
posals and  is  very  concerned  about  arriving 
at  a  solution,  would  she  not  agree  that  it  is 
time  we  have  something  other  than  a 
patchwork  approach  to  a  solution  which  at 
least  lies  pardy  within  the  ambit  of  the 
power  of  this  Legislature  and  within  the 
power  of  our  Treasury?  Would  she  not  give 
further  consideration  to  a  group  from  the 
Legislature,  representing  all  parties,  meet- 
ing with  the  Indians  around  their  own  coun- 
cil tables  rather  than  with  the  intermediary 
insulation,  let's  say,  of  the  bureaucracy 
which  in  some  respects  probably  reduces  our 
ability  to  cope  with  what's  become  an  in- 
credibly bad  situation? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition,  we  have  set  up 
a  committee  of  all  the  senior  regional 
people  in  that  area— from  Health,  Education 
—and  they  will  be  meeting  with  the  social 
policy  field. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  We're 
talking  about  elected  representatives. 

Mr.  Stokes:  They  say  they  are  completely 
frustrated. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview  is  next. 


POLICE  RAID  ON  HOTEL 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Solicitor  General.  Is  the  Solicitor 
General  yet  able  to  announce  the  form  of 
inquiry  that  is  going  to  take  place  into  the 
Landmark  hotel  incident?  Can  he  tell  us 
whether  the  inquiry  will  be  fully  open  or 
not  and  whether  he  would  consider,  perhaps, 
someone  like  James  Chalmers  McRuer  or 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  High  Court,  Dalton 
Wells,  as  the  commissioner  to  conduct  the 
inquiry? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  have  a  statement  for  the 
Legislature  early  next  week— hopefully  on 
Monday— in  relation  to  the  type  of  inquiry 
and  the  particular  people  who  will  be  in- 
volved in  the  inquiry.  It  will  be  a  fuUy  open 
inquiry  as  far  as  the  question  of  the  hon. 
member  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  are  just  a  few 
moments  left.  Several  members  would  like 
to  ask  a  question.  I  think  perhaps  we  should 
defer  the  supplementary. 

The  hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 
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HAMILTON  HARBOUR 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Premier. 

Given  that  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  in- 
volved in  studying  land  in  Hamilton  harbour 
which  was  previously  owned  by  the  Harbour 
Commission  with  an  eye  to  acquisition;  and 
given  that  the  province  is  also  acquiring 
land  at  the  east  end  of  the  harbour  which 
the  commission  has  jurisdiction  over;  and 
finally,  given  that  the  city  of  Hamilton  is  in 
fact  an  emanation  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario responsible  to  the  Ministry  of  Treasury 
and  Intergovernmental  AflFairs,  will  the  prov- 
ince support  the  request  of  the  city  of  Hamil- 
ton for  a  full  and  open  judicial  inquiry  into 
the  operations  of  the  Hamilton  harbour  and 
its  commissioners,  also  recognizing  that  one 
of  those  who  has  been  charged  was  a  former 
Ontario    Provincial    Police    oflBcer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ques- 
tion that  has  been  raised  by  the  hon.  member 
has  not  been  considered  by  the  government. 
There  are  now  charges  pending,  of  course.  I 
question  whether  we  should  even  be  discuss- 
ing this  aspect  of  it  here  in  the  House.  There 
has  been  no  representation  to  this  govern- 
ment that  I  know  of  with  respect  to  a 
judicial  inquiry. 

Quite  obviously,  from  what  little  I  know 
of  the  nature  of  it,  any  such  determination 
would  have  to  be  made  by  the  federal  au- 
thorities. As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  very 
little  about  it  other  than  what  I  have  read 
in  the  press  and  I  am  very  reluctant  to  dis- 
cuss the  question  here  in  the  House  with  the 
charges  that  have  now  been  laid  and  are 
awaiting  hearing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  time  for  one  more 
question.  The  hon.  member  for  Kitchener. 


ASSISTANCE  FOR  FLOOD  VICTIMS 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  Can  the 
minister  advise  whether  the  cities  of  Cam- 
bridge and  Kitchener  and  other  municipalities 
have  now  made  application  to  be  designated 
as  disaster  relief  areas,  and  can  he  advise 
which  municipalities  have  so  been  desig- 
nated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  would 
not  come  imder  the  jurisdiction  of  my  par- 
ticular ministry.  I  believe  the  provincial 
Treasurer  has  responsibility  for  the  disaster 
fund  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  would  you  be 
kind  enough  to  allow  me  to  pass  that  ques- 
tion on  to  the  Treasurer— as  to  the  designa- 
tion of  municipalities  and  those  which  have 
applied  and  been  so  designated? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Yes,  sir,  there  will 
be  a  designation  later  today  including  five 
municipalities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 


FAMILY  OF  CHERYL  HANSON 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  know  I  am  out  of  order  but  I  hope  you 
won't  call  me  out  of  order.  I'd  like  to  reach 
as  many  members  of  the  House  before  they 
leave  as  possible,  with  an  appeal  on  behalf  of 
Cheryl  Hanson's  family. 

As  many  of  the  members  know,  Cheryl 
Hanson  is  the  little  girl  who  has  been  miss- 
ing for  seven  days  up  in  Aurora.  I  went  to 
see  the  parents  yesterday.  The  only  thing 
that  pretty  well  has  been  established  for 
sure  is  that  she  was  picked  up  by  a  car 
about  300  yd  from  her  home. 

This  family  is  very  grief-stricken.  The 
family  came  from  the  east  coast  just  a  few 
years  ago  and  got  established  in  a  new  house 
in  January  in  the  Aurora  area.  As  well  as 
the  problem  of  the  missing  daughter,  they 
also  have  a  financial  problem  at  this  time. 

After  I  came  back  from  visiting  the  family 
yesterday,  I  was  at  the  Legislature  and  sev- 
eral members  of  the  Legislature  asked  me 
what  they  could  do.  They  said  they  would 
like  to  give  a  donation  to  the  family  at  this 
time.  The  husband  has  been  out  of  work 
for  a  week.  There  is  no  chance  of  his  going 
back,  and  it's  going  to  be  some  time  before 
he  goes  back  because  of  the  condition  that 
he  is  in  at  the  present  time. 

I  thought  it  only  fair  that  I  ask,  not  on 
behalf  of  the  family,  but  for  the  family  whe- 
ther each  member  of  the  Legislature  would 
like  to  give  a  donation  at  this  time  to  help 
out  with  the  financial  situation  at  home.  The 
girl  who  is  in  the  whip's  oflfice  has  offered 
to  take  any  donation  and  will  list  them  and 
I  will  make  sure  that  the  donations  get  to 
the  Hanson  family. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  J.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  table 
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certain  information  that  was  requested  dur- 
ing the  consideration  of  my  estimates  and 
which  has  now  been  prepared. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  Mr.  Ewen  be 
substituted  for  Mr.  MacBeth  on  the  standing 
public  accounts  committee. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Further  motions. 

Introdtiction  of  bills. 


MINISTRY  OF  GOVERNMENT 
SERVICES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Govenmient  Services  Act,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill*. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is 
intended  to  improve  the  operating  capabilities 
of  my  ministry  in  the  following  way: 

IThe  normal'  support  services  of  the  Ministry 
of  Government  Services  will  now  be  able  to 
be  extended  to  Crown  agencies,  in  addition  to 
ministries  of  the  government. 

The  existing  provisions  are  revised'  to  make 
it  clear  that  die  Ministry  of  Government  Ser- 
vices is  to  be  operated  as  a  service  agency 
for  the  government,  but  the  responsibility  for 
the  services  required  by  a  ministry  is  that  of 
the  ministry. 

The  expropriation  powers  of  the  ministry 
are  clarified;  the  approval'  of  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  is  retained  for  the  dis- 
posal of  real  property,  but  dispensed  with  in 
the  case  of  the  grant  of  a  lease  for  less  than 
21  years  or  the  grant  of  an  easement. 

The  rights  of  the  Crown  afFecting  land  in 
respect  to  any  public  work  are  darmedl 


PUBLIC  SERVICE  SUPERANNUATION 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Ser- 
vice Superannuation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  main 
purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  make  it  possible  for 
present  contributors  to  the  Public  Service 
Superaimuation  Fund  to  purchase  service 
credits  for  certain  periods  and  certain  kinds 
of  public  service  previously  excluded. 


Perhaps  the  most  significant  of  these,  cer- 
tainly the  one  most  frequently  requested,  is 
covered  by  section  14  of  the  bill  and  will 
permit  contributors  to  purchase  credit  for 
active  service  in  the  armed  forces  of  the 
Crown  during  the  Second  World  War  and 
the  Korean  War.  Up  to  now,  such  service 
could  only  be  qualified  for  credit  under  a 
ruling  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  if  per- 
sons were  employed  in  the  Ontario  public 
service  both  immediately  before  and  immedi- 
ately after  their  military  service.  The  bill  also 
permits  other  non-continuous  periods  of  con- 
tributory employment  in  the  pubhc  service  to 
be  add^  together.  In  all  cases,  the  additional 
periods  can  be  picked  up  at  the  option  of  the 
contributor  but,  of  course,  subject  to  payment 
of  appropriate  contributions  as  set  out  in  the 
bill. 

Another  amendment  provides  that  former 
contributors  to  the  teachers'  superannuation 
fund,  who  become  civil  servants  and  who 
elect  to  contribute  to  the  public  service 
superannuation  fund,  vdll  get  full  credit  for 
the  transferred  contributions.  Previously,  this 
was  limited  to  70  per  cent,  because  of  various 
differences  in  the  two  plans. 

Fiaally,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  proposes  a 
niunber  of  minor  changes  and  some  amend- 
ments of  a  housekeeping  nature. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  that  apply  to  members  of 
the  Legislature  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  not  that 
it  really  makes  a  great  difference,  it  wasn't 
planned  this  way,  but  I  think  it's  somewhat 
significant  that  mis  bill  picking  up  the  mili- 
tary service  is  introduced  on  the  3Qth  anniver- 
sary of  D-Day. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  government  should  do  it 
for  members  of  the  Legislature  too. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


MUNICIPAL  ELECTIONS  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  65,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Municipal  Elections  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  65,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Municipal  Elections  Act.  I  believe  we  had 
an  amendmient  and  a  subamendment  before 
us  when  we  rose. 

'The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  speak 
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to  the  subamendment,  if  I  might,  in  ordter  that 
all  members  who  weren't  here  on  May  24  to 
take  part  in  the  discuKions  tmderstand  ex- 
actly what  did  happen  on  May  24  and  what 
we  are  endeavouring  to  do  on  all  sides. 

The  amendment  suggested  by  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  (Mr.  Cassidy)  is  to  qualify 
landed  immigrants  of  at  least  one  year's 
residence  in  Canada  to  be  able  to  vote  in 
municipal  elections. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  asked  before 
the  adjournment  of  the  House  by  all  members 
of  the  House  to  look  into  this  matter  very 
carefully.  I  have  done  so  and  I  would  hke  to 
review  what  I  have  found  in  regard  to  the 
elections  Acts— federal,  provincial  and  muni- 
cipal. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  we  have  very 
great  distortion  and  inconsistency  in  regard 
to  voting  procedures  throughout  the  uiree 
Acts.  I  said  on  Friday  morning  that  what  we 
are  trying  to  do,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
is  to  try  to  obtain  uniformity  in  voting  pro- 
cedures for  all  people. 

I  believe  pointing  out  the  various  discrep- 
ancies to  all  members  at  this  time  is  very 
much  in  order.  We  have  in  the  Municipal 
Elections  Act  the  condition  that  only  a  Cana- 
dian citizen  and  not  a  British  subject  is  cur- 
rently eligible  to  be  a  candidate  in  a  school 
board  election  in  Ontario. 

We  have  in  the  federal  Act  of  1970  the 
qualification  enabling  a  British  subject  who 
was  a  qualified  elector  in  the  1968  general 
election  and  who  has  resided  in  Canada  con- 
tinuously since  Jime  25,  1967,  to  be  eligible 
as  an  elector  and  permitted  to  vote  at  any 
federal  election  up  to  and  including  Jime  26, 
1975.  After  June  26,  1975,  only  Canadian 
citizens  will  be  qualified  as  electors  in  a 
federal  election. 

I  might  add  that  we  also  had  before  the 
federal  House  on  March  21,  1974,  a  proposal 
in  Bill  C-131  which  reduces  the  qualification 
period  from  five  out  of  eight  years  to  three 
out  of  five  years.  This  bill  may,  of  course,  not 
be  brought  forth  again,  but  in  any  event  I 
think  I  shoidd  point  out  to  the  hon.  members 
that  it  was  proposed. 

We  have  said  consistently,  and  I  would 
like  to  quote  page  2453  of  Hansard,  May  24, 
that  we  wdsh  to  have  uniformity  without  dis- 
enfranchising anyone.  This  was  supported  not 
only  by  my  statements  but  also  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Downsview  (Mr.  Singer),  the 
hon.  member  for  Kitchener  (Mr.  Breithaupt) 
and  I  believe  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale 
(Mr.  Renwick). 

It  would  seem  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
this   is  a  very  complex  subject,   which  was 


very  properly  brought  to  my  attention  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Downsview.  It  seems  to  me 
that  we  must  have  more  discussions  at  all 
levels.  I  propose  at  this  particular  time  to 
say  to  you  that  we  will  not  accept  the  sub- 
amendment  as  proposed  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre- 
Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Right  now 
you  would  lose  if  there  was  a  vote. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  we  wall  not  pro- 
ceed with  the  amendtnent  which  I  put  forth 
on  Friday  morning.  I  believe  that  it  would 
be  well  iJF  all  members  of  this  House  were  to 
reconsider  some  of  the  statements  we  made 
on  that  particular  day  and  to  remind  our- 
selves that  we  have  a  duty  to  proceed  with  a 
study  of  what  is  needed  in  regard  to  all 
elections;  and  in  particular  what  is  needed 
after  the  federal  government  has  proceeded, 
or  otherwise,  with  the  legislation  that  died 
on  the  order  paper.  I  would  xmdertake,  on 
behalf  of  this  government  certainly,  to  be  a 
party  to  that  study. 

'Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  not  debate 
any  longer,  except  to  say  that  we  are  voting 
against  the  subamendment  and  I  will  be  with- 
drawing my  amendment. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  You  are 
leaving  the  bill*  the  way  it  is? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  is  somewhat  regrettable  that  the  min- 
ister has  reversed  himself  on  this  matter  that 
we  had  earlier  suggested. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  He's  as 
flexible  as  a  Liberal. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  problem,  of  course,  is 
one  that  we  all  view  seriously,  because  none 
of  us  would  wish  to  knowdngly  disenfranchise 
anyone.  We  think,  however,  especially  be- 
cause of  the  reference  which  the  minister 
made  to  Bill  C-131  and  the  comment  made 
by  the  present  Secretary  of  State,  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Faulkner,  with  respect  to  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  lowering  of  the  time  to  acquire 
citizenship  from  five  to  three  years  as  a  policy 
of  the  present  goverrmient  if  it  is  returned, 
that  this  matter,  surely,  is  of  great  importance 
to  all  of  us. 

We  were  of  the  view,  and  still  are,  that 
citizenship  is  the  most  important  single 
criterion  for  the  ability  to  vote  within  our 
society.  We  feel  that  the  matter  of  lowering 
the  time  qualification  from  five  to  three  years 
would  go  a  long  way  to  resolving  the  prob- 
lems which  might  otherwise  arise  when 
Canadian      citizenship     becomes     the     sole 
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criterion  for  voting  in^  federal  elections  after 
June  26,  1975.  We  are  of  the  view  that  to 
tie  amendments  in  a  bill  such  as  this  to  that 
date,  along  with  having  encouragements  for 
persons  to  become  citizens  and  to  take  an 
active  and  fully  committed  role  within  our 
society,  would  have  been  a  healthy  balance. 

I  do  regret  that  the  minister  has  not  been 
prepared  at  this  point  to  proceed  with  the 
amendment  which  he  was  going  to  bring  in, 
but  apparently  he  has  been  encouraged  not 
to  do  so.  We  feel  that  amendment  would  be 
a  positive  step  forward  to  encourage  Cana- 
dian citizenship. 

However,  I  must  say  that  certainly  mem- 
bers within  our  caucus  and  within  tne  New 
Democratic  Party  caucus  have  suggested  that 
we  should,  while  we  push  citizenship  for- 
ward, not  be  regressive  by  the  fact  of  re- 
moving the  right  to  vote  from  those  who 
have  it  and  who  have  exercised  it,  and  done 
so  honourably,  over  perhaps  a  goodly  num- 
ber of  years.  Indeed,  the  whole  idea  of  what 
is  commonly  called  a  grandfather  clause  in 
many  other  forms  of  legislation  perhaps  is 
also  peculiarly  fitting  in  this  case,  because 
the  persons  with  whom  we  would  be  dealing 
are  probably  more  likely  to  be  grandfathers 
and  grandmothers  than  is  the  case  in  the 
manner  in  which  the  cause  is  used  when  we 
discuss  other  forms  of  legislation. 

I  hope  that  the  minister  will  encourage, 
perhaps  a  committee  of  the  House  on  some 
occasion,  or  at  least  some  possible  outside 
group  of  persons  as  well,  to  look  into  this 
matter  of  the  right  andl  the  responsibility  to 
vote  within  our  society.  I  do  not  want  to 
harp  long  on  this  particular  matter  because 
I  think  the  comments  which  we  might  make 
could  well  be  considered  by  some  to  be 
divisive,  and  that  is  certainly  not  the  reason 
for  the  interest  that  I  think  has  been  shown 
in  this  bill.  The  comments  which  I  had  made 
and  which  my  leader  and  others  in  both  of 
the  opposition  parties  had  made  have  been 
meant  to  be  positive,  have  been  meant  to  be 
encouraging  and  have  been  meant  to  be  pro- 
Canadian  and  not  anti-anybody  else.  I  am 
sorry  the  minister  cannot  continue  with  the 
amendment  which  he  was  going  to  suggest 
to  us.  We  were  of  a  mind  to  divide  on  this 
bill  if  the  amendment  was  not  made  and 
certainly  we  will  consider  whether  the  point 
should  be  brought  to  that  length  in  view  of 
the  minister's  comments  that  he  intends  to 
improve  upon  the  present  situation. 

The  comments  made  by  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  and  the  suggestions  made  with 
respect  to  the  right  to  vote  in  municipal  elec- 
tions when  landed  immigrant  status  was 
granted  have   some   appeal,    I   will   confess, 


personally.  Yet  I  think  the  basic  criterion 
should  be  citizenship,  especially  if  citizen- 
ship can  be  acquired  within  a  three-year 
term,  and  especially  if  citizenship  for  British 
subjects  who  have  been  in  the  country  for  a 
goodly  number   of  years   can   really  be  ac- 

auired  within  the  matter  of  a  few  weeks  if 
ley  should  decide  to  take  out  that  citizen- 
ship. The  embarrassment  might  be  there,  I 
suppose,  but  the  delay  certainly  is  not;  so 
that  any  one  who  wished  to  participate, 
should  these  rules  be  changed,  would  nave 
every  availability  to  do  so  without  any  par- 
ticular burden  in  order  to  acquire  the  citizen- 
ship in  the  country  in  which  that  person  has 
lived  for  many  years. 

I  do  regret,  as  I  have  said,  that  the  minis- 
ter has  not  brought  in  his  amendment.  I 
hope  that,  perhaps  even  before  this  debate  is 
finished,  the  matter  can  be  reconsidered. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  want 
to  tarry  long  over  the  point.  The  argmnents 
were  made  on  May  24,  arising  out  of  the 
intervention  in  that  debate  of  the  member  for 
Hamilton  Mountain  (Mr.  J.  R.  Smith).  I  rise 
to  say  that  we  support  the  amendment  moved 
by  my  colleague,  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre.  There  is  no  question  in  our  minds 
that  the  amendment  moved  by  the  Liberal 
Party,  to  which  our  amendment  was  a  sub- 
amendment,  was  uncalled  for  at  this  time  and 
would  have  had  the  eflPect— and  the  minister 
fell  into  the  same  trap— of  disenfranchising 
a  large  number  of  people  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  who,  for  one  reason  or  another, 
mainly  of  long  residence,  do  not  feel  com- 
pelled to  take  out  formal  Canadian  citizen- 
ship in  order  to  indicate  their  allegiance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  But  we  did  say  we 
wouldn't  disenfranchise  anyone. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  understand  that.  I  am  glad 
to  see  that  wisdom  prevailed,  as  we  thought 
it  would  when  the  bill  was  stood  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  said  that  before.  I  said 
on  Friday,  May  24,  that  I  was  not  about  to 
disenfranchise  anyone  and  there  would  have 
to  be  a  grandfather  clause. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  may  well  be  there  would 
have  to  be  a  grandfather  clause.  I  don't  know 
how  a  grandfather  clause  would  solve  the 
problem  that  we  are  basically  faced  with. 

The  thrust  of  the  minister's  comment  really 
had  something  to  do  with  making  the  voting 
provisions  at  the  federal,  provincial  and  muni- 
cipal level  consistent.  I  am  going  to  say  that 
there  are  odd  occasions  when  consistency  is 
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important,  but  this  is  not  one  of  them.  I 
think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  other  considerations 
apply  at  the  municipal  level,  which  would 
indicate  that  it  is  quite  proper  not  to  have  a 
false  consistency  introduced  into  the  electoral 
law. 

What  we  are  talking  about  in  the  amend- 
ment moved  by  my  colleague  from  Ottawa 
Centre  is  that  persons  who  are  landed  immi- 
grants in  Canada  and  have  been  here  for  one 
year  and  are  ordinarily  resident  in  Canada— 
which,  strangely  enough,  is  the  language 
which  is  going  to  be  used  in  another  bill 
later  on  this  afternoon— should  be  entitled,  in 
the  municipal  field,  to  cast  their  vote.  The  ele- 
ment of  allegiance  to  the  Crown,  which  I 
think  can  be  made  as  an  argument  or  as  a 
necessary  part  of  the  voting  qualification  at 
provincial  and  at  federal  levels,  is  not  one 
which  in  my  judgement  carries  a  great  deal 
of  weight  at  the  municipal  level. 

Im  sure  that  the  minister  read  the  lead 
editorial  on  Monday,  May  27,  in  the  Globe 
and  Mail,  headed:  "The  Value  in  Early  In- 
volvement." The  arguments  which  were  put 
are,  to  my  mind,  persuasive  and  conclusive. 

I  just  do  not  accept  the  proposition  that 
because  the  Secretary  of  State  of  Canada— 
I  believe  that  is  the  portfolio  held  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Peterborough  in  the  fed- 
eral government— makes  the  statement  that 
they're  going  to  reduce  the  period  of  time 
from  five  years  to  three  years  for  landed  im- 
migrants to  become  Canadian  citizens— which, 
by  the  way,  was  made  prior  to  the  last  fed- 
eral election  and  has  been  mooted  for  some 
time— I  do  not  accept  that  that  should  have 
any  bearing  on  the  question  we  are  discuss- 
ing. 

What  we  are  simply  saying  is  that  there 
are  in  the  city  of  Toronto  and  elsewhere  in 
the  province,  and  particularly— I'm  not  mak- 
ing it  unique,  but  particularly,  because  I'm 
aware  of  it,  in  my  riding  in  Riverdale- in 
wards  7,  8  and  9  of  the  city  of  Toronto— a 
substantial  population  of  persons  who  have 
made  a  greater  commitment  to  Canada  than 
accidental  birth  in  Canada  by  leaving  their 
countries,  by  moving  their  families,  by  facing 
the  struggles  and  the  difiBculties  which  are 
involved  in  making  that  kind  of  a  relocation. 
They  have  aflBrmatively  made  that  commit- 
ment to  this  country  and  are  contributing 
every  day. 

Now  it  seems  to  me  that  at  this  point  in 
time  at  the  municipal  level,  they  are  in- 
timately afiFected  by  what  their  governments 
at  that  level  do.  And  particularly  are  they 
aJBFected   with   respect   to    voting   on   money 


matters,  and  particularly  are  they  affected  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  at  the  municipal  level 
by  the  levying  of  the  real  property  tax.  Those 
are  factors  wmch  make  it  extremely  important 
that  a  country  such  as  Canada  and  a  prov- 
ince such  as  Ontario  should  reach  out  to 
those  people  and  say  to  them:  "Yes,  we  trust 
you;  we  believe  in  you.  We  understand  that 
you  should  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  in 
municipal  elections." 

I  want  to  deal  with  that  red  herring  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  raised  about:  "Well,  if 
they  vote  in  mimicipal  elections  they  can  be 
elected  to  municipal  oflBce."  Nobody  in  the 
city  of  Toronto,  or  in  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
or  in  any  municipality  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  feels  that  we  are  going  to  end  up 
in  the  next  municipal  elections,  if  our  amend- 
ment were  adopted,  with  a  Greek-speaking 
city  council  in  the  city  of  Toronto.  It  may 
well  be  that  in  certain  areas  they  would  be 
able  to  have  an  effective  voice  in  what  goes 
on  in  the  city,  and  their  interest  in  the 
political  institutions  and  in  the  decision-mak- 
ing process  would  be  much  enhanced. 

I  think,  really,  all  I  want  to  say  is  that 
at  the  municipal  level  other  considerations 
apply.  I  do  not  think  we  should  enter  upon 
a  discussion  with  respect  to  qualification  for 
electoral  purposes  with  some  idea  that  we 
must  achieve  a  consistency  at  all  three  levels 
of  government.  It  just  doesn't  make  sense 
when  you  consider  the  different  factors  which 
are  involved,  and  indeed  many  of  the  argu- 
ments which  were  referred  to  in  the  edi- 
torial in  the  Globe  and  Mail. 

We  certainly  would  have  voted  against 
the  Liberal  amendment  and  we  would  have 
voted  against  the  minister,  if  the  minister 
had  persisted  in  limiting  the  vote  to  Canadian 
citizens  at  the  municipal  level.  But  we  will 
support  the  amendment  made  by  my  col- 
league, the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre, 
which  was  to  extend  the  franchise  to  landed 
immigrants  who  are  in  the  country  for  one 
year  and  are  ordinarily  resident  in  Canada. 
We  intend  to  divide  the  House  on  that  matter. 

Strangely  enough,  the  British  subject  situ- 
ation, as  stated  in  the  bill,  poses  an  immense 
anomaly.  In  fact  I  know  of  a  family  of 
British  subjects,  who  are  not  yet  landed 
immigrants  in  Canada  but  who  have  made 
application  for  landed  immigrant  status.  They 
are  resident  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  and  simply 
because  they  are  British  subjects  but  have 
not  been  granted  landed  immigrant  status  in 
Canada— so  they  cannot  apply  for  Canadian 
citizenship— they  will,  in  fact,  be  able  to  vote 
in  the  municipal  election.  That  may  be  only 
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one  of  those  anomalies  that  appear  from  time 
to  time,  but  I  want  to  point  out  to  you  there 
are  those  situations. 

The  people  living  next  door  to  that  family 
are  landed  immigrants  in  Canada  but  are  not 
Canadian  citizens,  because  they  haven't  been 
here  long  enough,  and  they  are  not  going 
to  be  able  to  vote.  I  can't  for  the  life  of  me 
make,  at  the  municipal  level,  the  kind  of 
distinctions  which  may  very  well,  in  my 
mind,  have  validity  with  respect  to  the 
question  of  allegiance  at  the  federal  or  pro- 
vincial level. 

We  will,  therefore,  support  the  subamend- 
ment  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  and 
we  will  propose  a  division  of  the  House. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  a  point  of  order,  just  to  refresh  my 
memory,  could  you  tell  us  what  amendments 
are  before  the  House  on  this  section? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes;  Mr.  Irvine  had  moved 
that  the  words  "or  other  British  subjects," 
or  some  words  to  that  eflFect,  should  be  re- 
moved; then  a  subamendment  to  that  had 
been  moved  by  Mr.  Cassidy,  that  after  the 
word  "citizens,"  the  words  "or  landed  im- 
migrants of  at  least  one  year's  residence  in 
Canada"  should  be  added.  We  are  dealing 
first  with  Mr.  Cassidy's  subamendment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  amendment  has  been  withdrawn. 

Mr.  Singer:  Can  we  then  have  a  sub- 
amendment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Not  yet.  The  amendment 
will  be  withdrawn  by  the  minister,  I  pre- 
sume, after  we  deal  with  Mr.  Cassidy's  sub- 
amendment. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  gets  very  peculiar.  I 
don't  know  how  you  can  have  a— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  We  have  to 
deal  with  the  subamendment  first— 

An  hon.  member:  The  amendment  to  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Singer:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  amendment  to  the 
amendment  is  dealt  with  first  and  then  we 
deal  with  the  original  amendment. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  let  me  talk  for  a 
moment,  if  I  may,  because  I  have  an 
amendment  here  that  I  want  to  move. 


Mr.  Renwick:  Are  you  speaking  on  a 
point  of  order  now? 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  am  not  on  a  point  of 
order  because— well  I  may  still  be,  because 
I  am  not  quite  sure. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  we  could  deal 
with  your  point  after  we  deal  with  these 
first  two? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Sarnia):  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  the  section  will  pass. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  there  are  further  com- 
ments- 
Mr.  Singer:  No,  on  a  point  of  order,  I 
want  to  move  an  amendment.  The  minister, 
as  I  understand  him,  is  vnthdrawing  his 
amendment— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Exactly. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  can't  withdraw. 

Mr.  Singer:  —and  therefore  it's  no  longer 
before  us. 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  that  is  not  right.  May 
I  speak  to  this? 

Mr.  Singer:  How  can  we  have  a  sub- 
amendment  to  an  amendment  which  is  no 
longer  here? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no.  Order  please. 

He  will  withdraw  it  when  he  has  the 
opportunity.  We  will  deal  with  the  amend- 
ment to  the  amendment  first  of  all;  then 
we  will  deal  with  Mr.  Irvine's  amendment, 
which  he  may  withdraw  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Suppose  the  amendment 
is  lost,  which  it  will  be,  the  subamendment 
carries. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Then  we'll  deal  with  the 
original  as  printed  in  the— 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  at  what  point  can  I 
move  my  amendment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  say  just  after  Mr. 
Irvine  has  withdrawn  his. 

Mr.    Bullbrook:    You'd   better   be   careful. 

Mr.  Singer:  Then  I  have  your  assurance 
I  will  have  an  opportunity  to— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Singer:  —move  this  amendment  which 
I  am  about  to  propose  to  this  section? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Absolutely. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  in 
case  there  is  any  doubt,  let  me  say  that  my 
amendment  is  withdrawn  as  of  now.  When- 
ever the  chance  comes— and  I  am  not  sure 
as  to  the  legalities  of  it—but— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Fine,  when  the  chance 
comes  you  may  do  so. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  place  Mr.  Cassidy's 
subamendment  first  of  all. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sir,  on  a  point  of  order. 

Surely,  sir,  wouldn't  it  be  easier  for  us  to 
deal  with  tiiis  matter,  which  is  not  that 
complex,  if  you  simply  permit  the  minister 
to  withdraw  his  amendment  and  Mr.  Cassidy 
to  place  his  amendment? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order,  it  is  quite  obviously  simple.  The 
motion  is  now  the  property  of  the  House. 
It  is  not  for  the  minister  to  withdraw.  It  has 
had  a  subamendment  proposed  to  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  baloneyl 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  vote  on  the  subamend- 
ment. 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    Why    would   you   re- 
fuse him  permission  to  withdraw  the  amend- 
ment- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 
Mr.  Renwick:  Obviously  the  minister  can- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —  wdth  the  consent  of  the 
House  presumably,  withdraw  his  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please,  order  please. 
We  will  deal  with  the  subamendment  first 
and  then  we'll  get  to  the  first  amendment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour   of   Mr. 
Cassidy's  amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

(Shall  we  stack  this  vwlth  the  future  one 
then? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  we  should'  call  in  the 
members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  we  not  stack  this 
with  the  other  one  that  deals  with  the  same 
matter? 


Mr.  Renwick:  No.  I  want  the  House  to 
divide  on  this  vote,  if  I  may,  and  I  don't 
consent  to  stacking  it. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  the  amendment  of  clause  5, 
section  12(b)  and  section  13(b)  of  Bill  65, 
which  was  negatived  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  12,  the  "nays"  are  65. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
I  will  recognize  the  hon.  minister  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw 
my  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Mr.  Irvine's 
amendment  is  accordingly  withdrawn.  I  db 
now  recognize  the  hon.  member  for  Dowtis- 
view. 

Mr.  Renwick:  With  the  unanimous  consent 
of  the  House. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  WeU,  with  the 
consent  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Unanimous  consent. 

An  hon.  member:  No;  Rule  35. 

Mr.  Singer  moves  that  in  section  5,  the 
words  "or  other  British  subject"  be  deleted 
where  they  appear  in  item  12(b)  and  item 
13(b),  and  that  there  be  addfed  to  each  of 
those  sections,  "provided  that  no  person  who 
was,  on  Jime  6,  1974,  entitled  to  vote  by 
reason  of  being  a  British  subject  shall  lose 
any  such  entitlement  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
visions of  these  sections." 

Mr.  Singer:  I  don't  know  if  you  can  read 
that,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  amendment 
speaks  for  itself.  It's  the  grandfather  type  of 
clause  the  minister  was  talking  about.  Cer- 
tainly we  don't  want  anyone  to  be  disenfran- 
chised and  I  think  this  form  of  amendment 
would  take  care  of  that  problem. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  say,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  it's  a  shame  the  hon.  member 
for  Hamilton  Mountain  isn't  here  so  he  could 
let  us  know  his  views  on  this.  The  minister 
has  very  clearly  indicated  that  he  would  like 
to  support  an  amendment  of  this  type. 

We  know  the  federal  law  has  been  changed 
to  gradually  make  Canadian  citizenship  man- 
datory. As  I  understand  it,  it  does  not  con- 
tain the  proviso  that  this  amendment  has  and, 
in  fact,  the  federal  legislation  will  dis- 
enfranchise those  who  do  not  choose  to  be- 
come Canadian  citizens  by  the  time  the 
federal  amendment  comes  into  full  force. 
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The  purpose  of  the  amendment  put  for- 
ward by  my  colleague  emphasizes  our  belief 
that  people  taking  part  in  the  electoral, 
democratic  process  here  should  be  Canadian 
citizens.  This  is  not  too  much  to  ask.  Our 
traditions,  however,  have  recognized  the 
common  democratic  background,  particularly 
with  those  associated  with  the  British  tradi- 
tion, who  have  until  now  been  permitted  to 
vote  without  accepting  Canadian  citizenship. 
This,  in  fact,  requires  Canadian  citizenship 
as  one  of  its  major  provisions.  But  in  addi- 
tion, it  permits  the  franchise  to  be  retained 
for  those  who  have  the  franchise  as  of  the 
date  that  hopefully  this  amendment  is  ac- 
cepted. 

I  believe  it  is  reasonable.  It  should  be  the 
policy  of  all  reasonable  people  and  pre- 
sumably, therefore,  of  the  government.  We 
would  ask  the  minister  to  indicate  he  would 
support  it,  along  with  his  colleagues. 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  I 
would  like  to  have  further  time  to  consider 
this  amendment.  I  feel  that  it  is  one  that 
shouldn't  be  dealt  with  lightly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  reports  progress  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


BUSINESS  CORPORATIONS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  56,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Business 
Corporations  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  H.  Edighoffer  (Perth):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  just  like  to  make  a  few  comments  on 
Bill  56,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Business  Corpo- 
rations Act. 

I  would  say  first  of  all,  in  referring  to  sec- 
tion 1,  and  specifically  subclause  2,  this 
changes  the  definition  for  resident  Canadians 
by  adding  the  words,  "or  has  been  lawfully 
admitted  to  Canada  for  permanent  residence." 

I  was  wondering,  in  this  particular  matter, 
whether  the  minister  has  at  any  time  con- 
sidered the  possibility  of  taking  into  account 
in  this   amendment  the  fact  that   a  landed 


immigrant  could  accept  responsibility  in  a 
company  for  those  first  five  years  until  he  is 
able  to  became  a  Canadian  citizen. 

I  think  this  is  something  the  minister 
should  consider.  However,  I  realize  this  ties 
in  with  many  of  the  other  bills  which  are 
on  the  order  paper. 

Now  with  reference  to  the  other  sections  in 
this  Act,  I  believe  these  amendments  have 
come  about  because  of  a  private  bill  which 
had  gone  to  the  House;  a  private  bill  per- 
taining to  an  Irish  company.  As  I  recall  it, 
the  company  wanted  to  transfer  to  the  Prov- 
ince of  New  Brunswick. 

It's  most  interesting.  I  tried  to  find  out 
how  many  companies  this  legislation  might 
afi^ect;  and  I  just  haven't  been  able  to  find 
out  whether  it's  two  or  whether  it's  22.  I'd 
appreciate  it  if  the  minister  could  inform  me 
how  many  companies  this  Act  would  apply 
to. 

It  appears  to  me  this  allows  a  non-resident 
company  to  be  incorporated  in  Ontario. 
Possibly  it's  due  to  the  fact  that  it  might  add 
a  little  prestige.  I  suppose  the  minister  would 
agree  with  this  particular  statement. 

I  really  wonder,  basically,  if  there  is  any 
need  for  this  type  of  legislation.  Naturally, 
the  private  bills  committee  saw  fit  to  approve 
the  legislation.  Of  course,  I  presume  this  will 
supercede  that  particular  private  member's 
Act.  It  could  be  that  the  solicitor  for  that 
company,  who  is  Mr.  Goodman,  presented 
such  a  good  case  to  the  private  bills  com- 
mittee that  it  went  through. 

I  can  see  no  harm  in  the  legislation  if  it  is 
of  some  benefit.  But  I  just  can't  see  that 
there  is  a  tremendous  amount  of  benefit  to 
the  residents  of  Ontario,  because  I  can  see 
only  filing  fees  as  the  amount  received  here 
in  the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  only  have  two  brief  comments.  I  think 
somehow  or  other  the  minister  is  wrong  to 
introduce  general  legislation  at  this  time, 
unless  he  has  the  kind  of  statistical  and  basic 
information  about  the  number  of  companies 
affected  that  the  member  for  Perth  com- 
mented upon.  When  the  Tara  bill  was  before 
the  Legislature,  I  think  it  was  quite  clear 
that  rather  than  have  the  Tara  Exploration 
Co.  move  to  New  Brunswick  because  New 
Brunswick  was  closer  to  Ireland— which  I 
think  was  the  comment  of  the  member  for 
Sama  (Mr.  Bullbrook)— that  the  point  that 
was  made  before  the  private  bills  committee 
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was  that,  as  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
people  in  Ireland  are  concerned  about  the 
ownership  of  natural  resource  industries  and 
control  of  the  companies  that  have  influence 
in  the  natural  resource  industry.  It  seemed 
to  be  the  consensus  of  opinion  that  the  pri- 
vate bill  as  presented  by  Tara  Exploration, 
as  a  result  of  discussions  with  your  ministry 
was  a  very  bad  solution. 

I  think  that  had  time  permitted  the  private 
bills  committee  would  have  been  of  a  mind 
to  have  exempted  that  company  specifically, 
with  whatever  the  appropriate  wording 
would  be,  from  the  provisions  with  respect 
to  Canadian  residency  that  is  imposed  by 
the  Act.  I  think  in  many  ways  that  would 
have  been  the  best  way.  And  other  com- 
panies, if  they  could  legitimately  have  come 
before  us  in  the  private  bills  committee  and 
made  a  specific  request  and  made  a  good 
case,  then  the  committee  could  have  dealt 
with  it. 

I  am  concerned  about  this.  First  of  all, 
I  must  fault  the  minister  and  those  engaged 
in  drafting  it.  Because  if  my  reading  of  the 
bill  is  correct,  it  is  practically  incomprehen- 
sible because  of  the  way  in  which  you  have 
incorporated,  by  reference,  the  provision  of 
the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada.  I  think 
it  is  extremely  diflBcuIt  to  understand  what 
the  minister  intends. 

Apparently,  for  practical  purposes,  he's 
saying  that  any  companies  which  are  foreign 
business  corporations  for  the  purposes  of 
the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada,  can  be 
exempt  from  the  Canadian  residency  require- 
ment of  the  Business  Corporations  Act  if  they 
are  Ontario  corporations. 

I  am  inclined  to  think  that  that  tradition 
of  the  foreign  business  corporation  exemp- 
tion is  much  too  broad,  it  is  not  clearly  un- 
derstood and  its  ramifications  are  too  wide. 
Now  this  isn't  the  kind  of  bill  on  which  one 
stands  on  principle  and  votes  against  the 
bill.  But  I  want  to  put  on  the  record  the 
diflBculty  which  the  minister  has  put  in  the 
Business  Corporations  Act,  by  incorporating, 
by  reference,  this  diflBcult  definition  from  the 
Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada. 

What  the  minister  is  asking  us  to  do  is 
to  amend  subsection  1  of  section  1  by 
adding  a  paragraph,  item  18(a),  defining  a 
"non-resident  corporation."  And  he  does  it 
by  incorporation  by  reference: 

"Non-resident  corporation"  means  a 
corporation  that  is  not  deemed  to  be 
resident  in  Canada  under  paragraph  (c) 
of  subsection  4  of  section  250  of  the  In- 
come Tax  Act  (Canada). 


And  when  one  looks  at  subsection  4  of 
section  250,  item  (c),  of  the  Income  Tax  Act 
of  Canada,  you  get  this  incorporation  by 
reference: 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Act,  a  corpora- 
tion shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  resi- 
dent in  Canada  throughout  a  taxation 
year  if; 

(c)  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  in- 
corporated before  April  27,  1965  (other 
than  a  corporation  to  which  subparagraphs 
( b )  ( i )  to  ( iv )  apply ) ,  it  was  incorporated 
in  Canada  and  at  any  time  in  the  taxation 
year  or  at  any  time  in  any  preceding 
taxation  year  of  the  corporation  ending 
after  April  26,  1965,  it  was  resident  in 
Canada  or  carried  on  business  in  Canada. 

Therefore,  this  section,  which  is  about  cor- 
porations deemed  resident,  appears  to  say 
that  somehow  or  other  a  non-resident  cor- 
poration is  a  corporation  that  is  not  deemed 
to  be  resident.  The  not-deemed-to-be-resi- 
dent  corporation,  if  one  looks  at  this 
gobbledygook  that  the  minister  is  incorporat- 
ing into  the  Business  Corporations  Act, 
appears  to  be— the  kind  of  corporation  which 
I  now  understand  he  is  not  imposing  the 
Canadian  resident  requirements  on— is  a  cor- 
poration that: 

(i)  was  incorporated  before  April  9, 
1959, 

(ii)  was,  on  June  18,  1971,  a  foreign 
business  corporation,  within  the  meaning 
of  section  71  of  this  Act  as  it  read  in  its 
application  to  the  1971  taxation  year  that 
was  controlled  by  a  corporation  resident 
in  Canada, 

(iii)  throughout  the  10-year  period  end- 
ing on  June  18,  1971,  carried  on  business 
in  one  particular  country  other  than 
Canada,  and 

(iv)  during  the  period  referred  to  in 
subparagraph  (iii),  paid  dividends  to  its 
shareholders  resident  in  Canada  on  which 
its  shareholders  paid  tax  to  the  govern- 
ment of  the  country  referred  to  in  sub- 
paragraph (iii), 

it  was  incorporated  in  Canada  and,  at 
any  time  in  the  taxation  year  or  at  any 
time  in  any  preceding  taxation  year  com- 
inencing  after  1971,  it  was  resident  in 
Canada  or  carried  on  a  business  in  Canada. 

I  don't  understand  it.  If  I  have  the  correct 
section  that  the  minister  is  incorporating  by 
reference,  and  if  I  have  quoted  it  correctly 
and  it  in  turn  refers  to  another  section  which 
in  turn  refers  to  a  number  of  other  specifi- 
cally very  technical  matters  in  the  Income  Tax 
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Act  of  Canada,  then  I  simply  say  when  we 
pass  this  bill  into  law  the  minister  has  created 
an  immense  confusion  in  the  Business  Cor- 
porations Act  surrounding  the  kind  of  com- 
pany which  may  be  exempt  from  this  Cana- 
dian resident  requirement. 

Those  are  the  comments  which  I  have.  As 
I  say,  I  don't  feel  suflSciently  exercised  to 
make  it  a  matter  of  principle,  but  from  the 
point  of  view  of  the  readability  of  the  Busi- 
ness Corporations  Act,  the  minister  is  turn- 
ing it  into  a  complicated  exempting  section 
with  technical  language  taken  holus-bolus 
right  out  of  the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada 
but  not  even  repeated  here.  When  our  bill  is 
passed,  people  have  got  to  go  to  the  Income 
Tax  Act  of  Canada  and  then  figiure  out  what 
those  sections  were  that  I  read  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  too  am  concerned  about  the  suflS- 
ciency  of  this  bill  and  the  reasons  why  it  is 
being  brought  to  the  House  at  this  time.  As 
the  member  for  Perth  has  said,  it  would 
appear  that  the  only  benefit  for  corporations 
which  are  going  to  be  non-resident  corpora- 
tions for  income  tax  piuposes  is  to  allow  us  to 
acquire  the  original  incorporation  fee  and  the 
fihng  fee. 

I  follow  the  comments  as  well  of  the  mem- 
ber from  Riverdale  and  ask  why  this  kind  of 
change  is  being  made  in  general  legislation  at 
this  time.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  very  little 
benefit  to  Ontario  from  what  I  have  gauged 
from  the  remarks  that  have  been  made  by 
the  previous  two  speakers. 

iComments  were  made  during  the  debate 
on  Bill  25,  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act, 
concerning  this  matter  of  definition,  because 
it  appeared  at  that  point  that  we  were  defin- 
ing companies  because  of  their  non-resident 
ownership  that  might  avoid  tax  under  that 
bill,  but  yet  might  attract  tax,  because  they 
were  more  than  50  per  cent  owned  by  foreign 
persons,  under  the  Income  Tax  Act  of 
Canada. 

It  would  appear  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
amendments  are  going  through  with  respect 
to  this  Act  we  should  be  very  careful  to 
make  sure  that  the  definitions  being  used  for 
taxation  purposes  are  not  working  at  cross- 
purposes;  that  the  definitions  with  respect  to 
the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada,  with  respect 
to  this  Act,  and  with  respect  as  well  to  the 
Land  Speculation  Tax  Act,  are  sufficiently 
clear  that  lawyers  and  accountants  can-  advise 
their  clients  just  how  they  will  fit  into  a 
certain  scheme  of  things.  It  is  most  important. 


from  my  point  of  view,  that  the  matter  of 
resident  requirements  is  clearly  spelled  out 
in  this  and  the  other  items  of  companion 
legislation  to  which  I've  referred. 

I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  the  minis- 
ter why  he  has  excepted  these  non-resident 
corporations  once  he  has  defined  them.  How 
many  particular  instances  are  there,  to  his 
knowledge,  or  how  many  applications  have 
been  made,  for  this  consideration  from  cor- 
porations which  are  otherwise  injuriously 
aflFected  unless  these  amendments  are  put  be- 
fore the  House? 

Perhaps  the  minister  in  his  remarks  can 
enlighten  us  on  this  matter.  I  must  agree  with 
the  member  for  Riverdale  that  in  his  bring- 
ing in  the  amendments  in  this  form  and  in 
continuing  references,  which  are  not  other- 
wise immediately  apparent,  to  the  Income 
Tax  Act  of  Canada,  we  are  left  in  some 
general  confusion  as  to  why  the  items  which 
the  minister  is  briniging  forward  at  this  time 
are  being  put  into  general  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  briefly  to  express 
some  personal  views  to  the  minister.  I  can- 
not understand  why  we  should  be  changing 
our  legislation  to  accommodate  this  sort  of 
company. 

As  I  understand  it  they  do  not  trade  on  the 
Toronto  Stock  Exchange,  nor  in  fact  do 
business  here.  They  don't  even  have  to  pro- 
vide a  public  prospectus  of  their  operations. 
They  may  have  to  report  certain  specific 
information  to  the  companies  branch,  no 
doubt  that  is  so,  but  it  seems  strange  that 
we  should  be  making  these  changes  in  the 
legislation  governing  companies  in  Ontario 
simply  to  permit  companies  which  want  to 
do  business  elsewhere,  as  a  convenience,  to 
have  the  benefit  of  an  Ontario  charter.  It's 
almost  like  a  shipping  line  wanting  to  register 
in  Panama  or  Liberia  because  the  govern- 
ments there  somehow  allow  their  rules  and 
regulations  to  be  so  lax  that  it  is  a  con- 
venience so  to  do. 

Siu-ely  if  a  company  such  as  this  wants 
to  raise  its  capital  and  do  business  else- 
where but  simply  wants  its  corporation  to 
be  registered  here,  we  really  should  not  be 
undertaking  this  sort  of  an  amendment 
simply  to  make  it  more  convenient  for  them? 
It  may  well  be  that  for  a  special  case,  as 
was  brought  before  the  private  bills  com- 
mittee, some  consideration  could  be  given. 
To  put  it  into  general  legislation,  more  or 
less  making  this  a  kind  of  haven  for  com- 
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panies  which  want  respectable  registration 
or  the  name  of  a  respectable  jurisdiction 
aflBxed  to  their  charters  before  they  will 
go  off  and  do  business  elsewhere,  seems 
to  me  to  be  asking  for  trouble. 

I  really  regret  that  the  minister  is  pro- 
ceeding in  this  fashion.  I  would  hope  there 
would  be  some  further  explanation,  which 
has  not  yet  been  apparent,  which  he  can 
give  to  us. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  into  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
question  has  been  asked  by  two  or  three  of 
the  members  how  many  companies  are  affect- 
ed or  will  be  affected  by  this  type  of  legis- 
lation. There  will  be,  as  far  as  we  can 
ascertain,  approximately  14  to  17  companies 
affected  by  this  legislation. 

The  member  for  Kitchener  inquired  how 
many  companies  had  contacted  the  minister. 
There  have  been  only  two  which  have  made 
submissions  to  me  in  the  form  of  telephone 
calls  or  letters.  They  are  Shell  Venezuela 
(Ontario)  Ltd.— or  something  like  that— and 
Tara  Explorations. 

Under  the  amendments  requested  to  this 
legislation,  in  order  to  qualify  for  the  non- 
resident exemption,  a  company  would  have 
to  have  been  incorporated  in  Ontario  prior 
to  April  26,  1965,  and  from  that  date  on- 
ward—and even  prior  to  that  date— have  con- 
ducted the  whole  of  its  business  outside 
Canada  or  certainly  outside  Ontario.  I  am 
sorry;  it  would  have  to  be  outside  Canada 
in  order  to  be  a  non-resident.  The  minute 
it  conducted  business  within  Canada  it  would 
lose  its  non-resident  status. 

I  have  inquired  of  both  the  sohcitors  who 
called  me;  I  forget  the  name  of  the  man  who 
spoke  to  me  last  year  in  connection  with 
Shell  Venezuela.  As  a  result  of  that  inquiry, 
a  private  bill  was  taken  before  the  private 
bills*  committee  of  this  House  which  dealt 
with  that  matter.  The  solicitor  in  this  in- 
stance, a  Mr.  Gibson,  spoke  to  me  on  it. 

Both  of  the  companies  involved  had  in- 
corporated in  Ontario  prior  to  April  26,  1965. 
Shell  Venezuela  was  doing  all  its  business 
down  there.  Tara  has  done  aU  of  its  business 
in  Ireland.  There  have  been  no  aspects  of 
business  conducted  within  the  jurisdiction 
here  by  which  they  would  be  deemed  resi- 
dents. 

When  the  Business  Corporations  Act  of 
Ontario    came    into    effect,    because    of    the 


mandatory  requirements  dealing  with  resi- 
dency and  mandatory  meetings  and  this  sort 
of  thing,  our  legislation  brought  them  into 
this  jurisdiction.  They  lost  their  non-resi- 
dency status— or  are  about  to— our  legislation 
brought  them  into  our  jurisdiction  and  thus 
they  attracted  federal  income  tax. 

The  federal  legislation  referred  to  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale— I  believe  it  is 
section  250,  subsection  (4)  of  the  federal 
Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada;  it  was  amended 
—said  in  effect,  any  companies  incorporated 
in  any  jurisdictions  in  Canada— and  these 
are  my  words,  certainly  not  the  Act's— 
following  April  26,  1965,  are  going  to  be 
deemed  residents.  We  don't  care  if  they 
do  business  exclusively  outside  Canada; 
they  are  going  to  be  deemed  residents  and 
because  of  that  they  attract  income  tax. 

Quite    properly,    the    question    has    been 
raised- 
Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    Did   the   minister   say 
because  of  that  they  are  subject  to  income 
tax  and  deemed  residents? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  their  profits  earned 
anywhere? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  On  their  profits  earned 
anywhere.  I  can't  anticipate  or  interpret  why 
the  federal  legislation  was  introduced,  but 
probably  it  was  introduced  to  bring  com- 
panies back  into  the  fold  tax-wise  even 
though  they  were  doing  business  outside 
Canada.  I  think  the  off-shore  thing,  which 
is  so  common  to  many  of  us,  probably  gave 
rise  to  this  thing.  Of  course  the  grandfather 
clause  gave  the  testing  date  of  Apr2  26,  1965; 
those  which  were  non-resident  at  that  time 
and  kept  out  of  the  country  in  their  operations 
following  that  date  were  still  non-resident. 
Our  legislation  brought  them  in  and  would 
make  them  resident. 

Last  year  the  private  bills  committee  ap- 
proved a  private  bill  put  forward  by  Shell 
Venezuela,  and  this  year  the  same  route  or  a 
similar  route  was  followed  by  Tara. 

In  the  course  of  my  discussions  witli  Mr. 
Gibson,  the  solicitor  for  Tara,  it  became  very 
apparent  that  if  the  company  immigrated  to 
New  Brunswick  certain  problems  were  going 
to  be  created  for  the  shareholders  of  that 
company.  The  problems  were  this.  Certain  in- 
dividuals or  corporations  invested  in  Tara 
because  it  was  an  Ontario  incorporated 
creature;  because  it  was  subject  to  the  laws 
of  Ontario  dealing  with  corporations.  The 
investors  were  aware  of  and  knowledgeable 
as  to  the  Ontario  requirements  and  that  was 
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a  very  important  factor  in  their  deciding  to 
invest  in  Tara.  If  that  company,  Tara,  moved 
into  another  jurisdiction,  namely  New  Brmis- 
wick,  the  investors  indicated  their  concern 
that  in  their  opinion  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  Business  Corporations  Act,  or  the 
equivalent  of  New  Brunswick  dealing  with 
companies  in  that  particular  jurisdiction,  were 
not  as  protective  toward  the  investor  as  the 
Business  Corporations  Act  of  Ontario.  They 
felt  their  position  was  being  jeopardized  by 
the  company  immigrating  to  New  Brunswick. 
Now,  New  Brunswick  was  picked  as  the 
target  by  Tara,  I  am  advised  because  its 
legislation  did  not  bring  the  non-resident 
feature  into  being. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  Premier  Hatfield  gave 
them  the  assurance  he  wasn't  going  to  intro- 
duce it. 

Hon.   Mr.    Clement:    Well,    I   don't   know 
what  assurances  were  given  by  the  premier  of 
that  province- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  did  he? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Goodman  got  that  assur- 
ance for  Tara. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —but  this  was  our  pur- 
pose. We  took  a  look  at  it  and  said  the  share- 
holders who  have  invested,  many  of  whom,  I 
am  advised  are  Ontario  residents  and  resi- 
dents of  other  jurisdictions  but  who  look  to 
Ontario  and  invest  in  Ontario  because  of 
what  we  feel  are  our  rather  stringent  corpo- 
ration requirements,  might  well  be  biased. 
Then  we  wondered  how  many  more  were 
going  to  come  forward  in  terms  of  these 
other  12  or  15  companies  and  perhaps  go 
before  the  private  bills  committee  next  year. 
So  we  felt  we  should  bring  it  in,  as  a  matter 
of  government  legislation,  to  exempt  those 
companies. 

If  someone  asks  me  why  I  have  advanced 
this  legislation,  it  is  to  protect  those  people 
who  have  invested  in  Tara  believing  that 
they  were  going  to  have  the  provisions  and 
protection  of  the  Ontario  legislation  provided 
to  them  because  it  wasi  an  Ontario  company, 
and  who  now  find  in  fact  that  is  not  going 
to  be  the  case. 

Under  the  Business  Corporations  Act,  the 
company  can  emigrate,  without  any  private 
bill,  to  Alberta  or  Manitoba.  But  the  legisla- 
tion in  those  two  jurisdictions  is  somewhat 
identical  to  ours,  and  there  would  be  no  point 
to  it  because  they  would  be  caught  as  a 
resident  if  they  went  into  either  one  of 
those  jurisdictions. 


Mr.  Renwick:  And  they're  farther  from 
Ireland  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  think  Shell  Venezuela, 
in  its  private  bill,  sought  leave  of  this  House 
and  obtained  it  last  year  to  emigrate  to  the 
Netherlands.  I  haven't  talked  to  those  people 
for  a  year,  and  I  just  don't  know  what  has 
happened,  if  anything,  in  connection  with 
that  emigration.  But  the  reasons  have  been 
mentioned  here. 

'As  far  as  Ontario  is  concerned,  I  take  the 
position,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we're  protecting 
those  investors,  both  Ontario  residents  and 
non-residents,  who  have  invested  in  Tara,  an 
Ontario  company.  There  are  going  to  be  no 
more  of  these  creatures  created,  because  it 
doesn't  matter  where  you  incorporate  now; 
if  it's  an  Ontario  company  or  a  Manitoba 
company,  for  purposes  of  income  tax  the 
federal  Income  Tax  Act  says  they're  a  resi- 
dent in  any  event.  A  very  limited  number  is 
involved. 

Some  of  these  other  companies  may  well 
be  in  the  process  of  winding  up  or  going  out 
of  business  or  they're  not  active,  so  I  don't 
anticipate  that  the  whole  13  or  14  or  15  will 
take  advantage  of  this  legislation.  But  I 
think  it's  realistic  to  anticipate  there  might 
be  three  or  four  more  that  might  take  ad- 
vantage of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  56. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  just  because  I  don't 
understand  it. 


PAPERBACK    AND   PERIODICAL 
DISTRIBUTORS    ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  57,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Paperback 
and  Periodical  Distributors  Act,   1971. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  Edighoffer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  make  a  few  comments  on  this  particular 
bill,  and  I  will  refer  first  to  section  1  (2).  I 
believe  in  the  previous  bill  this  same  amend- 
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ment  was  placed.  I  ask  the  minister  whether 
he  would  consider  changing  this  amendment, 
because  I  feel  that  in  this  section  a  landed 
immigrant  is  excluded  from  the  definition  of 
non-resident.  I  personally  feel  that  considera- 
tion should  be  given  to  the  fact  that  this 
should  be  up  to  a  period  of  five  years,  the 
point  at  which  that  individual  or  landed 
immigrant  has  the  right  to  take  out  Cana- 
dian citizenship.  The  minister  didn't  make 
any  reply  to  that  suggestion  on  the  previous 
bill;  I  would  hope  that  he  might  make  a 
comment  to  this  effect  in  reply  on  Bill  57. 

The  other  sections  in  this  bill  refer,  first  of 
all,  to  the  change  in  definition  of  equity 
share.  I  have  looked  this  over  very  carefully 
and  note  that  the  main  words'  that  have  been 
deleted  are  by  reason  of  the  occurrence  of 
any  contingency.  I  have  also  been  informed 
by  a  person  in  this  ministry  that  it  is  just 
a  cleaning  up  of  the  wording.  I  would  like 
to  hear  the  minister  state  whether  there  is 
any  change  or  whether  it  is  putting  it  in  a 
more  compact  type  of  legalistic  wording. 

'Basically,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  sections  of  this 
bill  are  most  interesting,  and  I  hope  I 
understand  it  correctly.   I  feel  that  a  com- 

gany  could  have  a  great  number  of  share- 
olders.  For  instance,  if  there  were  1,003 
shareholders,  the  company  could  have  1,000 
who  are  Canadian  wdth  one  vote,  and  they 
could  have  the  otiier  three  shareholders  who 
are  foreign  shareholders  with  a  type  of  class 
A  share  that  coidd  each  carry  500  votes 
each.  In  this  way,  directly  it  would  have 
foreign  control  by  foreign  shareholders.  I 
believe  diat's  the  main  purpose  of  the  amend- 
ment in  this  section. 

I  agree  with  section  2.  I  think  this  is  the 
most  important  section  of  this  bill,  particu- 
larly the  amendment  that  states  "each  share 
that  carries  the  right  to  more  than  one  vote 
shall  be  calculated  as  the  number  of  shares 
equalling  the  total  number  of  votes  it  carries." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that  those  are  the  only 
comments  I  have  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  member  wish  to 
participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  agree  with 
the  amendments  and  vidll  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a 
rather  interesting  amendment.  When  the  bill 
was  taken  through  to  third  reading  on  July 
28,  1971,  apparently  there  was  a  matter 
which  was  overlooked  by  the  ministry  at  that 


time.  We've  had  no  problems  on  this  to  the 
present  date,  but  this  is  the  purpose  of  bring- 
ing this  through. 

My  friend  from  Riverdale  smiles;  he  knows 
the  error,  of  course.  A  share  could  have  at- 
tracted more  than  one  vote.  One  could  have 
the  situation  where  you  might  ovm  90  per 
cent  of  the  shares  with  one  vote  attached  to 
each  and  I  could  own  the  other  10  per  cent 
of  the  issued  shares  with  40  or  100  votes  at- 
tached to  each  share.  Thus,  by  really  only 
owning  10  per  cent  of  the  treasury  shares, 
I  could  have  control  by  the  number  of  votes 
attached  to  a  rather  small  number  of  shares. 
That  is  the  purpose  of  introducing  this  legis- 
lation. It  has  been  spotted  by  my  staff  and 
they  recommended  it. 

I  think  the  other  changes  in  the  legislation, 
dealing  with  landed  immigrants  who  are  ex- 
cluded from  the  definition  of  non-residents, 
are  self-explanatory.  People  can  come  to  this 
country  and  be  in  the  process  of  biding  their 
time  prior  to  making  applications  for  citizen- 
ship. We  feel  they  should  not  be  discrimin- 
ated against.  It's  consistent  with  legislation 
that  I  intend  to  touch  on  in  the  other  bills 
that  are  still  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  House. 

I  don't  think  I  have  any  other  comments  to 
make.  I  would  take  the  position  that  it's  a 
housekeeping  bill,  save  and  except  for  the 
clarification  of  this  share  thing.  It  was  a  loop- 
hole and  we're  trying  to  plug  that  hole  by 
clarifying  the  votes  which  attach  to  the 
equity  shares  in  the  company. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  second 
reading  be  proceeded  wdth,  might  I  just  ask 
if  the  minister  would  review  the  matter  in 
subsection  (3)  which  he  has  not  referred  to? 
That  is  the  matter  of  constituting  control.  Can 
he  advise  me  just  why  the  wording  was  this 
way  vdth  respect  to  the  50  per  cent  of  the 
votes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I'm  sorry.  Would  the 
member  repeat  his  question,  because  I  don't 
understand  it? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  won't  take  the  time  of 
the  House  Mr.  Speaker.  I  can  deal  with  it 
directly  with  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  All  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  57.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 
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THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
on  motion. 

Bill  57,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Paperback 
and  Periodical  Distributors  Act,  1971. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


BUSINESS  CORPORATIONS  ACT 

House  in  committee   on  Bill   56,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Business  Corporations  Act. 

I  Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  56,  An  Act  to  amend 

the  Business  Corporations  Act.  Are  there  any 
questions,  comments  or  amendments  on  any 
section?  If  so,  which  one? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  only  have  one  question  which  I  want 
to  speak  with  the  minister  about  very  briefly. 
It's  simply  an  educational  exercise  on  my 
part,  because  I  don't  understand  it.  That  is 
subsection  (1)  of  section  1,  the  specific  de- 
finition of  non-resident  corporations.  I  want 
^>  to  ask  the  minister  what  the  definition  of 
"non-  resident  corporation"  means. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  If  the 
^^  minister  doesn't  understand  it  the  bill  is  very 
'       poorly  drafted. 

Mr.  Renwick:  This  says  that  a  non-resident 
corporation  means  a  corporation  that  is  not 
deemed  to  be  resident  in  Canada  under  para- 
graph (c)  of  subsection  (4)  of  section  250.  I 
take  it  that  means  that  if  it  is  deemed  to  be 
resident  in  Canada  under  (4)(c)  of  section  250 
of  the  Income  Tax  Act,  then  that  section 
doesn't  apply.  Any  other  company  is  a  non- 
resident corporation.  This  is  where  I  need 
some  help— I  really  need  it.  Item  (c)  of  sub- 
section (4)  of  section  250  of  the  Income  Tax 
Act  states,  under  the  heading  which  says: 
"Corporations  deemed  to  be  resident": 

For  the  purposes  of  this  Act  a  corpora- 
tion shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  resident 
in  Canada  throughout  a  taxation  year,  if, 
(c)  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  incor- 
porated before  April  27,  1965  (other  than 
a  corporation  to  which  subparagraph  (b) 
(i)  to  (iv)  apply),  it  was  incorporated  in 
Canada  and,  at  any  time  in  the  taxation 
year  or  at  any  time  in  any  preceding 
taxation  year  of  the  corporation  ending 
after  April  26,  1965,  it  was  resident  in 
Canada  or  carried  on  business  in  Canada. 


So  any  company  that  doesn't  fit  into  item  ( c ) 
must  be  a  non-resident  corporation.  Will  the 
minister  correct  me  if  my  logic  is  wrong? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  think  that  is  right. 
That's  my  impression. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  says  deemed  to  be  resi- 
dent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  If  all  these  things  hap- 
pen, they  are  deemed  to  be  resident.  This 
section  says,  if  that  doesn't  occur,  if  the  fed- 
eral government  doesn't  deem  a  corporation 
to  be  a  resident  under  that  section  then  these 
apply. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Well 
why  didn't  the  minister  put  that  in  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  We  have  put  it  in  the 
bill,  and  as  the  member  correctly  points  out 
it  is  a  very  involved  thing.  My  law  oflBcers 
were  very  concerned  about  it  and  went 
through  it  very  carefully  with  legislative 
counsel.  What  we  are  saying  is  that  if  it 
isn't  brought  into  a  resident  status  under 
that  section,  clause  (c)  section  250(4)  of 
the  federal  Income  Tax  Act,  then  it  is  a 
non-resident  corporation  and  the  exemptions 
apply. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  go  on  then  be- 
cause, as  I  take  it,  to  decide  whether  the 
exemption  applies,  you  look  at  250(4)  (c); 
and  if  you  don't  fit  in  that— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  No,  if  you  do  fit  in 
that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  if  you  do  fit  in  that  you 
are  deemed  to  be  resident— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  So  for  the  purpose  of 
whether  you  are  a  non-resident,  you  mustn't 
fit  into  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Therefore,  if  a  corporation 
that  I  have  to  advise  comes  to  me  and  says, 
"Are  we  a  non-resident  corporation?"  I  look 
at  the  Income  Tax  Act,  section  250(4)  (c) 
and  I  say:  "If  I  fit  within  that  section,  then 
I'm  not  a  non-resident.  If  I  don't  fit  within 
item  (c),  I'm  a  non-resident  corporation." 
Then  every  company  which  was  not  incor- 
porated in  Canada  before  April  27,  1965— 
well,  if  I  may  use  the  phrase,  it  boggles  my 
mind.  I  don't  understand  it. 

I  don't  know  what  kind  of  company 
doesn't  fit  within  item  (c),  because  the  cri- 
terion   for    being    non-resident    is    that    you 
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don't  fit  into  item  (c).  I  really  think  it  defies 
statutory  interpretation. 

I  am  quite  prepared  to  let  the  bill  go, 
having  stated  my  objection,  provided  the 
minister  asks  one  of  his  law  oflScers  to  ex- 
plain it  to  me  some  day— preferably  over  a 
drink. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  am  glad  the  member 
asked  me  these  questions  pertaining  to  the 
federal  Income  Tax  Act,  because  there  isn't 
anybody  in  this  House  who  has  had  more 
difficulty  with  that  Act  than  me. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  So,  why 
doesn't  the  minister  pay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I'm  not  so  sure  I  have 
steady  work. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  is  now  work- 
ing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  There  are  two  kinds 
of  companies,  as  I  understand  it,  which  will 
attract  federal  income  taxes.  There  are  those 
which,  because  of  the  nature  of  their  opera- 
tion, the  situs  of  their  incorporation,  their 
business  headquarters  and  so  on,  are  resi- 
dents. We  are  not  concerned  about  them. 
They  are  residents;  they  pay  tax. 

Then  there  is  a  type  of  corporation— it's 
a  peculiar  type— that's  a  deemed  resident. 
Those  deemed  residents  are  dealt  with  under 
the  particular  section  of  the  federal  Income 
Tax  Act  we  have  been  talking  about. 

(Now  I  would  suggest  a  test  for  the  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale,  rather  than  having  his 
mind  boggled.  When  he  is  consulted  by  the 
client,  the  first  thing  he  should  do  is  look 
at  the  date  of  incorporation  of  the  com- 
pany. And  if  the  company  has  been  in- 
corporated anytime  either  on  or  after— I  think 
it  is  after-April  26,  1965,  then  the  effect  of 
the  federal  legislation  is  it's  a  resident.  Now 
if  it's  incorporated  anytime  prior  to  April 
26,  1965,  then  he  has  to  make  a  second 
inquiry. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Then  he  looks  at  your 
statute. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Then  he  looks  at  our 
statute  and  the  operation  of  the  company 
and  says:  Have  you  been  operating  in 
Canada?  Have  you  a  venture  here  that  you 
are  operating  within  the  boimdaries  of  the 
Dominion?  And,  of  course,  if  the  client  says, 
Yes;  well,  then  that's  it.  But  the  client  may 
say:  "No,  we  haven't.  From  the  time  we  in- 
corporated, up  to  the  present,  we  have  op- 
erated wholly  outside  of  Canada.   We  paid 


non-resident  in  federal  income  taxes  all  these 
years,  but  the  Business  Corporation  Act  of 
Ontario  now  gives  us  some  concern.  And 
that  is  why  we  have  consulted  you." 

The  member  for  Riverdale,  if  he  has  time, 
then  looks  up  the  federal  statute  and  finds 
out  if  it's  a  deemed  company,  or  could  be 
construed  as  such.  If  it's  a  deemed'  company, 
they  pay  tax.  If  it's  an  undeemed  company, 
then  the  amendtnent  to  Business  Corpora- 
tions Tax  Act  I  have  before  the  House  today 
will  apply,  and  no  non-resident  taxes  will 
be  attracted.  They  still  pay  a  15  per  cent 
resident  tax. 

'Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  because,  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, a  company  that  had  been  incorporated, 
even  though  it  was  a  non-resident  company 
before  April  of  1965,  would  have  been  in- 
cluded for  taxation  purposes  if  it  carried  on 
any  business  within  Canada  anyway;  so  that 
would  have  been  taken  care  of.  The  date  of 
the  federal  statute  would  have  then  taken 
care  of  all  others  thereafter.  So  what  you  are 
dealing  with,  as  you  say,  are  perhaps  a  dozen 
or  so  firms  incorporated  before  that  d^te  and 
not  otherwise  subject  to  federal  income  tax 
legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That's  right.  You  see 
the  new  Act,  in  effect,  back  in  1971  or  1972 
—whenever  it  became  effective— says  so  many 
of  the  directors'  meetings  shall  be  held  within 
Ontario.  Then  the  legitimate  concern  of  the 
companies  involved  is  that  this  is  where  they 
are  doing  business.  The  decisions  are  to  be 
made  at  the  directors'  table  in  Toronto.  But 
all  of  the  directors  are  people  from  Ireland. 
They  have  never  been  in  Canada,  for 
example.  But  now,  legislatively,  we  are  going 
to  bring  them  into  Ontario  to  conduct  the 
business  of  the  company.  And  the  minute 
they  conduct  business  in  this  jurisdiction, 
they  attract  the  federal  income  tax. 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill  then? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  I  almost  got  it,  but 
I  am  not  sure.  The  criterion  in  item  (c)  is 
incorporation  before  April'  27,  1965.  So  the 
first  thing  that  you  look  for  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  April  27;  that  is  right. 
I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Renwick:  So  the  first  thing  you  look 
at  is  whether  or  not  the  corporation  which 
you  are  trying  to  decide  is  non-resident  or 
not,  you  look  at  the  date  of  incorporation. 
Now  if  it  were  incorporated^ 
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Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That  would  be  the 
best  way  to  do  it.  You  would  still  get  the 
same  fee. 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  it  was  incorporated  before 
April  27,  1965,  and  if  after  that  it  was 
resident  in  Canada  or  carried'  on  business  in 
Canada,  it  is  deemed  to  be  resident  in  Canada 
under  the  Income  Tax  Act— 

iHon.  Mr.  Clement:  Right,  that's  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  So  that  the  question  of 
whether  it  is  non-resident  is  that  it  must  be 
incorporated  before  April  27,  1965;  but  it 
must  not  carry  on  business  or  have  been 
resident  in  Canada  after  April  26,  1965.  So 
that  doesn't  help  Tara  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Sure  it  does,  because 
Tara  was  incorporated  prior  to  April  26, 
1965,  and  has  carried  on  its  business  wholly 
outside  of  the  Dominion  of  Canada  prior  to 
and  following  that  day,  and  wants  to  con- 
tinue to  do  so. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  never  carried!  on  busi- 
ness in  Canada. 

'Mr.  Renwick:  And  its  board  of  directors 
met  in  Ireland;  is  that  right?  They  are  resi- 
dent in  Ireland? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  see.  Well,  isn't  that  very 
clever. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  just  want  this  noted, 
Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  member  ever  earns 
any  fees  —  and  I  know  him  and  I  suspect 
he  will  out  of  this,  and  give  a  very  learned 
dissertion  to  his  client- 
Mr.  Renwick:   I  always  live  in  hope. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —I  would  just  hope 
that  if  there  is  any  equity  or  justice  in  his 
heart  that  he  will  look  this  up  and  refresh  his 
mind  and  not  just  look  it  up  in  Hansard 
and  have  the  benefit  of  these  discussions 
this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  would  like  to  follow  the 
views  of  the  minister,  and  hope  I  get  a  share, 
too. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Is  he  suggesting  a  conflict 
of  interest? 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  and  when  the  three  of  us 
have  no  conflict  of  interest,  we  could  discuss 
that  aspect  of  it. 

But  let  me  ask  one  other  question.  I  take 
it,  then,  that  the  part  in  parentheses  in  item 
4  doesn't  apply  at  all?  You  ignore  that  in 


trying  to  figure  out  what  this  means?  Let  me 
read  item  (c)  without  the  parentheses  and 
then  refer  to  the  parentheses. 

We  talked  about  a  corporation,  using  Tara 
as  an  example  incorporated  before  April  27, 
1965.  Correct?  "And  not  since  that  time  re- 
sident in  Canada  or  carrying  on  business  in 
Canada",  therefore  it's  not  deemed  to  be  re- 
sident in  Canada,  therefore  it  is  a  non-resi- 
dent corporation  and  we're  home  free. 

But  stuck  in  item  (c)  is  the  part  in  paren- 
theses "other  than  a  corporation  to  which 
subparagraph  (b),  items  (i)  to  (iv),  apply." 
Presumably  one  could  say  that  the  kind  of 
corporation  set  out  in  item  (b)  which,  for  sub- 
stance, is  the  foreign  business  corporation,  is 
also  a  company  which  is  non-resident  for  the 
purposes  of  this  amendment  we're  passing. 

It  seems  to  me  that  by  the  exception  in  the 
parentheses  of  item  (c)  we  have  brought  into 
the  exemption  the  companies  incorporated  be- 
fore April  9,  1959,  which  were  on  June  18, 
1971,  foreign  business  corporations  and  that 
throughout  a  10-year  period  ending  on  such- 
and-such  carried  on  business  in  any  one 
particular  country  other  than  Canada.  All  I 
am  saying  is,  does  it  apply  or  doesn't  it  apply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  No;  I  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  subsection  (4),  if  we  can 
call  it  that,  of  section  250,  really  deals  with 
two  classes  of  companies,  the  one  referred 
to  in  paragraph  (a)— the  one  incorporated 
prior  to  April  26  1965— and  that  other  type 
of  company,  the  foreign  business  company, 
referred  to  in  (i),  (ii),  (iii)  and  (iv)  under 
clause  (b).  It  says  there  if  any  of  those 
things  happened  and  it  was  incorporated  in 
Canada  and  at  any  time  in  the  taxation  year 
or  any  time  in  any  preceding  tax  year  com- 
mencing after  1971,  it  was  resident— and  then 
it  goes  on  to  say  something  else— that  attaches 
a  residency,  not  a  deemed  residency,  and 
this  does  not  apply  to  the  Tara-type  cor- 
poration. 

We  go  from  paragraph  (a);  we  skip  all  of 
(b),  with  little  (i),  (ii),  (iii)  and  (iv)  and  then 
into  the  rest  of  the  paragraph.  There  are  very 
few  which  will  be  aff'ected  by  this  and  I 
stress  that  there  are  two  things— the  date  and 
the  operation— and  they  just- 
Mr.  Renwick:  And  the  residency. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes,  and  that  they  are 
all  Canadian  residents  on  the  board- 
Mr.  Renwick:  There  are  three  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That's  right;  there  are 
really  the  three  things.  Apparently  in  Ire- 
land— 
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Mr.  Renwick:  You  can  forget  foreign  busi- 
ness corporations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  on  the  later 
sections  of  the  bill?  If  not,  shall  the  bill  be 
reported? 

Bill  56  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  reports  one  bill  without 
amendment  and  asks  for  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Bill  56,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Business  Corporations  Act. 


MORTGAGE  BROKERS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  58,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mortgage 
Brokers  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  H.  EdighoflFer  (Perth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  is  an  Act  to  amend  the  Mortgage  Brokers 
Act  and  it's  a  replay  of  Bill  57,  which  we 
agreed  with.  Therefore,  we  would  agree  with 
this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  We  agree 
with  the  bill  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate?  The  hon.  min- 
ister. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  The  members 
have  quite  properly  perceived  it's  just  a  mir- 
ror-like image  of  the  bill  we  dealt  with  a 
few  minutes  ago,  dealing  with  the  paperback 
and  periodical  distributors. 


Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed  to. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  58,  An  Act  to  amend  The  Mortgage 
Brokers  Act. 


COLLECTION  AGENCIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  59,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Collection 
Agencies  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Perth. 

Mr.  EdighoflFer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Bill  59, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Collection  Agencies 
Act,  there  are  some  small  changes  that  are 
being  made  here. 

The  first  one,  is  in  section  1,  subsection 
(1)  (aa)  where  the  definition  of  collection 
agency  has  been  changed  by  deleting,  I  be- 
lieve, the  words  "dealing  directly  with  a 
debtor."  I  realize  that  this  has  been  brought 
about  because  of  section  4  in  the  Act,  but 
I'm  wondering,  because  of  the  experience 
I've  had  with  some  fast-talking  salesmen  who 
sell  prepaid  collection  forms,  if  his  type  of 
agency  would  now  have  to  be  definitely 
registered  as  a  collection  agency.  This  is  the 
type  of  agency  that  could  collect  funds  in 
advance  and  probably  go  out  of  business 
overnight.  This  is  one  area  that  is  of  concern 
to  me. 

I  note  the  other  sections  in  this  legislation 
are  again  redefining  equity  share,  which  is 
similar  to  the  previous  bills  that  we  have 
just  approved.  The  other  additions  are  simi- 
lar to  many  of  the  Acts.  They  are  encom- 
passed in  the  Mortgage  Brokers  Act,  and  I 
believe  the  Paperback  and  Periodical  Dis- 
tributors Act.  It  seems  strange  to  me  that  it 
probably  takes  the  ministry  this  length  of 
time  to  include  this  in  this  particular  legis- 
lation. 

I  am  wondering  about  section  4.  Again, 
this  is  a  section  which  adds  a  subsection 
to  the  main  section  which  allows  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  to  make  orders 
in  council.  I  am  wondering  if  it  is  really  nec- 
essary to  have  a  provision  by  which  the 
cabinet  could  make  exemptions  from  this  Act, 
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the   Collection  Agency  Act.   Why  doesn't  it 
spell  out  the  exemptions  in  the  main  Act? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  agree  with  this  bill.  I 
think  the  explanatory  note  is  clear,  that  these 
provisions  simply  implement  the  requirement 
that  collection  agencies  be  owned  by  Cana- 
dian residents.  They  are  patterned  upon 
similar  provisions  which  have  been  used  to 
protect  that  Canadian  ownership  in  the  case 
of  other  types  of  companies  with  a  specific 
public  interest. 

The  only  comment  I  would  ask  the  min- 
ister to  make  is  on  the  question  of  the  se- 
lection of  the  date,  May  9,  1974,  as  the 
eflFective  date  with  respect  to  these  provi- 
sions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 

Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  order  to  avoid  the  matter  going 
to  committee  perhaps  the  minister  could 
advise  me,  when  he  responds  on  the  bill, 
how  much  of  a  problem  is  being  resolved  by 
requiring  that  collection  agencies  be  owned 
by  Canadian  residents? 

I  agree  it  is  a  good  idea  that  collection 
agencies  be  owned  by  Canadian  residents.  I 
am  wondering  if  the  minister  can  advise  us 
what  the  experience  has  been?  Have  there 
been  any  particular  difficulties  in  the  opera- 
tion of  the  agencies  or  in  the  supervision  by 
the  ministry-  because  of  any  non-resident  per- 
sons who  might  be  of  other  citizenship?  What 
has  the  experience  been  that  has  led  the 
minister  to  this  matter  of  requirement  for 
ownership  by  Canadian  residents? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  presume  no  other  members 
wish  to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  referring 
first  to  the  comments  offered  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Perth,  the  prepaid  collection  type 
of  service  provided  by  certain  agencies  is  still 
included.  There  is  no  reduction  of  the 
responsibility  or  shrinking  of  the  responsibility 
of  the  ministry.  The  collection  business,  like 
other  types  of  businesses,  is  having  modifi- 
cations put  forward.  Some  of  them  are  very 
acceptable  and  very  successful;  others  we  find 
are  not  that  desirable.  We  do  receive  a  fair 
number  of  complaints  mostly  relating,  when 
it  comes  to  collection  agencies,  to  the  methods 


used  by  the  canvasser  who  is  trying  to  recover 
the  debt. 

The  question  was  raised  by  the  member 
for  Riverdale  as  to  May  9,  1974,  That  was 
the  day  the  bill  was  introduced  for  first  read- 
ing and  that's  the  only  symbolism  in  that  par- 
ticular date  being  used  in  subsection  (3)  of 
section  11,  being  amendment  No.  3  to  the 
Act. 

The  other  sections  really  do  deal  exactly 
with  the  things  we  have  referred  to  in  our 
earlier  discussions  in  terms  of  shareholdings 
and  equity  shares. 

I  think  those  are  the  only  comments  I  can 
validly  offer.  I  would  like  to  stress,  and  I 
think  the  members  of  the  House  are  well 
aware,  that  we  believe  that  in  activities  such 
as  the  gathering  of  personal,  credit  or  collec- 
tion information  that  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  people  of  this  province,  data  gathered  by 
these  industries  operating  here  must  be 
physically  stored  within  Canada.  And  for  very 
good  reasons;  because  data  is  accumulated 
and  stored  in  countries  other  than  Canada. 

This  residency  requirement  has  been  the 
policy  of  the  registrar  for  a  number  of  years. 
It  seems  to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
public.  Such  a  practical  policy  should  at  some 
point  be  introduced  into  legislation,  either  by 
statute  or  by  regulation,  so  that  the  public, 
by  an  examination,  can  look  and  see  what 
the  requirements  are. 

I  must  confess  I  have  been  somewhat 
concerned.  In  other  areas  we  have  had 
policy  that  has  seemed  to  work  well  and  that 
policy  has  been  challenged.  The  solicitors  in- 
volved have  made  a  very  good  case  of  saying: 
Look,  I  look  at  the  statute,  and  it  tells  me 
the  requirements.  I  look  at  the  regulations 
and  there  are  some  more  additions  and  tests 
that  must  be  met.  I  told  my  client  that,  in 
my  opinion,  he  is  eligible  for  registration,  or 
whatsoever  it  might  be.  Then  I  run  face  to 
face  into  policy  that  says:  "No  you  can't,  be- 
cause your  client  is  a  resident  other  than 
Canadian." 

So  in  these  areas  it  has  been  my  feeling 
that  we  should  reduce  these  policies  to  \vrit- 
ing,  put  them  in  the  statute,  debate  them 
here  as  we  are  today,  or  make  them  regula- 
tions; but  ensure  that  they  are  available  in 
printed  form.  This  is  just  an  extension  of  my 
personal  feeling  in  that  area. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  just  want  to  be  certain  of  the 
minister's  comments  with  regard  to  pre- 
coUection  agencies. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This,  I  believe,  is  a  point  of 
clarification. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes.  Are  we  on  second 
reading? 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  had  better  raise  it  by 
way  of  clarification.  I  think  they  will  let  you 
in. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
By  way  of  clarification,  the  minister  stated 
that  the  government  has  no  objection  to  pre- 
collection  agencies  as  such,  but  that  in  some 
instances  they  have  had  some  unfortunate  ex- 
periences, and  that  therefore  you  examine 
each  one  on  its  own  merit  or  record.  I  have 
raised  with  the  minister  one  particular  in- 
stance which  seemed  to  involve  general 
harassment  from  the  ministry  in  terms  of  a 
pre-collection  agency  as  not  being  the  kind 
of  agency  which  is,  perhaps,  as  desirable  as 
the  traditional  kind.  I  would  just  like  some 
assurance  from  the  minister— are  we  going 
into  committee? 

An  hon.  member:  No. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  are  not  going  back.  I 
would  like  some  assurances  from  the  minister 
on  this  point,  because  I  think  there  are  mis- 
understandings and  the  sooner  they  are 
clarified  the  better. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  My  understanding  of 
some  of  the  difficulties  we  have  met  with, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  where  this  type  of  business 
says:  "We  are  not  a  collection  agency  and 
therefore  are  not  monitored  by  your  legis- 
lation. We  don't  contact  the  debtor,  we 
don't  phone  him  and  we  don't  send  people 
out  to  knock  on  his  door.  We  have  a  pre- 
paid service  and  our  only  contact  is  by  mail." 

'We  have  received  numbers  of  complaints. 
I  am  thinking  of  a  particular  agency,  and 
I  don't  wish  to  identify  it  here,  because  I 
think  litigation  is  either  pending  or  has  been 
commenced.  Our  investigations  have  resulted 
in  that  particular  agency  refusing,  in  fact, 
to  discuss  or  let  our  people  examine  its 
operation.  We  have  asked  imder  the  existing 
legislation  that  our  inspectors  be  allowed  to 
go  in  and  do  an  inspection  and  have  been 
refused.  There  has  been  some  difficulty  with 
reference  to  that  particular  agency  and  mem- 
bers of  my  staff.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  services  that  it  performs— I  am  passing 
no  comment  on  that,  because  I  just  dbn't 
know— but  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  a 
collection  agency. 

'Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  We  feel  that  it  is  a 
collection  agency.  If  they  have  a  peculiar 
form,    or    an    unusual,    or    different   form,    I 


don't  mean  peculiar  in  the  sense  that  I  mean 
critical,  of  retrieving  debts  and  perform  a 
useful  function  in  that  way,  that  is  fine.  But 
we  say  that  they  should;  be  under  the  same 
guidelines  and  under  the  same  legislation  as 
the  traditional  type  of  collection  agency  that 
is  so  well  known  to  us. 

I  would  not  tolerate  harassment  by  any 
member  of  my  staff.  I  would  not  tolerate  any 
abuse  being  heaped  on  my  staff  by  any  indus- 
try that  we  monitor.  I  think  many  times  these 
things  boil  down  to  the  personality  problem— 
where  you  and  I  are  toe-to-toe  and  it  dt>esn't 
matter  what  we  say  to  each  other,  it  raises 
a  flare  in  the  eyes  of  the  other. 

I  will  make  this  assurance:  While  I'm 
identified  with  this  ministry,  there  will  be 
no  harassment.  If  there  are  any  breaches  of 
the  legislation  I  will  press  my  staff  to  make 
sure  the  people  are  properly  tried,  or 
charged,  or  follow  the  procedures  that  are 
laid  down  in  the  legislation.  There  has  been 
some  difficulty  and'  the  member  and  I  have 
had  a  discussion  about  this.  I  think  he  knows 
the  agency  that  I'm  talking  about  today. 

:Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  59;  shall  the  motion  carry? 

(Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third  read- 
ing? 

(Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

'The  following  bill'  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion. 

'Bill  59,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Collection 
Agencies  Act. 

Clerk    of    the    House:     The    27th    order, 
House  in  committee  of  supply. 


ESTIMATES,    MINISTRY   OF 
'AGRICULTURE    AND    FOOD 


( continued ) 
On  vote  1702: 

Mr.  Chairman:  We're  on  vote  1702,  item  2 
and  dealing  with  the  last  sub-item  under 
that— veterinary.  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments on  the  veterinary  item  on  page  R17? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, my  first  major  intervention  in  the  Agri- 
culture estimates  some  years  ago  was  in  con- 
nection   with    the    warble    fly    control    pro- 
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gramme.  The  minister  at  that  time  assured 
me  that  the  programme  was'  very  effective 
and  was  working  along  very  well  and  the 
warble  flies  were  under  control.  I  have  reason 
to  believe— 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  That  is  under  the  livestock 
section,  and  that  was  carried. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  that  those 
comments  would  be  more  appropriate  on  live- 
stock. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  can't  possibly  have  missed 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well,  you  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  you  did.  It  was 
under  livestock. 

IMr.  Renwick:  Perhaps  the  minister  would 
do  me  the  courtesy  of  telling  me  whether 
there  has  been  any  change  with  respect  to 
the  warble  fly  control  programme  and 
whether  it  is  now  not  as  much  under  con- 
trol as  it  was  when  I  originally  asked  the 
question  a  few  years  ago?  I  have  reason  to 
believe  that  it  isn't. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  the  minister  will  con- 
firm that  there  has  been  a  re-emergence  of 
the  warble  fly  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
the  programme  requires  a  great  deal'  more 
diligent  application  than  it  has  up  to  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Does  the  minister 
have  an  answer  on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it's  gone  by. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Is   there   anything   further 
under  the  veterinary  item  then? 
All  right,  will  it  carry? 

Mr.  M.  Caunt  (Huron-Bruce):  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  wanted  to  mention  to  the 
minister  a  matter  of  concern  to  some  livestock 
producers  in  the  province.  It  relates  to  the 
incidence  of  brucellosis  in  the  last  few 
months. 

This  is  really  a  federal  programme  but  I 
notice  that  one  farm  organization  in  the  prov- 
ince had  asked  that  the  federal  government 
compensate  farmers  for  90  per  cent  of  their 
losses  as  a  result  of  the  brucellosis  discovery. 
The  cases  that  were  cited  to  me  were  two 
in  number  which  happened  to  be  in  my  area 


and  which  have  inflicted  very  severe  financial 
hardship  on  those  people  so  affected.  I  am 
wondering  if  the  minister  has  taken  any 
position  with  respect  to  this  matter  with  the 
federal  minister,  as  to  whether  the  testing 
programme  should  be  reactivated  again, 
again. 

I  believe  there  was  an  instance  of  brucel- 
losis in  a  big  herd  in  Alberta  just  recently, 
and  a  lot  of  the  herd  bad  to  be  destroyed. 
The  two  cases  with  which  I  am  familiar  hap- 
pen to  involve  farmers  near  Moorfield,  which 
isn't  all  that  far  from  where  I  live.  I  think 
both  of  these  people  were  in  the  dairy  in- 
dustry. The  one  chap  was  selling  replace- 
ment heifers,  as  I  recall,  and  it  practically 
wiped  him  out. 

So  I  wonder  what  the  minister  feels  with 
respect  to  this  matter— if,  in  fact,  he  is  of  the 
view  that  the  testing  programme  should  be 
revised  or  if  it's  just  an  isolated  circumstance 
where  the  matter  really  isn't  all  that  serious 
other  than  for  those  farmers  who  happen  to 
encounter  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
certainly  say,  as  the  member  for  Huron-Bruce 
has  said,  that  for  those  farmers  who  are  in- 
volved, it  is  a  very  serious  matter.  It  is  a 
very  great  loss. 

Now,  as  far  as  the  federal  people  are 
concerned,  we  have  been  in  constant  com- 
munication with  the  health  of  animals  branch; 
Dr.  Kenneth  Wells,  the  veterinary  director 
general,  is  an  excellent  man,  completely  dedi- 
cated to  the  job.  He's  just  concerned  as  any- 
one is.  But  there  is  no  real,  easy  answer  to  it. 

I  suppose  it's  safe  to  say  that  Canada  has 
the  highest  standard  of  livestock  health  of 
any  country  in  the  world.  I  believe  that  that 
is  a  fair  statement  to  make,  and  it's  attributed 
to  the  very  cautious  approach  that  has  been 
taken.  Sometimes  we  are  inclined  to  think  it's 
over-cautious.  Some  didn't  think  so.  But  it 
has  resulted  in  a  standard  of  health  among 
livestock  where  our  cattle  are  accepted  virtu- 
ally anywhere  in  the  world. 

It  was  with  that  thought  in  mind  that  we 
first  embarked  on  that  clean-up  of  the 
brucellosis  programme— the  compulsory  vac- 
cination programme,  the  test  and  slaughter 
programme.  When  it  reached  the  point  where 
it  was  virtually  eliminated  across  Canada,  it 
was  decided  in  the  interests  of  export  trade 
that  we  should  abandon  calfhood  vaccination, 
since  there  were  some  countries  in  the  world 
that  were  saying  they  would  not  accept 
breeding  stock  from  countries  where  calf- 
hood  vaccination  is  practised.  This  was  be- 
cause there  was  a  carryover,  and  because  it 
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was  a  live  vaccine,  raising  the  danger  of  it 
breaking  out  in  those  countries  where  the 
vaccinated  cattle  would  be  introduced  to 
herds  where  there  was  no  vaccination. 

And  so  the  programme  was  abandoned,  I 
think  with  general  unanimity.  But  for  those 
people  who  wanted  to  protect  their  own 
herds  and  continue  to  build  up  the  resistance 
within  their  own  herds,  we  supplied  the 
vaccine  free  of  charge  through  our  ministry. 
The  veterinarians  in  the  local  areas  were 
designated  as  those  who  could  inject  the 
animals  and  certify  that  they  had  been  so 
injected.  That  service  is  still  available. 

It's  difiBcult  to  know  what  really  did  hap- 
pen. But  I  suppose  it  could  be  considered 
that  the  same  thing  happened  right  within 
Canada  that  some  foreign  people  were  afraid 
would  happen  in  their  country  —  that  the 
treated  heifers  would  be  in  contact  with  those 
that  weren't,  and  perhaps  infect  the  cattle 
that  hadn't  been  treated. 

Whether  that's  a  logical  conclusion  to  reach 
as  to  what  did  happen,  we  don't  know,  but 
we  know  there  have  been  some  outbreaks. 
There  aren't  very  many.  There  are  very  few, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  comparatively  speaking, 
when  one  thinks  of  the  number  of  breeding 
cattle  in  Ontario  today. 

The  federal  people  and  their  own  sta£E 
have  been  in  constant  touch  on  it.  There 
doesn't  seem  to  be  any  clear  decision  to  be 
made  as  to  whether  the  programme  of  calf 
vaccination  should  be  reintroduced.  I  think 
if  it  is  there  is  great  fear  that  those  who 
enjoy  a  reasonably  good  export  market  now 
will  have  that  market  placed  in  jeopardy.  I 
think  that's  an  absolute  fact. 

Because  of  the  comparative  lack  of  inci- 
dence of  the  disease,  it  has  been  decided 
not  to  re-introduce  that  programme,  but  the 
random  testing  of  females  slaughtered  in 
Ontario  will  continue  and  the  back  checks 
will  go  on.  If  there  is  the  slightest  evidence 
of  anything  resembling  brucellosis  among 
herds  everyone  is  duty  bound  to  report  it 
to  the  federal  people  so  that  they  can  get 
control  of  the  thing  as  quickly  as  possible. 

With  regard  to  increased  compensation, 
that  matter  is  being  discussed  in  the  meet- 
ings that  are  being  held  on  an  ongoing 
basis  with  the  federal  oflBcials.  I  haven't  per- 
sonally injected  myself  into  it,  with  the 
federal  minister,  other  than  to  support  with 
our  people  any  discussions  that  might  lead 
to  an  increase  in  compensation  where  it  is 
deemed  necessary. 

I  think  we  are  all  aware  of  the  fairly  sub- 
stantial   salvage    value    of    female    breeding 


stock  that  goes  down  in  the  test  due  to  the 
rather  substantial  cattle  prices  that  we  have 
had  up  until  the  last  few  months.  What  will 
happen  from  here  on  I  just  don't  know.  I 
think  there  is  some  reluctance  on  the  part 
of  the  federal  people  to  increase  that  com- 
pensation beyond  what  they  think  is  a  realis- 
tic level,  coupled  with  the  salvage  value  of 
the  beef. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  If  I  recall  correctly— the  min- 
ister mentioned  it— but  does  not  the  farmer 
have  to  pay  for  the  vaccine  unless  he  gets 
approval  from  Ottawa,  in  which  case  then 
the  vaccine  is  free?  I  had  a  case  just  a  mat- 
ter of  weeks  ago  where  a  farmer  at  Tiverton 
phoned  me  and  said,  "I  am  going  to  have 
to  pay  for  this  vaccine,  what  do  I  do?"  So 
I  called  Ottawa,  they  approved  the  use  of 
the  vaccine  and  then  they  paid  for  it.  There 
was  no  charge  to  him. 

Is  that  the  way  it  works?  That  was  my 
understanding  of  it.  The  farmer  has  to  pay 
for  it  if  he  doesn't  get  the  approval  from 
Ottawa? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  could  be  right, 
but  I  was  of  the  opinion  that  we  paid  for 
it.  Maybe  it  is  that  we  pay  for  the  veteri- 
narian. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  think  you  pay  for  the 
veterinarian. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  pay  for  the  vet 
and  then  he  pays  for  the  serum,  but  only 
the  veterinarians  who  are  designated  can  get 
the  serum— that's  the  point. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  That's  right.  That's  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  pay  for  the  vet  but 
he  can  only  obtain  it  providing  he  is  desig- 
nated by  us  to  administer  it.  I  know  we 
have  some  that  aren't  so  designated. 

Can  they  get  vaccine  free  from  Ottawa? 
Does  my  hon.  friend  say  that  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  that  herd  is  designated  for  such  vaccina- 
tion? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes.  As  I  imderstand  it,  you 
don't  have  to  make  an  application,  but  in 
this  particular  instance  the  gentleman  had  to 
indicate  his  desire  for  the  vaccine  and  the 
reasons  why  he  thought  he  should  have  it. 
Then  the  approval  came  from  Ottawa  —  I 
guess  from  Dr.  Wells'  oflBce— to  the  veteri- 
narian, and  the  vaccine  was  then  supplied 
free  of  charge  to  the  farmer.  That's  the  way 
I  understood  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  veteri- 
naries? 
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Item  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  item  3,  crop 
insurance? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  I 
wonder  if  the  minister  can  give  us  a  cap- 
sulized  account  of  last  year's  experience?  The 
latest  annual  report  we  have  covers  the 
period  ending  March  31  last  year.  I  assume 
that  last  year  we  had  very  heavy  deficits 
because  of  the  weather  conditions  and  things 
of  that  nature.  In  short,  an  up  to  date  report 
that  I  would  like  to  read  in  the  annual  re- 
port but  haven't  got. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  1973  crop  year 
apparently  was  a  fairly  normal  year  for  crop 
production  in  Ontario.  There  were  areas  and 
crops  that  were  severely  aflFected.  Eastern 
Ontario,  because  of  the  excess  amounts  of 
rain,  had  those  difficulties. 

The  commission's  loss  ratio  on  spring  rain 
was  the  worst  in  history  last  year.  The  wet 
spring  resulted  in  thousands  of  acres  that 
farmers  were  unable  to  seed.  The  bare 
ground  coverage  plan  was  introduced  for 
growers  who  had  insurance.  Under  this 
emergency  plan  approximately  $500,000  was 
paid  out.  The  apple  crop  was  also  severely 
afFected  by  the  wet  spring  and  the  loss  ratio 
was  well  over  300  per  cent. 

The  overaH  picture  was  fairly  favourable, 
with  losses  approximating  premiimi  income. 

While  there  were  areas  of  the  province, 
particularly  eastern  Ontario,  that  were  badly 
hit,  western  Ontario  probably  had  one  of 
the  finest  harvesting  seasons  it  ever  had.  In 
other  words,  there  were  some  badi  losses  as 
far  as  apples  were  concemedl— with  first  of 
all  the  wet  spring  and  the  bees  didn't  work 
nearly  as  well  as  they  should  have,  and 
then  we  got  some  bad  hail^  storms  in  apple- 
growing  areas— so  that  was  rather  badly 
affected.  But  the  com  crops  got  off  last  year 
and  we  didn't  run  into  the  kind  of  losses 
that  we  might  have  had. 

Are  those  sufficient  figures  or  do  you  want 
the  liabilities  and  cash  resoiu"ces  as  of  March 
31,  1974? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  was  the  loss  last 
year  in  terms  of  income  and  payout?  You 
say  it  was  a  normal  year  overall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  revenue  last  year 
was  $3,847,000.  The  expenditures  last  year 
were  $3,795,000.  We  just  about  broke  even. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Really? 
The  specific  point  I  wanted  to  raise  with 
the  minister  is  with  reference  to  a  situation 


that  happily  doesn't  take  place  too  often,  but 
when  it  does  it  is  pretty  crippling  for  the 
local'  farmers.  That  is  when  they  run  into 
tornadoes  or  the  equivalent  thereof. 

I  had  the  opportunity  not  too  many 
months  ago— back  last  fall  if  I  recall  correctly 
—of  visiting  areas  south  of  Ottawa  where 
twisters  had  come  in.  As  the  minister  knows, 
when  a  twister  moves  in,  it  can  have  a  very 
strange  pattern.  It  can  cut  through  a  farm 
and  wipe  out  a  field  here,  yet  literally  a 
quarter  of  a  mile  away  everything  is  normal. 
When  I  had  an  opportunity  to  listen  to  the 
representations  of  the  farmers  there  and  of 
the  Federation  of  Agriculture  county  com- 
mittee, which  happened  to  include  the  chap 
who  is  chairman  of  the  crop  insurance  com- 
mittee for  the  provincial  federation,  they 
were  raising  pretty  sharply  what  they  deem- 
ed to  be  inequities  in  balancing  out  losses 
across  the  whole  farm  rather  man  dealing 
with  the  fields  that  had  been  wiped  out 
completely  because  a  twister  just  cut  a  path 
through. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  this  is  the  kind  of 
thing  that  wouldn't  represent  a  serious  drain 
on  tile  insurance  fund,  and  yet  at  the  same 
time  would  grant  greater  equity  to  those 
few  farmers  who  happened'  to  get  caught  by 
that  kind  of  a  situation.  I  know  that  OFA, 
through  their  crop  insurance  committee,  made 
representations.  As  I  recall,  there  wasn't  too 
much  detail  in  their  brief  to  you  but  they 
make  representations  periodically  and  met 
with  various  departmental  officials.  I  am 
wondering  whether  the  department,  or  the 
ministry,  or  whether  the  minister  himself  has 
come  to  any  conclusions  as  to  remedying 
that— fortunately  a  small  number  of  cases,  but 
pretty  devastating  when  they  do  take  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
really  spot-loss  coverage  that  the  member  is 
talking  about. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  same  thing  can 
apply  in  a  hailstorm.  You  can  have  a  hail- 
storm cut  across  the  comer  of  a  field  or  an 
orchard  or  a  tobacco  field  or  what  have  you. 

As  far  as  hail  damage  is  concerned,  I  be- 
lieve that  there  is  spot-loss  coverage  but  it 
has  to  apply  on  something  over  two  acres- 
something  like  that— I  think  that's  worked 
into  the  policy. 

I  don't  have  the  various  plans  here  but  I 
know  that  in  relation  to  the  problem  that 
happened  south  of  Ottawa,  that  too  is  re- 
flected in  the  continuing  average  production 
of  those  various  farms.  That  would  be  reflect- 
ed against  next  year's  crop  insurance.  There 
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is  a  five-year  averaging  programme  for  every 
farm  in  Ontario  and  that  adversely  affects  it 
as  well,  but  I  was  of  the  opinion  that  if 
one  could  prove  tornado  or  cyclone  damage, 
there  was  some  consideration  given  to  set- 
tling for  that  portion  of  the  crop  at  a 
given  stage.  I  thought  if  it  was  at  harvest 
time,  where  it  was  determined  there  was  no 
way  you  could  salvage  it,  there  was  some 
consideration  being  given  for  that  particular 
aspect. 

As  I  understand  it  this  is  a  change  from 
what  we  originally  started  out  with,  so  I 
think  that  that  is  being  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  May  I  ask  the 
minister  a  question  with  regard  to  the  num- 
ber of  farmers  taking  out  crop  insurance? 
It  is  on  the  increase,  if  I  understand  cor- 
rectly. Is  the  number  of  farmers  using  the 
crop  insurance  plan  here  in  the  province  in^- 
creasing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Spence:  And  the  farmers  are  accepting 
it  a  lot  better  since  you  increased  the 
premium,  your  percentage,  and  Ontario 
added  another  25  per  cent  to  the  premium. 
And  with  the  crops  that  you  cover  under 
this  plan,  are  you  considering  covering  more 
crops  this  year  than  last  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  quite  a  substantial  increase  in  the  num- 
ber of  people  using  the  insurance  plan  every 
year.  I  think  the  50  per  cent  premium 
helped;  and  the  100  per  cent  coverage  of 
administration  costs.  There  are  many  farmers 
saving,  "Well,  we  can't  afford  to  be  vdthout 
it'  and  now,  this  year,  they  have  wiped 
out  the  planting  dates  because  any  person 
who  has  crop  insurance,  which  includjes  the 
bare  ground  coverage,  at  about  $1  an  acre, 
gets  it  automatically. 

It  seems  there  was  no  necessity  to  main- 
tain those  dates,  because,  really,  the  weather 
is  the  thing  that  counts.  It  is  impossible  to 
set  a  date.  This  year,  I  suppose  lots  of  us 
would  say  that  we  were  too  late  getting 
some  crops  in  this  spring.  But  who  knows? 
If  we  get  the  right  kind  of  growing  weather 
now  and  frost-free  days  in  the  fall,  we  might 
harvest  just  as  good  a  crop  as  we  ever  did. 

So  to  me  it  is  a  bit  fictitious  to  set  a  date 
and  say,  "Well,  you  have  to  have  it  planted 
before  that  date  or  your  crop  insurance  is 
void."  That  doesn't  make  sense.  So  we 
eliminated  that  date  and  there  are  more 
crops  covered.  I  could  list  them  all  if  you 
wish  me  to,  but  every  year  we  are  trying 
to  work  in  more  as  we  go  along. 


We  work  it  out  with  the  people  who  grow 
those  crops.  It  is  much  easier  where  there 
are  commodity  plans  because  you  can  bring 
in  the  board  that  represents  that  group  and 
go  out  to  the  various  areas  and  talk  to  them. 
There  is  a  great  deal  of  background  work 
that  goes  into  the  development  of  a  plan, 
and  it  is  always  worked  out  in  conjunction 
with  the  producers.  The  Soil  and  Crop  Im- 
provement Association  of  Ontario  is  very 
much  involved  in  those  plans  as  well.  We 
try  to  get  input  from  those  various-  bodies 
before  a  plan  ever  reaches  my  desk. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Just  briefly 
on  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  minister.  I  don't 
know  whether  he  has  these  figures  but  I  was 
noticing,  for  instance,  in  the  report  ending 
March  31,  1973,  under  "com,"  for  1972- 
1973,  grain  and  silage  are  now  together. 
There  it  shows  the  number  of  farmers  in- 
sured as  1,914  and  that  there  was  a  loss  of 
$900,000  on  that  particular  crop. 

I  was  wondering  if  there  was  any  trend 
as  to  the  areas  where  the  losses  are.  Know- 
ing the  situation  that  happened  in  eastern 
Ontario  in  the  last  few  years,  we  would 
assume  that  that  is  a  heavy  loss  area. 

Do  you  have  any  comparisons  to  make  on 
the  effect  of  the  type  of  soil,  and  whether 
the  land  is  tiled,  and  so  on,  on  overall  losses? 
I  suppose  that  is  probably  static  at  the 
present  time,  but  I  wonder  if  you  do  any 
comparisons  between  land  that  is  tiled  and 
not  tiled,  as  to  claims  nmning  over  a  period 
of  two  or  three  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  there  is  a  trend, 
there  is  no  question  about  that.  On  well- 
drained  soil,  generally  speaking,  you  dbn't 
expect  a  loss  ratio.  I  believe  now  that  there 
was  consideration  given  to  this,  but  I  am 
not  exactly  sure  whether  it  is  in'  this  year's 
plan  or  not.  It  had  been  considered  that 
where  tile  drainage  was  a  factor,  that  there 
would  be  some  credit  given  in  the  premium 
paid.  It  was  a  sort  of  a  bonus.  I  think  that 
just  made  common  sense,  because  the  risk 
was  not  nearly  as  great. 

I  wouldn't  say  there  were  any  particular 
trends  insofar  as  areas  are  concerned,  other 
than  in  eastern  Ontario  where  that  unusually 
wet  weather  adversely  effected  the  crops. 
Generally  speaking,  there  hasn't  been  any 
trend  in  the  normal  corn-growing  areas  of 
Ontario,  other  than  where  really  bad,  ad'- 
verse  weather  would  set  in  at  planting  time. 
That  may  not  be  an  accurate  description  of 
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it,  but  we  have  detected  no  trends  at  all  in 
that  regard. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3. 

Mr.  Gamit:  Mr.  Chairman,  does  the  minis- 
ter know  the  number  of  agents  he  has  across 
the  province?  Is  this  number  increasing,  or 
has  he  pretty  well  maintained  the  same 
number  that  he  started  out  with? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  really  it  hasn't  in- 
creased. It  hasn't  changed.  We  added  a  few 
in  the  tobacco-growing  area,  because  we  took 
in  flue-cured  tobacco  the  year  before  last. 
But  there  wouldn't  have  been  any  extensive 
increase  at  all  this  last  year.  My  guess  is  that 
the  figure  would  be  almost  constant.  I  don't 
have  that  figure  before  me.  I  doubt  very 
much  if  there  has  been  any  change  in  the 
number  of  agents  at  all  this  last  year. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  the 
minister  if  the  tobacco  industry  is  using  this 
crop  insurance  for  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  I  think  I  could 
tell  you  the  number  of  policies  we  had.  I 
think  we  have  the  number  right  here  on 
tobacco- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Flue-cured? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  were  742  con- 
tracts for  flue-cured  tobacco  for  1974,  and 
I  understand  that  the  number  is  up  substan- 
tially again  this  year. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Minister,  do  you  give 
coverage  up  to  90  per  cent  as  me  other 
insurance  companies  do?  At  the  beginning 
when  the  crop  insurance  was  started,  there 
were  complaints  that  your  coverage  on  to- 
bacco wasn't  the  same  as  that  oflFered  by 
other  insurance  companies.  Did  you  change 
your  crop  insurance  plan  to  meet  the  flue- 
cured  tobacco  growers'  request? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  Of  course,  one  of 
the  reasons  the  tobacco  growers  were  at- 
tracted into  the  plan  was  me  increase  of  the 
subsidy  to  50  per  cent.  That  had  a  major 
impact  to  start  with,  and  some  other  changes 
were  made.  The  point  that  my  friend  from 
York  South  mentioned  about  that  spot-loss 
coverage  in  tobaccx>  is  an  important  factor. 
It  was  one  of  their  chief  objections  in  the 
past. 

With  regard  to  the  point  raised  by  the 
member  for  Essex-Kent,  in  trends  for  areas 
where  losses  occur,  you  can  certainly  trace 
them  as  far  as  hail  is  concemed  in  tobacco 
counties,    Some   areas   get  hail  almost  every 


year  to  some  degree,  and  those  areas  show 
up  very  definitely.  They  showed  up  in  the 
private  insurance  coverage,  and  they  show 
up  in  our  plan.  But  that  has  been  worked  out 
with  the  tobacco  board,  so  coverage  is  pro- 
vided. I  can't  tell  you  whether  its  90  per 
cent,  as  I  don't  have  the  details  of  each  plan 
here,  but  as  far  as  I  know  it  must  be  satis- 
factory, because  the  tobacco  board  was  work- 
ing these  details  out  with  the  Crop  Insurance 
Commission,  and  they  brought  them  forward 
on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  inquire 
from  the  minister  as  to  how  the  agents  are 
paid,  if  I  may  get  back  to  that?  Do  you  know 
the  system  by  which  they  are  paid?  How  do 
they  get  compensated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  are  paid  on  a 
"so-much-per"  policy,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  flat  rate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  A  flat  rate.  I  think  it 
was  about  $15,  if  I  am  not  mistaken.  That 
doesn't  seem  to  be  very  much,  but  they  are 
local  agents  in  the  local  community— as  tar  as 
I  know  that's  what  the  rate  is.  I  don't  see 
the  member  for  Renfrew  North  (Mr.  Hamil- 
ton) in  the  House.  He's  on  the  commission, 
and  he'd  probably  have  that  figure  right  at 
his  finger-tips.  I  don't  have  the  exact  figure 
in  my  statement  here.  And,  as  you  know,  I 
don't  have  the  staff  around  here,  but  I  think 
it's  $15. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  And  they  don't  get  any  ex- 
penses—travelling allowances,  or  anything  like 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  get  some  ex- 
penses. I  can't  tell  you  offhand;  I  just  don't 
know  but  I  can  get  that  figure  for  the  hon. 
member  and  will  be  glad  to  relay  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  3  is  carried.  Item  4. 
The  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bmce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  interested  in  this  matter 
of  the  Ontario  Junior  Farmer  Establishment 
Loan  Corp.  deficit  for  1974-1975.  It  is  cer- 
tainly up  substantially  from  what  it  was  last 
year.  Last  year  it  was  $950,000;  this  year  it 
is  $2,913,000. 

What's  the  problem  there  which  would 
account  for  the  tremendous  jump?  I  would 
say  that's  a  very  substantial  jump  in  one 
year.  I  can't  understand  why  that  would 
happen;  things  on  the  farm  surely  aren't  that 
bad?  We've  been  told  this  year  was  pretty 
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good  in  terms  of  income  and  I  can't  figure 
out  why  your  ministry  would  be  program- 
ming for  a  deficit  of  that  size  with  respect 
to  the  junior  farmer  loan  programme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It's  to  make  up  the 
difference  in  the  subsidy.  You  see  the  junior 
farmer  loan  was  granted  at  five  per  cent  on 
the  loan  that  was  in  in  my  day.  Previous  to 
that  it  was  at  four  per  cent.  On  all  those 
loans  which  are  outstanding,  we  have  to  pay 
the  difference  between  the  four  per  cent  and 
five  per  cent,  which  we  receive  from  the 
people  who  hold  the  junior  farmer  loans, 
and  the  going  rate  of  interest.  Our  ministry 
is  charged  with  that  subsidy. 

I  suppose  one  could  say,  "Why  doesn't 
it  show  up  in  the  provincial  Treasury?"  But 
the  system  the  government  operates  on  now 
is  that  each  ministry  is  responsible  for  the 
debt  load  that's  assessed  against  that  min- 
istry. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Next  year  it  will  be 
about  $5  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  the  way  it  is. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  higher  the  interest  rate 
goes,  the  bigger  the  deficit? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  more  we  have  to 
pay.  That's  why  the  deficit  is  so  high.  This 
is  the  highest  it's  ever  been  right  now  and 
that's  where  it  comes  from. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  was  wondering,  in  this  con- 
nection do  you  have  handy  there  the  figures 
with  respect  to  how  many  junior  farmer 
loans  have  gone  into  default  and  how  many 
are  still  outstanding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It's  very  few. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  know  it  has  always  been  a 
very  low  percentage. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  still  is. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister,  in  regard  to  those  farms 
whjch  have  junior  farmer  loans  which 
haven't  run  out.  If  the  farmer  decides  to 
sell,  in  general,  does  your  department  or  the 
junior  farmers  branch  of  your  department 
approve  of  those  junior  farmer  loans  being 
carried  on  by  the  buyer  who  isn't  a  junior 
farmer?  I  don't  know  if  that  question  is  out 
of  line. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  that's  right;  we  do, 
in  certain  cases.  If  the  junior  farmer  quali- 
fies at  the  same  age— that's  if  the  new  buyer 
is  thie  same  age  as  the  other  one  or  in  the 


age  bracket  up  to  35— we  normally  transfer 
it  at  the  same  rate  of  interest,  five  per  cent. 
If  the  new  buyer  is  beyond  that  age  limit— 
I  have  those  figures  here  but  I  can't  find 
them— the  board  deals  with  the  application 
and  in  some  cases  it  is  increased  to  some- 
thing more  approaching  the  Farm  Credit 
Corp.  Sometimes  we  can  accommodate  them 
by  just  transferring  the  mortgage. 

We  think  that  is  a  fair  way  to  do  it.  I 
have  had  a  good  many  people  say  that  was 
a  reasonable  and  the  proper  way  to  do  it. 
I'll  get  those  figures  for  you.  I've  read  them 
all  and  they  are  in  this  book  but  I'll  be 
blessed  if  I  can  put  my  finger  on  them.  But 
I'll  have  them  for  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  occa- 
sion I  have  heard  the  comment  made  that 
the  capital  grants  programme  has  not  been 
upgraded  to  take  into  account  the  kind  of 
inflation  we  have  experienced  in  recent  years. 
Would  the  minister  make  some  comment  on 
that?  Some  of  the  capital  grant  moneys  are 
a  block  amount;  when  they  are  exhausted, 
that's  all.  Are  we  faced  with  a  situation  in 
which,  in  some  instances,  there  is  no  money 
available?  Has  there  been  any  upgrading  to 
take  into  account  the  inflation  factor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  there  hasn't,  Mr. 
Chairman.  It  has  been  drawn  to  our  atten- 
tion that  that  is  a  concern  all  right.  Last  year 
I  made  an  announcement  that  we  would 
have  only  $10  million  available,  and  because 
there  were  some  other  programmes  that  hadn't 
been  entirely  used  up  \vithin  the  ministry 
we  persuaded  Management  Board  to  allow 
us  to  use  those  funds  to  honour  the  applica- 
tions on  capital  grants.  And  we  paid  them  all 
up.  I  think  it  was  $18.5  million,  something 
like  that,  last  year. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Has  the  ministry  any 
significant  number  of  applicants  it  can't 
meet? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  we  cleaned  up  every 
applicant  for  last  year.  We  started  off  with  a 
clean  sheet  as  of  April  1  this  year.  How  they 
will  go  this  year,  I  don't  know.  We  are  start- 
ing to  catch  up  on  the  number  of  people  who 
have  used  up  their  allocation,  so  it  seems  to 
have  worked  out  reasonably  well  in  that 
regard. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  give  us  a  report  on  any  change  in  the 
farm  tax  reduction  programme  now  that  the 
individual  farmers  have  to  apply  for  it? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  The  grants  that 
were  paid  out  were  almost  $25  million  this 
year;  1973-1974  farm  tax  reduction  pro- 
gramme, $25,884,000. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Can  the  minister  indicate 
what  his  experience  was  when  the  money 
went  out  automatically  based  on  the  assess- 
ment rolls?  If  he  has  to  look  it  up,  it  is 
probably  insignificant.  I  just  wondered  if 
there  was  some  reduction,  if  some  farmers  felt 
that  they  would  be  prepared  to  apply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  would  be  hard  to 
know  if  there  was  a  reduction  or  not.  You 
see,  we  doubled  the  grant.  Previously,  it  was 
25  per  cent- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  minister  would 
know  the  numbers  involved. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Probably  I  have  them. 
Just  a  minute.  I  don't  know  whether  I  have 
them  here  or  not.  I  have  the  amount  that  was 
paid  out  but  I  don't  think  I  have  the  actual 
number  of  applications.  I  don't  have  that. 
There  are  some  who  haven't  been  paid  out 
and  they  are  being  dealt  with  by  an  appeal 
board,  and  we're  not  sure  whether  that  total 
will  be  increased  or  not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  be  interested  to 
hear  the  change  in  emphasis  on  the  payment 
of  that  assistance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  is  no  question 
that  there  were  a  great  many  who  had  pre- 
viously received  it  automatically  but  who 
didn't  get  it  this  year. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Almost  like  unemploy- 
ment insurance  cheques? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  you  could  describe 
it  that  way.  Certainly  tnere  was  a  great 
difference. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  great  difference?  What's 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  can't  tell  exactly  how 
many  there  were,  but  there  were  some  people 
who  normally  had  received  that  grant  and 
weren't  getting  it  this  year. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  must  say  I  would  be 
interested— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  haven't  got  those 
figures  because,  as  I  say,  those  appeals  are 
not  dealt  with. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  be  interested 
in  knowing,  when  the  minister  can  perhaps 
collect  those  figures  later,  whether  during 
the  estimates  or  at  a  later  time,  just  what 
the  comparison  was,  particularly  as  he  said 


there  was  a  great  difference.  Because  when 
the  cheques  go  out  automatically  there 
wouldn't  DC  many  people  who  would  return 
them  if  they  felt  they  didn't  deserve  special 
assistance,  but  when  the  farmer  has  to  sit 
down  and  make  out  an  application,  even 
though  that  is  a  relatively  easy  thing  to  do, 
it  makes  quite  a  difference.  I  would  be  in- 
terested to  know  just  how  much  the  differ- 
ence would  be. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  share  that  interest. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  same 
thing,  if  I  remember  correctly— I  don't  have 
the  figures  before  me— I  thought  the  rate  be- 
fore was  about  $16  million,  which  was  25 
per  cent  of  the  taxes  at  that  time  when  it  was 
sent  out. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Half  the  education  cost, 
I  think  it  was  described. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Now  it  is  50  per  cent  and  we 
are  talking  $25  million  to  $27  million,  so  it 
could  be  that  there  are  anywhere  from  $3 
million  to  $5  million  that  may  have  gone. 
This  was  also  mentioned  by  the  auditor,  be- 
cause he  was  aware  of  cheques  going  out  to 
people  and  a  number  of  them  came  back  be- 
cause the  people  didn't  think  they  should 
have  them.  I  would  also  be  interested  in 
knowing  what  the  difference  was  from  1972 
to  1973. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  haven't  got  the  exact 
number  of  applicants,  but  I  can  tell  the 
members  that  the  farm  tax  rebate  amounted 
to  about  $18  million  to  $20  million  in  years 
past  and  this  year,  with  the  applications  and 
paying  double  the  grant,  it  amounts  to  $25.8 
million  so  far.  That  may  be  added  to.  But 
supposing  it  runs  up  another  $1  million  or 
$1%  million,  that  is  quite  a  change.  I  would 
think  that  the  auditor's  concern  has  been 
taken  care  of  through  the  applications  and 
certainly  the  Kowal  committee,  in  its  interim 
recommendation,  recommended  that  the  grant 
applications  be  made  rather  than  that  it  be 
automatic. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  there  be  further  dis- 
cussion on  the  item? 

Mr.  Spence:  I  might  ask  the  minister,  does 
a  farmer  have  to  have  all  his  taxes  paid  in 
order  to  collect? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Spence:  He  has  to  have  them  all  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  being   6  o'clock,  p.m,   the   House   took 

recess 
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'The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

ESTIMATES,    MINISTRY   OF 
AGRICULTURE   AND   FOOD 

( continued ) 

On  vote  1702: 

Mr.  Chairman:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock, 
we  were  discussing  item  4.  Any  further  com- 
ment on  this? 

An  hon.  member:  Item  4? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4  agreed  to? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr,  Chair- 
man. I  had  a  niunber  of  things  here,  if  I 
just  have  a  chance  to— 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Look;  there  are  no 
NDP  members  here. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  There  are 
no  farmers  there  anyway. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  interesting.  I 
guess  we  have— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  expert  farmer;  he  doesn't 
know  what  a  tomato  looks  like. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  raise 
a  matter  here  in  relation  to  the  Ontario  Soil 
and  Crop  Improvement  Association  and;  the 
various  special  projects  it  undertakes,  most 
of  which  are  certainly  worthwhile  and 
directed  toward  practical  tests.  The  projects, 
as  I  understand  it,  have  increased  in  number 
over  the  years,  and  I  think,  by  and  large, 
many  farmers  get  a  great  deal  of  benefit  out 
of  information  derived  from  these  particular 
tests. 

One  thing  that  concerns  me,  and  I  would 
consider  it  a  retrograde  step,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  connected  with  the  See^  Act.  This  is  a 
federal  Act,  but  I  do  know  that  the  ministry 
here  and  the  people  in  the  branch  do  make 
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recommendations  from  time  to  time  with 
respect  to  tliis  particular  Act,  as  in  all  other 
areas.  I  just  wonder  whether  the  minister  has 
the  same  view  that  I  hold  with  respect  to 
this  particular  matter. 

As  I  understand  it,  there  was  a  change 
in  the  Seeds  Act,  I  think  just  this  past  year. 
That  change  applied  to  winter  wheat  last  fall 
and  to  spring  grains  this  spring  for  the  first 
time.  It  concerned  the  varieties  of  grain 
that  farmers  buy,  the  commercial  variety  for 
seed  purposes. 

As  I  understand  it,  previously  farmers 
could  go  in  to  a  seed  house,  ask  for  a  bushel 
of  Garry  oats  and  be  assured  they  were 
getting  a  bushel  of  Garry  oats.  Now  when  a 
farmer  goesi  into  a  seed  house  and  he  asks 
for  a  bushel  of  Garry  oats,  he  has  no  idea 
whether  he  is  getting  Garry  oats  or  not,  if  he 
buys  commercial  se^s.  He  may  be  getting  50 
per  cent  Garry  oats  or  he  may  be  getting 
25  per  cent.  No  one  really  knows.  The  only 
way  that  he  can  be  sure  is  to  buy  certified 
seed,  which  cost  roughly  50  cents  more 
per  acre. 

^Now  he  can  buy  that,  he  can  buy  certified 
seed,  he  can  grow  the  variety  on  his  own 
farm  and  then  turn  around  next  year  and  use 
that  for  seed.  Or  he  can  buy  seed  from  his 
neighbour  where  he  is  sure  of  a  specific 
variety.  But  if  he  goes  into  a  seed  house  and 
asks  for  a  commercial  variety,  there  is  ab- 
solutely no  guarantee  that  he  is  getting  the 
variety  he  wants. 

(It  may  very  well  be  that  Stormont  oats 
do  better  on  his  farm  than  Garry  oats,  or 
vice  versa.  But  if  he  buys  the  conmiercial 
variety  he  has  no  guarantee  that  he  is  getting 
either  one. 

Frankly,  I  think  that's  a  backward  step. 
The  argument  on  the  other  side  of  the  coin 
is  that  the  seed  houses  would  sell  the  more 
popular  varieties  and  eventually  run  out  of 
them.  If  the  farmer  came  in  asking  for  that 
variety  and  they  didn't  have  it,  the  seed 
house  would  simply  tag  another  variety  with 
the  tag  requested.  Certainly,  that's,  in  my 
view,  a  dishonest  practice  and  I  would  say 
that  it  should  have  been  pursued.  But  that's 
the  argument  given  for  undertaking  this  par- 
ticular procedure. 
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Quite   frankly  I   think  that  it's  wrong.    I 

don't  think  that  it's  a  forward  step  and  I'd 

be  interested  in  getting  the  minister's  com- 
ments. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Well  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
the  member  says  is  correct.  I  also  recognize 
the  fact  that  the  Soil  and  Crop  Improvement 
Association,  a  very  much  an  autonomous 
body,  have  really  been  pursuing  this.  I  sup- 
pose many  members  of  the  group  are  regis- 
tered seed  growers. 

'The  point  raised  by  the  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  has  been  under  discussion  with  the 
Soil  and  Crop  people  some  time  and  was  a 
matter  of  debate  between  Agriculture  Canada 
officials  and  the  Canadian  Seed  Growers' 
Association  for  a  number  of  years.  They 
finally  resolved  the  matter  by^I  don't  have 
the  details  of  it  here  because  it  was  a  mat- 
ter that  was  resolved  at  the  producer  level- 
saying  it  would  only  be  registered  varieties 
that  could  be  named. 

I  suppose  that  a  lot  of  it  goes  back  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  past,  there  have  been 
people  who  have  been  boggled  into  thinking 
they  were  buying  a  specific  variety  with  what- 
ever the  name  might  be— it  could  be  barley 
or  whatever— and  in  fact  it  wasn't  that  specific 
variety  in  the  commercial  field.  It  could  have 
been  something  else,  and  was  in  some  cases. 

So  the  registered  seed  growers,  believed  it 
not  to  be  in  their  best  interests  that  a  par- 
ticular variety  they  were  growing  could  be 
misidentified  and  downgraded  by  somebody 
saying  it  was  a  particular  variety  of  com- 
mercial' grain  when  it  really  wasn't,  since 
then  the  person  who  had  bought  and  grovna 
it  would  be  quite  disappointed  and  could 
downgrade  the  particular  variety  in  the  esti- 
mation of  other  farmers.  There  are  two  sides 
to  the  coin,  and  frankly  it  was  a  matter  that 
was  determined  by  members  of  the  Soil  and 
Crop  Improvement  Association. 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  item  4? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  ask 
the  minister  about  the  rabies  indemnities. 
Have  they  been  adjusted  recently  as  to  the 
amounts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  I  have  the  figures 
here.  Effective  Feb.  1,  catde  were  raised  to 
$500;  horses,  $350;  svdne,  sheep  and  goats 
were  left  at  $100. 

'Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  answer  to  a 
question  that  I  was  asked.  I  told  the  member 
I  would  get  the  answer.  It  was  in  relation  to 


crop  insurance  agencies.  The  150  agents  are 
paid  $10  per  contract  plus  30  cents  for  the 
first  200  acres;  20  cents  for  the  next  200 
acres  and  10  cents  thereafter.  I'm  advised 
that  the  average  per  contract  is  $30.  This 
requires  the  agents  to  visit  the  farms  about 
three  times  dtiring  the  yean 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  item  4? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Just  while  we're  on  the  matter 
of  answering  questions,  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm 
wondering  if  the  minister  was  able  to  get  the 
information  back  on  the  second  vote  with 
respect  to  the  transfer  from  administration 
to  extension?  I  asked  about  that. 

•Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Would  the  Chairman 
like  to  go  on? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  item  4?  The  member  for  Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  Ruston:  We  discussed  this  before  the 
supper  break  for  a  minute.  I  was  looking  over 
public  accounts.  I  think  the  minister  had 
stated  that  tax  rebates  were  $18  million  in 
1972. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  What  was  that  for? 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  was  going  over  the  farm  tax 
rebate.  The  minister  mentioned  it  before  the 
supper  break,  if  I  remember  correctly,  and 
he  was  right  in  the  amount  of  $18,094,000 
for  the  1972  year.  For  this  year  he  has  $25 
million  plus.  Some  appeals  may  come  about 
so  he  is  estimating  $27  million. 

In  effect,  we're  now  paying  50  per  cent 
instead  of  20  per  cent,  so  going  on  the  basis 
of  the  1972  year,  it  would  have  been  $36 
million.  So  we're  down  about  $9  million.  It 
seems  rather  strange  to  be  down  that  much 
from  the  new  system,  although  I  suppose  it 
is  possible  with  the  applications  now  neces- 
sary and  the  necessity  to  have  at  least  $2,000 
of  income  to  be  eligible  to  obtain  the  50 
per  cent  rebate. 

When  one  looks  back,  hindsight  is  better 
than  foresight,  it  shows  that  the  other 
system  just  wasn't  working  too  well,  as  was 
mentioned  by  the  auditor,  because  it  was 
very  difficult  to  keep  tab  on.  But  it's  interest- 
ing when  you  compare  the  two  that  way  with 
public  accounts. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  item  4? 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
this  grant  under  the  Drainage  Act,  I  might 
say  the  minister  is  well  aware  of  the  sky- 
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rocketing  prices  of  plastic  tile  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  So  of  course  with  the  high  prices, 
unfortunately  one  is  not  able  to  buy  this 
plastic  tile,  and  in  many  cases  clay  tile.  I 
wonder  if  $3  million  is  sufiBcient  in  these 
estimates  to  take  care  of  that,  because  we 
find  it  costs  now  as  high  as  $300  in  order  to 
tile  an  acre  of  land. 

lit  is  practically  out  of  reach  of  the  farmer 
to  afford  this  amount  of  money.  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  has  anything  to  say  in  regard 
to  the  supply  of  plastic  tile  for  the  agricul^ 
ture  industry  in  1974? 

We  know  this  spring  was  such  a  wet  sea- 
son farmers  couldn't  get  tile  in  order  to  tile 
their  land.  It  has  been  a  great  disappoint- 
ment to  those  contractors  who  have  bought 
new  machinery— tiling  machines  at  $100,000. 
It  is  going  to  practically  put  them  out  of 
business  if  there  isn't  sufiBcient  tile  to  take 
care  of  the  farm  needs  in  this  province. 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  has  anything  to  say 
with  regard  to  the  supply  of  tile  and  the 
unreasonable  price  it  has  reached  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  at  the  present  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  You  mentioned  the  tile 
situation.  As  far  as  I  know,  it  is  all  right. 
As  you  know,  the  wet  weather  this  spring 
held  up  some  of  the  drainage  work  and  they 
couldn't  operate.  There  are  some  new  plants 
coming  into  production  in  Ontario  and  there 
appears  to  be  abundant  supply  of  tile  for 
drainage  at  the  moment. 

Did  the  member  ask  about  the  costs  of 
tile  drain? 

Mr.  Spence:  Yes,  the  costs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  understand  that  plas- 
tic is  about  23  cents  a  foot  and  clay  tile 
about  14  cents  a  foot.  This  is  a  substantial 
increase  over  other  years. 

With  regard  to  the  $3  million  in  grants 
under  the  Drainage  Act,  those  are  one-third 
grants  under  what  used  to  be  the  old  Mu- 
nicipal Drainage  Act.  The  loans  under  the 
tile  drainage  debentures— those  are  the  mu- 
nicipal debentures  —  for  tile  drainage  on 
individual  farms  are  at  the  bottom  of  that 
page.  The  amount  is  $5.4  million. 

There  are  two  different  things.  I  would 
think  there  likely  would  be  an  abundance. 
We  have  underspent  in  that  particular  grant 
to  tile  drainage  in  the  past,  so  I  would  think 
the  $3  million  would  be  ample.  If  it  isn't,  we 
will  have  to  ask  for  more.  But  we  think  it 
is  sufiBcient. 

With  regard  to  the  question  asked  by  the 
member   for   Huron-Bruce,    the   reduction   is 


due  to  the  transfer  out  of  administration,  to 
assistance  to  primary  food  producers;  and 
that  is  under  the  grant  section  for  capital 
grants  administration  and  also  for  agricul- 
tural manpower.  That  has  been  transferred 
out;  the  amounts  are  $142,000  under  agricul- 
tural manpower  and  capital  grants;  inspection 
and  clerical  checking  are  about  $252,000. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  ask  the  minister  a  ques- 
tion dealing  with  the  farm  tax  reduction 
programme.  Is  the  landlord  who  has  100 
acres  of  land  and  leases  his  land  out  for 
agriculture  purposes  entitled  under  the  farm 
tax  reduction  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  not  sure  whether 
I   heard  the  hon.   member's  question. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Can  the  owner  of  the  land 
who  leases  the  land  out  for  agricultural  pur- 
poses collect  under  the  farm  tax  reduction 
programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  depends  on  the  type 
of  lease.  In  some  cases  the  landlord  pays  the 
taxes.  Then  he  can  collect,  providing  there 
is  the  appropriate  amount  of  agricultural 
production  on  that  farm  and  the  taxes  are 
paid  the  same  as  if  he  were  doing  the  actual 
farming.  In  some  cases  the  tenant  pays  the 
taxes  and  he  then  could  qualify  for  the  tax 
reduction.  Whoever  pays  the  taxes  gets  the 
rebate,  providing  he  meets  all  the  other  cri- 
teria. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  On  grants  and  subsidies  re 
livestock  of  $132,800;  I  know  that  the  min- 
istry does  support  various  programmes  in 
relation  to  livestock  and  testing  and  so  on, 
I  just  have  one  little  item  I  want  to  mention 
here.  It  was  an  item  that  was  mentioned  in 
the  brief  of  the  Ontario  Farmers'  Union  and 
it  actually  involved  the  Ontario  Beef  Im- 
provement   Association    check-off. 

It  was  mentioned  that  that  check-off  was 
very  difiBcult  to  get,  and  as  the  minister 
knows  it's  an  automatic  check-off.  The  thing 
is  done  automatically  unless  the  producer 
requests  a  refund.  The  suggestion  was  that, 
even  if  the  request  was  made  for  the  amount 
to  be  refunded  to  the  producer,  there  were 
things  that  were  placed  in  the  way  that 
didn't  make  it  very  easy  to  get  the  money 
back. 
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I  remember  when  we  were  discussing  this 
bill  in  committee  mention  was  made  that 
this  could  be  the  case.  But  this  is  really  the 
first  indication  that  I  have  had  from  anyone 
that  it  was  rather  difficult  to  get  the  refund 
back  even  if  one  applied  for  it.  Has  the  min- 
ister checked  into  this  matter  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  point  was  raised 
by  the  Farmers'  Union  and  we  were  surprised 
to  know  that  there  was  any  problem  there. 
I  asked  our  staff  to  get  in  touch  with  the 
Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Association  office, 
because  there  certainly  should  be  no  hold- 
up whatever.  The  Act  was  passed  on  the  clear 
understanding  that  anyone  who  applied  for  a 
rebate  would  get  it,  whether  it  was  on  one 
head  or  1,000. 

They  have,  I  think,  spelled  out  that  it  was 
every  three  months  that  one  could  apply— 
I  think  it  is  every  three  months.  That  seems 
reasonable.  But  there  should  be  no  problem 
whatever  in  getting  that  rebate.  I  think  the 
problem  was  that  there  were  perhaps  one 
or  two  sale  bams  that  weren't  paying  into  the 
fund,  or  hadn't  paid  their  obligations  to  the 
fund.  They  said,  "We  won't  pay  the  farmer 
because  he  sold  his  cattle  through  that  sale 
bam,  and  that  sale  bam  didn't  make  the 
rebate  to  us,  so  we  are  not  going  to  pay  it." 
As  far  as  I  am  concerned  mat  argument  is 
right  out  the  window.  They  pay  it,  and  then 
it  is  up  to  the  OBIA  to  collect  from  that 
sale  bam,  and  we  will  do  our  best  to  help 
them  collect. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Spence:  Under  what  vote  does  this 
heading,  the  Food  Council,  come? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  1704. 

Mr.  Spence:  1704.  That  is  this  vote  then? 
The  next  one?  Right.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Chamnan:  The  member  for  Wellington- 
Dufferin. 

Mr.  J.  Root  (Wellington-Dufferin):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  see  an  item  of  $10  million  for 
capital  grants.  Is  that  $10  million  available 
for  this  year,  or  is  part  of  that  a  carryover 
from  excess  applications  last  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
$10  million  is  for  this  coming  year.  Last  year 
as  you  know  we  announced  we  only  re- 
covered $10  million,  but  we  found  enough 
funds  out  of  other  areas  within  our  ministry 
to  pay  for  every  application  that  came  in 
prior  to  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year— it  was 
$18.4    million.    I    think    I    mentioned    $18.5 


million  before  supper,  but  it  was  $18.4 
million.  Every  application  that  was  received 
in  the  last  fiscal  year  has  been  paid,  so  we 
start  off  with  a  clean  sheet. 

Mr.  Root:  One  other  question.  I  see 
$210,000  for  a  development  in  northern 
Ontario.  What  type  of  development  would 
that  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Those  grants  are  made 
available  to  the  argricultural  committees  in 
the  north  for  a  variety  of  reasons.  They  make 
their  own  decisions  as  to  what  they  want  to 
use  them  for.  They  can  be  for  fences,  for 
limestone,  for  fertilizer,  for  digging  of  wells— 
that's  the  kind  of  thing.  In  each  district  the 
local  committee  decides  what  it  wants  to  use 
its  grants  for  and  then  we  just  simply  make 
them  available  to  it— $210,000  was  set  aside 
and  divided  among  the  various  districts  in 
northern  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  could  just  take  a  moment  to 
introduce  students  from  Pembroke  Senior 
Public  School  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Hamilton 
—who  as  you  know  is  chairing  the  social 
development  committee  and  can't  be  with 
us— and  their  teacher,  Mr.  Leslie  Scott,  in  the 
west  gallery.  I  am  sure  the  members  join  with 
us  in  welcoming  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welland 
South. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  go  on  to  the  subject  of  the  Ontario  Junior 
Farmers  Establishment  Loan  Corp.  I  under- 
stand that  in  the  past  this  has  been  a  very 
successful  programme.  I  was  just  wondering 
about  the  new  programme  that  the  federal 
government  has  cx)ming  into  effect  very 
shortly-the  Farm  Income  Stability  Pro- 
gramme, I  guess  it  is. 

I  noticed  in  one  of  the  newspapers  the 
article  "Special  Loans  to  New  Farmers" 
which  is  under  the  federal  loans,  and  I 
wondered  if  the  minister  in  this  crisis— per- 
haps you  might  call  it  a  food  shortage  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  throughout  Canada 
—would  not  move  back  into  this  junior 
farmers'  loan  programme?  I  think  it  has  been 
a  good  programme  in  the  past  and  should  be 
continued  today  to  bring  in  new  young 
farmers  and  give  them  some  hope  of  estab- 
lishing farms  in  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a 
bit  concerned  about  that  myself.  As  a  matter 
of  fact  I  have  the  latest  propaganda  issue 
from  Agriculture  Canada  for  the  election.  It 
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is  entitled  "Agriculture  Highlighted  in  Speech 
from    the    Throne"— a    delightful    piece    of 
work- 
Mr.  Gaunt:   I  thought  you  would  be  out 
with  Stanfield  tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  read  this  with 
some  interest,  because  you  see  it  relates  to 
young  farmers,  and  I  am  told  that  there  are 
going  to  be  changes  in  the  Farm  Credit  Act, 
which  will  do  just  what  my  hon.  friend 
suggests  should  be  done. 

'But,  you  know,  I  would  have  liked  to 
have  got  the  byline  credit  for  that,  because 
we  were  very  much  impressed  with  the  neces- 
sity to  do  something  for  those  young  farmers 
who  graduate  from  our  agricultural  colleges 
and  some  other  places  and  who  would  like 
to  get  into  farming  without  obligating  them- 
selves to  an  enormous  debt  in  order  to  get 
started. 

As  you  will  recall  in  last  year's  debates 
here,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggested  to  you  that 
we  were  going  to  recommend  that  our  gov- 
ernment get  into  the  field  of  providing  farms 
for  young  people;  we  would  buy  farms  as 
viable  going  units  and  then  turn  them  over 
on  a  long-lease  basis  to  these  young  farmers. 

As  you  know,  we  have  meetings  with  the 
federal  Minister  of  Agriculture— I  was  going 
to  say,  on  a  regular  basis,  but  certainly  quite 
often— and  among  our  conversations  with  him, 
when  he  was  talking  about  bringing  in  some 
of  this  legislation,  I  suggested  that  the  Farm 
Credit  Act  should  be  amended  to  do  just 
this.  He  thought  that  was  such  an  excellent 
idea  that  I  understand  he  was  going  to  do  it; 
but,  by  jove,  it  wasn't  done.  And  I  don't 
know  why  it  wasn't  done,  because  it's  such 
a  good'  idea. 

(Mr.  Haggerty:  Ask  Stanfield.  He's  the  one 
who  wanted  to  call  the  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it  wasn't.  There 
were  all  kinds  of  opportunities  to  bring  in 
that  Act  and'  have  it  on  the  statutes  without 
any  trouble  at  all. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

An  hon.  member:  No,  it  was  not. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  They 
were  too  preoccupied  with  the  World  Foot- 
ball League. 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:    Well,    of    course.    It 
seemed  to  be  more  important- 
Mr.  Ruston:  The  bill  was  printed.  It  was— 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  -to  deal  with  the  foot- 
ball situation  in  Toronto  than  it  was  with 
the  young  farmers. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  However,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  know  that  that's  what  is  going  to 
happen.  Now,  with  that  in  mind,  we  simply 
didn't  embark  on  the  programme;  we  took 
it  out  of  our  estimates  for  this  year.  It's  as 
simple  as  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  had  it  in. 
And  I  have  no  notion  of  running  a  com- 
petition, with  a  couple  of  lending  agencies 
doing  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  not?  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  just  don't  think  that 
it's  good  business.  I  recall  the  days  when  m> 
friends  in  the  opposition  suggested  that  there 
should  be  one  lending  agency  in  this  country. 
We  agree  with  them;  and  this  is  what  we  are 
doing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We'll  get  to  that  a  little 
later. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  4?  Carried. 
IVote  1702  agreed  to. 
On  vote  1703: 

(Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  said  we 
could  get  to  that  a  little  later,  but  perhaps 
we  can  get  to  it  right  now.  Are  we  on  vote 
1703,  agriculture  rehabilitation  and  develop- 
ment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  said  he'd 
like  to  have  had  a  byline.  He  knows  he 
could' ve  got  a  byline.  All  he  needed!  to  do 
was  to  take  it  himself.  If  the  federal  govern- 
ment and  those  awful  Liberals  won't  move, 
then  we  should  fill  the  vacuum.  However, 
I  am  anticipating  the  general  comments  that 
I  want  to  make.  I'll  come  back  to  those  in 
a  moment. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  During  my  introductory 
comments  to  these  estimates.  I  quoted  to  the 
minister  a  reply  that  he  wrote  to  a  29-year- 
old  prospective  dairy  farmer  in  Leeds  coimty 
who  was  wondering  what  assistance  there 
might  be  available  in  the  provincial  govern- 
ment to  get  into  dairying,  particularly  at  a 
time  when  there  is  an  urgent  need  to  in- 
crease milk  production.  I  put  on  the  record 
the  minister's  reply,  which  was  a  slough-oflF 
to   the   effect   that  if  you   can   get  yourself 
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hired  out  as  a  labourer  working  for  some 
farmer  who  is  ageing  and  ultimately  is  going 
to  get  out,  perhaps  you  can  get  a  foot  in  the 
door  and  ultimately  get  control  of  his  farm, 
and  thereby  fit  yourself  into  the  picture  that 
way. 

I  asked  the  minister  then— perhaps  he  has 
replied  to  it  in  my  absence;  if  so,  I  apologize 
—but  I  asked  how  he  equated  that  reply  in 
February  of  this  year  with  a  speech  he  made 
in  March  when,  speaking  in  St.  Thomas,  he 
made  the  comment  that  it  may  well  be  that 
we  have  got  to  start  to  produce  our  dairy 
farmers. 

I  wondered  exactly  what  the  minister  had 
in  mind  when  he  talked  about  developing 
new  dairy  farmers,  because  I  suspect  the  day 
is  not  too  far  oflF  when  precisely  that  will 
have  to  be  done  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
if  we  are  going  to  have  enough  milk  to  meet 
not  only  the  top-priority  needs  of  bottled 
milk,  ftuid  milk  and  specialties,  but  milk  and 
powdered  milk  and  all  the  other  items  that 
are  getting  short-changed  because  of  the 
increasingly  short  supply  of  milk. 

Tied  in  with  that,  I  want  to  bring  in  an- 
other point.  I  want  to  try  to  relate  two  or 
three  points,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  get  the 
minister's  reaction  to  them.  Two  or  three 
years  ago,  when  Mr.  Olson  was  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture,  the  federal  government 
brought  in  a  programme  which  was  known 
as  FARM  —  Farm  Adjustment  and  Resource 
Mobility  plan  —  under  which  the  federal 
government  was  planning  to  devote  some 
$150  million  to  help  small  farmers  get  off 
the  land— I  repeat,  get  off  the  land.  That  pro- 
duced such  adverse  reactions  across  the  coun- 
try that  it  was  renamed  the  small  farm 
development  plan,  which  is  an  interesting 
switch,  and  presumably  the  federal  govern- 
ment was  going  to  play  some  role  in  trying 
to  encourage  small  farmers  to  stay  in  opera- 
tion and,  conceivably,  to  become  big  farmers. 
That  is  a  second  point  in  the  general  pictiure. 

Related  to  it,  I  remind  the  minister  of 
something  that  I  drew  to  his  attention  last 
year,  when  Dr.  Richards  did  his  study  of  the 
reorganization  of  the  Ontario  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food.  In  his  report,  on  page 
18,  he  pointed  out:  "There  is  likely  to  be  an 
increase  in  the  number  of  part-time  farmers— 
particularly  in  areas  close  to  cities  and  towns." 

If  I  may  interrupt  myself,  I  think  there  are 
roughly  50  per  cent  of  the  farmers  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  today  who  are  part-time 
farmers,  working  in  industry  or  the  neigh- 
bouring village  or  the  neighbouring  town, 
partly  because  they  have  to  do  that  to  get 
a  supplementary  income  and  partly  because 


it  may  well  be  that  they  are  seeking  to  get 
into  full-time  farming  but  they  haven't  the 
capital  requirement  to  be  able  to  move  in. 

Dr.  Richards  commented:  "A  trend  where 
some  farmers  are  not  obtaining  sufficient  in- 
come to  adequately  meet  their  needs  will 
probably  continue  to  increase.  This  is  perhaps 
the  biggest  challenge  facing  the  ministry  in 
rural  Ontario  over  the  next  decade."  I  repeat, 
the  biggest  challenge,  to  do  something  about 
the  part-time  farmer  who  is  either  supple- 
menting his  income  because  he  has  no  al- 
ternative or  who  is  trying  to  fit  into  agricul- 
ture and  has  to  do  it  in  easy  stages. 

Dr.  Richards  continues:  "The  development 
and  updating  of  government  policies  will  be 
required  to  eflFectively  deal  with  the  marginal 
farm  operator  and  low-income  rural  dwefler." 
I  am  a  little  curious  to  explore  with  the 
minister  what  is  being  done  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  on  this  level.  I  know  we  have  an 
ARDA  programme  and  I  know  that  this 
federal-provincial  project  is  designed  in  part 
to  rehabilitate  rural  economies,  partly  in  the 
agricultural  sector  and  partly  in  other  diversi- 
fied economic  activities  which  might  help  to 
bolster  the  economies  in  the  rural  areas. 

But  the  thing  that  has  caught  my  fancy— 
and  I  suspect  it  is  as  valid  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  as  elsewhere— is  that  in  many  other 
provinces  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  they  cant  count  on  the  federal  govern- 
ment doing  this  job  alone.  I  go  back  to  pick 
up  the  comment  of  my  friend  with  regard  to 
the  junior  farmer  loans.  The  Farmstart  pro- 
gramme in  Saskatchewan  and  the  Stay  Option 
programme  in  Manitoba  are  programmes 
which  are  designed  to  diversify  the  economy, 
to  provide  an  option  for  people  to  stay  on  the 
farm  if  they  wish  to  stay  on  the  farm,  to  fill 
the  gap  between  the  credit  potential  that  is 
available  to  a  farmer  from  the  FCC,  but 
only  after  he  has  really  got  established,  be- 
cause he  hasn't  got  the  capacity  to  meet  the 
payments  to  the  FCC. 

What  the  Farmstart  and  the  Stay  Option 
programmes  do  is  to  make  it  possible, 
through  more  generous  provisions,  for  a 
farmer  to  get  into  the  picture  and  to  develop 
a  capacity  to  cope  with  what  I  would  des- 
cribe as  the  traditional  federal  farm  credit 
possibilities.  I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minis- 
ter that  this  has  to  be  done  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

If  you  want  young  farmers  to  get  into 
agriculture;  if,  for  example,  you  really  were 
saying  something  substantive  rather  than  just 
a  bit  of  political  rhetoric,  that  the  time  may 
come  when  we  have  to  develop  our  o\vti  dairy 
farmers,  then  it  seems  to  me  that  we  have 
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to  have  a  programme  that  will  assist  dairy 
farmers  in  getting  into  the  picture  and  being 
able  to  become  established  in  dairying.  They 
can't  do  it  through  FCC  alone.  That  may 
assist  after  they  nave  developed  a  certain 
potential, 

I  happened  to  share  an  open-line  pro- 
gramme with  George  McLaughlin  down  in 
Belleville  about  two  or  three  months  ago. 
and  I  was  rather  taken  aback  at  the  number 
of  people  who  called  in  on  that  open-line 
programme  and  spelled  out  the  impossible 
difficulties  that  they  were  facing  in  terms  of 
getting  enough  income  from  dairying  to  be 
able  to  stay  in  the  business— in  other  words, 
to  avoid  becoming  one  of  the  2,100  dairy 
farmers  who  are  going  to  get  out  in  the 
coming  year  as  they've  got  out  in  the  past 
year. 

But  even  more  important,  I  am  concerned 
how  they  might  get  into  the  business— how 
We  can  develop  our  own  dairy  farmers,  to 
quote  the  minister  himself.  My  point  is 
simply  that  there  seems  to  be  a  whole  area 
here  in  which  we  should  be  concerned— both 
in  the  interest  of  the  overall  economy  of  the 
province  and  in  the  interest  particularly  of 
the  rural  economy  which  has  tended  to  de- 
teriorate because  of  the  exodus  of  population. 

Let  me  hasten  to  add  that  I  don't  take 
the  Farmstart  programme  in  Saskatchewan 
and  the  Stay  Option  programme  in  Manitoba 
and  say  "Here's  a  model,  just  apply  it  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario."  I  know  the  conditions 
are  different.  We,  for  example,  don't  have  as 
massive  depopulation  in  the  rural  areas'  as 
they  do  out  in  western  Canada.  An  awful 
lot  of  our  urban  folk  who  are  living  or  work- 
ing in  urban  areas  close  by  are  going  out  and 
living  in  the  country.  So  we  have  the  reverse 
process  of  people  who  are  willing  to  live  in 
the  country.  By  their  taxes  they  help  to  pick 
up  andt  share  the  provision  of  services,  but  in 
a  western  province,  when  a  farmer  moves 
out,  nobody  else  moves  in.  You've  got  one 
less  farmer  to  pay  for  all  of  the  services 
that  are  required  in  that  rural  area. 

But  we've  got  a  comparable  kind  of  prob- 
lem here  and  we  need  a  comparable  kind  of 
programme.  I  have  seen  no  indication  of 
the  government  looking  down  the  road  a 
bit.  As  I  said  in  my  introductory  remarks, 
we  should  be  looking  beyond  the  end  of  our 
noses  and  beginning  to  plan  to  cope  with 
these  problems  rather  than  just  engaging  in 
a  bit  of  political  rhetoric  in  connection  with 
it. 

The  reason  why  I  raise  it  and  elicit,  if  I 
can,  from  the  minister  some  reaction  to  the 
need    for   such   a   programme   is   this:    I   am 


convinced  that  five  or  10  years  from  now,  it 
is  going  to  cost  us  millions  of  dollars  more 
to  get  people  to  go  back  into  agriculture  than 
it  would  cost  us  now  to  persuade  people  to 
stay  in  agriculture. 

I  was  at  a  farm  meeting  a  few  weeks  ago, 
and  a  man  made  a  comment  which  I  thought 
was— well,  maybe  I  had  heard  the  same  thing 
in  a  different  way  before  and  it  hadn't  quite 
registered  with  me.  But  his  point  was  this: 
a  farmer  is  really  a  professional.  He  may  not 
have  the  same  degree  of  educational  qualifi- 
cations, though  many  of  them  have  gone  to 
Guelph  or  to  Ridgetown  or  to  Keniptville  or 
elsewhere,  and  they've  got  some  degree  of 
educational  qualifications. 

Mr.  J.  Riddel!  (Huron):  A  much  higher 
degree  but  only  self-educated. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You're  stealing  my  punch 
line.  What  I'm  saying  is  that  the  farmer  is  a 
person  who  is  a  jack  of  all  trades  Vvho  has 
skills  which  he  has  acquired  in  the  school  of 
hard  knocks.  He  is  able  to  do  a  thousand 
and  one  things  that  many  city  folk,  quite 
frankly,  haven't  got  either  the  experience  or— 
I  almost  hesitate  to  say  the  initiative- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  The  knowhow. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —or  the  knowhow  to  be 
able  to  grapple  with  it.  When  yoii  take  a 
farmer  out  of  his  rural  atmosphere,  where  all 
of  those  skills  can  be  used,  and  you  move 
him  into  the  city,  it  is  really  an  incredible 
social  and  economic  loss.  All  of  those  skills 
are  not  available  there,  when  it  becomes  in- 
creasingly obvious  we  need  to  produce  more 
food.  You  move  him  into  the  city  where 
he  may  have  to  be  retrained,  where  he  gets 
into  competition  for  a  new  house  in  a  market 
where  there  is  already  too  much  competition. 
You  have  social  losses  from  his  leaving  the 
rural  areas,  and  you  have  social  costs  in  terms 
of  moving  them  into  the  city. 

It  seems  to  me  it  would  be  plain  common 
sense  for  the  minister  to  go  to  the  Manage- 
ment Board  or  to  the  cabinet  and  say: 
"Let's  just  take  a  look  at  this  picture  in  terms 
of  the  next  five  or  10  years,"  The  odds  are 
that  five  or  10  years  from  now  we're  going 
to  be  spending  tens  of  millions  of  dollars 
to  persuade  people  to  get  back  into  agri- 
culture—to persuade  the  small  farmer  to  de- 
velop into  a  bigger  farmer— instead  of  having 
policies  that  are  calculated  and  publicly  and 
openly  designed  to  eliminate  the  smaller 
farmer,  and  to  discourage  people  from  get- 
ting out  and  staying  on  the  land. 
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I  might  sum  the  whole  thing  up,  if  it  isn't 
too  offensive,  and  I  plead  with  the  minister 
not  to  be  offended  by  it:  When  are  we  going 
to  develop  Ontario's  equivalent  of  the  Farm- 
start  programme  in  Saskatchewan  or  the  Stay 
Option  programme  in  Manitoba?  Surely  the 
evidence  of  the  need  to  keep  people  on  the 
land  instead  of  having  them  driven  off  by 
economic  circumstances,  combined  with  the 
need  for  getting  more  and  more  people  to 
go  on  to  the  land  in  a  couple  of  decades 
from  now,  is  strong  enough  to  justify  the 
working  out  of  such  a  programme  now?  I'd 
like  to  believe  that  even  if  he  went  before 
the  Scrooges  of  the  Management  Board  they 
would  recognize  that  in  the  long-term  sense 
a  few  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  there  would 
be  money  well  spent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It's  an  interesting  pro- 
posal. There  is  no  question  about  that.  I  must 
confess  that  with  my  hon.  friend  from  York 
South  I  share  much  of  his  support  of  the 
validity  and  merit  of  that  proposal. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It's  too  bad  the  minister 
doesn't  have  a  cabinet  which  shares  it  with 
him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We're  not  sure  that  the 
programmes  they  have  in  Saskatchewan  or  in 
Manitoba  would  work.  We  feel  it's  worth 
an  effort  and  we  thought  the  federal  govern- 
ment was  going  to  do  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Adapt  them  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I'm  convinced  it  is.  I 
have  the  minister's  word  that's  going  to  be 
done  in  the  amendments  to  the  Farm  Credit 
Act.  It  would  seem  to  me  that's  the  place 
where  it  should  be  done  and  we're  told  that 
it  will  be.  I  have  hopes  that  the  hon.  Mr. 
Stanfield,  when  he  forms  the  next  govern- 
ment, will  simply  pick  that  idea  up  and  im- 
plement it  and  we'll  have  it  right  here  in 
our  country. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  thought  the  minister  was 
boosting  Gene  Whelan. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  The  minister 
has  a  commitment  from  him  just  as  he  had 
from  the  Liberals. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  hope  Stanfield  has 
clearer  ideas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  have  no  doubt  that 
is  such  a  valid  reason  that  we  will  have  that 


programme  implemented  forthwith  after  July 
8. 

With  regard  to  the  programme  of  develop- 
ing our  dairymen,  I  think  if  my  hon.  friend 
would  read  that  in  the  context  in  which  I 
intended  it— and  I  don't  have  the  speech  be- 
fore me— I  believe  I  was  talking  about  dairy 
farm  labour.  By  that,  I  mean  the  people  who 
would  assist  in  the  dairy  farms  of  Ontario. 
I'm  pretty  sure  that  was  what  I  said;  cer- 
tainly that  is  what  I  had  in  mind.  I  don't 
have  the  speech  before  me.  Suffice  it  to  say 
that  we  do  seem  to  have  a  sizable  number 
of  dairy  farmers.  The  great  problem  of  many 
of  the  dairy  farmers  we  have  is  that  they  are 
going  out  of  business  because  they  can't  find 
the  labour  to  work  on  the  farms.  I  think  that 
is  what  I  referred  to. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  can't  get  the  income. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  true.  That's  one 
of  the  reasons  and,  of  course,  the  long  hours 
is  the  other  problem. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  If  they  had  the  income 
they  could  hire  the  labour. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  This  is  why  the  smaller 
dairy  farms  are  having  very  great  difficulty. 
The  larger  dairy  farms  which  have  sizable 
numbers  of  cows  and  large  incomes  can  af- 
ford to  have  enough  help  to  switch  them 
around  and  give  them  regular  shffts.  They 
don't  have  to  have  them  there  seven  days  a 
week,  52  weeks  of  the  year,  with  those 
long  hours  which  are  required  to  be  put  in 
on  a  dairy  farm. 

I  think,  as  I  have  said  many  times  in  the 
past  I  believe,  the  dairy  farm  of  the  future 
will  be  the  kind  where  there  is  sufficient  in- 
volved labour  on  the  farm,  either  as  partners 
or  as  stable  labour  which  wants  to  work  on 
that  farm.  I  don't  think  the  small  dairy  far- 
mer is  going  to  be  inclined  to  stay  in  business 
as  we  would  all  hope  he  might.  Certainly 
a  great  many  of  them  have  embarked  on 
other  courses  and  there  would  appear  to  be 
pretty  good  logic  in  that,  in  the  last  few 
years,  particularly  with  the  higher  values  of 
cash  crops. 

The  matter  was  raised  by  my  friend  from 
across  the  aisle  in  regard  to  a  letter  I  had 
addressed  last  Feb.  7;  I  remember  the  letter 
very  well.  I  went  right  back  to  my  office  and 
asked  them  if  they'd  pull  the  correspondence 
to  Rodger  Haggett.  I  remember  the  letter 
very  well  but  my  hon.  friend  didn't  read  the 
letter  he  had  addressed  to  me. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  haven't  got  a  cop\  of  it. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  a  copy  of  it  and 
I  think  my  hon.  friend  would  be  interested  to 
know  that  Mr.  Haggett  advised  me  that  he 
owns  a  Supertest  farm  and  fuel  supply  busi- 
ness. That  is  a  sizable  business  to  own.  I 
think  one  takes  that  into  consideration;  here 
is  a  chap  who  was  an  established  business- 
man in  the  community,  with  a  thriving  busi- 
ness, asking  us  to  start  him  up  on  a  farm 
without  any  effort  at  all  or  any  indication 
that,  as  indicated  in  this  letter,  he  would)  put 
money  into  the  venture  himself. 

I  think  that  we  were  well  advised  to  sug- 
gest to  him  that  there  are  ways  and  means 
that  a  fellow  can  get  started).  I  have  to  woni- 
der  just  how  a  man  could  start  in  a  business 
and  own  a  retail  gas  business  and  farm  dis- 
tribution business  but  not  have  enough  to 
start  into  farming. 

il  could  have  drawn  out  a  long  answer  to 
him  and  told  him  a  lot  of  things,  and  I  sup- 
pose that  he  wouldn't  have  been  any  wiser 
than  he  was,  rather  than  simply  telling  him 
that  if  he  was  interested  enough  to  get  started 
in  farming  he  could  start  the  way  that  I  sug- 
gested he  might.  I  know  of  many  very  suc- 
cessful farmers  in  this  province  who  have 
started:  just  the  way  I  suggested.  They  are  in 
business  and  they  are  doing  extremely  well 
today.  I  can  name  several  of  them,  right  oflF 
by  memory,  that  I  know  personally. 

I  understand  that  this  young  man  has  sold 
his  farm  business  and  he  is,  I  believe,  living 
on  a  farm.  As  a  matter  of  JFact  I  have  asked 
that  our  staff  go  and  see  him  and  talk  to  him. 
If  we  can  be  of  any  help  in  getting  him 
started  up,  all  well  and  good'. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  have  done  that  since 
I  raised  the  issue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  that's  right.  Because 
I  found  out  that  he  has  sold  the  business.  We 
are  goirtg  to  see  what  we  can  do.  There  are 
no  funds  available  as  far  as  we  are  concerned 
but  perhaps  through  some  type  of  an  ARDA 
farm  agreement,  I  don't  know  whether  we 
can  do  anything  for  him  or  not;  but  at  least 
our  extension  branch  will  have  a  chat  vdth 
him  and  see  what  can  be  done  to  assist  him 
if  he  intends  to  farm  and  if  he  is  really  serious 
about  it. 

I  am  not  going  to  jump  off  the  deep  end 
and  run  around  the  country  trying  to  assist 
some  businessman,  who  has  already  got  a 
good  established  business,  in  trying  to  get 
established  as  a  farmer.  I  tell  the  member 
that  quite  frankly.  If  I  did,  I  think  we  would 
be  less  than  sincere  about  trying  to  help  those 
who  are  already  in  business. 


'I  would  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are 
very  hopeful  that  the  federal  government's 
programme  will  do  what  my  hon.  friend  sug- 
gests. Frankly,  I  think  there  is  a  need  for  it 
in  this  province.  I  have  thought  that  for  some 
time  and  I  would  like  to  see  it  embarked  on. 
As  for  the  small  farm  development  pro- 
gramme as  introduced  by  the  federal  govern- 
ment, I  don't  think  it  has  ever  got  oflF  the 
ground  in  Ontario,  quite  frankly.  It  may  have 
had  application  in  other  provinces.  It  may 
have  been  conceived'  with  an  idea  of  being 
of  use,  but  it  just  hasn't  worked)  out  in  On- 
tario. It's  had  no  application  here. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  just 
finish  this?  The  minister's  political  schizo- 
phrenia is  what  gets  me. 

One  moment  he  is  deploring  the  Liberals 
at  Ottawa  and  their  imwillingness  to  do  what 
is  necessary  to  do  and  so  on,  and  the  next 
moment  he  is,  in  effect,  expressing  faith  that 
they  ultimately  will  get  around!  to  the  job. 

My  point  is  simply  this:  If  the  minister 
wants  them  to  get  around  to  the  job,  he 
should  tackle  it  himself— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —as  was  done  by  many 
other  governments  across  this  country,  in 
Quebec,  in  BC,  in  Saskatchewan  and  in  Mani- 
toba, in  tackling  a  rural  problem.  If  the  min- 
ister takes  the  initiative  that  may  help  the 
federal  government  to  recognize  its  responsi- 
bility. If  it  doesn't  help  the  federal  govern- 
ment to  recognize  its  responsibility,  at  least 
he  is  tackling  the  problem  and  not  copping 
out.  That's  my  criticism  of  the  minister.  Too 
often  he  cops  out  and  says  the  federal  gov- 
ernment should  do  it.  Perhaps  they  should, 
but  if  they  don't,  and:  it's  a  problem  that  is 
worthy  of  being  tackled,  he  should  tackle  it 
himself. 

1  don't  want  to  argue  at  any  greater  length 
the  case  of  Rodger  Haggett,  I'm  at  least  inter- 
ested to  know  that  the  minister  went  back  to 
his  ofiSce  and  drew  the'  correspondence  and 
found  out.  His  explanation  now  is  that  the 
man  was  a  businessman  and  he  wasn't  going 
to  help  him  to  get  into  farming. 

The  minister  didn't  indicate  that  in  his 
reply.  The  essence  of  your  reply  was,  I  quote, 
"To  my  knowledge  there  is  no  financial  assist- 
ance available  to  start  either  a  dairy  farm  or 
any  other  kind  of  farm  operation."  That's  the 
point  I  am  speaking  to,  not  Rodger  Haggett, 
because  the  minister  replied  to  him  in  a  gen- 
eralization: "There  is  no  financial  assistance 
available." 
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All  I  am  saying  is  that  to  decelerate  the 
deterioration  in  the  rural  economies,  to  help 
to  build  rural  economies  to  keep  people  on 
the  farm,  to  avoid  the  social  loss  of  them 
leaving  rural  areas  and  cramming  into  the 
cities,  where  we  have  got  too  many  people 
already,  it  is  money  well  spent  to  have  a 
programme  that  will  keep  them  on  the  farm 
and,  indeed,  to  encourage  those  who  may  be 
in  business  or  may  be  in  any  other  walk  of 
life,  to  get  back  into  agriculture. 

(It  takes  me  into  this,  by  way  of  a  final 
comment,  that  the  whole  kick  of  the  agricul- 
tural economist  in  recent  years  is  to  say  we 
have  got  too  many  small  farmers  and  we 
really  have  got  to  get  rid  of  them. 

The  whole  thrust  of  the  farm  income  report 
was  we  had  X  number  of  farms  in  the  year 
1960;  by  1970  it  is  going  to  be  a  proportion 
of  X,  and  by  1980  it  will  be  reduced  again. 
This  is  a  general  line  with  agricultural  econo- 
mists. I  want  to  suggest  to  you  that  there 
may  well  be  good  economic  and  sociological 
reasons  to  take  a  healthy  second  look  at  that 
process  of  chasing  people  out  of  the  rural 
areas,  even  though  they  may  be  engaged  in 
small  farming.  It  is  far  better  to  keep  them 
out  there  rather  than  add  to  the  social  and 
economic  problems  you  have  when  you  cram 
far  too  many  people  in  the  urban  areas,  as 
has  been  the  case  in  the  last  10  or  15  years. 
That  broad  land  of  policy  halts  this  mass 
exodus  from  the  rural  areas  into  the  cities, 
and  tries  to  keep  diversification  in  our  econ- 
omy and  a  more  even  spread  of  our  people 
across  the  province,  along  with  industrial 
development  and  other  k^ds  of  economic 
development  to  maintain  them  in  those  areas. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince  Edward-Lennox): 
What  are  you  suggesting? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  suggesting  that  On- 
tario put  them  into  the  Farmstart  progranmie 
or  the  Stay  Option  programme. 

Mr.  Taylor:  It  doesn't  mean  a  thing. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  do  you  mean  it 
doesn't  mean  a  thing? 

Mr.  Taylor:  Come  out  with  some  positive 
or  concrete  suggestions. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  am  suggesting  if  the 
minister  says  he  wants  to  develop  dairying 
that  he  have  a  policy  to  encourage  people 
to  go  into  dairying  and  that  he  not  slough 
them  oflF  because  he  finds  that  he  is  another 
business. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Everj'body  knows  the  problems, 
but  can  you  come  up  with  some  good  solid 


solutions?  What  do  you  do?  Why  can't  you 
come  up  with  something  that  is  constructive? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  My  initial  comment  when 
I  led  off  in  these  estimates  was  there  is  one 
man  who  can  reconcile  the  conflicts  in  rural 
Ontario  between  all  the  farm  groups  because 
he  knows  what  the  problems  are,  and  that 
one  man  is  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food. 

Mr.  Taylor:  He  knows  about  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  has  to  look  beyond  the  end 
of  his  nose  in  terms  of  shaping  the  policies 
that  will  meet  these  problems.  I  am  not  going 
to  take  the  time  tonight  to  enlighten  my 
friend  from  Prince  Edward-Lennox  as  to 
what  the  answer  is. 

Mr.  Taylor:  You  won't  enlighten  me  be- 
cause you  don't  have  the  answers. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  got  the  answers. 
In  fact  my  colleagues  out  in  Manitoba  and 
Saskatchewan  have  worked  out  a  programme. 
What  I  want  is  to  have  this  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  work  out  a  programme.  Not 
the  same  kind  of  a  programme;  don't  let  me 
leave  for  one  moment  the  suggestion  that  I 
want  a  general  application  of  something  that 
apphed  to  western  Canada,  because  the  con- 
ditions are  different. 

But  the  fundamental  problems  are  the 
same.  If  this  minister— I  would  like  to  believe 
this— had  a  government  that  was  really  inter- 
ested in  agriculture  and  was  really  interested 
in  rural  Ontario  other  than  as  a  place  to 
capture  votes  and  maintain  the  political 
power  base,  then  the  cabinet  would  take  the 
initiative  and  would   support  him. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  You  are 
the  one  making  the  political  speech. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  would  push  him  into  it 
and  the  Management  Board  would  provide 
the  funds  for  doing  it,  because  it  would  be 
money  well  spent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  hate  to  let  those  com- 
ments pass  without  some  loud  and  modest 
reply.  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  neither 
Saskatchewan  nor  Manitoba  has  had  anything 
like  the  kind  of  ARDA  programme  that  On- 
tario has  had.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  ARDA 
programme  in  Ontario  is  a  model  for  all  of 
Canada,  and  it  has  been  held  up  to  other 
provinces  as  the  way  it  should  be  done. 

In  Saskatchewan  they  embarked  on  a  Farm- 
start  programme,  true  enough.  I  have  read 
the  history  of  this  thing  and  I  have  discussed 
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it  with  Jack  Messer  out  there.  Even  though 
he  is  Minister  of  Agriculture  in  a  socialist 
government  he  has  a  few  decent  ideas,  I 
think,  and  I  listened  to  him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  has  got  a  few  bright 
ideas. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  He  is  very  interested  in 
what  we  are  doing  ARDA-wise.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  he  sent  his  people  here  to  see  how 
we  structured  our  marketing  because  he 
thinks  so  much  of  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  haven't  all  the 
answers  in  the  socialist  government.  I  just 
wanted  to  suggest  to  you  that  in  the  ARDA 
programme  we  have  in  Ontario  we  have 
leased  out  1,950  farms  to  help  enlarge  farms 
that  are  next  door  to  keep  fellows  on  the  land 
and  give  them  the  land  that  establishes  and 
helps  to  establish  a  more  viable  agricultural 
unit  for  those  people  who  otherwise  might 
get  discouraged  and  leave  the  farm.  That's 
what  we  have  done  under  this  programme 
of  ours. 

We  have  something  going  for  us.  I  would 
also  suggest  that  when  one  talks  about  the 
farmers  leaving  the  land  in  Ontario,  I  think 
you  have  to  recognize  the  fact  that  there  are 
an  enormous  number  of  young  people  who 
are  going  back  to  the  farms  and  are  farming. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  They  need  help  financially. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  For  instance,  of  the 
graduates  from  the  agricultural  colleges  that 
we  operate,  last  year  and  this  year  over  50 
per  cent  of  the  graduates  went  directly  back 
to  the  farm. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure,  agri-business  is 
overstaffed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  In  1973,  20  per  cent 
of  the  graduates  of  OAC  went  back  to  the 
farm,  and  30  per  cent  have  gone  back  to 
the  farm  in  1974.  Those  figures  are  there  for 
all  to  see.  To  me  that  indicates  that  there 
are  some  highly  skilled  and  qualified  young 
men  who  really  understand  farming  going 
back  to  the  land. 

And  so,  when  I  hear  my  friend  across  the 
aisle  preaching  doom  and  gloom  about  the 
farm  population  leaving  the  farms  of  On- 
tario, I  think  you  have  to  recognize  that  is 
what  is  happening  here. 

You  see,  one  wonders,  with  great  respect, 
when  my  hon.  friend  from  York  South  talks 
about  the  great  excellence  of  the  Saskatche- 
wan   programme.    The    average    number    of 


acres  that  they've  leased  back  to  people  is 
186  acres;  the  average  lease  that  we  have  is 
153  acres.  Now,  in  a  comparison  of  Ontario 
and  Saskatchewan,  we  are  miles  ahead  in  re- 
generating the  viability  of  land  because  of 
the  type  of  land  we  have. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  only  one  aspect  of 
the  farm  programme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  that  may  well  be 
one   aspect   of  the  programme. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  other  is  to  incorpo- 
rate programmes  equivalent  to  the  junior 
farm  loan.  Instead  you  are  copping  out  and 
waiting  for  Ottawa  to  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We'll  get  it  done,  as  I 
suggested  to  you.  Mr.  Stanfield  will  be  im- 
plementing this  right  after  July  8. 

Mr.  Huston:  No  way! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Now  you  know  that 
that  is  the  kind  of  confidence  that  I  have. 
I  have  that  kind  of  confidence  that  that  will 
be  done.  Now  I  don't  want  to  be  political, 
Mr.  Chairman,  not  at  all. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  sure  glad  he  smiled 
when  he  said  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  So  I  feel  that  we  are 
on  the  right  track;  and  it's  going  to  be  done— 
I  haven't  any  doubt  of  that  at  all.  But  I 
appreciate  my  friend's  comments  over  there 
and  I  can  assure  you  that  something  will  be 
done.  There's  no  question  about  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Bill,  you  surely  can't  say  that 
with  a  straight  face? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Sure,  lower  your  prices  on  the 
farm. 

Mr.  Huston:  How  can  you  have  price  and 

wage  controls- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Wolfe  Island's  agriculture 

has  been  neglected  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kingston 
and  the  Islands. 

Mr.  C.  J.  S.  Apps  (Kingston  and  the 
Islands):  Mr.  Chairman,  although  I  come 
from  a  riding  that  is  mostly  urban,  I  do 
have  some  very  good  farmers  on  the  two 
islands  in  St.  Lawrence— Amherst  and  Wolfe 
Island.  For  the  most  part  they  are  very 
appreciative  of  the  help  that  has  been  given 
to  them  in  the  various  programmes  that  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  has  in- 
augurated over  the  past  several  years.  There's 
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one  problem  that  seems  to  be  cropping  up, 
and  that  is  they  have  very  great  diflBculty  in 
raising  the  money  to  expand  their  herds  and 
to  expand  their  farms. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  have  been  saying 
that  for  years. 

Mr.  Apps:  All  right,  just  a  minute.  I  am 
the  first  to  admit  I  don't  know  anything 
about  farming,  but  sometimes  out  of  the 
mouths  of  babes  something  comes  which  may 
be  of  help.  And  why  couldn't  a  programme 
be  worked  out  along  the  lines  of  the  help 
that  is  given  to  small  businesses  by  the 
Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism?  I  mean 
farmers  are  businessmen.  Some  of  them  are 
small,  but  some  of  them  are  larger  busi- 
nesses. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Precisely  the  Manitoba 
Stay  Option  programme— it  provides  the 
money. 

Mr.  Apps:  But  surely  to  goodness,  we  could 
work  out  a  programme  for  the  farmers 
throughout  the  province  that  is  similar  to  the 
help  that  is  given  to  small  manufacturing 
businesses. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  do  it  provinciaUy; 
don't  leave  it  for  Gene  Whelan. 

Mr.  Apps:  This  would  enable  them  to  get 
the  necessary  money  in  the  form  of  loans— 
they  could  be  deferred  interest  loans— to  en- 
able them  to  buy  the  stock,  to  improve  their 
buildings  or  get  new  facilities,  or  to  buy  more 
land.  Defer  the  interest  payments  for  three, 
four  or  five  years  until  their  herck  get  filled 
up  and  the  money  starts  coming  back  in. 

Mr.  Ruston:  You're  stealing  his  stuflF,  Syl. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right  on,  Syl.  Come  over 
and  sit  on  my  right.  It  is  too  bad  you  are  out 
of  the  cabinet. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Apps:  Tve  listened!  to  the  member  for 
York  South  and'  I  am  very  patient;  please 
let  me  expand  on  this  in  my  own  way.  I 
think  there  are  thousands  of  smaller  farmers 
throughout  the  province  who  would  take  ad'- 
vantage  of  similar  types  of  loans  and  the  help 
that  is  given  the  small  businesses  by  the  Min- 
istry of  Industry  and  Tourism.  It  would  en- 
able them  to  get  the  capital  that  they  need  to 
expand  their  production.  As  I  say,  to  increase 
their  herds  and  buy  new  and  better  machinery 
or  new  and  better  bams  and  milking  facilities. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  You  might  even  sneak  in 
forgivable  loans. 

Mr.  Apps:  I  am  not  talking  about  forgivablfe 
loans.  They  are  not  interested  in  forgivable 
loans.  They  are  interested  in  getting  money  at 
a  reasonable  rate  of  interest,  maybe  deferred. 
Because  as  you  know,  you  can't  build  a  new 
building,  get  a  lot  of  additional  cattle  and 
start  reaping  the  benefits  all  at  once.  It  takes 
several  years  before  you  can  do  this.  So  if 
they  comd  get  a  loan  with  a  deferred  interest 
rate— like  we  are  giving  the  small  industries 
as  at  present— 

An  hon.  member:  We  are  giving  it  to  them, 
yes. 

Mr.  Apps:  I  think  that  would  be  a  tre- 
mendous help  to  them  and  I  am  sort  of  pass- 
ing that  out  to  you— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  Farmstart  or 
Stay  Option  programme. 

Mr.  Apps:  —as  maybe  an  idea  worth  pur- 
suing or  worth  working  out  with  the  Ministr)'^ 
of  Tourism  and  Information. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Just  great.  Bridge  the  gap 
until  they  can  cope  with  FCC.  Dead  on,  sir. 

(Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Root:  I  listened  with  great  interest  to 
the  spokesman  on  agriculture  for  the  NDP 
talking  about— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Go  on.  You  are  just  going 
to  activate  some  more  sludge. 

Mr.  Root:  —looking  down  the  road.  Six 
years  ago  when  we  were  debating  whether 
we'd  have  a  48-hour  week  and  you  people 
and  the  Liberal  Party  wanted  a  40-hour  week, 
I  said  we  haven't  developed  cows  that  will 
stop  milking  Friday  night  and  start  back  on 
Monday  morning  and  you  ridiculed  me. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  right,  because  you  de- 
served it. 

Mr.  Root:  You  said,  "Try  that  horse-and- 
buggy  policy  in  the  next  election  and  see 
what  happens."  I'll  tell  you  right  now  that  I 
tried  it  and  I  took  more  votes  than  your  man 
and  the  Liberal  and  the  independent  com- 
bined. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Root:  You  are  talking  about  agricul- 
ture and  I  have  a  rural  riding. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Root:  You  are  the  asphalt  farmers  over 
there.  That's  why  you  don't  have  any  people 
elected  in  rural  Ontario  and  that's  why  you'll 
not  have  any  people  elected  in  rural  Ontario. 
Maybe  the  millstone  your  party  hung  around 
Trudeau's  neck  was  why  he  didn't  get  into 
this  farm  loan  programme  we're  talking 
about.  Your  policies  make  it  impossible  for 
many  young  people  to  stay  on  a  small  farm. 
You  can't  operate  a  farm  on  a  40-hour  week, 
you  people  recommend  and  you  talk  about 
even  less  that  that. 

The  young  people  today  are  getting  the 
same  education  in  the  country  as  they  can 
get  in  the  city.  They  ride  the  buses  and  they 
can  figure;  if  they  can  get  a  job  with  un- 
employment insurance  and  all  the  benefits 
that  go  with  a  factory,  how  do  you  keep  them 
on  the  farm?  Money  is  only  one  thing. 

An  hon.  member:  They  are  only- 
Mr.  Root:  People  aren't  going  to  work 
seven  days  a  week  or  milk  cows  twice  a  day 
for  seven  days  a  week  for  less  money  than 
people  can  get  teaching  school  or  working  in 
a  factory  or  many  of  the  other  industries.  My 
family  farmed  in  Wellington  county  before 
the  city  of  Guelph  was  founded,  and  we  are 
still  farming.  I  have  three  boys  and  only 
one  of  them  is  on  the  farm;  we  gave  him 
partnership— it's  about  the  only  way  you  can 
get  started  today. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  drove  them  off. 
Mr.  Root:  I  beg  your  pardon? 
Interjection  by  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Root:  Nobody  drove  them  off.  They 
were  sucked  off  by  the  advantages  of  work- 
ing in  some  other  industry;  that's  why  they 
are  off.  I  have  nephews- 
Mr.  Deans:  Maybe  we  could  improve  the 
conditions  for  farmers.  That's  what  we  are 
saying. 

Mr.  Root:  Get  rid  of  your  socialistic  ideas 
and  we'll  agree. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Those  ideas  provided  the 
progressive  programmes  of  the  29th  Parlia- 
ment. 

Mr.  Root:  I  have  nephews  and  nieces  who— 

Mr.  Deans:  You  have  reduced  this  debate 
to  ridiculousness. 

Mr.  Root:  You  just  don't  want  to  look  at 
facts. 


Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Root:  You  want  to  put  the  telescope  to 
your  blind  eye.  You  know  the  cost  of  labour 
and  the  short  work  week,  as  the  minister 
has  mentioned,  are  factors.  There  is  no  way 
you  can  ignore  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Of  course,  they  are- 
Mr.  Root:  As  soon  as  beef  gets  up  to 
$1.50  a  pound  for  steak,  you  start  to  holler 
about  that:  "Roll  the  prices  back."  I'm  telling 
you,  if  you  are  going  to  keep  people  on  the 
farms- 
Mr.  Deans:  There  has  never  been  an  occa- 
sion when  I  said  the  farmer  got  too  much. 
Never  once. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  Never  once. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Root:  Never  once,  eh?  Well,  I've  heard 
a  lot  of  that  around  the  riding.  But  let  me 
tell  you— 

Mr.  Deans:  Never  once. 

Mr.  Root:  —a  farmer  has  to  have  capital 
to  start  and  it  takes  a  lot  of  capital  because 
now  we  are  bidding  for  land  against  wealthy 
people  from  the  city  who  can't  get  a  sever- 
ance. They  buy  the  whole  farm  to  get  the 
house  and  they  turn  it  to  grass. 

Mr.  Deans:  Or  developers. 

Mr.  Root:  No,  not  developers  up  my  way. 
They  are  not  developers.  You  don't  know 
what  you  are  talking  about.  You  live  beside 
the  city. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  said,  or  developers. 

Mr.  Root:  You  don't  know  what  you  are 
talking  about.  You  don't  live  in  an  agricul- 
tural area. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  most  certainly  do. 
Mr.  Root:  The  city  of  Hamilton? 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order. 
Mr.  Root:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  A  point  of  order? 
An  hon.  member:  Sit  downl 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order.  I  am  afraid  I  must  correct  the  wrong 


2962 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


impression  of  the  member.  Of  course,  I  live 
in  an  agricultural  area;  I  even  represent  an 
agricultural  area. 

An  hon.  member:  But  you  don't  know  what 
you  are  talking  about. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welling- 
ton-Dufferin  may  continue. 

Mr.  Root:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'll  accept  that 
but  I  think  he  could  do  a  lot  better  job  of 
representing  it. 

All  I  am  saying,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Root:  —I  agree  that  in  some  way  we 
have  to  keep  people  interested  in  agriculture. 
Finance  is  only  one  part  of  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Except  that  you  are  doing 
nothing  about  it, 

Mr.  Root:  You  have  to  have  a  life.  You 
cannot  expect  people,  a  man  and  his  wife,  to 
go  out  and  milk  cows  seven  days  a  week  so 
you  can  have  cheap  milk  and  cheap  butter 
and  what  you  like.  Through  my  area  a  few 
years  ago  we  had  creameries  enough.  We 
don't  produce  enough  butter  to  butter  our 
bread. 

An  hon.  member:  We  have  to  import  it.  It's 
a  lower  cost. 

Mr.  Deans:  Because  of  lack  of  adequate 
policy. 

Mr.  Root:  It's  not  a  lack  of  adequate  policy. 
If  the  federal  government- 
Mr.  Deans:  Then  that  is  the  reason. 

Mr.  Root:  If  we  could  get  a  government  in 

Ottawa- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  Get  a  government  here, 

never  mind  Ottawa. 

Mr.   Root:   All   right,   just   a  minute.    You 
know  right  well  that  Ottawa  controls- 
Mr.  MacDonald:   You   get  the  Liberals  in 
Ottawa  to— 

Mr.  Root:  You  know  that  Ottawa  controls 
the  tariflFs  and  the  products  that  are  coming 
in  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Root:  And  you  know  that  the  last 
government    in     Ottawa     had     a    millstone 


around  its  neck  with  the  socialists  hanging 
on,  stopping  it  from  doing  what  it  might 
have  wanted. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Root:  So  let's  put  Bob  Stanfield  in 
there  and  get  a  government  that  is  interested 
in  developing  this  country. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  the  root  of  all  the 
trouble. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Mr.    Chairman,    I'm   not 
going  to  answer  this  speech  in  kind.  This  is 
the  kind  of  cheap  politics- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —by  which  Liberals  and 
Tories  down  through  the  years  have  set  city 
folk  against  rural  folk,  and  you  can't  get— 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
viroimient):  You  can't  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —any  evidence  to  suggest 
that  the  NDP  hasn't  been  fighting  for  fair 
prices  for  farmers. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right,  fair  prices  for  the 
farmers.  Yes,  you'll  get  the  Liberals,  because 
they  are  in  the  same  bed  with  you  over 
there.  And,  furthermore,  where  we  had  an 
opportunity  we  have  done  more  than  has 
been  done  elsewhere  to  get  fair  prices  for 
farmers,  and  at  the  same  time  we  have  done 
more  to  avoid  the  consumer  being  skinned 
by  the  80  per  cent  of  middle-men  who  make 
up  food  chains. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  I  am  saying  to 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  our  friend  over 
there,  is  that  when  he  talks  about  farm 
labour— you  go  back  and  take  a  look  at  the 
farm  labour  report  that  was  produced  by  the 
Ontario  Federation  of  Agriculture  along  with 
the  Dairy  Farmers  of  Canada.  The  first 
recommendation  was  to  give  the  farmers 
enough  income  for  them  to  be  able  to  hire 
the  labour.  That's  the  desperate  plight  of 
the  farmer.  He  hasn't  got  the  income  to  be 
able  to  compete  even  with  the  minimum 
wage. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  the  answer  to  the 
problem  is  to  get  him  a  decent  income.   If 


JUNE  6,  1974 


2963 


you  are  not  fighting  for  it,  if  you  are  blam- 
ing Ottawa  on  its  inactivity,  we  in  the  New 
Democratic  Party  are  fighting  for  it. 

Mr.    Root:    I'm   wondering   how   to   reply. 

The  only  kind  of  farm  you  can  operate  under 

your  policy  is  a  corporation-type  farm  where 

you  have  enough  labour- 
Mr.     MacDonald:     Nuts.    You    just    don't 

know  what  you  are  talking  about. 

Mr.  Root:  —to  stagger  your  work  hours, 
and  you  know  it,  and  I  said  that  six  years 
ago,  and  you  laughed  at  me.  That's  why 
you  are  still  over  there  without  a  farm 
member.  You'll  be  there  after  the  next  elec- 
tion without  a  farm  member.  i 

Mr.  Chairman:  I'm  wondering,  before  the 

hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Mr.  MacDonald:   If  you  had  a  few  more 

cattle  instead  of  trucks- 
Mr.    Chairman:    —commences,    if    I    could 

draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members  to  keep 

to  the  content  of  the  vote.  The  member  for 

Huron. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  thought  it  was  only  on  television  stations 
that  they  gave  time  out  for  commercials  and 
free  political  announcements,  so  let's  now  get 
back  to  the  programme. 

The  minister  made  some  comments  that  I 
was  rather  interested  in,  one  of  which  was 
the  fact  that  30  per  cent  of  the  graduates 
from  some  of  these  colleges  are  returning  to 
the  farms.  That's  really  not  too  meanin^ul. 
I  would  like  to  know  how  many  of  the 
graduates,  say  from  1960  or  1965,  who  re- 
turned to  the  farm  have  had  to  leave  them 
because  they  weren't  able  to  carry  on  due 
to  the  lack  of  financial  assistance. 

Has  the  ARDA  programme  been  updated 
at  all,  or  are  they  still  offering  $150  an  acre 
in  order  to  purchase  land  from  a  farmer  who 
no  longer  wishes  to  stay  in  business,  and  then 
they  turn  around  and  lease  that  land  out 
to,  say,  the  neighbouring  farmer?  Because  if 
we  are  still  toying  with  the  $150  per  acre, 
then  we  certainly  are  far  below  the  value 
of  farms  selling  today,  and  I  just  doubt  if 
you  can  go  anywhere,  certainly  in  our  part 
of  the  country,  and  get  land  for  less  than 
$500  an  acre.  Certainly  these  farmers  are  not 
going  to  be  prepared  to  sell  their  land  at 
$150,  even  though  they  do  find  that  they 
are  up  against  it,  and  can't  meet  their  obli- 
gations, whether  they  have  a  junior  farmer 
loan  or  a  farm  credit  loan. 


In  connection  with  some  kind  of  a  finan- 
cing policy  here,  I  think  we  would  have  to 
agree  that  the  same  conditions  don't  apply 
right  across  Canada.  The  problem  I  am  run- 
ning into  involves  a  lot  of  new  Canadians 
coming  to  me,  new  Canadians  who  have 
worked  for  a  number  of  years,  have  managed 
to  save  up  a  little  bit  of  money  and  now 
want  to  get  started  farming.  So  they 
start  the  process  of  purchasing  a  farm,  hoping 
they  can  get  a  loan  of  some  kind,  only  to 
find  that  the  appraisal  is  done  on  the  produc- 
tive value  of  that  land. 

We  know  here  in  Ontario  that  the  produc- 
tive value  and  the  current  market  value  of 
those  farms  are  two  different  things.  I  mean, 
lots  of  these  farms  are  selling  at  $1,000  an 
acre,  yet  we  know  that  the  productive  value 
of  land  is  nowhere  near  $1,000  an  acre. 
The  Farm  Credit  Corp.  appraises  the  land 
on  the  basis  of  the  productive  value  of  the 
land,  and  the  new  Canadian  finds  that  he 
cannot  raise  enough  money  to  purchase  the 
farm— let  alone  the  money  to  have  a  little  bit 
of  operating  capital,  or  invest  in  some 
machinery  and  some  livestock. 

So  I  maintain  that  we  don't  necessarily 
need  one  lending  agency,  because  the  same 
conditions  don't  apply  right  across  Canada, 
It  might  be  a  good  idea  if  we  got  back  into 
some  kind  of  a  financing  programme  for  farm- 
ers here  in  Ontario,  where  conditions  are 
entirely  different  than  they  are  in  the  western 
provinces. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  minister  has  indicated 
that.  There  is  a  difference. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the 
minister  answer  that.  It  is  unusual  to  read 
in  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Agriculture's 
brief  to  the  three  parties  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  that  the  average  income  of  the  farm- 
ers across  Ontario  is  $7,600  in  1973.  Now 
this  is  one  of  the  reasons  why,  as  some 
other  speakers  have  said,  there  isn't  suflBcient 
income  to  keep  the  young  people  on  the  farm. 
If  you  are  going  to  produce  food  which  this 
world  needs— Canada  needs  food,  the  United 
States  needs  food— the  farmer's  income  has  to 
be  raised  in  order  to  keep  the  young  genera- 
tion producing  food  for  Canada,  or  for  the 
world. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish 
to  respond? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  With  regard  to  the  hon. 
member  for  Kent's  observation  on  the  average 
income  of  Ontario  farmers  as  quoted  by  the 
Federation  of  Agriculture,  I  would  have  some 
reservations  about  the  validity  of  those  figures. 
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Included  in  those  figures  and  the  calculations 
that  are  done,  are  the  incomes  of  people  who 
are  classified  as  farmers,  but  they  are  really 
only  living  in  Ontario.  Some  of  them  are  on 
Canada  Pension  Plan;  many  of  them  are  on 
some  type  of  pension  and  earning  some  kind 
of  living  besides— driving  a  school  bus  or 
working  in  town,  this  kind  of  thing,  and 
doing  a  bit  of  farming. 

I  suppose  one  can  always  question  figures, 
but  I  understand  the  Statistics  Canada  figure 
for  the  average  income  for  the  commercial 
farmers  in  Ontario  was  well  over  $12,000,  net 
income,  for  1973.  Which  was  quite  diflFerent 
from  that.  But  that  is  commercial  farmers. 

Now  with  regard  to  what  my  friend  from 
Huron  asked:  How  many  grads  couldn't  stay 
on  their  farms?  I  really  can't  answer  that. 
There  are  none,  to  my  knowledge,  who  have 
had  to  leave  the  farm  because  they  couldn't 
make  a  go  of  it. 

Mr.  Riddell:  There  are  some  I  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  there  may  be 
some.  I  suppose  that  happens  in  any  type  of 
business.  But  50  per  cent  of  the  grads  from 
the  agricultural  colleges— Ridgetown,  Kempt- 
ville,  Centralia,  New  Liskeard,  and  the  two- 
year  associate  course  at  Guelph— went  back 
to  the  farm  last  year  and  this  year.  And  30 
per  cent  of  the  four-year  graduates  went  back 
to  the  farm  this  year;  20  per  cent  last  year. 
That  is  an  increase  of  300  per  cent  over  what 
had  been  going  back  in  years  previous,  on 
the  average.  So  that  there  are  some  eflForts 
along  that  line,  and  I  think  they  are  working 
out  satisfactorily. 

The  price  that  is  offered  by  ARDA  is  $150 
maximum.  It  has  not  changed.  Now  there  is 
a  good  argument,  and  there  are  valid  reasons 
why  it  should  change.  The  purpose  of  the 
ARDA  programme  at  the  time  it  was  intro- 
duced was,  to  some  extent,  to  help  farmers 
who  were  locked  into  the  situation  where 
they  could  not  sell  their  farms.  Older  people 
were  sitting  there  with  land  that  they  coulmi't 
sell;  nobody  would  buy  it  because  it  wasn't 
a  viable  unit.  Something  was  probably  wrong 
with  the  barns  or  the  buildings,  or  there 
were  rock  outcrops  or  swamps,  or  poor  drain- 
age, or  something  was  v^n-ong. 

We  moved  in  and  bought  those  farms  and 
made  the  agricultural  land  available  to  any- 
body who  wanted  to  rent  it.  Today,  that  con- 
cept has  changed  completely.  Those  farmers 
are  no  longer  locked  in.  There  are  all  kinds 
of  people  scrambling  to  get  their  farms.  If 
there  is  rock  or  a  bush  on  them  or  a  stream 
on  them,  they  become  more  valuable  than 
ever.  There  is  no  possible  way  that  we  can 


compete  with  the  people  buying  that  kind  of 
land. 

'We  are  putting  the  emphasis  now  on  try- 
ing to  make  use  of  that  agricultural  land,  the 
land  that  urban  people  are  buying,  and  we 
say  to  them,  "Look.  This  land  you  have  got 
here,  now— you  probably  don't  realize  it,  but 
here  are  X  number  of  acres  on  this  farm. 
We'll  try  and  negotiate  with  you  to  lease  it 
to  some  neighbouring  farmer."  That,  to  me, 
is  using  private  money  invested  in  that  farm, 
and  still  making  use  of  the  land  for  the  neigh- 
bour next  door,  or  somebody  down  the  road, 
on  a  long-term  lease  basis.  That,  to  me,  is 
just  common  sense.  That's  what  we're  empha- 
sizing right  now. 

As  far  as  the  evaluations  are  concerned,  I 
understand  that  the  Farm  Credit  Corp.  bases 
its  values  on  productive  farm  lands.  If  I  see 
farms  changing  hands  between  farmers  at 
substantial  prices  today— and  they  are  sure 
able  to  get  their  hands  on  the  money,  and 
how  they  do  it,  I  don't  know— because  I  do 
know  that  land  is  changing  hands  at  a  very 
high  price,  even  among  farmers  in  some  parts 
of  the  province.  It  seems  to  me  that  many 
of  the  so-called  new  Canadians— people  who 
have  been  bom  here  and  some  of  whom  came 
here— are  establishing  themselves  now.  They 
seem  to  be  able  to  finance  these  purchases  in 
a  way  that  is  quite  admirable.  I  appreciate 
the  recommendation  made  concerning  the 
farm-credit  plan  and  the  suggestions  that 
were  made  by  my  friend  from  Kingston  and 
the  Islands.  They  will  be  duly  noted  and 
taken  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  Huston:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
just  was  going  to  make  one  or  two  comments 
on  some  of  the  items  we  have  been  discuss- 
ing here.  I  have  noticed  that  the  Farm  Credit 
Corp,  loans  went  up  in  the  past  year  by  142 
per  cent  in  Ontario  alone,  and  I  was  also  in- 
formed by  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  for 
Canada  that  his  bill  was  printed  before  the 
Parliament  of  Canada  was  dissolved. 

One  of  the  recommendations,  or  one  of  the 
points  in  the  bill,  was  a  $150,000  loan  for 
yoimg  farmers  up  to  35  years  of  age  to  be 
paid  off  on  a  long-term  basis.  And,  of  course, 
the  reason  was  that  a  farmer  could  then  more 
or  Itess  start  with  reasonably  good  equipment 
and  enough  land,  and  so  forth,  to  get  into  a 
viable  unit  all  at  once  and  have  something 
to  work  with. 

As  some  of  us  look  back  and  see  what  we 
had  to  work  with,  maybe  30  or  40  years  ago, 
to  get  started,  it  was  a  pretty  tough  situation. 
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But,  that  particular  item,  of  course,  as  I  say, 
was  left  on  the  order  paper  wheni  the  election 
was  called,  so  I  suppose  if  the  member  for 
Huron  says  we  are  not  supposed)  to  have  any 
"commercials,"  I  just  thought  that  I  would 
remind  the  people  here  that  that  was  one  of 
the  particular  items  the  NDP  and  Mr.  Stan- 
field  s  party  voted  the  government  out  on. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Squeezed  out  by  the  foot- 
ball. 

Mr.  Ruston:  So,  I  think  that  is  just  and  a 
good  point  to  raise  at  this  time,  since  some- 
one else  has  brought  it  up,  too. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Nonsense.  You  were  pre- 
occupied  with  keeping   the   World  Football 

League  out. 

Mr.  Huston:  Getting  back  to  farming,  dairy- 
ing and  so  forth.  You  have  to  make  a  profit 
to  farm,  but  you  also  have  to  be  able  to  have 
a  time  for  a  little  vacation.  The  member  for 
York  Sooith  may  have  got  up  at  5:30  in  the 
morning  and  milked  15  cows  by  himself  at 
some  time  or  other.  I  don't  think  he  did,  but 
I  did. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  did. 

Mr.  Ruston:  How  long? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  When  I  was  growing  up. 

An  hon.  member:  Before  the  member  for 
Essex-Kent  did. 

An  hon.  member:  By  handi? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  By  hand,  yes. 

Mr.  Ruston:  So  did  I.  But  not  for  very 
long,  did  you,  Donald?  No,  that's  right,  not 
very  long. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  does  the  member 

mean,  not  very  long? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  They  were  Herefords,  Don.  Not 

very  long. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  were  Holsteins. 

Mr.  Ruston:  If  you  think  the  people  are 
going  to  farm  and  have  to  work  365  days  a 
year,  seven  days  a  week,  and  be  up  Sunday 
morning  at  6  o'clock,  and  dairying  and  so 
forth,  I  think,  as  the  minister  has  stated,  is 
going  to  have  to  be  in  a  unit  large  enough  to 
accommodate  this  kind  of  work.  And  this  is 
where  we  are  going  to  have  to  get  loans  large 
enough  to  help  them.  Such  farms  are  going 
to  have  to  be  large  enough  so  that  they  are 
at  least  two-  or  three-men  operations. 


I  know  in  my  own  area  two  or  three  dairy 
farms  milk  55  to  60  cows.  Some  of  the 
farms  I'm  thinking  of  formed  into  a  corpo- 
ration, and  they  have  at  least  three— either 
the  father  and  two  boys,  or  in  one  case  three 
boys,  and  they  are  farming  under  that  with 
about  another  75  head  of  cattle  besides  that, 
and  in  no  way  can  you  expect  the  people 
to  do  what  they  did.  I  know  a  fellow  who 
only  lives  a  mile  and  a  half  from  me  who 
informed  me  the  other  day  that  he  has  been 
dairying  for  24  years,  and  he  and  his  wife 
have  never  had  a  holiday  in  24  years.  You 
see,  people  aren't  going  to  do  that  any  more. 
When  the  man  in  the  city  can  have  four 
weeks'  vacation  after  10  years,  plus  a  week's 
vacation  between  Christmas  and  New  Year, 
plus  nine  or  10  statutory  holidays,  and  make 
$12,000  a  year  without  any  investment- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  —then  if  we  pay  a  farmer  for 
the  amount  of  hours  that  he  is  going  to 
spend  working,  we  will  be  paying  $1  a  quart 
for  milk.  You  know  who  is  going  to  holler? 
The  first  ones  are  going  to  be  the  NDP, 
because  the  member  for  Wentworth  and  the 
leader  of  the  NDP  spoke  here  one  day  com- 
plaining and  hollering  about  the  price  of  eggs 
being  60  and  70  cents  a  dozen  when, 
danmiit,  the  year  before  they  were  19  cents 
a  dozen  and  the  farmer  was  losing  12  cents 
a  dozen  on  them  just  to  produce  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  sound  like  John 
Root.  You  are  both  in  the  same  class.  You 
are  both  in  the  same  boat. 

Mr.  Ruston:  So  you  see,  it  is  so  ridiculous 
when  you  hear  them  talking  on  the  price. 
It  sounds  like- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  sounds  like  the  member 
for  Riverdale  (Mr.  Renwick)  the  other  night. 
In  his  stupidity,  he  didn't  know  that  a  man 
could  go  out  and  pick  tomatoes  and  make 
$30  a  day.  He  says,  "You're  crazy."  I  know 
he  is  crazy.  He  doesn't  know  what  a  tomato 
looks  like  on  a  vine  in  Ontario.  He  might 
know  what  they  look  like  in  a  store  because 
they  can  and  lock  them. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  sound  more  and 
more  like  John  Root.  Sound  like  him,  not 
only  look  like  him— 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  He's  an 
expert  on  hot  tamales  though. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Ruston:  Many  of  our  good  Canadians 
look  forward  to  coining  down  into  Ontario 
to  pick  tomatoes.  I  know  of  three  particular 
people  who  came  down  last  year  and  worked 
for  seven  weeks.  The  three  people  I  am  think- 
ing of  are  young  fellows  about  22  years 
of  age  who  came  down  and  I  talked  to  them 
one  night- 
Mr.  Riddell:  It  is  a  good  back-breaking 
job. 

Mr.  Ruston:  —I  had  my  son-in-law  with 
me  because  they  were  quite  French  and 
I  couldn't  talk  with  them  very  well. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  need  help. 

Mr.  Ruston:  We  had  a  little  discussion  and 
he  said,  "You  know,  I  didn't  know  that 
money  was  so  easy  to  make  until  I  got 
down  here  and  started  picking  tomatoes." 
But  I  am  telling  you,  you  have  to  know  how 
to  do  it.  I  have  tried  it.  I  have  done  it,  but 
I  can't  pick  them  very  fast.  That  is  my 
problem.  The  thing  is  to  watch  people  walk 
up  and  down  the  road  with  one  in  each  hand 
and  the  little  stems  are  flying  off  as  they 
are  picking  them. 

I  can't  do  that.  I  pick  up  a  tomato  and 
then  take  the  stem  off.  If  I  get  80  baskets 
a  day  I  am  doing  good,  but  those  fellows 
are  picking  200  baskets  a  day  with  no 
trouble,  but  they  thought  it  was  great.  It  so 
happened  that  these  three  particular  fellows 
took  off  on  a  trip  to  California  after  they 
made  their  little  bit  of  money.  They  came 
back  and  got  jobs  in  places  where  they 
each  made  $5.40  an  hour  and  they  each 
bought  a  car  and  said,  "You  know,  it  is  just 
like  money  growing  on  trees."  It  is  not  that 
good.  We  know  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That  is  from  6  o'clock  in 
the  morning  until  10  o'clock  at  night. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Nonsense. 
I  have  never  heard  such  nonsense  in  one 
evening  in  my  life. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Well,  they  are  plain  facts.  I 
know  right  where  they  come  from. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  are  a  selective 
fellow. 

Mr.  Ruston:  That  just  shows  how  ignorant 
you  are  that  you  don't  understand  what  goes 
on  in  the  country.  You  have  been  teaching 
somebody  some  place  to  take  it  out  of  a 
book,  but  you  never  got  down  and  found 
out  what  went  on. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  You  are  sounding  more 
like  John  Root. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Stick  to  the  blueberries, 
Floyd. 

Mr.    Ruston:    I   want   to   say   with   regard 
to  loans- 
Mr.  Haggertj':  Best  friend  you  have,  Bill. 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  think  this  is  what  we  have 
to  do.  We  have  to  look  at  farming  and 
special  dairy  farming  in  an  operation  large 
enough  to  make  money,  and  that  is  why  we 
have  to  have  these  loans  large  enough  so  that 
they  can  be  operated  with  at  least  three 
people. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Ruston  is  ahve  and  living 
in  John  Root. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Because  no  way  are  people 
going  to  work  the  long  hours  they  did  in  the 
past  30  or  40  years.  We  have  to  have  it.  I 
would  hate  to  see  what  would  happen  down 
in  some  place  like  Florida  where  thej'  have 
corporation  farms  and  they  are  milking  cows 
24  hours  a  day.  Ten  or  12  come  in  on  a 
shift— on  day  shifts,  afternoon  shifts  and  the 
midnight  slufts— 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Do  they  milk  the  same 
cow? 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  don't  know.  Bill,  if  they  milk 
the  same  cow  or  not.  They  probably  don't 
even  know  them.  We  used  to  know  them  by 
name,  you  know.  It  seems  they  all  look  the 
same  colour  now. 

But,  maybe  that  will  come  if  we  don't  look 
after  this  other  system.  That  is  why  we  have 
to  look  for  a  system  where  farmers  can 
borrow  enough  money  so  that  if  a  family 
wants  to  come  in  and  get  into  the  operation, 
it  can.  I  am  rather  disappointed  at  the  fate 
of  the  plan  the  government  had  in  Ottawa 
to  get  this  going  it  was  a  good  plan.  The  min- 
ister had  stated  that  he  anticipated  they  would 
put  it  in.  I  am  not  going  to  get  into  the 
policies  of  it.  I  am  sure  somebody  will.  But, 
I  think  that  this  minister  should  be  ready  to 
put  it  in  himself  this  fall  if  it  isn't  put  in  by 
the  federal  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1703. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hadn't  in- 
tended to  enter  this  debate  but— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Ruston:  You  are  going  to  get- 
Mr.   MacDonald:    Like   you,   he   wants   to 
milk  the  issue  a  bit. 
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Mr.  Laughren:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the 
minister,  in  Sudbury  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
farming  going  on,  onlv  there  we  call  it  sul- 
phur farming— whereby  the  International 
Nickel  Co.  of  Falconbridge  pays  the  farmer 
for  the  crop  damage. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  It  brings  in  about  $10,000 
a  year— 40  hours  a  week  work. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It's  the  major  part  of  the 
income  of  most  farmers  in  the  Sudbury  basin. 
But  I'm  wondering— 

Mr.  Taylor:  That's  not  what  the  member 
for  Sudbury  said  last  night.  He  said  that  most 
of  the  men  working  for  the  mining  com- 
panies were  farmers. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I'm  telling  you  they  make 
the  majorit}'  of  their  income  off  the  farm. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  am  wondering  in  view  of  the  comments  of 
the  member  for  Wellington-Dufferin  and 
the  comments  from— he  doesn't  represent  the 
government,  although  it's  hard  to  tell— the 
member  for  Essex-Kent,  just  what  the  gov- 
ernment's position  is  on  this  problem  of 
income  for  farmers  and  trying  to  help  them 
pay  the  kind  of  wages  that  will  attract  and 
keep  people  on  the  farm. 

I  sit  on  the  select  committee,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, with  the  member  for  Wellington-Duf- 
ferin and  day  in  and  day  out,  meeting  after 
meeting,  all  I  hear  is  how  the  farmers  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  cannot  afford  to  hire 
people  to  come  and  work  on  the  farm.  The 
member  for  Wellington-DuflFerin  uses  the 
argument  all  the  time  that  it's  because  people 
don't  want  to  work  and  unemployment  insur- 
ance is  too  easy  to  get.  I've  never  heard  such 
nonsense  in  all  my  life— well,  I  have— I  heard 
some  more  tonight. 

Mr.  Root:  I  didn't  say  people  didn't  want 
to  work.  I  said  if  people  can  make  a  good 
living  on  a  40-  or  35-hour  week  with  unem- 
ployment insurance,  at  the  other  end  and  all 
the  benefits  that  go,  why  would  they  go  and 
borrow  the  amount  of  capital  to  start  a  farm 
and  take  their  chances  on  frost,  hail,  foreign 
markets  and  all  the  rest  of  it?  Say  what  I 
said. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  stand 
corrected.  I  have  heard  the  member  many 
times  and  he  never  seemed  to  realize  that 
it's  up  to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  to  determine  whether  or  not  the  policies 


are  right  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  attract 
and  keep  young  people  on  the  farm.  If  the 
farmers  in  this  province  cannot  have  an 
income  that  is  sufficient  to  pay  these  people, 
surely  the  answer,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  not  to 
pay  people  less  in  the  industrialized  sector 
of  our  province.  Yet  that  seems  to  be  what 
the  member  for  Wellington-Dufferin  wants, 
and  the  member  for  Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  Tayor:  Tell  us  how  to  pay  the  farmers 
more. 

Mr.  Laughren:  If  you  appoint  me  the  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture,  I  will  lay  out  all  the 
solutions  for  you.  No  problem  at  all; 

An  hon.  member:  I'll  bet  you  will. 

Mr.  Laughren:  And  I  might  add  that  if  you 
took  the  advice  of  my  learned  friend  from 
York  South  that- 

An  hon.  member:  Learned! 

Mr.  Laughren:  Yes,  learned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Learned  in  the  field  of 
agriculture,   I  might  add,   as  well, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  we  get  back  to  vote 
1703  and  let's  talk  on  the  vote? 

An  hon.  member:  You  don't  have  to  live 
on  a  farm  to  know  something  about  farming. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  don't  need  to  be  a 
chicken  to  lay  an  egg  either. 

An  hon.  member:  You  do  very  well. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  really 
do  hope  that  the  minister,  in  view  of  the 
good  advice  he's  had  from  the  member  for 
York  South— certainly  better  than  any  of  the 
advice  he  has  had  from  his  own  back- 
benchers-could indicate  to  us  just  what  his 
plans  are  to  prevent  this  outflow  of  people 
from  the  farms  to  the  city.  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chariman,  I  have  a 
quiet,  unprovocative  question  of  the  minister. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Move  over  and  let  it  pile 
up. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  listened  to  the 
minister  complain  about  the  amount  of  agri- 
cultural land  being  taken  out  of  production 
by  city  people  who  go  and  buy  out  farms. 
He  seemed  to  be  suggesting  that  something 
was  in  the  making  by  way  of  a  policy  but 
we   have   had   no  particular  policy. 
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I  know  that  ARDA  provides  some  poten- 
tial for  buying  land  and  making  it  available 
for  development  of  larger,  more  viable  farm 
units  and  so  on.  However,  the  price  that  can 
be  paid  is  limited  enough  so  that,  as  I 
gathered  from  talking  to  farmers,  it  hasn't 
got  the  real  capacity  to  get  this  growing 
acreage  of  prime  farmland  that  is  being  sat 
upon  by  urban  people.  They  buy  it  because 
it's  got  a  home  on  it  and  they  want  four 
or  five  acres  for  family  recreation  purposes 
and  the  other  95  acres  more  or  less  lies 
idle. 

I  mentioned  in  my  leadoff  that  in  the  pre- 
budget  briefing  that  was  given  to  those  of  us 
who  were  speaking  on  behalf  of  our  parties 
to  the  budget,  the  people  in  TEIGA  said 
the  Ontario  Land  Corp.  was  the  instrument 
that  could  be  used  to  cope  with  this  problem. 
In  other  words,  the  OLC  could  buy  up 
land  that  is  not  being  used  for  prime  agri- 
cultural purposes  and  presumably  make  it 
available  for  those  who  would  use  it  in  that 
way. 

I'm  rather  intrigued  that  there  has  been 
no  flushing  out  of  that  idea,  and  I'm  rather 
disappointed  that  the  minister  hasn't  jumped 
into  the  breach  and  explained  how  the  On- 
tario Land  Corp.  is  going  to  be  used  for 
that  purpose.  Surely  the  minister  isn't  going 
to  make  a  speech  a  month  for  the  whole 
of  the  next  year  without  following  through 
with  something  specific  to  cope  with  the 
problem.  We  all  know  the  problem.  What  is 
your  answer?  Is  the  Ontario  Land  Corp. 
going  to  be  used  as  the  instrument  for  ac- 
quiring that  land  and  getting  it  back  into 
agriculture? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  I  am  not  sure 
that  the  land  now  owned  by  developers 
would  fall  within  the  category  of  the  owner- 
ship of  the  Ontario  Land  Corp.  when  it 
comes  about.  Plans  are  going  forward  right 
now  for  the  development  of  the  terais  of 
reference  of  that  particular  corporation.  But 
our  ministry  has  a  fruitlands  development 
committee— it  is  already  in  place  and  has 
been  in  place  for  several  months— and  their 
terms  of  reference  are  to  try  to  make  the 
best  possible  use  of  land  that  is  held  by 
the  government,  by  private  developers  and 
by  individuals,  where  they  can  be  per- 
suaded to  lease  that  land  on  a  long-term 
basis. 

I  really  find  nothing  wrong  with  people 
going  out  from  the  urban  community  and 
purchasing  land.  I  think  they  have  every 
right  to  go  out  and  live  in  the  country  the 
same  as  I  do.  But  we  don't  think  it  is  right 


that  that  land  be  left  idle.  As  I  have  said 
before,  and  I  said  it  here  the  other  night, 
I  don't  think  it  is  a  good  idea.  I  hope  we 
will  never  have  to  come  to  the  place  where 
we  have  legislation  and  regulations  to  say 
that  "thou  shalt  do  with  that  land  as  some 
government  bureaucrat  decides  you  have  to 
do  it." 

I  do  think  that  there  should  be  a  pro- 
gramme—and we  are  embarked  on  this  now, 
through  our  extension  branch,  through  the 
ARDA  counsellbrs  and  others— of  trj^ng  to 
persuade  those  people  who  own  that  land 
either  to  use  it  themselves— and  many  of  them 
haven't  got  the  expertise  or  the  desire  to  do 
it— or  to  make  the  agricultural  land  on  that 
farm  available  to  someone  within  the  com- 
munity who  can  use  it. 

We  have  done  surveys.  Surprisingly  enough, 
a  great  dteal  of  the  land  that— I  can  think  of 
one  block  of  28,000  acres,  not  all  held.'  by  one 
person,  but  by  a  variety  of  people,  in  which 
there  were  many  individual  urban  people 
living.  It  is  reasonably  good  land,  and  prac- 
tically all  of  that  land  is  being  farmed, 
usually  by  someone  in  the  community  and 
sometimes  in  pretty  substantial  holdings.  We 
have  got  farmers  in  Ontario  who  are  oper- 
ating 4,000  and  5,000  acres  of  land!  that  they 
don't  own;  they  are  leasing  it  from  these 
people.  To  me,  that  is  a  pretty  good  idea.  It 
has  got  that  land  in  production;  it  allows  the 
person  who  doesn't  have  to  put  the  capital 
into  the  land  to  put  it  into  equipment  to 
operate  that  land.  It  is  just  good  business. 

We  have  been  in  touch  with  several  of  the 
large  land  holders— that  is,  developers,  in  On- 
tario that  have  acquired  land  in  the  past— 
and  they  make  use  of  most  of  that  land, 
usually  by  engaging  someone  to  manage  and 
operate  tiiat  land  for  them.  Some  of  them 
have  leased  it  out  on  a  share-crop  basis; 
others  lease  it  direct,  and  still  others  engage 
somebody  to  operate  it  for  them.  But  unless 
they  are  either  developing  the  land  or  getting 
it  ready  for  development  in  the  year  or  so 
when  they  are  putting  in  services  prior  to 
development,  they  have  that  land  under  crop 
production. 

We  think  there  is  a  move  being  made  along 
this  line,  and  I  suppose  that  the  attractive 
cash  prices  for  grain  over  the  last  year  or  so 
has  been  an  added  incentive  for  them  to  do 
just  those  kinds  of  things.  So  we  are  work- 
ing in  that  direction. 

As  I  said  the  other  evening,  we  are  work- 
ing with  the  other  ministries  now  in  having 
an  input  into  decisions  regarding  the  use  of 
class  1  and  class  2  land.  I  feel  ver)-^  keenly 
that  we  should,  wherever  possible,  preserve 
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that  land  in  the  future.  There  have  been  de- 
cisions made  in  the  past,  before  land  became 
as  obviously  necessary  to  preserve  as  it  was 
since  1973;  but  in  the  future,  it  seems  to  me, 
we  are  talking  about  an  entirely  new  situa- 
tion, I  believe  there  is  a  far  greater  public 
appreciation,  and  certainly  there  is  a  greater 
government  appreciation  in  all  ministries,  for 
the  preservation  of  class  1  and  class  2  land. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1703? 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a 
question  with  regard  to  vote  1703,  rural  de- 
velopment? I  understand  that  imder  the 
ARDA  programme  you  have  a  job  training 
programme  in  the  north.  Could'  the  minister 
give  us  an  outline  of  how  many  people  have 
made  use  of  this  job  training  programme  and 
what  lines  are  they  edlicated  in? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  don't  have  that  pro- 
gramme imid'er  ARDA.  We  do  have  some  pro- 
grammes going  on,  as  I  mentioned  the  other 
night,  under  Manpower  at  Kemptville,  but 
we  don't  have  under  ARDA. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay^ 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Yes,  just 
briefly,  Mr.  Chairman.  About  a  week  ago, 
Mr.  Minister,  we  had  quite  a  lengthy  (fis- 
cussion  with  your  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bemier),  about  re- 
forestation in  those  areas  south  of  the  French 
River.  We  learned  from  the  minister  that 
most  of  the  reforestation  and  the  silvicultural 
practices  that  are  being  undertaken  at  the 
present  time  by  that  ministry  are  in  boreal 
forest  or  for  the  most  part  north  of  the 
French  River.  The  Ontario  Economic  Council 
in  its  critique  of  the  forestry  industry  in 
1970,  the  Hedlin  Menzies  report  in  1969,  and 
to  some  extent  the  Brodie  report  much  earlier 
than  that,  indicated  that  the  productive  capa- 
city of  land  that  was  once  thought  to  be 
suitable  for  agriculture  was  found  not  to  be 
the  case.  There  are  many,  many  areas  south 
of  the  French  River  that  are  going  to  waste. 
They  have  grown  up  in  weed  species  and  are 
going  luiused  for  the  simple  reason  that  no- 
body thought  that  it  was  going  to  be  needed 
for  the  production  of  trees  and  obviously  it 
wasn't  suitable  for  many  kinds  of  agricultural 
purposes. 

I  am  wondering  if  there  is  any  liaison  in 
the  resources  development  field  between  your 
ministry  and  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Re- 
sources to  impress  upon  them  the  advisability 
of  undertaking  programmes  like  that.  As  I 
said  earlier,  there  is  no  allocation  of  funds  to 


any  great  degree  at  least  for  reforestation  in 
areas  south  of  the  French  River  on  very  mar- 
ginal farmland  that  would  be  ideally  suited  to 
the  growing  of  many,  many  species  that  take 
an  awful  long  time  to  grow  in  the  areas  in 
the  far  north  where  the  soil  conditions  and 
the  climatic  conditions  are  less  th^i  ideal  in 
many  cases  for  growdng  anything. 

If  we  are  going  to  maintain  our  position  in 
world  markets  in  forestry,  I  am  wondering 
is  there  any  way  that  you  through  your 
ARDA  funds  can  co-operate  with  the  Minis- 
try of  Natural  Resources  to  ensure  future 
generations  that  there  will  be  adequate  sup- 
plies of  wood  fibre  from  these  lands  that  may 
be  able  to  be  rehabilitated  through  a  co- 
operative eflFort  by  your  ministry  through  the 
ARDA  branch  with  your  colleague,  the  Minis- 
ter of  Natural  Resources. 

If  the  forecasts  are  at  all  accurate,  that  we 
are  going  to  need  double  the  wood  fibre  by 
1985  and  possibly  quadruple  shortly  after  the 
turn  of  the  century,  it  becomes  obvious  that 
if  we  are  going  to  keep  our  industry  viable 
we  are  going  to  have  to  use  a  lot  of  these 
lands  that  are  allowed  to  remain  in  an  un- 
productive state.  I  am  wondering  is  there  any 
way  in  which  you  can  become  involved 
through  your  ARDA  branch  with  that  under- 
taking? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
respect  and  appreciate  the  comments  made 
by  the  member  for  Thunder  Bay  in  this  re- 
gard. ARDA  has  acquired  160,000  acres  of 
submarginal  land  and  turned  it  over  to  the 
Ministry  of  Natural  Resources,  which  is  a 
part  of  ARDA  for  reforestation  purchases. 
That  is  both  south  and  north  of  the  French 
River,  but  unfortunately  I  don't  have  the 
breakdown  either  way.  A  good  deal  of  that 
land  is  in  the  shield)  area  and  in  parts  of  east- 
em  Ontario  and  is  now  under  reforestation. 

We  also  provide  under  the  ARDA  pro- 
gramme $500,000  a  year  for  private  wood- 
lands development.  That  does  apply  in 
southern  Ontario.  Along  with  that,  there  are 
many  farmers  who  have  embarked  on  the 
acquisition  of  property  that  may  be  less  than 
class  1  and  2  soil  but  they  liked  the  house  or 
the  stream  on  that  farm  and  they  have  gone 
out  there  and  then  put  the  whole  farm  into 
reforestation. 

We  are  encouraging  the  use  of  hardwoods 
as  well  through  Natural  Resources.  There  is  a 
great  deal  of  literature  that  is  available  on 
these  subjects.  We  get  inquiries  almost  on  a 
regular  basis,  and  we  refer  them  either  to 
Natural  Resources  or  to  ARDA.  In  my  own 
case,  we  lost  an  excellent  elm  bush  that  was 
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just  a  real  tragedy.  Second  growth,  I  suppose 
stuff  30  or  40  ft  high,  without  a  limb  on  it, 
beautiful  stuff.  Lost  the  whole  thing  with 
Dutch  elm  disease.  We  took  down  half  the 
bush  and  we  reforested  the  rest  of  it  with 
black  walnut  and  white  pine,  4,500  trees. 
And  they  are  coming  along  very  nicely. 

It  can  be  done,  and  surprisingly  it  can  be 
done  without  too  much  work  and  effort  on 
the  part  of  the  farmer.  I  am  encouraged  to 
see  the  amount  of  reforestation  that's  going 
on  throughout  Ontario.  I  think  that  every  one 
of  us  in  this  House  should  be  making 
speeches  such  as  my  friend  from  Thunder 
Bay  has  made,  but  make  them  throughout 
their  rural  communities.  Within  these  cham- 
bers we  are  preaching  to  the  converted.  I 
am  sure  everyone  here  would  agree  with 
what  has  been  said.  But  out  in  the  country, 
we  really  need  to  promote  that  idea. 

I  am  sure  there  are  many  farm  people  who 
have  what  I've  described  as  wasteland  on  the 
farm.  Maybe  it's  a  narrow  corner,  or  some- 
thing by  a  creek,  or  roughland.  Let's  get  it 
into  trees.  Get  it  growing.  Because  when  one 
looks  at  the  furniture  industry  in  the  small 
towns  of  central  Ontario,  in  the  area  from 
where  my  friend  from  Huron-Bruce  and  the 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  (Mr. 
Winkler)  come,  and  many  other  places,  I 
don't  know  where  they  are  going  to  get  those 
products  25,  50  years  from  now.  That's  what 
we  should  be  planning  for  now.  That's  the 
point  my  friend  has  made. 

So,  we  support  that  programme  100  per 
cent.  I  think  one  of  the  finest  pieces  of  legis- 
lation that  was  ever  brought  forward  in  my 
time  in  this  Legislature,  Mr.  Chairman,  was 
the  Private  Woodlands  Act.  It  was  introduced 
when  Kelso  Roberts  was  Minister  of  Lands 
and  Forests,  and  that  focused  attention  on 
this  very  thing.  To  me  it  isn't  quite  good 
enough  that  we  say:  "Well,  we  exempt  10 
acres  or  10  per  cent  of  a  man's  property  for 
reforestation  purposes,  provided  he  keeps  the 
cattle  out,  keeps  the  property  fenced."  That 
is  some  incentive.  But  I  think  that  every  one 
of  us  has  an  obligation  as  to  the  future  needs 
of  these  high  quality  wood'  products. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1703. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to 
go  back  somewhat  in  the  discussion  to  rein- 
force what  my  friend  from  York  South,  and 
the  member  for  Kingston  and  the  Islands  and 
others  have  said  in  respect  to  people  getting 
started  in  farming.  I  refer  specifically  to 
younger  people.  I  have  many  young  people 
come  to  me  from  time  to  time,  asking  how 


they  can  get  started  in  farming.  They  are 
interested  in  farming;  they  are  attracted  to  it 
as  a  way  of  life,  and  they  want  to  make  their 
living  by  farming.  Their  father,  in  some  cases, 
isn't  a  farmer  at  all.  He's  not  associated  with 
agriculhire  or  the  land;  he's  engaged  in  some 
other  business.  But  they  want  to  farm. 

They  have  a  problem  because  Farm  Credit 
Corp.  pretty  well  washes  its  hands  of  a 
young  man  under  those  conditions  unless  he's 
got  a  bundle  of  money.  And  if  he's  got  a 
bundle  of  money,  he's  crazy  to  put  it  in  a 
farm;  he  might  as  well  put  it  out  at  10  per 
cent  and  sit  back  and  collect  the  interest. 

I  recognize  that  the  minister  is  waiting 
for  the  federal  government  to  move  in  and  do 
something  as  it  has  indicated.  But  in  the 
meantime,  we  have  a  vacuum,  there  is  no 
question  about  it.  I  have  often  thought  that 
the  ARDA  programme  could  be  used  in  a 
very  direct  way  in  this  situation.  Under  these 
conditions  ARDA  could  purchase  a  farm  for 
a  young  person,  say  under  the  age  of  25,  or 
even  under  the  age  of  30.  I  think  that  was 
the  limit  under  the  junior  farmer  loan  pro- 
gramme, or  was  it  35? 

Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:   Thirty-five. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Thirty-five.  Well  let's  go  to 
35.  Let's  make  it  the  same  as  the  junior 
farmer  loan  programme  originally  was.  If  a 
young  man  is  under  35  years  of  age,  and 
he  wants  to  get  started  in  farming,  why 
couldn't  ARDA,  presuming  that  the  federal 
government  doesn't  move  into  this  area  in 
the  next  six  months,  buy  the  farm  for  him? 
Provided  that  everyone  concerned  is  reason- 
ably assured  that  that  young  man  stands  a 
chance  of  making  a  success  of  that  farm, 
it  could  come  in  and  buy  the  land  and  lease 
it  to  him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  precisely  what 
Stay   Option   does   in   Manitoba. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Well,  I  think- 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  precisely  what  it 
does.  They  have  bridged  the  gap  between 
what  is  needed  now  and  the  ultimate  reve- 
nue   required    to    carry    traditional    loans. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  not  entirely  familiar  with 
the  programme  in  Manitoba,  but  I  think  it 
would  take  the  pressure  off  if  the  prospec- 
tive farmer  didn't  have  to  have  a  base  farm- 
as  it  is  now,  the  farmer  who  leases  from 
ARDA  has  to  have  a  base  farm.  If  ARDA 
moved  in,  purchased  the  farm  and  leased  it 
back  to  the  young  man  on  the  same  basis 
as  they  lease  to  other  farmers,  it  would  take 
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the  financial  pressure  off  that  young  person 
getting  started  in  fanning.  He  would  then 
be  able  to  turn  his  capital  to  buying  live- 
stock, machinery  and  the  other  things  asso- 
ciated  with  the  operation  of  that  farm. 

It  takes  a  tremendous  capital  investment 
today  to  buy  land  in  the  part  of  the  province 
from  which  I  come.  One  farm,  a  100-acre 
farm,  sold  for  $1,000  an  acre.  That  has  been 
unheard  of  up  until  now,  but  that  is  the 
kind  of  capital  investment  that  is  going  into 
the  land  for  farming  purposes.  I  can't  quite 
understand  it.  I  don't  think  there  is  that 
kind  of  money  in  farming,  but  there  seem 
to  be  people  who  are  prepared  to  pay  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  were  sold  at  $1,500 
an  acre  on  the  outskirts  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  In  many  cases  that's  the  situa- 
tion, but  they  drive  the  prices  up  for  every- 
body else.  That's  the  problem.  Then  young 
people  trying  to  get  started  have  to  com- 
pete in  that  market.  Many  have  to  compete 
against  men  who  have  sold  their  farms  close 
to  Toronto,  Hamilton,  Oshawa  or  Kitchener 
and  come  up  to  parts  of  the  province  like 
my  own;  they  move  in  with  a  pocketful  of 
money  and  raise  the  prices  for  everyone. 

In  order  to  do  what  I  am  suggesting,  you 
are  going  to  have  to  alter  that  $150  per  acre. 
Maybe  you  should  offer  it  on  the  basis  that 
you  are  prepared  to  pay  $50  an  acre  to 
young  people  getting  into  farming,  but  only 
$150  an  acre,  as  is  the  case  at  present,  for 
someone  enlarging  a  farm.  If  you  want  to 
work  something  out  on  that  basis,  that's  fine. 

Frankly,  I  think  you  should  be  paying 
more  than  the  $150  an  acre,  in  view  of 
the  land  prices  throughout  the  province  at 
the  moment  and  as  has  been  the  case,  I 
think,   for   the   last   three   months. 

None  the  less,  I  think  you  should  apply 
the  ARDA  programme  in  this  very  specific 
area  if  Ottawa  doesn't  move  in  in  the  next 
six  months,  because  I  think  there  is  a  very 
real  vacuum  here  and  I  think  that  it  could 
be  filled  very  adequately  by  the  ARDA 
programme. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Prince 
E  d  ward-Lennox . 

Mr.  Taylor:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  friend  from 
Huron-Bruce  and  others  have  made  an  ex- 
cellent point  about  financing  young  people 
who  want  to  get  into  farming,  but  I  think 
that  is  only  the  initial  problem.  Because,  as 
my  friend  from  Huron-Bruce  mentioned,  if  a 
person  had  enough  money  to  invest  in  the 
immense  capital  outlay  that  is  necessary  to 


get  into  farming,  he  would  be  crazy  to  do 
so.  He  could  put  the  money  out  at  10  per 
cent  or  more  and  probably  get  a  better 
return.  But  then,  you  see,  you  invite  the 
government  or  some  other  agency  to  put 
the  money  where  the  private  individual  per- 
haps doesn't  wish  to  put  it. 

I  am  not  for  discouraging  people  getting 
into  farming.  I  think  this  is  great.  But  I 
think  the  bigger  problem  is  the  long-term 
problem  of  keeping  the  person  in  farming 
once  he  has  his  initial  investment.  In  other 
words,  you  have  got  to  ensure  that  the  return 
from  farming  is  an  economic  return.  If  he 
can't  be  assured  of  that,  then  it  is  just  a 
question  of  how  long  before  he  goes  out  of 
business. 

Then,  of  course,  we  get  back  into  those 
problems  we  discussed  a  couple  of  days  ago, 
not  only  in  connection  with  the  marketplace 
but  with  the  market  price  and  the  various 
factors  that  apply  in  that  regard,  including 
tariflFs,  protective  measures  on  a  federal 
scale  and  also  the  programmes  insofar  as  the 
provinces  are  concerned  and,  of  course,  the 
federal  participation  in  this  regard.  While  we 
can  establish  the  person— and,  as  I  say,  I 
think  it's  great  to  assist  the  young  people 
to  get  established— I  think  it's  even  more  im- 
portant to  see  that  the  farmer  can  get  an 
economic  return  so  that  he  can  pay  oflF  those 
loans  and  eventually  own  the  farm  himself. 

Until  we  can  solve  that  larger  problem,  I 
can  see  why  ARDA  would  put  a  limitation 
in  terms  of  an  economically  viable  price  for 
land.  You  surely  must  equate  the  price  you 
pay  for  farmland  with  the  returns  that  farm- 
land will  produce  in  terms  of  agricultural 
products.  You  can't  compete  on  the  open 
market  with  private  enterprise  which  may 
want  to  put  that  land  to  some  other  use  and 
is  not  interested  in  an  economic  return  in 
terms  of  farming. 

I  think  probably  the  concept  of  fixing  a 
price  is  a  good  one  because  otherwise  it  is 
unrealistic  to  try  to  compete  with  the  market 
value  price  as  opposed  to  an  economic  price, 
as  I  say,  in  terms  of  what  that  land  can 
produce.  We  are  back- 
Mr.  Riddell:  Where  are  you  going  to  buy 
a  farm  at  that  price? 

Mr.  Taylor:   I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Riddell:  Where  are  you  going  to  buy 
a  farm  at  the  price  you  are  going  to  estab- 
lish? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Not  at  $150  an  acre. 
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Mr.  Taylor:  No,  I  think  $150  an  acre  may 
certainly  be  low  probably  in  most  areas  of 
Ontario  where  it's  economic  to  farm  at  all. 
I  can  see  there  are  lands  of  very  low  agri- 
cultural quality  which  are  good  for  pasturing 
and  that's  about  all,  which  could  be  pur- 
chased at  that  price.  I  do  think  that  while 
that  may  be  low  the  appraisal  should  be  in 
terms  of  what  that  land  can  produce.  I  don't 
see,  again,  as  the  member  for  Huron-Bruce 
mentioned,  how  a  person  generally  can  make 
a  profit  from  farming  land  that  cost  him 
$1,000  an  acre  unless  he  is  in  the  Holland 
Marsh  or  one  of  those  highly  productive 
areas.  There  are  certain  specialized  types  of 
farming  in  which,  of  course,  that  can  be 
done.  I  think  in  general  terms  you  just  can't 
afford  to  pay  that  type  of  a  price  for  land 
and  expect  to  pay  off  the  cost  of  the  land 
eventually  and  to  make  a  living  in  farming. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Minister?  Vote  1703? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  notice  the 
money  appropriated  for  the  rural  develop- 
ment programme  this  year  is  down  from 
what  it  was  last  year  and  I  wonder  if  this 
programme  is  running  out,  so  to  speak.  The 
agreement,  as  I  recall,  terminates  in  1977. 
I  am  not  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  down  very  little, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Just  a  difference  of  about 
$300,000. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  It's  $350,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Around  $350,000.  First 
of  all,  as  I  understand  it,  the  ARDA  agree- 
ment will  be  expiring  about  the  first  of  1975, 
is  that  right?  That  is  the  current  ARDA 
agreement;  these  are  the  funds  within  the 
ARDA  agreement  but  they  are  still  available. 
That  is  one  factor.  If  you  will  recall  we  did 
make  an  enormous  investment  in  the  ARDA 
plans  for  southwestern  Ontario  for  flood 
control  and  diking,  along  with  the  federal 
government,  and  that  earmarked  a  good 
many  of  the  funds. 

They're  down  somewhat.  The  Ontario 
Development  Corp.  will  be  providing  loans 
which  we  might  have  been  providing  in  some 
other  areas;  that  is  forgivable  loans  for  in- 
dustry which  we  provided  in  the  past.  Many 
of  those  projects  will  be  taken  over  by  ODC, 
so  there  won't  be  quite  the  same  require- 
ment in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  minister  mentioned  that 
the  ARDA  agreement  ran  out  in  1975.  Is 
there  any  indication  that  agreement  will  be 
renewed? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  are  working  on  that 
right  now  and  we  are  hopeful  that  it  will  be 
renewed— with  perhaps  some  differences  in 
the  emphasis.  But  we  are  working  on  it  now. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  acquisition  and  construction 
of  physical  assets.  I  notice  there  is  quite  a 
drop  here  and  that  is  really  why  I  made  the 
comment  as  to  whether  this  programme  was 
running  out.  Last  year  I  think  the  appropria- 
tion was  $4.8  million;  this  year  it  is  down 
to  $2.5  million,  which  is  really  cut  in  half. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  may  be  a  clue. 
There  certainly  aren't  as  many  farms  being 
bought,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  there  have  been 
previously.  At  $150  an  acre  they  are  just  not 
being  bought.  That  is  reflected  in  the  number 
of  farms  that  were  bought  last  year  com- 
pared to  what  they  expect  to  buy  this  year. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  your  esti- 
mates you  have  agricultural  drainage,  rural 
water  supply,  and  rehabilitation.  You  have 
this  year  estimated  you  will  spend  $1,571,000 
more  than  you  did  in  1973-1974.  Are  you 
giving  consideration  to  tile  drainage  in  north- 
em  Ontario  more  this  year  than  you  did  last 
year?  Project  costs  is  the  heading. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  the  $1.2  million  in 
that  rural  water  and  resource  development, 
capital  grants  is  a  part  of  that.  It  would  be 
difficult  to  know  just  how  much  money  will  go 
into  northern  Ontario  for  drainage  projects;  it 
is  difficult  to  predict  that  at  the  moment. 
There  hasn't  been  a  very  great  deal  that  has 
been  done  in  there  before,  but  that  is  their 
prerogative  to  make  those  decisions.  We  will 
have  the  money  for  them. 

Vote  1703  agreed  to. 

On  vote  1704: 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  make  a  few  comments  and  solicit  some 
reaction  from  the  minister  with  regard  to  new 
facets  in  connection  with  marketing.  I  think 
we  have  got  to  give  some- 
Mr.  Chairman:  To  the  hon.  member  for 
York  South,  how  would  it  be  if  we  were  to 
deal  with  item  1  first,  administration? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  I  am  sorry. 
Item  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  item  2. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  thought  there  was  no- 
thing but  the  royal  box  down  at  the  winter 
fair  in  item  1  anyway.  That  is  paid  for  every 
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year  and  all  the  chairman's  friends  can  get 
into  it,  so  let's  all  settle  down  and  get  on  to 
the  business. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  want  to  get  in  too,  eh? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  haven't  been  invited  yet. 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
very  creditable  programme  that  has  been 
achieved  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with 
regard  to  marketing  has  got  to  be  re-examined 
in  terms  of  the  inadequacies  in  that  marketing 
system.  I  recognize  that  it  is  a  voluntary 
system,  that  the  Act  provides  an  opportunity 
for  those  who  are  in  control  of  any  given 
marketing  scheme  to  go  further  down  the 
road  in  terms  of  control  of  their  product  and 
in  terms  of  collective  bargaining— things  of 
that  nature.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  here 
once  again  we  have  an  area  in  which  the 
government  or  the  minister  could  take  some 
initiative.  We  have  got  to  tie  to  marketing 
the  concept  that  you  just  don't  get  out  of 
the  marketplace  what  happens  to  be  left  for 
the  farmer,  the  primary  producer.  Rather 
you  get  out  of  the  marketplace  something 
that  has  a  price,  that  has  a  relationship  to 
the  cost  of  production. 

I  don't  want  to  repeat  what  I  said  in  my 
leadoff,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  one  of  the 
foundation  stones  upon  which  you  build  a 
long-term  programme  and  assure  the  security 
of  agriculture  is  that  you  work  out  the 
mechanisms  for  assuring  agriculture  of  a 
return  that  is  tied  to  those  costs  of  pro- 
duction. Then  you  combine  it  with  some  sort 
of  a  stabilization  fund  so  that  when  we  have 
the  traditional  boom-bust  cycle— the  bust 
being  long  and  the  booms  being  short  as  far 
as  agriculture  is  concerned  in  the  past— we 
have  some  mechanism  for  supplementing 
what  the  farmer  can  get  out  of  the  market- 
place and,  again,  supplementing  to  a  point 
that  meets  his  costs  of  production  and  a  fair 
labour  return  and  a  fair  capital  return. 

(That's  the  way  you  run  any  other  business 
and  agriculture  is  a  business.  Let's  start  to 
run  it  that  way. 

In  that  context  we  come  up  against  a 
problem.  I  don't  want  to  rehash  in  great, 
high,  political  tones  the  give-and-take  we 
had  with  the  hon.  member  for  Wellington- 
DufFerin  a  few  moments  ago  but  agriculture 
must  be  assured  of  enough  income  as  an  in- 
centive to  continue  to  produce.  It  may  well 
be  that  until  we  have  developed  high  enough 
minimum  wages  or  developed!  adequate  social 
policies,  we  are,  for  certain  basic  foods,  going 
to  have  too  high  a  price  for  a  significant 
proportion  of  people  to  be  able  to  pay  it. 


It  raises  the  question  of  subsidies.  Farmers 
get  almost  paranoid  when  you  raise  the  ques- 
tion of  subsidies.  Farmers  don't  want  sub- 
sidies. In  the  next  breath  they  may  be  asking 
for  something  from  the  government  which  is 
the  equivalent  of  a  subsidy  but  theoretically, 
philosophically,  they  are  opposed  to  subsidies. 
It  may  well  be  that  as  in  Britain,  as  in  Euro- 
pean countries,  we  are  reaching  the  point 
where,  if  the  marketplace  is  going  to  give  the 
farmer  what  he  is  entitled  to,  we  need  to 
take  a  serious  look  at  subsidies  on  certain 
basic  food  needs,  such  as  milk  or  bread,  so 
they  can  be  kept  within  the  means  of  the 
lower-income  groups  and,  indeed,  will  be  not 
as  big  a  claim  on  the  food  budget  because 
they  are  so  fundamental. 

The  point  I  want  to  make,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  that  I  agree  with  the  farmers  completely 
on  their  misgivings  with  regard  to  a  subsidy, 
if  a  subsidy  is  given  as,  for  example,  is  the 
current  milk  subsidy  from  Ottawa  on  a  short- 
term,  indefinite  basis  which  is  tied,  everybody 
suspects,  to  the  election  cycle.  If  tlie  election 
happens  to  go  the  way  the  government  would 
like  it  to  go,  the  subsidy  is  likely  to  disappear 
a  month  or  two  after  the  election.  That  leaves 
the  farmers  who,  in  the  instance  of  fluid  milk, 
are  on  a  fairly  orderly  basis  of  trying  to  tie 
in  the  return  in  accordance  with  costs  and 
things  of  that  nature,  with  the  problem  of 
picking  up  not  only  the  addied  cost  of  pro- 
duction which  has  accumulated  in  the  last  six 
or  eight  months  or  a  year  but  picking  up  on 
the  subsidy  when  the  government  walks  out 
and  leaves  them  high  and  dry. 

That  kind  of  subsidy  is  almost  worse  than 
nothing  because  it  creates  problems  for  the 
future.  I  am  not  going  to  pass  the  buck  to 
Ottawa  because  many  provincial  governments 
are  getting  into  subsidizing  products  in  order 
not  to  open  the  door  to  a  great  influx  of  that 
product  from  other  provinces,  if  they  want  to 
be  assured  that  their  farmers  are  going  to 
have  an  adequate  return.  It  must  be  a  sub- 
sidy which  is  on  a  long-term  basis  and  is  on 
an  assured  basis  so  that  it  doesn't  foul  up  the 
farmer's  already  very  diflScult  problem  of 
achieving  orderly  marketing. 

One  reason  why  I  assert  that  without  any 
fear  of  contradiction  is  perhaps  undferlined  by 
a  brief  paragraph,  Mr.  Chairman,  which  I 
would  like  to  put  on  the  record: 

The  lower  an  individual's  income,  the 
greater  the  portion  that  is  spent  on  food 
'and  housing.  Citizens  in  low  income 
brackets  today  spend  over  50  per  cent  on 
food.  Those  earning  $8,000  spend  32  per 
cent.  Those  $12,000,  21  per  cent  and  at 
$30,000  only  eight  per  cent. 
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For  the  person  who  is  in  a  very  low  income 
bracket-that  is,  down  to  $4,000,  $5,000  or 
$6,000—50  per  cent  of  his  income  is  going 
on  food. 

iNow,  (a)  the  farmer  needs  to  get  a  return 
at  a  higher  level;  and  (b)  it  seems  to  me 
there  is  a  social  need  on  the  part  of  govern- 
ments to  make  certain  that  the  lower  income 
family  is  going  to  be  able  to  get  food"— as 
vital  a  food  as,  say,  bread  and  milk— at  a 
price  which  isn't  going  to  gouge  the  family 
budget.  There  is  your  place.  There  is  the 
meed  for  a  long-term  subsidy. 

Finally,  to  bring  it  into  focus  in  terms  of 
perhaps  the  area  of  greatest  public  discussion 
at  the  moment,  namely,  milk,  I  mentioned 
briefly  in  my  leadofi^  that  rather  illuminating 
meeting  that  I  was  able  to  attend  of  in- 
dustrial milk  producers  in  eastern  Ontario, 
all  the  way  from  Wolfe  Island,  in  the  sports 
complex  in  Nepean.  That  just  shows  how 
they'd  go  to  try  to  get  somebody  to  listen 
to  them  and  get  a  little  collective  eflFort. 

Mr.  Taylor:  We  listen  in  Prince  Edward- 
Lennox. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  that's  right  too. 

Alec  Bell,  the  member  of  the  OMMB  from 
eastern  Ontario,  had  done  a  study,  or  a  group 
of  people  in  the  OFA  had  done  a  study, 
showing  that  the  average  cost  of  production 
was  $10.85  per  cwt  on  12  farms  for  the  1973 
calendar  year.  That's  rather  fascinating,  be- 
cause that  was  no  more  than  two  or  three 
weeks  after  the  price  for  fluid  milk,  the  top- 
priced  product  of  the  industry,  went  up  to 
$10.45.  In  other  words,  they  were  40  cents 
below  what  was  deemed  to  be  the  cost  of 
production  on  the  basis  of  those  12  farms. 

As  for  the  industrial  milk  producer,  he  is 
in  an  increasing  state  of  ferment,  if  not  up- 
rising, particularly  in  the  Province  of  Quebec, 
and  I  think  it's  going  to  slop  over  into  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  The  industrial  milk 
producer  has  been  getting  $6.35,  the 
blend  price,  vsdth  a  $2.30  subsidy  bring- 
ing it  to  about  $8.65.  That  is  the  reason 
why  your  industrial  milk  producers  are  hold- 
ing protest  meetings.  There  were  700  or  800 
drawn  from  all  out  through  the  Ottawa  Val- 
ley at  that  meeting  in  the  Nepean  sports  com- 
plex, asking  what's  going  to  be  done  to  come 
up  with  the  remainder  of  that  $2  subsidy 
that  was  asked  for. 

In  fact,  the  Quebec  farmers  have  now  gone 
one  better.  They  say  it  should  be  a  $3  sub- 
sidy, not  $2.  And  in  terms  of  the  costs  of 
production  as  assessed  on  those  12  farms  in 
eastern   Ontario,   that   is   correct.    If  farmers 


have  been  leaving  dairying  in  the  numbers 
they  have  in  the  last  year,  either  we  do  some- 
thing to  stop  that  or  we  quit  lamenting.  I 
mean  it  is  one  or  the  other. 

I  would  agree  with  the  minister  that  if  we 
can  get  Ottawa  to  move  into  this  picture, 
good.  I  suspect  there's  the  outside  chance 
that  between  now  and  July  8,  in  another  one 
of  the  goodies  that  will  be  spread  about  in 
the  fashion  that  Trudeau  and  all  his  ministers 
are  doing,  that  we  may  have  some  reaction 
to  these  industrial  milk  prices.  I  don't  know, 
but  if  we  don't  get  a  reaction  then— and  even 
if  we  do  get  a  reaction— I  suggest  that  once 
again,  here  is  the  place,  if  the  minister  is 
really  disturbed  about  what  is  happening  to 
the  dairy  industry,  where  the  province  can 
move  in  at  least  on  a  temporary  basis. 

I  remind  the  minister,  for  example,  that  in 
Alberta  the  provincial  government— and  I 
know  they've  got  a  gold  mine  or  an  oil  mine 
there  and  $900  million  coming  in  in  the  next 
year— is  paying  $1.11  subsidy  for  all  milk, 
fluid  as  well  as  industrial  milk. 

In  British  Columbia  they  have  paid  subsi- 
dies on  a  periodic  basis  to  bridge  the  gap 
between  what  is  got  from  the  marketplace 
and  what  is  deemed,  in  accordance  with  their 
formula  procedures,  to  be  an  adequate  return 
to  the  farmer. 

All  Ym  saying  is  that  it  seems  to  me,  if  we 
want  to  keep  the  dairy  industry  from  continu- 
ing to  disintegrate  and  just  disappearing  be- 
fore ourselves  with  2,100  farmers  going,  the 
minister  can  and  should  do  something  to 
stop  the  erosion.  The  reason  why  it  may  well 
be  that  it  would  be  a  short-term  move, 
though  at  least  it  would  check  the  erosion  for 
the  moment,  is  that  we  have  another  promise 
from  Ottawa,  which  hopefully  is  going  to  be 
fulfilled  at  some  point.  The  Minister  of 
Agriculture  when  he  announced  his  dairy 
policy  a  few  weeks  ago  said  he  was  going  to 
examine  the  development  of  a  milk  formula 
for  industrial  milk  that  would  be  tied  to  the 
cost  of  production. 

This  is  rather  interesting  because  if  it's 
going  to  be  a  cost  of  production  formula 
it  will  return  more  to  the  farmer,  for  example, 
than  the  fluid  milk  producer  in  Ontario  has 
been  getting,  because  he's  not  been  on  a  cost 
of  production,  he's  been  on  the  economic 
formula  which  involves  capacity  of  consumers 
to  buv  and  a  lot  of  other  factors.  That  is 
why  they  are  getting  $10.45  at  a  time  when 
the  OFA  does  a  study  and  finds  the  cost  of 
production  is  $10.85  in  eastern  Ontario. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  true. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Right,  it's  true.  It  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  too  serious  a  matter  to  let 
go  for  a  week  or  a  month.  The  provincial 
government  can  on  a  short-term  basis  move 
in  with  a  subsidy  that  would  tie  the  returns 
to  the  cost  of  production.  Hopefully,  having 
done  that  kind  of  thing,  then  the  minister 
would  be  even  in  a  stronger  position  to  get 
behind  Gene  Whelan,  if  it  is  Gene  Whelan, 
or  Alvin  Hamilton  if  it  is  Alvin  Hamilton,  or 
Bill  Knight  if  it  is  Bill  Knight  for  the  New 
Democratic  Party  or  whoever  is  Minister  of 
Agriculture. 

An  hon.  member:  Who  is  Bill  Knight? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  have  never  heard  of 
him? 

An  hon.  member:  No,  I  haven't. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications):  No,  nor  will 
anybody  else. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  you  will  hear  of 
him   sooner   or  later.   He's  the  Jack  Messer 

of  the  future. 

Mr.  Riddell:  You  sure  will  be  in  the  dark 
then. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  they  won't  be  in  the 
dark. 

The  government  should  do  that  to  make 
certain  that  we  can  stem  the  tide  at  the 
present  time,  rather  than  let  it  go  on  for 
any  longer.  What  is  the  minister's  reaction 
to  some  immediate  initiative  to  tie  farm 
incomes  to  the  cost  of  production?  In  other 
words,  to  get  back  to  what  I  was  saying— 
I  always  thought  the  objective  of  the  min- 
ister's farm  income  committee  was  to  estab- 
lish an  incentive  price  which  would  return 
to  the  fanner  an  income  which  would  meet 
his  costs  of  production,  his  labour  and  his 
capital  investment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  made  the  points  on 
the  agricultural  prices  stabilization  last  week 
in  the  absence  of  my  friend  from  York  South. 
I  don't  think  I  should  repeat  that  again. 
SuflBce  it  to  say  that  we  are  totally  in  support 
of  the  proposals  which  I  enunciated  that 
night  and  which  I  have  on  paper  provided  to 
the  federal  minister  as  of  Dec.  17,  1973. 
That  stabilization  programme  should  be 
based  on  cost  of  production. 

I'm  not  going  to  be  critical  of  the  existing 
fluid  milk  formula  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. I  must  say,  that  in  my  opinion,  it 
does  not  meet  the  needs  of  today.  It  might 
have    been    an    excellent    place    to    start    at 


one  time,  but  it  has  tied  to  economic  factors 
that  are  really  not  related  to  current  costs. 

Look  at  the  cost  of  fertilizer  and  of  seeds, 
for  instance.  The  planting  season  is  just  about 
completed  but  look  at  the  cost  of  seeds,  fuel, 
hydro,  baler  twine— the  things  that  go  to 
make  up  the  cost  inputs  of  a  farm,  machin- 
ery, supplies,  repairs,  and  all  these  things. 
To  me,  the  fluid  milk  price  formula  just 
doesn't  reflect  that  accurately  enough. 

We  went  to  Ottawa,  as  my  hon.  friends 
know.  I  announced  that  trip  here  in  the 
House  and  talked  about  what  we  had  asked 
for  at  Ottawa  with  regard  to  the  increase  in 
the  price  of  industrial  milk.  The  federal 
people  suggested  to  us  that  they  felt  after 
the  cheques  started  to  come  out  on  industrial 
milk  prices  some  of  the  unrest  that  we  cer- 
tainly observed  would  disappear  or  dissipate 
to  some  degree,  because  they  had  made  other 
changes  besides  increasing  the  support  prices 
for  dairy  products.  Some  of  those  might  help 
to  increase  the  price  somewhat  because  there 
was  more  milk  eligible  for  the  subsidy  than 
had  previously  been  the  case.  That  was  a 
factor. 

How  important  it  is,  I  think,  is  a  debat- 
able issue.  Certainly,  we  challenge  some  of 
the  figures  that  we  were  given  that  day 
because  we  thought  they  were  theoretical 
figures.  In  fact,  we  described  them  in  other 
ways,  but  I  don't  think  I  will  put  them 
on  Hansard  right  at  the  moment.  It  just 
didn't  add  up,  as  far  as  I  was  concerned. 

I  support  what  has  been  said  here  tonight. 
I  think  there  has  to  be  something  done  as 
far  as  industrial  milk  prices  are  concerned. 
I  was  given  to  understand  that  by,  I  think, 
the  middle  of  June,  the  federal  minister  has 
asked  the  dairy  farmers  of  Canada  to  come 
back  with  a  price  on  industrial  milk  based 
on  a  formula  which  reflected  cost  of  pro- 
duction. Here  we  are,  at  June  6,  and  I 
understand  that  is  to  be  in  his  hands  within 
nine  days,  by  June  15.  Whether  it  will  be 
or  not,  I  don't  know. 

Dairy  farmers  of  Canada  at  first  had  asked 
for  $2  a  cwt  increase  over  last  year's  price. 
They  got  $1.23,  I  believe,  or  something  like 
that.  In  actual  figures,  it  wasn't  enough.  We 
supported  them  in  that,  because  to  have  gone 
beyond  that  and  asked  for  a  higher  increase 
than  had  been  suggested  by  dairy  farmers,  I 
think,  would  have  left  us  in  the  position 
of  somebody  questioning  the  credibility  of 
the  two  ministers— one  from  Quebec  and  one 
from  Ontario— saying  we  want  more  for  the 
dairy  farmers  than  the  dairy  farmers  have 
actually  asked.  I  think  there  is  some  validity 
in  that. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  What  about  the  province 
bridging  the  gap  temporarily? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  This  is  something  that 
has  to  be  taken  into  consideration.  We  are 
hopeful,  however,  that  Ottawa  will  take  a 
new  look  at  industrial  milk  prices. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2  of  vote  1704  carried? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  want  to  move  away  from  the 
milk  for  a  moment.  I  want  to  come  back  to 
it  a  bit  later  on,  but  I  wanted  to  talk  about 
the  pullet  grower  situation  at  the  moment,  if 
I  may.  This  is  something  vdth  which  I  hap- 
pen to  be  rather  familiar,  and  I  want  to  get 
the  minister's  view.  I  don't  think  I  will  go 
through  the  entire  history  of  the  problem. 
The  minister  is  well  aware  of  the  problem, 
and  it's  a  continuing  problem,  although  I 
think  at  this  point  in  time  it  seems  to  be 
sorting  itself  out. 

I  was  interested  in  reading  the  speech  the 
minister  gave  to  the  Ontario  Hatcherymen's 
Association  last  October.  He  made  some  in^ 
teresting  conoments  in  that  speech.  I  am  just 
going  to  quote  a  part  of  it,  particularly  from 
page  3.  The  minister  said: 

Because  of  the  relatively  short  time  it 
requires  to  produce  a  chicken,  broiler,  or 
teven  a  flock  of  layers,  because  the  build- 
ings can  be  readily  adapted  for  various 
aspects  of  the  industry,  it  has  always  been 
easy  for  the  poultry  industry  to  leap  from 
shortage  to  surplus  in  a  matter  of  months, 
but  it  is  not  enough  to  control  the  market- 
'ing  of  eggs  or  the  production  of  broiler 
chickens.  That  supply  management  must 
reach  back  up  the  pipeline  of  the  poultry 
(industry  to  include  all  facets  of  the  pro- 
ductive process,  including  the  producer  of 
Istarted  pullets  —  the  breeding  flocks,  the 
hatcheries,  andl  all  those  who  have  an  in- 
fluence in  production. 

I  certainly  agree  vdth  that.  That  puts  it  in 
proper  perspective. 

The  Pullet  Growers  Board  is  presently  in 
limbo,  as  I  imderstand  it.  It  has  been  called 
in  to  meet  with  the  Farm  Products  Marketing 
Board.  I  think  there  were  some  suggestions 
that  the  Egg  and  Fowl  Producers  Marketing 
Board  should  incorporate  some  protection  for 
the  pullet  growers  under  its  plan.  I  think  the 
suggestion  was  made  that  they  should  have  a 
once-in-a-lifetime  conversion  privilege,  where- 
by if  an  egg  producer  decided  to  go  into  the 


raising  of  his  own  replacement  pullets,  on  his 
own  fann,  then  the  pullet  grower  who  lost 
his  contract  because  the  egg  producer  went 
into  the  replacement  pullet  business  could 
then  acquire  an  egg  contract,  or  an  egg  quota, 
so  that  it  would  balance  itself  off^. 

I  suppose  that's  some  protection.  It  is  pro- 
tection by  coercion,  I  suppose,  because  if  the 
egg  producer  is  at  all  smart,  and  stops  to 
think  about  it,  he  will  realize  that  if  he 
undertakes  to  start  to  grow  his  own  replace- 
ment pullets,  he  is,  in  efi^ect,  cutting  his  ovm 
throat,  because  he  is  going  to  win  on  the 
oranges  but  lose  on  the  bananas— that  kind  of 
thing.  So  I  think  it's  a  definite  disincentive  for 
the  egg  producer  to  go  into  the  pullet  grow- 
ing business. 

I  think  that  there  should  be  another  rider 
added  to  that,  and  that's  the  matter  of  the 
egg  producer  having  a  cutback  on  his  quota 
so  that  he  would  not  only  suffer  in  encour- 
aging more  egg  production  by  going  into  the 
pullet  business,  but  he  would  also  suffer  in  a 
double  way,  really,  by  having  his  own  quota 
cut  back.  I  think  this  has  been  considered. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  Farm  Products 
Marketing  Board  has  asked  the  Egg  and  Fowl 
Producers  Marketing  Board  to  incorporate  the 
once-in-a-lffetime  conversion  privilege  and 
make  it  part  of  the  egg  plan.  I  think  that's 
been  done.  As  I  understand  it,  there  has  been 
some  discussion  surrounding  the  matter  of  the 
quota  as  it  applies  to  the  egg  producer,  but 
as  yet  that  hasn't  been  incorporated  in  the 
egg  plan.  Indeed,  I  think  the  Egg  and  Fowl 
Producers  Marketing  Board  has  rejected  that 
idea. 

I  wonder  if  there  is  anything  further  by 
way  of  protection  that  the  minister  feels  is 
necessary  insofar  as  the  pullet  growers  are 
concerned.  Do  you  have  anything  else  in 
mind  by  way  of  ensm-ing  that  the  pullet 
growers  are— I  was  going  to  say  fully  pro- 
tected, but  I  don't  think  there  is  any  way 
in  which  they  can  be  fully  protected— but  at 
least  as  fully  protected  as  possible  against 
egg  producers  in  the  province  moving  in  and 
actually  capturing  the  market  that  was  form- 
erly held  by  pullet  growers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  hon. 
member  has  covered  the  situation  very  well 
indeed.  When  we  started  off  the  pullet  plan, 
I  didn't  know— and  I  don't  think  our  staff 
really  knew— that  less  than  30  per  cent  of 
the  pullets  raised  in  Ontario  were  privately 
owned.  They  are  owned  by  the  companies. 
Talk  about  being  led  down  the  garden  path 
—I  sure  bought  that  one.  I  think  that's  the 
best  way  to  describe  it. 
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There  is  no  question  that  controls  had  to 
be  exercised,  but  they  had  to  be  exercised  at 
the  hatchery  and  feed  company  level  because 
the  hatcheries  and  the  feed  companies  were 
in  bed  together  on  this  whole  deal— and  they 
still  are.  It  has  to  be  straightened  out  at 
that  level,  and  I  think  the  hatchery  men  who 
realize  the  concern  and  importance  of  getting 
this  thing  done  support  that  position.  There 
may  be  the  odd  one  who  doesn't— probably 
ones  that  aren't  owned  by  Canadians. 

In  any  event,  the  matter  is  being  resolved. 
I  wouldn't  go  so  far  as  my  friend  has  sug- 
gested, to  say  that  the  Egg  Board  have 
rejected  the  once-in-a-lifetime  right  of  the 
pullet  producer  to  convert  to  egg  production. 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  they  have  resisted 
it.  But  we  feel  that  the  pullet  producer  has 
to  be  protected  to  some  degree. 

We  share  the  concern  that  my  friend  has 
expressed,  that  the  egg  producer  might  sim- 
ply get  into  pullet  production  himself  and 
thereby  shut  ofiF  the  fellow  who  has  been 
supplying  the  pullets,  leaving  him  with  facili- 
ties that  he  is  going  to  have  to  fill  with 
something.  It's  only  fair  and  right  that  he 
should  have  that  right  of  conversion.  I  am 
sure  they  will  be  able  to  get  it  worked  out. 
There  are  other  plans  that  are  under  way 
now  and  consideration  is  being  given  to  other 
aspects  of  the  egg  business  that  I  think  may 
help  to  resolve  some  of  the  producer's  con- 
cern in  having  been  cut  back  on  making  the 
optimum  use  of  his  facilities. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  appreciate  the  minister's  com- 
ments, and  I  know  he  understands  the  prob- 
lem and  has  a  certain  degree  of  sympathy 
for  the  problem— 

An  Hon.  member:  It's  not  enough. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  just  want  to  underline  the 
fact  that  the  pullet  grower  is  in  a  very 
unique  position,  because  he  is  the  only  pro- 
ducer of  fowl  who  isn't  on  a  quota  system. 
The  broiler  people  are  on  a  quota  system; 
the  turkey  people  are  on  a  quota  system; 
the  egg  people  are  on  a  quota  system.  But 
he  is  sitting  high  and  dry  without  any  quota 
system.  There  is  no  regulation  of  the  product 
he  produces  under  today's  circumstances.  As 
we  see  it,  if  he  doesn't  have  some  form  of 
protection,  he  is  simply  left  high  and  dry 
and  right  out  of  it  because  he  hasn't  got  the 
privilege  of  moving  into  some  other  area. 

I  know  the  minister  understands  that  and 
he  appreciates  it.  I  just  say  again,  that  I 
hope  the  minister  and  his  people  will  make 
sure  that  that  protection  is  guaranteed  in  the 
egg  plan.  Because  that's  the  only  thing  on 


which  the  pullet  growers  can  hang  their  hats 
and  be  assured  that  they  are  reasonably 
protected. 

The  other  thing  that  I  wanted  to  raise  is 
along  the  same  lines.  I  understand  that  the 
pullet  growers  are  meeting  with  the  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Board  in  regard  to  the 
problem  they  are  having  in  relation  to  their 
debt.  I  think  they  are  some  $40,000  in  debt 
after  having  gone  through  this  whole  circuit 
by  starting  up  the  marketing,  or  at  least  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can 
help  the  hon.  member  in  that  I  believe  it's  a 
$30,000  debt  and  we've  agreed  to  pick  it  up. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Oh  good.  That's  all  I  wanted 
to  know. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  else  on  vote  1704, 
item  2? 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  was  just  going  to  mention  a 
couple  of  things  on  marketing.  I  have  a  letter 
with  regards  to  trucking  costs,  pricing  and  so 
forth.  I  noticed  that  in  the  Leamington  area, 
for  instance,  a  75-lb  bag  of  potatoes  costs 
55  cents  to  get  it  trucked  to  Toronto  and 
$1.10  to  Montreal.  This  gives  us  an  idea  of 
the  costs  of  getting  the  goods  to  the  centres 
of  population. 

For  a  75-lb  bag  of  potatoes,  getting  it 
trucked  to  Montreal  costs  1%  cents  a  lb; 
and  three-quarters  of  a  cent  to  Toronto,  I 
just  received  this  information  from  the  mem- 
ber for  Essex  South  (Mr.  Paterson)  and  it 
gives  you  an  idea  of  costs.  A  bushel  of 
potatoes  costs  40  cents  to  Toronto  and  80 
cents  to  Montreal.  I  just  wanted  to  have  that 
put  on  the  record  as  an  idea  of  the  cost  of 
having  things  delivered.  This  year  with  the 
new  prices  for  some  of  the  vegetables  that 
we  have  been  reading  about,  it's  going  to 
mean  increases  to  the  consumer. 

I  noticed  the  price  of  tomatoes  this  year 
under  the  new  contract.  It  is  much  higher 
than  last  year;  but  the  contracts  for  1973,  of 
course,  were  made  up  in  the  winter  previ- 
ously. It  was  during  that  year  that  prices 
went  up.  And  now  the  price  of  No.  1  toma- 
toes by  the  ton  will  be  $74.  Of  course,  look- 
ing back  you  see  that  in  1965— the  last  year 
I  grew  them  I  think  they  were  $43  a  ton. 
Over  nine  years,  that  increase  really  isn't 
too  bad. 

Of  course,  what  this  amounts  to  is  about 
3%  cents  a  pound  for  tomatoes  from  the  field 
delivered  to  the  factory.  If  you  take  a  32 
oz  can  of  tomatoes,  the  actual  cost  of  the 
tomatoes  produced  by  the  farmer  and  de- 
livered   to    the    factory    is    seven    cent^.    Of 
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course,  the  processing  and  continual  handling 
from  there  on  until  it  gets  to  the  shelf  and 
to  the  householder  are  the  major  costs.  I 
think  it's  an  interesting  point. 

I  would  think  at  this  price  that  farmers 
will  be  able  to  come  out  with  a  fair  margin 
of  profit.  I  understand  that  there  is  quite  an 
increase  in  the  acreage  of  tomatoes,  because 
there  has  been  a  pretty  good  demand  for 
them.  When  we  look  back  a  few  years  ago,  I 
think  we  had  a  number  of  arguments  here  in 
the  House  with  the  minister  and  also  with 
the  federal  people  about  import  tomatoes 
hurting  us.  But  now  we  are  in  a  position  to 
sell  all  we  can  grow,  so  it's  quite  a  change 
over  the  last  few  years. 

And  it's  the  same  with  corn— all  the  canned 
goods.  The  major  costs  are  for  processing, 
storage  and  delivery  to  the  householder.  I 
think  that's  a  point  that  we  have  to  make- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Maybe  the  hon.  member  for 
Kent  could  break  off  here— it's  getting  very 
close  to  adjournment  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 

chair. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  certain  resolutions 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  adjourmnent  of  the  House,  I 
would  like  to  say  that  tomorrow  we  will  re- 
turn to  the  consideration  of  these  estimates 
and  on  Monday  we  will  also  consider  esti- 
mates; should  the  estimates  of  this  ministry 
be  concluded,  we  will  consider  the  estimates 
of  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White). 

On  Tuesday— and  I  have  distributed  this 
list,  but  I  will  read  it  so  that  it  is  on  the 
record— we  will  deal  with  bills  60,  50,  51,  52, 
69,  39,  35,  37,  63  and  70. 

On  Thursday  next  we  will  again  proceed 
with  estimates  and  a  week  from  tomorrow  we 
will  get  into  the  budget  debate,  if  there  are 
enough  speakers  on  that  day  to  use  the 
hours  available  to  us.  If  not,  we  will  proceed 
further  with  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  before  we  proceed  with 
the  business  of  the  day,  could  I  take  this 
opportunity  to  welcome  on  behalf  of  all  the 
members  of  the  House,  some  of  my  students 
in  the  county  of  Grenville  from  Johnstown 
Public  School,  South  Edwardsburg.  They  are 
situated  in  the  west  gallery  and  I  wish  to 
extend  on  behalf  of  all  a  very  hearty  welcome 
to  them. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  It  gives 
me  a  good  deal  of  pleasure  to  introduce  and 
welcome  Mr.  Rodrigue,  45  students  and  three 
adults  from  Ecole  Notre  Dame  du  Rosaire  in 
Blezard  Valley.  I  would  ask  all  those  in  the 
House  to  join  with  me  in  welcoming  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


REOPENING  OF  OPERATIONAL 
SERVICES  WAGE  CONTRACT 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Man- 
agement Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  I  indicated  to  the  House  some  days  ago, 
the  government  has  been  considering  the 
impact  of  the  rapid  rise  in  the  cost  of  living 
on  the  wage  contracts  for  which  it  is  respon- 
sible as  an  employer.  It  is  the  practice  of  the 
government  to  take  the  cost  of  living  into 
account  when  negotiating  salaries  for  its  em- 
ployees. The  more  recent  salary  increases 
were  of  the  order  of  eight  to  nine  per  cent 
for  1974. 

There  is,  however,  one  group  of  employees 
whose  current  salary  levels  were  negotiated 
in  the  fall  of  1972,  and  their  salary  increases 
for  1974,  on  average,  were  approximately 
six  per  cent.  I  refer  to  the  operational  serv- 
ices category  which  contains  some  20,000 
employees  and  includes  such  classifications  as 
manual  labourers,  various  skilled  trades,  cor- 
rectional oflBcers,  psychiatric  nursing,  assis- 
tants and  the  people  engaged  in  highway 
maintenance. 

Salary  negotiations  for  this  category  would 
normally  begin  in  September  or  October  of 
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this  year,  and  any  adjustments  would  not 
become  effective  until  Jan.  1,  1975.  In  view 
of  the  unfavourable  position  of  these  em- 
ployees compared  to  employees  in  other  cate- 
gories, the  government  has  advised  the  Civil 
Service  Association  that  it  is  prepared  to  open 
the  contracts  immediately  with  a  view  to  im- 
plementing an  interim  increase  for  the  em- 
ployees concerned. 


NEW  SECURITIES  ACT 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  I  would  like  to 
announce  my  intention  to  introduce  today  a 
new  Securities  Act  for  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. The  new  Act  achieves  four  important 
objectives:  First,  it  brings  together  in  a  more 
ordered  and  systematic  way,  the  various 
amendments  to  the  present  Act,  which  was 
passed  in  1966.  Second,  this  new  Act  will 
implement  major  new  policies  recommended 
by  the  1969  report  of  the  Canadian  Com- 
mittee on  Mutual  Funds  and  Investment  Con- 
tracts; a  1970  Ontario  Securities  Commission 
report  on  disclosure;  and  the  December, 
1973,  report  of  the  select  committee  on  com- 
pany law  regarding  mergers  and  amalgama- 
tion. 

Third,  this  legislation  has  been  discussed 
in  detail  with  representatives  from  other 
provinces,  and  we  anticipate  that  it  will  find 
acceptance  as  a  uniform  provincial  Securities 
Act.  Uniformity  of  regulation  for  Canadian 
capital  markets  is  an  important  objective 
which  we  share  with  the  other  provinces.  In 
this  regard,  the  new  Act  which  I  will  intro- 
duce today  will  make  unnecessary,  recent 
draft  legislation  at  the  federal  level  which 
was  designed  to  implement  the  1969  mutual 
funds  report.  Our  new  Securities  Act  will 
achieve  the  same  result  but  within  the  more 
comprehensive  and  systematic  context  of 
general  securities  legislation  which  is  possible 
only  at  the  provincial  level. 

Finally,  we  believe  there  is  a  need  for 
further  measures  to  protect  the  individual 
investor  in  securities  markets.  Investors  have 
the  right  to  expect  these  measures.  At  the 
same  time,  the  liquidity  and  eflScient  alloca- 
tion of  capital  we  require  from  our  capital 
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markets  depend  upon  investor  confidence  in 
the  protection  he  is  oflFered.  This  new  Act 
will  certainly  help  to  support  and  increase 
confidence  in  the  securities  market. 

The  regulation  of  the  securities  industry  in 
Ontario  has,  from  its  inception,  been  designed 
to  prevent  fraudulent  conduct  in  securities 
trading  and  to  provide  adequate  and  timely 
disclosure  to  the  market.  The  major  changes 
proposed  in  this  new  Act  will  reinforce  these 
two  principles. 

Insider  trading  provisions  will  be  strength- 
ened by  extending  them  to  all  reporting 
issuers  without  regard  for  the  form  of  busi- 
ness organization.  Reporting  issuers  will  be 
considered  insiders  of  themselves,  to  parallel 
changes  in  corporate  legislation  permitting 
companies  to  purchase  their  own  shares. 
Mutual  fund  management  and  distribution 
companies  will  be  defined  as  insiders  of  the 
mutual  funds  they  manage  or  distribute.  In- 
sider liability  will  be  extended  to  any  person 
who  acts  on  the  basis  of  confidential  informa- 
tion. There  will  be  a  general  prohibition 
against  tipping  insider  information  and 
against  trading  based  upon  such  information. 

The  self-<3ealing  prohibitions  of  the  mutual 
fund  report  have  been  included  in  the  new 
Act,  Mutual  funds  will  not  be  allowed'  to 
make  loans  to  their  oflBcers  or  directors,  its 
management  or  distribution  company  or  their 
associates.  Compensation  to  associates  not  de- 
scribed in  the  prospectus  will  be  prohibited 
as  well  as  self-dealing  or  insider  trades  in 
fund  portfolio  securities.  A  statutory  standard 
of  care  in  the  management  of  a  mutual  fund 
will  take  eflFect  and  undue  concentration  of 
the  assets  of  a  fund  will  be  prohibited. 

Mr.  Speaker,  changes  have  also  been  made 
in  disclosure  requirements  and  general  trading 
procedures  to  put  existing  and  prospective 
investors  in  a  better  position  to  make  intel- 
ligent decisions.  A  reporting  issuer  has  been 
expanded  to  include  corporations  offering 
securities  to  the  public  under  the  Business 
Corporations  Act  on  the  principle  that  the 
Securities  Act  should  be  sJl-inclusive  in  the 
area  of  investor  disclosure.  Provisions  for  dis- 
closure will  apply  to  all  issuers,  unincorx)or- 
ated  as  well  as  incorporated,  and  they  will 
also  be  expanded  to  include  issuers  outside 
Ontario  which  have  obtained  debt  financing 
through  a  prospectus,  as  well  as  equity. 

To  the  present  requirements  of  reporting 
issuers,  such  as  regular  financial  reports  and 
an  annual  information  circular,  has  been 
added  the  concept  of  statutory  timely  dis- 
closure. 

'Mutual  fundls  wiH  be  required  to  provide  a 
confirmation  of  sale  containing  special  infor- 


mation such  as  the  price  of  the  share  per  unit, 
the  amount  deducted  for  sales  charges  or  ser- 
vice fees  and  the  fees  payable  upon  redemp- 
tion or  surrender,  if  any.  Additional  require- 
ments will  apply  in  the  confirmation  of  a  trade 
under  a  contractual  plan.  The  importance  of 
the  information  contained  in  the  confirmation 
of  trade  cannot  be  overestimated'  because  the 
period  during  which  the  trade  may  be  can- 
celled begins  when  the  confirmation  is  re- 
ceived. 

The  present  requirement  that  registered 
advisers  disclose  any  financial  or  other 
interest  they  have  in  securities  which  are  the 
subject  of  a  written  communication,  has  been 
expanded  to  include  dealers  and  disclosure 
for  the  dealer's  and  advisers  partners, 
directors  and  oflBcers  and  any  others  who 
would  be  insiders  of  the  adviser  it  if  were 
itself  a  reporting  issuer  of  securities.  The  pur- 
pose of  this  change,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  to  re- 
quire registrants  of  the  Ontario  Securities 
Commission  to  disclose  conflicts  of  interest 
to  the  public. 

Investment  decisions  are  often  made  on  the 
basis  of  information  contained  in  advertising 
and  sales  literature  used'  by  a  registered 
dealer,  rather  than  the  prospectus.  Undfer  the 
new  Act,  the  Ontario  Securities  Commission 
may  require  copies  to  be  filed  with  it,  and  the 
commission  will  have  the  authority  to  pro- 
hibit use  if  it  finds  the  material  to  be  decep- 
tive or  misleading, 

Mr.  Speaker,  these  are  only  a  few  of  the 
many  substantive  changes  which  this  new  Act 
will  bring  into  being.  We  believe  the  small 
investor  will  directly  benefit  from  these  new 
requirements. 

Whether  or  not  we  invest  directly  as  indi- 
vidiials,  the  securities  in  the  street  play  an 
important  part  in  our  lives.  Through  the  new 
Securities  Act  and  the  activities  of  the  On- 
tario Securities  Commission,  we  hope  to  in- 
crease public  confidence  and  assurance  in  the 
value,  fairness  and'  efficiency  of  our  capital 
markets. 

'Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

ANTI-POVERTY  COALITION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  if  in  fact  it  was  a 
policy  decision  that  she  and'  the  Minister  of 
Labour  and  the  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr. 
Handleman)  have  all  indicated  their  unwiH- 
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ingness  to  meet  with  the  delegation  from  the 
provincial  Anti-Poverty  Coalition  when  it 
comes  to  Queen's  Park  today? 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  it  was 
not.  I'm  not  going  to  be  in  town  and  that  is 
one  of  the  reasons  I  will  not  be  meeting  with 
them. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  couldn't  hear  the 
answer  ver\'  well  because  of  the  rustle  of  all 
these  papers. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  That  is 
the  rustle  of  votes,  not  papers. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  minister  say 
that  she  could  not  meet  them  because  she 
was  not  going  to  be  in  town? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  wonder  if  the  Minister 
of  Labour  could  indicate  why  he  is  not 
prepared  to  meet  with  them? 

Hon  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be  glad  to  reply  to 
that.  My  position  on  it  is  if  they  want  to 
speak  to  me  in  the  hope  that  I  may  be  able 
to  do  something  for  the  things  that  they 
present  to  me,  then  I  will  see  them  some 
time  in  the  future  when  I  feel  that  I  am 
better  qualified  to  speak  to  them  with  a  little 
more  knowledge  of  my  subject. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  too 
timid. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  I  may  be  too 
timid,  but  on  the  other  hand  I  wasn't  ready 
to  speak  to  them  purely  on  a  political  basis. 
But  if  they  want  to  speak  to  me  in  sincerity 
with  particular  wishes  or  requests  that  I  may 
be  able  to  help  them  with,  then  I  would 
rather  speak  to  them  when  I  have  more 
knowledge.  So  I  am  prepared  to  speak  with 
them. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon;  A  supplementary:  In 
the  absence  of  the  Minister  of  Housing,  per- 
haps the  policy  secretary  could  tell  why 
he  does  not  want  to  meet  with  the  Anti- 
Poverty  Coalition? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  not 
aware  that  the  minister  was  not  meeting 
with  the  Anti-Poverty  Coalition. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  a  pretty  in- 
credible response. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may: 
Surely  there  is  something  strange,  and  to 
be  interpreted  by  the  Anti-Poverty  Coalition 
as  an  affront  to  their  objectives— 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  That  is  not  true. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —that  in  the  48  hours  before 
they  are  to  come,  they  receive  a  call  from 
the  provincial  secretary's  office,  a  call  from 
the  Ministry  of  Labour  office,  a  call  from 
the  Ministry  of  Housing  oflBce— all  of  the 
ministers  collectively  turning  down  the  meet- 
ing   which   they    assumed   they   had. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
untrue.  I  was  invited  to  participate,  and 
I  indicated  to  them  immediately  following 
the  receipt  of  their  letter  that  I  had  a 
previous  commitment  and  that  I  would  be 
unable  to  attend. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker;  would  the  minister  indicate 
how  it  would  be  possible,  when  the  date 
for  this  meeting  was  set  two  or  three 
months  ago,  for  the  minister  not  to  make 
arrangements  to  be  present  at  such  an  im- 
portant gathering? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Sure,  it 
seems  very  suspicious. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  looks  very  obvious  to  us 
that  the  provincial  secretary  wants  to  duck 
listening  to  these  people. 

Sone  hon.  members:  Right. 

An  hon.  member:  Evading  her  responsi- 
bility. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  too 
is  not  true.  I  have  commitments  up  until 
next  November. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A 
supplementary  question,  Mr.  Speaker:  I  don't 
know  whether  this  should  go  to  the  Premier 
or  which  one  of  the  ministers  involved.  How 
come  they  suddenly  find  it  impossible  to  meet 
as  a  cabinet  group- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —with  an  important 
group.    For   example  when  the  OFA  has  a 
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convention  not  only  will  the  government 
meet  them  but  they  have  gone  down  and 
had  breakfast  with  them.  They  have  trooped 
down  as  a  little  group  of  the  cabinet— as 
many  as  possible.  Why  the  distinction?  Why 
the  difference  in  this  instance? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  It  de- 
pends on  who  is  buying  the  meal. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I've  said  that  to  the 
Premier  because  I  think  he  might  be  able 
to  speak  on  behalf  of  all  of  the  others. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  never  been  reluctant  to  see  any  group 
nor  have  my  cabinet  colleagues. 

Mr.  Deacon:  They  certainly  are  this  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  this  particular  or- 
ganization wishes  to  have  its  executive  sit 
do^vn  with  a  m-oun  of  cabinet  or  even  my- 
self, I  would  be  delighted  to  see  them. 

As  it  happens,  on  this  occasion,  two  or 
three  ministers  were  invited  in  particular 
and— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Two  months  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  may 
have  been  three  months  ago— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  by  coincidence  that's 
all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  all  struck  out  in  the  last 
48  hours. 

Hon.  Mr.  Divis:  The  fact  is,  and  I  am 
sure  the  member  for  York  Centre  doesn't 
experience  this,  but  ministers  of  this  gov- 
ernment have  commitments  some  four  or 
five  months  in  advance  that  are  important 
and  they  intend  to  keep  these  commitments. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  fully  understand  that 
the  members  opposite  will  be  delighted  to 
meet  with  them  and  I  can  predict  now  that 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  will  be  promis- 
ing them  everything,  which  is  his  usual 
approach  to  all  of  these  organizations- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr,  R.  F.  Nixon:  Wouldf  the  Premier  write 
me  a  speech? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  We  will  be  delighted  to 
hear  what  he  promises  on  this  occasion- 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  I  would!  be  dtelighted 
to  find  out  how  he  thinks  he  can  pay  for  it. 

ilnterjections  by  hon,  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

PETROSAR  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
Premier  is  so  anxious  to  take  part  this  morn- 
ing, I  would'  like  to  ask  him  how  he— as  prob- 
ably the  best  known  glassy-eyed  supporter  of 
Stanfield  Toryism— can  support  the  Progressive 
Conservative  Party,  which  has  as  its  policy 
the  establishment  of  the  petrochemical  in- 
dustry in  Alberta  to  the  exclusion  of  the  ex- 
pansion that  was  already  planned  here  in 
Ontario,  particularly  in  Samia? 

Is  hei  prepared  to  go  along  with  those 
pohcies;  or  will  he  in  fact  speak  to  his  friends 
in  the  Progressive  Conservative  Party  nation- 
ally and  have  them  modify  this  in  the  interests 
of  spreading  the  development  across  Canada, 
so  that  Alberta  and  Ontario  surely  can  both 
go  forward  with  the  resources  that  are  Cana- 
dian, not  Albertan? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  dte- 
lighted  to  sense,  from  the  question  from  the 
member  for  Brant  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon),  that 
he  recognizes  that  Mr.  Stanfield  is  more  than 
likely  going  to  form  the  next  government  of 
Canada. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can  assure  him  that 
when  that  enlightened  day  happens— 

^Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —about  midnight  on  July 
8,  I  will  be  quite  prepared  to  make  repre- 
sentation to— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Every  Friday  morning  this  be- 
comes the  House  of  Commons. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —the  neiw  Prime  Minister 
of  Canada  to  see  that  the  proper  solution  is 
found  with  respect  to  the  petrochemical  in- 
dustry, that  solxition  being  that  the  petro- 
chemical' industry  in  this  province  must  be 
viable  and  that  there  is  room  for  both.  I 
assure  the  member  for  Brant  that  we  will 
make  these  representations. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  federal 
Tories  are  fighting  the  Premier's  battles. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  I  think  we  would  do  it  with  some  pre- 
monition of  some  degree  of  success.  I  would 
go  one  step  further,  Mr.  Speaker,  and'  say  that 
if  his  friends  had  dealt  with  the  total  issue  a 
year  ago  in  an  intelligent,  logical  and  credible 
way,  we  wouldn't  have  any  of  this  debate  at 
this  present  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary— 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  Premier  have  all 
these  jjenguins  with  him  last  night  to  talk  to 
Mr.   StanJield;  all  of  them  flapping  away? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  was  db lighted  that  there 
was  a  number  of  cabinet  ministers'  of  this 
government  at  that  very  important  meeting 
last  night,  indicating  their  support  for  Mr. 
Stanfield  and  his  approach  to  the  economic 
problem®  of  Canada  today.  Yes,  some  of  them 
were  there. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Rullbrook  (Samia):  By  way  of 
supplementary,  and  recognizing  that  the 
Premier  and  his  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  really 
support  a  balanced  budget,  in  connection  with 
the  original  question  by  my  leader,  do  I 
imderstand  the  response  to  be,  without 
equivocation,  that  you  as  a  government  don't 
subscribe  to  the  policy  enunciated  by  Mr. 
Hees  on  behalf  of  the  federal  Conservatives, 
but  that  you  do  support  the  federal'  govemi- 
ment  in  its  initiative  to  see  a  balanced  growth 
of  the  petrochemical  industry  throughout 
the  Dominion  of  Canada,  and  that  you 
will,  therefore,  support  in  that  context  the 
development  of  the  Petrosar  project  at  Samia? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  I  would  have  to 
say  that  we  are  very  concerned  about  the  lack 
of  initiative  on  the  part  of  the  fedteral  gov- 
ernment, which  is  the  reason  we  are  in  this 
difficulty  todiay. 

Mr.  Roy:  Tliey  are  fighting  the  Premier's 
battles. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Sarnia  that  if  his  friends,  the  federal 
Minister  of  Energy  and  the  Prime  Minister 
of  Canada,  had  come  to  grips  with  this 
when  they  should  have  we  wouldn't  have 
this  debate.  Certainly  we  want  to  have  a 
viable- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —industry  in  Ontario 
and  we  will  see  to  it  that  we  do. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  Premier  going  to 
stay  right  in  the  middle  on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  we  stand  a  much 
better  chance  of  doing  this  with  an  en- 
lightened new  administration  in  Ottawa  after 
July  8,  rather  than  the  incompetence  that 
we  have  seen  in  the  energy- 
Mr.  Roy:  He  is  not  supporting  his  party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —policy  of  the  present 
federal  government.  The  hon.  member  knows 
he  has  to  agree  with  that.  He  has  to  agree 
with  that. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Excuse  me,  this  is  not  a 
question,  but  I  understand  the  Premier's 
answer  to  be  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  On  a  point  of  order,  my 
answer  is  yes  to  the  question  of  the  industry, 
but  it  is  not  yes  as  it  relates  to  the  phrasing 
by  the  member  for  Sarnia  as  to  the  federal 
initiatives. 

Mr.    Breithaupt:   A   definite   "maybe." 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Because  if  there  is  one 
thing  the  federal  govermnent  of  this  country 
hasn't   showm,    that   is   initiative. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  doesn't  want 
the  Tories  to  win. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Once  more  with  equivo- 
cation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  wants  them  to  be  a  good 
second  and  then  there  wall  be  a  new  Tory 
federal  leader.  Does  the  Premier  want  to 
talk  to  us  about  that? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  direct  a  ques- 
tion to  the  Treasurer- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Let  the  Premier  tell  us  of  his 
more  hidden  feelings? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  him  tell  us  of  his  real 
feelings  about  tliis  election? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  him  tell  us  why  he  is 
doing  Bob  Stanfield  in  so  neatly? 


Mr.    Speaker: 

Opposition. 


The    hon.    Leader    of    the 
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DURHAM  REGIONAL  GOVERNMENT 
BUDGET 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  would  like  to  direct  a  question  to  the 
Treasurer— not  about  a  balanced  budget, 
because  we  know  his  views  on  that,  since 
this  year  we— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Actions  speak  louder 
than  words. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —have  the  largest  deficit 
in  the  history  of  our  province— but  I  would 
like  to  ask  him  if  his  plans  for  the  regional 
government  of  Durham,  established  by  this 
House  just  a  few  months  ago,  envisaged  an 
increase  in  their  direct  tax  rate  of  28  per 
cent  in  the  first  budget,  even  though  $1.1 
million  had  been  directly  transferred  from 
the  budget  of  the  province  to  the  budget 
of  the  regional  municipality;  $1.1  million 
transferred  directly  plus  an  increase  of  28 
per  cent  in  the  first  year? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  It  is  the  work 
of  genius  to  combine  two  items  of  mis- 
information in  one  short  question,  so  I  will 
attempt  to  deal  with  both  of  these  fallacies. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  He  is 
just  an  ordinary  genius. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  First  of  all,  we  are  tak- 
ing in  $336  million  more  than  we  are  spend- 
ing, in  contrast  to  Ottawa  which  is  taking 
in  $2  billion  less  than  it  is  spending.  To 
have  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  wander- 
ing all  o\er  this  province  either  uninformed- 
Mr.  Roy:  Answer  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —or  deliberately  mis- 
leading our  citizens  is  not  constructive  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  exceeds  even 
Real  Caouette  in  his  playing  with  dollars  and 
manufacturing  of  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Insofar  as  the  cost  of 
regional  goverimient  is  concerned,  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  presumably 
deliberately  gone  around  using  fallacious 
figures- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  all.  We  get  the 
figures  from  the  Treasurer's  books. 

Hon.   Mr  White:   —figures  which  are  ob- 
jected to  by  the  people  in  the  area;  objected 
to  by  the  editorial  writers  in  the  area- 
Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    What   about    Durham 
region? 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  which  we  ourselves 
attempt  to  set  straight.  The  horrendous  totals 
which  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  turns  up, 
completely  inaccurately,  get  the  front  page 
and  our  corrections  flow  along  in  a  paragraph 
on  page  64. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  about  the  28  per 
cent  increase  in  Durham? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Insofar  as  Durham  is 
concerned,  these  budgets  are  not  decided 
upon  as  yet. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Treasurer  is  such  a  dumb- 
dumb. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  meeting  the  chair- 
man and  others  from  the  regional  munici- 
pality of  Durham  on  Monday.  At  that  time 
I  am  going  to  express  the  views  that  their 
expenditure  proposals  are  too  ambitious  and 
that  they  should— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  is  going 
to  cut  them  back,  is  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —spread  these  costs  over 
a  period  of  time- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  going  to  let  the  new 

region  govern,  subject  to  his  dictate. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —just  the  way  I  have  to 
do  in  my  own  household  and  just  the  way- 
Mr.     Breithaupt:     Local     autonomy     rides 
again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  What  does  the  member 
know  about  local  autonomy?  He  doesn't  be- 
lieve in  it.  Ask  the  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  about  local  autonomy. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  trying  to  choose  a 
parliamentary  word— <and  just  the  way  the 
nitwits  in  Ottawa  are  going  to  have  to  learn 
to  do. 

Interjection  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Treasurer  is  trying  to  act 
like  Diefenbaker.  He  is  shaking  all  over. 
What's  wrong  with  him? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  minister  going  to 
call  in  the  regional  chairman  from  Halton 
and  slap  his  wrists  for  requiring  the  people 
of  the  Halton  Hills  municipality,  formerly 
GeorgetONvn,  Acton  and  Esquesing,  to  pay 
100  per  cent  more  for  the  cost  of  their  local 
government  than  they  paid  last  year  at  the 
secondary    level?    Is    he    going    to    call    the 
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Halton  chairman  and  the  Halton  region  in 
too,  to  direct  what  their  expenditures  should 
be? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  All  of  these  new  regions 
are  going  through  a  budget-making  process. 
They  are  conferring  with  my  officials  and 
they  are  conferring  with  me. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  they  are  learning 
the  lessons  of  regional  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  had  a  meeting  with 
the  chairman  of  Halton  and  certain  of  his 
officials  one  day  this  week,  so  don't  worry. 
We  are  going  to  work  it  out,  no  thanks  to 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  is  right.  The  Treasurer 
is   going  to  have  them  follow  the  Queen's 
Park  bureaucratic  system- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  further  questions? 


NEGOTIATIONS  ON  BEHALF 
OF  COMMUNITY  COLLEGES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes;  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Chairman  of  Management  Board  if  he 
can  tell  us  the  status  of  the  negotiations  in- 
volving the  5,500  community  college  teachers, 
who  evidently  broke  off  negotiations  with 
the  Council  of  Regents  as  of  June  4  on  the 
basis  of  workload?  Is  he  going  to  take  some 
other  measures  available  to  him  under  the 
nefarious  laws  which  govern  these  negotia- 
tions or  is  he  simply  going  to  hand  it  over 
to  the  Ministry  of  Laboiur? 

Hon.  Mr.  WinWer:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  answer 
to  that  question,  I  think  it  was  properly  put 
as  to  the  way  in  which  negotiations  were 
broken  off.  We  are  prepared  to  sit  down  at 
any  time  and  speak  to  them. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  negotiations  have  broken  off,  will  the 
government  take  any  initiative  to  reinstitute 
them  or  is  it  a  part  of  the  programme  to 
use  the  compulsory  tribunal  which  is  a  part 
of  the  law  the  government  got  through  the 
Legislature  two  years  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
answer  to  the  question  we  propose  to  remain 
with  an  open  door,  and  to  sit  down  and 
negotiate  at  any  time. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Chairman 
of  Management  Board  make  a  commitment 
that  if  the  negotiations  go  back  to  the  arbitra- 


tion panel,  he  will  reconstitute  the  panel  as 
requested  by  the  CSAO? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
simply  say  that  we  will  use  the  form  open  to 
us  and  in  accordance  with  the  law. 

Mr.  Laughren:  A  further  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  Chairman  of  Management 
Board  not  aware  that  the  community  colleges 
are  losing  their  qualified  people  who  are 
returning  to  industry  because  of  the  present 
wage  levels;  and  that  they  are  having  great 
difficulty  replacing  those  people  with  new 
teachers  for  next  fall,  again  because  of  wage 
levels  being  at  1972  levels? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
believe  that  to  be  a  fact. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Well,  it  is. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Yes,  it  is  a  fact. 

Mr.  Laughren:  One  last  supplementary,  if 
I  might,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  Chairman  of  the 
Management  Board  not  aware  that  at  one 
college  alone,  George  Brown,  there  are  30 
instructors  who  have  already  indicated  they 
are  returning  to  industry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  keep 
myself  informed. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  not  so  obvious. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


SPENDING  CEILINGS  IN  EDUCATION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  the  absence  of  the 
Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells)  and  the 
Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities  (Mr. 
Auld),  I  would  ask  the  former  minister,  the 
Premier,  if  he  can  give  some  information  as 
to  the  status  of  the  so-called  education  spend- 
ing ceilings  vis-a-vis  the  awards  for  the  York 
region  teachers?  Since  it's  estimated  that  it 
will  require  money  beyond  the  ceiling  in 
order  to  meet  this  award,  can  we  be  assured 
that  government  policy  will  not  interfere 
with  these  payments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  arbitra- 
tion award  was  made  public  yesterda} ,  and 
it  is  still  too  early  to  determine  this  matter; 
in  fact,  we  won't  know  until  the  end  of  the 
board's  current  fiscal  year.  The  best  guess 
of  the  ministry  at  this  moment  is  that  the 
award  probably  can  be  accommodated  with- 
in the  ceilings.  We  won't  know  exactly  what 
the  figures  are  for  a  period  of  time  yet. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  If  the 
award  requires  an  amount  of  money  beyond 
the  ceilings,  will  government  policy  permit 
this  to  be  paid? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  policy  of 
the  go\ermnent  is,  of  course,  to  maintain  the 
ceilings.  We  have  always  been  prepared  to 
discuss  legitimate  problems  with  any  board. 
As  I  say,  in  this  particular  instance  our  pre- 
liminary guess  it  that  they  can  be  accommo- 
dated within  the  ceilings,  but  we  don't  know. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  leader  have 
further  questions? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


ALGONQUIN  FOREST  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Lewis:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  What 
has  happened  to  the  Algonquin  Forest  Au- 
thority legislation? 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  working  on  it 
and  I  hope  to  introduce  it  before  the  House 
rises  in  the  latter  part  of  this  month. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  I 
take  it  then  that  the  minister  is  not  antici- 
pating that  the  legislation  will  be  passed  be- 
fore the  active  use  of  Algonquin  Park  this 
summer,  and  that  indeed  the  logging  opera- 
tions will  continue? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  can 
get  the  co-operation  of  the  members  on  the 
opposite  side  of  the  House,  I'm  sure  we'd  be 
able  to  have  the  authority  established  before 
the  House  rises.  But  I  doubt  that  will  happen. 

Mr.    Lewis:    The    minister   doubts    it?    By 
way  of  supplementary- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  should  have  the  opportunity 
for  the  first  supplementary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  connection  with  that, 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  if  it  is  true 
there  are  certain  contracts  that  must  be  re- 
negotiated to  continue  the  logging  operation 
this  summer,  and  the  minister  therefore  would 
like  the  forest  authority  in  place  so  the  nego- 
tiations can  be  their  responsibility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
is  not  correct.  The  licences  that  have  been 


granted  to  the  operators  in  that  particular 
area  are  for  an  extended  period  of  time,  and 
they  would  be  terminated  when  the  forestry 
authority  is  established. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But,  by  way  of  supplementary, 
is  it  not  true  that  the  minister  has  extended 
those  licences  by  a  year  in  order  to  accom- 
modate the  operators  on  the  old  terms,  and 
has  said  nothing  about  that,  without  estab- 
lishing the  authority? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  are 
ongoing  commitments  that  we  have  with  the 
industry  itself.  It's  a  regular  routine  for  us 
to  reappraise  and  reissue  those  licences. 
We've  just  accommodated  them  in  a  normal 
way.  We  have  done  nothing  special. 


COST  OF  LIVING  PAYMENTS 
TO  GOVERNMENT  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Chairman 
of  the  Management  Board.  Why  is  he  taking 
such  a  mean  and  petty  attitude  to  the  40,000 
civil  servants  who  received  a  percentage  in- 
crease for  1974  which  all  of  us  knew  to  be 
inadequate,  which  didn't  take  inflation  into 
account  at  all?  Even  the  government  of  New- 
foundland has  given  a  lump  sum  payment. 
Why  is  the  minister  excluding  them  from 
an  additional  lump  sum  payment  which  he 
strongly  implied  in  the  House  would  be  com- 
ing for  all  civil  servants  in  Ontario? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  did  imply. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  madte  no  such  state- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker.  Let's  start  from  that 
premise.  I  believe  that  we  have  dealt  with 
this  matter  very  responsibly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  does 
the  minister  mean'  that  a  wage  increase  that 
is  between  two  and  three  per  cent  below  the 
inflationary  rise  in  the  cost  of  living  v\-ill 
suffice  for  the  great  majority  of  the  civil 
servants  of  Ontario,  without  any  additional 
Itimp  sum  payment?  And  for  the  other  20,000 
he's  just  talking  about  a  contract  reopening 
but  won't,  again,  guarantee  a  lump  sum  pay- 
ment? How  is  it  that  Ontario  varies  from  the 
other  provinces  which  have  granted'  that  addi- 
tional money? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  all 
been  done  by  negotiation  and  it  will  stand 
there. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary- 
Mr.     I.    Deans    (Wentworth):     A    supple- 
mentar)  — 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  going 
backwards. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Did  the 
minister  indicate  that  he  did  not  say  in  the 
House  that  the  government  was  moving  to- 
wards the  solution  of  this  problem  with  a 
lump  Sinn  payment  as  was  carried  out  by 
others? 

Mr.  Roy:  Sure,  for  all  civil  servants. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  direttly  gave  a  state- 
ment in  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  record  will  prove  that  I  did  not. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  said  he  was  looking 
at  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  may  be. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary:  Is  the  minis- 
ter aware  that  major  indtistry  in  Ontario  has 
recognized  the  rising  cost  of  living  and  the 
effect  inflation  has  had  on  contracts  already 
signed  and  has  incorporated'  cost  of  living  in- 
creases for  many  of  their  employees,  I  would 
suspect  numbering  at  least  50,000  in  the 
Hamilton  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  is  precisely  why 
we  are  taking  the  action  I  announced'  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  precisely  why  the  gov- 
ernment should  be  taking  a  different  action, 
because  the  contract  that  was  signedi  obviously 
didn't  or  couldn't  have  taken'  that  into 
account. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  all  right  for  the  minister  to 
talk  about  civil  service  salaries.  Let  the  gov- 
ernment take  a  look  at  its  own  deficit. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  socialists  opposite 
would  bankrupt  this  province  in  two  or  three 
years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  piling  up  a 
deficit  that  is  suflBcient  to  attest  to  bank- 
niptc}-. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  wouldn't  do  it  by  way  of 

corporate  gifts. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  dloesn't  care 
about  prices  or  profits  but  who  protects  the 
civil  servants  in  Ontario  from  inflation?  Not 
that  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Did  the  meniber  see  where 
Ed  Schreyer  was  in  favour  of  income  control? 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  incidental. 


LEAD  SURVEYS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  the 
Envirormient  how  is  it  that  he  didn't  know  of 
the  lead  survey  of  45  firms  which  was  taken 
in  Ontario  in  1972  and  1973  by  officials  in 
his  ministry  until  he  learned  about  it  during 
court  hearings  here  in  Toronto? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment): Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  aware  that  we 
were  constantly  doing  work  on  lead  in  all 
sorts  of  other  industries  on  a  continuing 
basis.  We  always  have  an  update  report  com- 
ing in  quite  regularly  on  all  indtustries  on  the 
various  pollutants  that  we  are  dealing  with, 
and  not  only  with  lead. 

I  anticipated  tabling  that  report  today.  It 
is  at  the  printers  and  I  will  be  tabling  it  prob- 
ably on  Monday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  When  we  are 
dealing  with  something  as  important  as  lead, 
does  not  the  ministry's  air  management  branch 
presumably  bring  it  to  the  minister's  attention 
immediately  so  that  he  doesn't  have  to  learn 
about  it  through  a  court  transcript? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  am  aware  of  all  the 
lead  plants  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and 
exactly  what  is  going  on  and  the  contamina- 
tion that  is  being  created'  by  the  various 
plants.  Yes,  I  ami  aware  of  them!. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  the  contamination  level  is 
over  the  ministry's  prescribed  emission  stan- 
dards in  24  of  the  45  plants  surveyed,  when 
is  the  minister  going  to  change  those  stan- 
dards, hopefully  in  advance  of  his  report? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  That  is  not  correct,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  usual.  There  are  abatement  pro- 
grammes in  most  of  these  plants  at  the  present 
time  and  most  of  them  are  meeting  our  abate- 
ment standards.  This  is  an  accumulative  test 
the  member  is  talking  about,  where  accumiJa- 
tive  soil  lead  samples  werei  done. 


FOOD  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations,  that  actually  presages  a  question 
my  colleague  from  Wentworth  wants  to  ask 
him. 

Did  the  minister  notice  that  officials  of 
National  Grocers  Ltd.— one  in  particular- 
has  sent  around  a  memorandum  to  the 
various  stores  and  the  customers  of  the  stores, 
indicating  that  a  number  of  suppliers  may 
deliberately  increase  their  prices  over  the 
course    of   the    next   month    illegitimately   in 
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order  to  offset  the  possibility  of  any  controls 
which  may  be  imposed  following  the  end 
of  the  election  campaign?  Would  the  min- 
ister, therefore,  undertake  a  careful  monitor- 
ing, day  by  day  or  week  by  week,  within 
the  ministry,  to  make  sure  that  this  doesn't 
happen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wasn't 
aware  of  that  particular  matter  and  I  am 
grateful  for  learning  of  it. 

As  far  as  careful  monitoring  is  concerned, 
we  are  still  continuing  the  monitoring,  as 
is  the  Ontario  Food  Council,  on  almost  a 
daily  basis  in  several  parts  of  Ontario.  I 
can't  say  that  we  are  in  there  every  day 
but  we  are  in  there  about  every  third  day 
for  our  monitoring.  I  don't  know  what  my 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food,  has  his  people  do  in  their  food  basket 
programme,  but  I  know  we  are  in  there 
about  two  or  three  times  a  week.  I  will  take 
a  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary,  Mr,  Speaker: 
I  was  going  to  ask  the  original  question,  but 
I  will  ask  it  by  way  of  supplementary. 
Given  that  on  a  sampling  of  30  food  items 
in  six  major  chain  stores  in  the  Hamilton 
area  over  six  weeks  there  is  a  differential 
in  average  price  of  the  total  package  be- 
tween Loblaws  and  Dominion  Stores  of  one 
cent  and  between  Food  City  and  IGA  of 
one  cent,  will  the  minister  initiate  an  in- 
vestigation under  the  Combines  Investigation 
Act  to  determine  whether  or  not  there  is 
collusion  and  price  fixing  between  these 
major  chain  stores? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Firstly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  no  authority  to  deal  with  that  par- 
ticular statute,  it  being  a  federal  statute.  I 
would  advise  the  House,  and  the  member  in 
particular,  that  matters  which  have  come  to 
our  attention  we  have  reported  to  what  we 
consider  to  be  the  proper  authorities  in 
Ottawa  and  drawn  them  to  the  attention  of 
those  authorities. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary:  Given  that 
Ottawa  hasn't  moved,  will  the  minister 
initiate  an  independent  study  here— an  in- 
quiry—into the  operations  recognizing  that 
the  food  chains  admit  they  hire  comparison 
shoppers  to  determine  prices  of  nearby  com- 
petitors before  establishing  their  own^  prices? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  can't  give  that  un- 
dertaking. I  am  not  prepared  to  give  that 
today. 

Mr.  Deans:  By  the  way,  who  in  Ontario  is 
going  to  protect  the  consumer? 


Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  could 
run  off  in  all  directions,  as  they  say,  with  a 
field  of  investigators  behind  me— 

Mr.  Deans:  That  won't  be  the  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —and  come  into  this 
House  armed  with  statistics.  If  the  federal 
authorities,  for  one  reason  or  another,  did 
not  see  fit  to  prosecute  or  did  not  consider 
the  statistics  we  have  gathered  or  the  in- 
formation we  had  available  was  valuable  for 
the  launching  of  an  investigation  or  a 
charge  or  charges  under  the  Combines  In- 
vestigation Act,  I  suggest  our  efforts  would 
have  been  very  unfruitful. 

Things  which  come  to  our  attention  and 
which  we  feel  require  looking  into,  we  draw 
expressly  to  the  attention  of  our  counter- 
parts in  Ottawa,  not  only  insofar  as  what 
would  appear  to  be  price  aligning  or  price 
fixing  is  concerned  but  in  other  areas  deal- 
ing with  consumer  protection,  insofar  as  we 
receive  many  complaints  a  day,  and  so  do  the 
federal  people,  relating  to  consumer  products 
and  quality  of  products.  There  is  an  inter- 
change of  communications  back  and  forth 
constantly. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  only  interested  in 
whether  or  not  there  is  price  fixing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker; 
I  find  this  very  interesting.  Do  I  understand 
the  minister  correctly  that  he  has  referred 
a  number  of  things  to  Ottawa?  Presumably 
his  information  prompting  him  to  refer  these 
things  created  suspicion  in  his  mind  and  he 
thinks  they  should  be  investigated.  When  it 
is  not  investigated  or  when  it  is  not  ex- 
amined adequately,  what  does  he  do?  What 
particularly  does  he  do  in  an  instance  when 
his  ministry  has  found  or  it  has  been  drawn 
to  his  attention  that  over  six  weeks  involving 
30  foot  items,  there  is  a  price  differential 
of  one  cent,  clearly  implying  collusion  in 
the  food  industry  at  the  exi)ense  of  the  con- 
sumer? Therefore,  who  protects  the  con- 
sumer in  Ontario?  Who  steps  in  at  that 
point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  am  not  defending  the 
food  industry  and  I'm  certainly  not  defend- 
ing the  people  in  Ottawa,  but  I  did  want 
to  make  this  clear. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  defends  the  in- 
surance industry;  he  defends  the  automobile 
industry;  he  defends  the  steel  industry.  He 
is  the  apologist  grand  of  this  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  should  be  a  wealthy 
man,  shouldn't  I? 
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Mr.  Deans:  He  may  well  be  at  some 
point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  should  be  paying  him. 
He  is  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Why  is  it— may  I  ask 
this  question? 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  can't  ask  questions. 
Let  him  try  giving  us  an  answer. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course,  Til  answer  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  know  he  will,  even  if 
I  don't  ask  it.  The  very  basis  of  collusion 
indicates  agreement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  necessarily. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Why  is  it  whenever  he 
finds  something  that's  similar  in  price  he 
thinks  the  worst?  Would  it  not  be  the  in- 
fluences of  the  competitive"  market? 

Mr.  Deans:  They  hire  people  to  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Collusion  is  a  criminal 
off^ence. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  minister  will  never  have 
to  worry  about  this  government. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Does  he 
think  he  will  find  a  written  agreement? 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  won't  find'  an  agreement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  authorities  who 
have  the  responsibility  are  not  going  to  launch 
a  criminal  prosecution  unless  they  are  pre- 
pared to  prove  it  beyond:  a  reasonable  doubt. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  the  minister's  job. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  he  set  up  an  in- 

quir\'? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That's  a  foundation 
stone  of  British  justice. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Circumstantial  evidence  is 
prett\'  strong  on  occasion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 


PICKERING  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Premier:  In  view  of  his  wholehearted  support 
of  Stanfield  and  his  policies,  which  we  saw 
again  this  morning,  does  h©  agree  with  Stan- 
field  who  says  that  if  a  second  major  Metro 


area  airport  is  necessary,  Pickering  is  not  the 
place  as  its  landl  is  too  valuable  for  an  air- 
port? Does  he  agree  with  that  statement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  our  policy 
here,  I  think,  has  been  relatively  consistent. 
Our  view  has  been  that  if  there  is  need— and 
I  think  Mr.  Stanfield's  policy  statement 
brought  into  question  the  concept  of  need^ 
for  a  second  major  international  facility,  rather 
than  having  it  go  west  our  preference  is  east. 
I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has  been  consistent. 
1  think  it  is  also  fair  to  state- 
Mr.  Roy:  Just  say  yes  or  no. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  as  I  undterstand  or 
have  read  Mr.  Stanfield's  observation,  he  is 
bringing  into  question,  perhaps,  the  need  for 
the  second  facility. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  His  concern  is  for  the 
location.  He  says  it  shouldn't  be  in  Pickering. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  has  also  pointed  out— 
and  I  would  be  interested  to  hear  from  the 
member  for  Etobicoke  (Mr.  Braithwaite)— 
there  should  be  no  major  expansion  at  Malton 
which,  of  course,  is  not  consistent  vdth  the 
policy  of  the  Liberal  Party  here  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  vw>uld'  only 
say  to  the  member  for  Ottawa  East  that  if  he 
wants  to  say  to  his  friends  in  Ottawa  that 
there  shouldn't  be  a  secondi  international  air- 
port, be  my  guest. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  our  policy.  We 
initiated  it  months  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Certainly  Fm  interested  in 
the  observations  of  Mr.  Stanfield  as  the)'-  re- 
late to  this  issue,  but  I  would  say  there  is 
nothing  contradictory  to  our  own*  position  as 
it  relates  to  this  matter. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
In  view  of  the  Premier's  answer  about  loca- 
tion and  need,  how  can  he  possibly  answer 
this  way  in  the  House  this  morning,  when  on 
March  1,  1972,  in  an  aimex  of  understand'ing 
it  was  stated  that  the  governments  of  Canada 
and  Ontario  had  agreed  to  the  establishment 
of  a  major  airport  in  Pickering  tovmship? 
That's  a  written  document  to  which  he 
agreed.  How  can  he  possibly  give  that  sort 
of  an  answer  in  view  of  his  position  on 
March  1,  1972? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
very  simple  to  give  that  land  of  an  answer.  I 
know  the  member  for  Ottawa  East  won't 
understand  it  because  of  his  limited  capacity 
when  he  is  so  blinded  because  of  his  political 
interest. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Let  me  finish  it.  I  say  be- 
cause of  his  political  interest.  I  would  say 
very  simply  the  government  of  this  province 
accepted  the  decision  by  the  federal  Ministry 
of  Transport  to  locate  a  second  international 
facility,  a  major  facility,  in  the  metropolitan 
area  and  it  was  to  be  east  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto. 

Mr.  Roy:  At  Pickering. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  the  determination  at  the 
hearing  is  that  there  not  be  a  second  inter- 
national airport,  which  would  have  to  be  from 
this  government's  standpoint  also  consistent 
with  no  major  expansion  at  the  existing 
Malton  international  airport,  heavens  above, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  have  no  objection  what- 
soever. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Indeed,  heavens  below. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That's  right,  certainly. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Premier  agreed  to  the  air- 
port. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury East. 


AIR  POLLUTION  IN  SUDBURY 

Mr.  Martel:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Because  of  the  emissions  on 
Monday  which  fumigated  the  Lockerby  and 
Long  Lake  areas  and  for  which  there  was  no 
instrumentation  by  this  ministry  to  determine 
those  readings,  what  does  he  intend  to  do 
now  to  ensure  that  there  are  adequate  moni- 
toring facilities  around  the  city  of  Sudbury? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  didn't  catch  the  first 
part  of  the  member's  question,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  think  he  is  talking  about  the  arcing  that 
occurred  last  Monday  or  so  in  Sudbury  from 
the  flume  from  International  Nickel.  It  was 
an  arcing,  a  meteorological  thing.  It  very 
rarely  happens.  But  immediately  it  was  found, 
and  it  came  down  in  certain  specific  spots, 
there  was  a  shutback  of  35  per  cent  at  the 
plant. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  supplementary  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  minister:  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  he  had  no  equipment  to  do  the  testing, 
is   it    his    intention    to    purchase    a    portable 


monitor  which  could  be  moved  around  to 
cover  off  those  areas  where  he  presently  does 
not  have  equipment,  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
he  had  to  rely  on  Inco's  equipment  for  that 
cutback? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  I  said  before,  the 
cutback  that  came,  I  believe,  last  Monday 
was  a  thing  that  happens  very,  very  rarely. 
It's  just  one  of  those  things  that  whether  we 
had  a  portable  monitor  or  not  we  would  not 
be  able  to  pick  up.  As  soon  as  we  found  out 
about  it,  there  was  a  cutback. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
How  can  the  minister  determine  whether 
there  should  be  a  cutback,  regardless  of  the 
type  of  emission  on  that  day,  if  he  doesn't 
have  equipment  to  do  the  testing? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
monitors  in  Sudbury,  as  the  member  well 
knows.  We  have  daily  readings  on  it. 

Mr.  Martel:  There  is  no  monitor  there  at 
all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 


YOUTH  IN  ACTION  PROGRAMME 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  hon.  member  for 
St.  David  (Mrs.  Scrivener). 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  should 
direct  his  question  properly  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Isn^t  she  the  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services? 

An  hon.  member:  You  want  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay,  Margaret. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  wonder  if  the  minister  has 
been  talking  to  the  Premier  because  she  has 
26  rejections  in  Ontario  for  the  Youth  in 
Action  cost-sharing  programme  and  six  of 
them  are  in  my  riding.  Not  one  of  them  has 
been  approved.  Out  of  all  Ontario,  six  have 
been  rejected  from  my  area.  Is  there  some 
reason  for  this? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
question  would  be  more  properly  addressed 
to  the  minister  responsible  for  the  youth 
secretariat. 

Mr.  Roy:  Make  it  good.  The  minister  is 
getting  well  paid  for  it. 
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Hon.  D.  R.  Timbrell  (Minister  without 
Portfolio):  This  is  the  second  question.  I 
would  like  to  point  that  out. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  that  is  three. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Timbrell:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  the  difficulty  the  member  refers  to 
but  if  he  would  like  to  send  to  me  a  list  of 
the  projects  submitted  I  would  be  glad  to 
look  into  them  and  see  what  the  problem  is. 
I  might  add  that  all  of  the  programmes  have 
been  greatly  oversubscribed,  which  may  be 
part  of  the  problem  but  I  would  be  glad  to 
look  into  it  as  it  pertains  to  the  member's 
constituency. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Coch- 
rane South. 


DREE  PROGRAMME  IN 
NORTHEASTERN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
wonder  if  the  Treasurer  could  outline  what 
present  negotiations  are  taking  place  between 
the  federal  and  provincial  governments  un- 
der the  general  development  agreement  as 
far  as  northeastern  Ontario  is  concerned?  Are 
there  any  negotiations  and  developments  tak- 
ing place  toward  the  likelihood  of  the  sign- 
ing of  an  agreement  in  the  near  future? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Good  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes,  sir,  we  are  working 
with  the  federal  authorities  in  preparing  a 
package  for  northeastern  Ontario;  that  sub- 
sidiary agreement  is  some  weeks  from  com- 
pletion. As  members  know  the  first  agree- 
ment was  signed  perhaps  two  months  ago  and 
affected  Cornwall.  Either  a  week  ago  or  two 
weeks  ago  today  we  signed  a  large  package 
amounting  to  $42.5  million  for  northwestern 
Ontario  and  now  northeastern  is  getting  our 
top  priority. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  What  we  do  for  the 
northwest! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 


REVIEW  OF  PLANNING  ACT 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, my  question  is  of  the  Treasurer  and 
chief  planner.   In  view  of  the  critical  need 


for  a  thorough  review  of  the  Planning  Act 
as  evidenced  by  the  municipalities  attempt- 
ing to  pass  restrictive  bylaws— such  as  the 
45-ft  height  limit  and  demolition  control- 
will  the  government  honour  its  long-standing 
commitment  to  the  municipalities  to  review 
this  Act  so  that  this  unsatisfactory  piecemeal 
kind  of  legislation  will  not  be  forced  on 
municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes,  we  will. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  When? 

Mr.   Speaker:   The  hon.   member  for  Port 
Arthur. 


HUMAN  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 
INVESTIGATION 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  if  I  may. 
Can  the  minister  tell  me— and  if  he  cannot  at 
the  present  time,  could  he  investigate— the 
state  of  the  investigation  of  the  Human 
Rights  Commission  into  a  complaint  filed  by 
a  former  deputy  police  chief  of  Thunder  Bay 
against  the  Thunder  Bay  Police  Commission 
on  Feb.  13,  1974,  under  section  4  of  the 
Human  Rights  Code?  Can  he  find  out,  if  he 
doesn't  know,  why  a  meeting  scheduled  for 
today  between  Mr.  Scarnetti  and  the  Human 
Rights  Commission  officials  has  been  can- 
celled? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret 
I  have  no  knowledge  of  that  incident  and  that 
complaint  but  I  will  get  the  information  for 
the  hon.  member  and  pass  it  along  to  him. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  If  I 
might  ask  a  supplementary:  While  the  min- 
ister is  finding  out  the  information,  could 
he  find  out  why  the  regional  supervisor  of 
the  Human  Rights  Commission  in  Thunder 
Bay  has  been  moved  to  London  as  a  field 
worker  after  first  being  threatened  with  de- 
motion by  the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission's senior  officials?  Finally,  what  ac- 
tion will  the  minister  take  if  it  is  demon- 
strated that  senior  officials  within  the  Ontario 
Human  Rights  Commission  put  on  pressure 
to  prolong  and  cool  off  the  investigation  of 
Mr.  Scarnetti  because  of  previous  political 
pressure? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  not  sure  I  heard 
the  last  part  of  the  question.  Was  it  what 
action  would  I  take? 
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Mr.  Foulds:  Yes,  if  it  is  shown  that  there 
has  been  political  pressure  on  the  senior 
officials— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  will  have  to  get  the 
information  on  the  matter,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
follow  it  from  there,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 


REMOVAL  OF  SAND  FROM 
POINT  PELEE 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  Sidney  Smith,  jr.,  the 
president  of  the  Erie  Sand  and  Gravel  Co.  of 
Erie,  Pa.,  reported  in  hearings  in  Windsor 
recently,  that  sand  removed  from  the  tip  of 
Point  Pelee  in  1969-1970  amounted  to  104,- 
000  cu  yd;  in  1970-1971  to  88,000  cu  yd;  in 
1971-1972  49,000  cu  yd;  yet  the  limit  set 
by  the  ministry  was  only  25,000  cu  yd  for 
each   of   the   years    I've   mentioned? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  is  a  substantial 
overrun. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  for  Essex-Kent  (Mr.  Ruston) 
brought  this  situation  to  my  attention  late 
yesterday  and  I  have  asked  my  staflF  for  a 
full  report.  Once  I  have  that  I'd  be  glad  to 
report  to  both  members. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Isn't  the  minister  going 
to  report  to  the  House  rather  than  to  us  as 
members  individually? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  I'd  be  glad  to. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 


LEAD  HAZARD  FROM  ELECTRIC 
KETTLES 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations:  Now  that 
the  list  of  safe  kettles  has  been  issued,  what 
is  the  minister  planning  to  do  to  ensure  the 
removal  of  unsafe  kettles  from  use? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  heard 
on  the  news  this  morning  that  the  federal 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Corporate  Affairs 
in  Ottawa  has  directed— as  I  understand  he 
legislatively   has   the   power   to   do— the   im- 


mediate disposal  of  certain  types  of  kettles 
that  have  these  lead-bearing  propensities, 
as  dangerous  objects  under  the  Hazardous 
Products  Act. 

Insofar  as  the  people  within  the  province 
are  concerned,  there  have  been  many  articles 
written  in  the  papers  and  the  maiia  have 
carried  it  widely.  I  would  only  hope  that  the 
consumers  in  this  province  would  look  at 
the  list  of  serial  numbers  which  have  been 
published  to  find  out  if  they  have  one  of 
the  offensive  ones  by  matching  them  against 
their  own  electric  kettle,  and  if  it  is  on  the 
list,  dispose  of  it. 

A  thought  has  crossed  my  mind.  We've 
had  several  calls  in  our  office  in  the  last  10 
days  about  it.  We  have  indicated  to  each 
caller  that  if  they  dispose  of  their  kettle, 
they  would  be  well  advised  to  maim  it  by 
hitting  it  with  a  hanuner  or  something  of 
this  nature  so  that  someone  won't  retrieve  it 
out  of  the  garbage  and  take  it  to  their  home 
and  use  it. 

I  am  confident  that  the  consumers  will 
respond  in  this  particular  way. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplementary: 
Would  the  minister  consider— 


Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  There  are  just 
a  few  moments  remaining.  Other  members 
wish  to  ask  questions. 

Mr.  Burr:  Would  the  minister  consider 
some  kind  of  plan  of  replacement  by  the 
companies  for  those  kettles  which  are  now 
deemed  defective? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  For  clarification— as 
a  government  programme? 

Mr.  Burr:  No,  would  the  minister  consider 
some  kind  of  plan  whereby  the  manufacturers 
would  replace  the  defective  kettles? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Not  at  the  provincial 
level,  I  wouldn't,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
hope  that  the  manufacturers  of  those  kettles 
would  replace  them  at  no  cost  to  the  con- 
sumer. This  opinion  and  hope  has  been 
voiced  on  the  radio  this  morning,  too,  by 
the  announcer  I  was  listening  to  at  8  o'clock. 
I  don't  see  how  this  provincial  government 
could  invoke  legislation  forcing  people  to  do 
something  that  has  been  prohibited  under 
the  federal  legislation  of  the  Hazardous 
Products  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 
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INGLIS  LTD.  LABOUR  DISPUTE 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  direct  a  ques- 
tion to  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Can  the 
minister  indicate  to  the  Legislature  when  his 
ministry  can  expect  a  settlement  of  the 
labour  dispute  between  Inglis  Ltd.  here  in 
Metro  Toronto  and  Local  2900,  United  Steel- 
workers  of  America?  I  believe  their  strike  is 
entering  its  10th  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  re- 
gard to  this  strike,  I  know  that  my  mediation 
people  are  meeting  with  them.  They  met 
with  them  Wednesday.  I'm  not  sure  whether 
they  met  yesterday;  but  the  indication  is 
that  those  meetings  will  be  continuing. 

Regrettably,  as  you  know,  settlement  is 
a  matter  of  agreement  and  I'm  not  so  sure 
when  they  will  come  to  agreement.  I  hope 
it  will  be  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 


WATER  CONDITIONS  AT  ARMSTRONG 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment. Does  the  minister  have  anything  to 
report  on  action  that  will  be  taken  by  his 
ministry  with  regard  to  the  dangerous  water 
conditions  and  contaminated  wells  in  Arm- 
strong? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
member    was    telling    me    about    this,    and 
last  year- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Shut  up  so  I  can  hear  the 
answer  to  the  question. 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh,  sorry. 

An  hon.  member:  Is  it  important? 

Mr.  Stokes:  It  is  to  the  people  of  Arm- 
strong. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  our  in- 
tention last  year  was  to  sink  a  well  at  a 
cost  of  $30,000— but  we  were  concerned 
about  the  advisability  of  it.  We  are  now 
negotiating  with  the  CNR,  which  has  a 
pumping  station  and  a  filtration  plant  at 
Armstrong.  We  anticipate  we  will  have  that 
plan  in  our  hands  very  shortly.  We  will  then 
proceed  to  put  in  three  communal  outlets 
in    Armstrong    at    a    total    cost    of    about 


$75,000.  We  would  anticipate  probably  not 
going  to  tender  because  of  the  location  of 
the  area;  and,  using  local  help  to  do  it,  we 
would  anticipate  that  we  would  have  that 
supply  in  later  this  year. 

Mr.  Stokes:  This  year?  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 


REDISTRIBUTION  OF  ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  not 
on  a  point  of  order,  but  in  glancing  at  the 
material  that  was  presented  here  this  morn- 
ing and  at  the  Gazette,  I  notice  that  the 
commission  has  set  the  date  for  written  sub- 
missions as  of  July  12.  I  will  undertake  to 
consult  with  the  conmiissioner— assuming  that 
this  would  be  the  desire  of  members  of 
the  House— and  ask  that  that  date  be  ex- 
tended somewhat,  because  there  may  be  a 
niunber  of  people  who  are  engaged  in  present 
activities  up  until  July  8  and  who  might  need 
a  slightly  longer  period'  of  time  to  digest  the 
report  and  to  consult  and  get  adVice. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  is  no  adverse  re- 
action from  members  of  the  House,  I  would 
make  a  request  to  the  commission  that  the 
date  be  extended  beyond  July  12. 

(The  other  observation  I  would  like  to  make, 
Mr.  Speaker,  primarily  for  members  of  the 
press,  in  case  there  is  not  complete  recol- 
lection of  the  original  resolution,  is  that  what 
has  been  presented  here  by  the  commission 
this  morning  is  in  fact  a  proposal.  They  will 
be  receiving  written  submissions,  they  will  be 
making  a  review  of  them  and  they  will  come 
back  with  a  further  determination  some  time 
after  the  period  has  been  decidted.  I  just  want 
to  emphasize  the  fact,  so  that  the!re  is  no 
public  misimderstanding,  that  this  need  not 
be  the  final  recommendation  from  the  com- 
mission. 

Unless  I  hear  from  the  leadbrs  of  the  two 
opposition  parties  to  the  contrary,  I  shall  ask 
the  commission  to  extend  the  date  beyond 
July  12. 

Mr.  Sargent:   Mr.  Speaker,  further  to  the 

Premier's  statement- 
Mr.  Roy:  Can  I  speak  on  a  point  of  order 

Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Deans:  Since  it  may  be  the  member's 
last  chance. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  although  we 
have  respect  for  the  commission,  diere  are  a 
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lot  of  possibilities  for  gerryimandeTing  in  this 
document,  and  I  suggest  to  the  Premier  that 
he  should  set  a  specific  time,  say  two  months 
hence,  to  give  us  time  to  put  this  in  order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Speak  to  the  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might  speak 
briefly,  I  would  like  to  support  the  Premier's 
suggestion  that  the  date  be  extended,  because 
as  you  know,  if  you  have  glanced  at  the  re- 
port, they  are  doing  away  completely  with 
my  riding- 
Some  Hon.  members:  Hooray! 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  I  will  certainly  need  until 
past  July  12  to  make  a  full  submission  to  tell 
them  that  I  am  not  going  to  take  this  lying 
down. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  have  an  issue  now,  I'll  teU  you. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  didn't  touch  a  street  in 
my  riding.  I'll  win  by  175  next  time! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  don't  see 
any  electoral  population  figures  in  any  of  the 
material  that  has  been  tabled  this  morning, 
either  in  the  Ontario  Gazette  or  what  has 
been  given  to  us,  and  I  am  rather  perplexed 
by  some  of  the  changes  that  didn't  occtu, 
which  many  anticipated  would  occur  in  the 
very  large  population  areas  in  some  of  the 
urban  centres. 

Do  we  have  population  figures?  Presumably 
that  will  be  available  to  us  from  the  conmiis- 
sion.  Surely  we  don't  have  to  accept  all  this, 
without  seeing  what  they  have  done?  When 
is  it  coming?  How  will'  any  of  us  figure  it 
out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
didn't  mean  to  sort  of  prompt  a  discussion  on 
this  this  morning.  The  report  has  been  tabted, 
and  I  just  observed  that  one  aspect  of  it, 
knowing  that  there  will  be  some  at  least  who 
are  involved  to  July  8.  I  really  thought  we 
should  ask  the  commission  to  go  beyond  July 
12.  As  for  what  information  is  available,  I 
am  sure  if  members  wish  to  contact  the  com- 
mission, there  will  be  no  problem  with  this 
at  all.  I  haven't  been  presented  with  any- 
thing other  that  what  I  have  here. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the 
Premier  can  take  the  initiative  to  have  the 
population  figures  released  when  tabled.  They 


were  provided  in  earlier  instances,  and  it's 
one  of  the  simple  guidelines  to  do  an  assess- 
ment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  can  we— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  can't  make  a  proposal 
otherwise. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  do  we  make  a  proposal 
without  the  figures? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  have  had  a  message  from 
somewhere  saying  it  was  anticipated  that  the 
figures  should  have  been  attached.  They  will 
be. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 
Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


SHORELINE  PROPERTY  ASSISTANCE 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Snoreline 
Property  Assistance  Act,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  municipali- 
ties are  now  required  to  repay  the  province 
forthwith  when  individual  shorehne  property 
owners  pay  any  portion  of  loans  made  to 
them  under  this  Act.  As  a  result,  we  have  to 
issue  a  new  debenture  every  time  a  partial 
payment  is  made  to  us.  This  amendment  wll 
allow  repayments  to  be  made  at  any  time 
during  the  life  of  the  debentures. 

I  will  be  taking  this  bill  through  the  legis- 
lative process. 

CREDIT  UNIONS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Credit 
Unions  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
amendment  which  is  proposed  in  this  Act 
deals  with  the  unprecedented  situation  that 
the  credit  unions  find  themselves  in  as  a 
result  of  the  increasing  interest  rates  today. 
It  provides  the  power  to  make  a  slight  up- 
ward adjustment  on  the  interest  rates  which 
the  credit  unions  can  charge  on  loans  made 
to  their  respective  members. 
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SECURITIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  the  Securities  Act,  1974. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  comments  regarding  this  bill,  my 
having  touched  on  the  same  in  my  ministerial 
statement.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  25th  order,  House 
in  committee  of  supply. 


ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 


(continued) 


On  vote  1704: 


Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1704,  item  2.  Is  there 
anything  fiurther  on  item  2  of  vote  1704?  The 
member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr,  Chair- 
man, I  wanted  to  mention  to  the  minister  a 
matter  that  was  discussed  during  the  meet- 
the-members  meeting  in  Huron  county.  It 
was  a  proposition  put  forward  by  the  Huron 
County  Federation  of  Agriculture  —  and  I 
think  the  idea  is  shared  by  many  people 
throughout  the  province— with  respect  to 
some  amendments  in  regard  to  the  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Act. 

The  submission  was  along  the  basis  that 
the  Farm  Products  Marketing  Board  should 
be  permitting  producer  boards  to  exercise 
control  at  the  production  level  as  well  as  at 
the  marketing  level.  This  thought  would 
actually  assist  in  better  controlling  the  large 
integrated  corporations  who  have  hatcheries 
and  feed  and  processing  facilities. 

I  think  the  matter  was  really  brought  on  by 
the  fact  that  Campbell  Soup  Co.,  an  inter- 
national corporation,  hatches,  manufactures 
feed  and  processes  birds  for  TV  dinners,  and 
so  claims  that  in  actual  fact  there's  no  first 
sale  on  the  transfer  of  product  sold  as  a 
cooked  product. 

This,  in  many  respects,  is  much  the  same 
kind  of  thing  as  we  get  into  with  the  Brant 
Dairies  case,  where  Brant  Dairies  and 
Walkerton  Dairies  said:  "Look,  if  we  have 
our  own  cows  and  if  we  produce  milk  on 
our  own  farm,  we  can  sell  to  our  own  dairy 
and  we  can  process  that  milk  and  we  don't 
have  to  go  through  the  Milk  Marketing 
Board." 


There  was  a  court  case  on  that  one,  and  it 
came  to  a  head  and  decision  was  handed 
down  on  Oct.  18,  1972,  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Canada,  in  which  the  Supreme 
Court  upheld  the  commission  and  the  On- 
tario Milk  Marketing  Board. 

The  case  of  Campbell  Soup,  which  is 
now  before  the  courts,  is  somewhat  similar, 
in  that  Campbell  Soup  are  saying:  "Look, 
we  hatch  the  chickens,  we  grow  the 
chickens  and  then  they're  shipped  into  our 
plant  to  be  processed  for  TV  dinners,  so 
why  should  we  go  through  the  marketing 
board?"  They're  apparently  prepared  to 
spend  a  lot  of  money  to  fight  it  right 
through— perhaps  to  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  again,  I  don't  know. 

I'm  wondering  what  the  minister  feels 
with  respect  to  the  Ontario  Farm  Products 
Marketing  Board  extending  more  control  to 
the  local  marketing  boards,  insofar  as  con- 
trolling matters  at  the  production  level 
rather  than  at  the  marketing  level.  More 
appropriately,  I  should  say  that  the  pro- 
ducers are  seeking,  in  this  instance,  more 
control  at  the  production  level  as  well  at  at 
the  marketing  level,  not  rather  than  at  the 
marketing  level,  because  I  think  it  has  to  be 
done  jointly.  I  think  that  what  they're  seek- 
ing is  some  control  at  both  levels.  Apparent- 
ly it  would  require  some  change  in  the  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Act. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Chairman,  since  the 
matter  is  before  the  courts  I'm  sure  you 
wouldn't  want  me  to  comment  on  it.  We'll 
be  interested  to  see  the  results  of  that  and 
whatever  the  results  are  we'll  be  prepared 
to  review  the  matter  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  No.  I  just  used  the  Campbell 
Soup  matter  as  an  example.  I'm  not  talking 
about  the  pros  and  cons  of  that  particular 
court  case.  I'm  talking  about  givirlg  pro- 
ducer marketing  boards  more  control  at  the 
production  level,  that's  what  I'm  talking 
about.  I  brought  in  the  matter  of  Campbell 
Soup,  but  obviously  we  can't  discuss  that 
because  it's  before  the  courts  and  the  sub 
judice  rule  comes  into  play  here.  But  the 
fact  is  that  some  of  the  marketing  boards, 
particularly  the  egg  people  and  the  fowl 
people,  feel  that  their  position  would  be 
enhanced  if  they  were  to  have  more  control 
at  the  production  level  as  well  as  at  the 
marketing  level. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Could 
I  ask  a  related  question  if  the  minister's 
going  to  respond  to  this?  Isn't  the  power 
there,    inherent  in   the  Farm   Products   Mar- 
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keting  Act,  for  a  marketing  board  to  take 
if  it  so  desires?  In  short,  you  can  move 
all  the  way  from  advertising  your  product 
through  to  the  kind  of  quota  and  control 
that  you  have  in  the  tobacco  industry.  It  is 
the  option  of  those  who  are  in  control  of 
that  parti'cular  commodity. 

If  I  just  may  draw  in  something  I  said 
yesterday,  it  seems  to  me  that  at  that  level, 
too,  with  perhaps  some  pushing  and  en- 
couragement from  the  minister,  the  board 
should  take  the  initiative  to  tie  the  price  to 
cost  of  production.  In  short,  the  whole  bag 
of  getting  incentive  prices  that  baffles  your 
farm  income  committee.  It  would  return 
to  the  farmer  something  to  cover  his  cost 
of  production  and  his  labour  and  his  invest- 
ment. 

Maybe,  inevitably,  in  the  final  analysis, 
it  has  to  be  worked  out  commodity  by  com- 
modity. But  it  seems  to  me  if  the  initiative 
is  taken  in  the  overall  power  that  is  there, 
as  I  understand  it,  in  the  Farm  Products 
Marketing  Act,  that  any  group  can  do  what 
the  tobacco  growers  have  done  for  tobacco, 
instead  of  doing  it  as  the  beef  producers 
have  done  it.  They  really  don't  have  a  mar- 
keting board,  it  is  just  a  sales  agency  or 
advertising  agency. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  that  power  does 
exist.  So  far,  the  production  controls  have 
only  been  extended  to  the  tobacco  board. 
Marketing  controls  are  rather  an  effective 
method— they  are  really  production  controls, 
I  suppose,  in  a  backhanded  way. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Who  grants  the  con- 
h-ols? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  are  all  approved 
by   the   Farm   Products   Marketing  Board. 

Mr,  MacDonald:  In  other  words,  if  they 
are  asked  for  then  they  will— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  will  be  considered, 
yes..  That's  right. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  I  understand  it,  the  con- 
trols which  we  are  discussing  have  been 
asked  for  by  various  marketing  boards,  and 
the  Farm  Products  Marketing  Board  has  not 
seen  fit  to  extend  the  local  marketing  board's 
authority  to  that  extent;  with  the  exception 
of  the  tobacco  board.  That's  the  complaint; 
that's  the  point.  And  this  is  what  the  mar- 
keting boards,  or  at  least  some  of  them, 
are  complaining  about.  They  feel  that  it 
should  be  extended. 

I  understand  that  the  Farm  Products  Mar- 
keting Board  is  rather  reluctant  to  do  it,  and 


this  is  the  whole  point  at  issue.  The  boards 
are  saying,  "Yes,  we  feel  we  should  have 
this  control."  I  brought  in  the  Campbell 
Soup  matter  because  I  think  this  particular 
case  has  pointed  up  to  the  Egg  Board,  at  any 
rate,  that  they  feel  this  wouldn't  have  hap- 
pened had  they  had  this  kind  of  control. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  come  back  to  this.  I  don't  know  if  the 
minister  is  intending  to  speak  to  it;  but 
surely  this  is  a  new  variation  of  an  old 
theme.  I  can  remember  years  ago  when 
certain  marketing  boards  in  this  province 
were  seeking  the  right  to  levy  in  the  mar- 
keting of  the  product,  so  that  they  would 
accumulate  capital  to  get  greater  control 
of  the  marketing  or,  indeed,  sometimes  of 
the  processing  of  their  product.  The  Farm 
Products  Marketing  Board  intervened  and 
said,  "No  that  cannot  be  done." 

I  said  then,  and  I  repeat  now,  it  seems 
to  me  that  this  is  an  unnecessary,  crippling 
measure  as  far  as  the  farmers  are  con- 
cerned. You  are  going  to  leave  vertical  in- 
tegration exclusively  the  prerogative  and  the 
right  of  private  enterprise,  but  you  are  not 
going  to  give  the  farmers  collectively 
through  their  marketing  scheme  the  power 
to  raise  the  necessary  moneys  for  some  ex- 
tension—and for  the  moment  I  can't  define 
it,  because  it  would  vary  from  product  to 
product— some  extension  of  their  control  over 
that  product  so  that  they  ultimately  get  a 
greater  share  of  the  consumer  dollar. 

The  member  for  Huron-Bruce  says  that  this 
is  the  point,  that  they  have  sought  this  power 
from  the  Farm  Products  Marketing  Board'; 
and  the  Farm  Products  Marketing  Board  says 
"no."  Do  they  operate  wholly  on  their  own? 
Or  is  it  possible  for  the  ministry  to  say— if 
necessary,  by  amendment  to  the  legislation— 
that  a  local  marketing  board  has  the  right  to 
seek  such  power?  And  if  it  is  sought,  will  it 
be  given? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  I  understand  the 
Farms  Products  Marketing  Act,  any  change 
providing  production  controls  would  require 
an    amendment   to   the   legislation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Presumably  that  was  done 
for  tobacco? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  section  12,  I  think— 
or  section  18,  I  am  not  sure.  But  one  of  those 
sections  at  the  latter  end  of  the  Fami  Prod- 
ucts Marketing  Act  was  drafted  specifically 
to  provide  production  controls  for  tobacco, 
per  se. 

It's  a  matter  of  opinion.  The  Egg  Board<— 
and  I  think  that's  the  board  my  friend  from 
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Huron-Bruce  is  referring  to— wants  production 
controls.  They  think  that  will  help  them  to 
resolve  the  issue.  It  may.  Marketing  quota 
controls,  if  they  can  be  administered  effec- 
tively, should  do  the  same  job.  There  shouldn't 
be  any  real  problem  there  whatever. 

I  just  think  there's  some  merit  in  saying 
that  we  should  try,  insofar  asi  possible,  to 
make  quota  controls  work.  I  think  an  enor- 
mous hue  and  cry  would  go  up  from  the 
consuming  public  of  Ontario  and  of  Canada 
if  production  controls  were  implemented  on 
a  food  commodity  in  this  day  and  age. 

I  haven't  found  too  much  wrong  with  the 
price  structure  that  is  being  paid  for  eggs. 
Now  that  the  American  thing  has  been  taken 
care  of,  I  think  the  price  structure  is  reason*- 
abfe.  Certainly  the  prices  that  have  been 
established,  as  I  understand  it,  are  based!  on 
cost-of-production  figures.  Here  again,  there 
is  dispute  and  argument  about  whether  or  not 
those  prodliction  figures  are  accurate.  There 
are  some  in  the  consumer  sector  who  say  that 
they  are  inflated  cost  prices.  I  dion't  share 
that  opinion.  So  it  would  seem  to  me  that  the 
quota  programme  is  working  reasonably  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  farm 
products  marketing? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Just  to  wind  this  up,  the  minis- 
ter doesn't  feel  at  this  time  that  that  author- 
ity should  be  given  to  the  local  boards,  par- 
ticularly to  the  Egg  and  Fowl  Producers 
Marketing  Board  arid  the  Broiler  Chicken 
Producers'  Marketing  Board.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  have  the  authority 
today  to  implement  their  quota  controls, 
which  are  virtually  production  controls.  If 
they  can  enforce  the  quota  marketing  controls 
that  they  now  have,  I  see  little  reason  why 
the  prod(uction  controls  would  give  them  any 
greater  degree  of  control  or  authority. 

Mr.   Gaunt:   Than  they  have  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Than  they  have  now. 
But  they  have  got  to  be  able  to  enforce  those 
marketing  quota  controls,  and  therein  may  be 
some  of  the  problems.  I  don't  think  it's  unani- 
mous among  the  board  itself  that  that's  the 
proper  way  to  go  about  it.  Some  may  feel 
that  it  is.  I  think  there  are  others  who  feel 
that  they  can  get  a  handle  on  some  of  these 
over-quota  eggs;  that  they  will  be  able  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  situation  satisfactorily. 

But  I  must  say  that  it  would  be  extremely 
difficult,  even  with  production  controls,  to 
control  over-prodtiction  of  eggs.  How  are  you 
going  to  do  it?  Count  every  hen  in  the  hen- 
house and  the  prodtiction  from  every  one  of 


those  hens  every  day?  In  a  field  of  tobacco, 
you  can  go  out  and  measure  the  exact  acre- 
age—it is  right  there,  on  that  farm.  Now  how 
dt>  we  do  that  for  20,000  hens  in  a  building? 
How  do  we  know  the  percentage  of  those 
hens!  that  are  laying?  It  might  be  a  different 
percentage  one  day  than  it  would  be,  say,  two 
weeks  hence.  And  the  age  of  the  hen  makes 
an  awful  difference.  It's  an  entirely  different 
matter  than  measuring  the  exact  acreage  of 
tobacco,  which  can  be  done  and  calculated  in 
front  of  everybody.  The  other  matter  is  an 
entirely  different  thing;  it's  not  nearly  as 
easy  to  handle  as  one  would  be  led'  to  be- 
lieve it  might  be. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  I  understand  it,  there  is 
some  difference  of  opinion  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  board  actually  has  the  authority  to 
enforce  the  quota  system  as  it  now  stands. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  have  now.  We 
have  given  them  every  authority  that  can 
possibly  be  given  to  them.  And  amendments 
were  made  under  the  Canada  Livestock  and 
Livestock  Products  Act.  That's  where  the 
federal  inspection  takes  place,  as  I  under- 
stand it.  They  have  every  means  of  control 
right  now,  but  again  it  is  an  extremely  diffi- 
cult thing  to  make  it  work  effectively  unless 
you  have  got  the  co-operation  of  the  pro- 
ducers themselves.  That's  where  the  problem 
really  lies. 

There  are  many  people  who  are  adhering 
to  the  quota  marketing  controls,  which  are 
really  the  same  as  production  controls.  But 
as  in  every  business,  you've  got  some  people 
who  arent  doing  it— and  how  do  you  find 
them  in  these  large  operations?  That's  the 
problem  the  Egg  Board  is  faced  wdth  here 
in  Ontario,  because  we  have  some  enor- 
mously strong  operations  at  producer  level. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  farm 
products  marketing? 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  I  just 
wanted  to  ask  the  minister  to  tell  us 
about  what  is  going  on  to  improve  roadside 
markets  and  other  types  of  markets  which 
enable  the  public  to  buy  directly  from  pro- 
ducers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
could  defer  that  until  we  come  to  the  Food 
Council  vote,  that  would  come  under  it.  I 
would  kind  of  like  to  keep  this  under  the 
Farm  Products  Marketing  Act- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —  if  we  could,  Mr. 
Chairman,    and    then   the    Milk    Commission 
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and  milk  industry.  Otherwise,  we  don't  have 
the  continuity  here. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Fine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  market- 
ing? 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Do  sales  missions 
of  the  boards  come  under  this  vote? 

Hon.  Mr.   Stewart:  Food  Council. 

Mr.  Spence:  Food  Council,  fine. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Anything  further  on  this? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a 
brief  point  which  I  think  comes  under  this. 
The  minister  was  in  receipt  of  a  letter  dated 
May  10  from  Walter  Miller,  of  the  National 
Farmers'  Union,  with  regard  to  the  alleged 
diflBculties  in  getting  a  refund  from  the 
OBIA- 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  dealt  with  that  yester- 
day, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Oh,  did  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  I  did.  I  was  con- 
cerned about  that  letter  and  we  immediately 
took  action  with  the  OBIA  oflBce. 

The  Act  was  passed  with  the  intent  that 
whether  it  was  one  animal  or  100,  the  refund 
was  to  be  made.  They  can  collect  the  refunds, 
I  believe,  over  a  three-month  period,  or 
something  like  that.  There  should  be  no  hold- 
up like  that  whatever. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  that? 
If  not,  the  Milk  Commission  Policy.  The 
member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to 
question  the  minister  with  respect  to  the 
market  sharing  quota  allotment  issued  to 
Ontario.  We  were  having  some  diflSculty  in 
maintaining  our  position  in  regard  to  the 
market  sharing  quota  allotment.  This  was 
caused  by  a  number  of  things,  mainly,  I 
gather,  by  the  fact  that  production  of  indus- 
trial milk  suffered  very  greatly  in  1972  be- 
case  of  the  wet  sunmier  in  eastern  and  cen- 
tral Ontario  and  the  fact  that  many  of  the 
industrial  milk  producers  went  out  of  busi- 
ness. 

I'm  wondering  if  we  are  maintaining  our 
share,  and  if  not,  what  is  happening  to  it?  Is 
it  going  to  Quebec  and  some  of  the  other 
provinces?  Or  is  it  being  held  by  the  National 
Dairy  Commission? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  we  did  lose  some 
milk  to  Quebec.  We  knew  we  were  going  to 
lose  that  last  year.  It  was  just  a  question  of 
how  much.  We  lost  8.1  million  pounds  of 
butterfat  to  Quebec. 

Under  IMPIP,  which  has  worked,  I  think, 
pretty  well,  we  have  been  able  to  assure 
ourselves  of  an  increase  in  industrial  milk 
production,  anticipated  at  the  second  year  of 
the  programme,  based  on  the  number  of 
loans  that  have  been  made,  of  238  million 
pounds  of  milk.  That's  quite  a  substantial 
increase  when  you  consider  that  our  target 
was  250  million  pounds  and  before  the  pro- 
gramme is  a  year  into  effect  we  have  almost 
reached  the  target. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Double. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  So  we  have  done 
reasonably  well.  And  while  we  did  lose  some 
milk,  we  think  that  the  implementation  of 
IMPIP  will  assure  us  of  losing  less  milk 
next  year,  if  you  follow  me,  because  next 
year  the  programme  continues.  That  is,  the 
provinces  that  don't  meet  their  target  or  their 
quota  of  industrial  milk  production  stand  to 
lose  again  at  the  end  of  the  dairy  year  next 
year. 

We  have  taken  this  action  that  I  think 
should  work  reasonably  well.  Of  course,  we 
are  always  faced  with  the  concern  that  has 
been  expressed  around  here,  that  there  will 
be  continuing  drop-outs  in  the  dairy  in- 
dustry. If  there  are,  then  that  will  offset 
against  the  increase  that  we  have  assured 
under  IMPIP. 

Under  the  IMPIP  system  the  amount 
projected  for  the  one-year  programme  in 
loans  is  $20,754,000  and  we've  got  a 
guarantee  back  of  238  milhon  pounds  of 
milk,  so  that  seems  to  be  working  reason- 
ably well.  Obviously  the  programme  is  being 
used. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  was  wondering— do  we  have 
any  chance  to  recover  that  lost  market  share 
quota  once  we  lose  it?  You  say  we  lost 
8.1  million  lb.  Do  we  have  any  chance  in 
the  future  of  reco\ering  that  should  our 
production  come  up? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It's  a  very  complicated 
situation  and  I  don't  pretend  to  know  all 
the  details  but  I  understand  we  do  ha\e  an 
opportunity  if  we  use  all  of  our— well,  we 
do  have  a  chance  to  get  it  back. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Would  the  minister  mind  if 
I  pursued  that?  What  do  we  have  to  do  in 
order  to  get  it  back?  Do  we  have  to  pro- 
duce up  to  our  quota  for  one,  two  or  three 


JUNE  7,  1974 


8001 


years?  Is  there  any  time  limit  under  which 
we  can  recover  that  quota? 

Hon.   Mr.    Stewart:    It's   calculated  on   an 

annual  basis. 

Mfo  Gaunt:  It's  calculated  on  an  annual 
basis? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  So  if  we  met  our  quota  allot- 
ment this  year,  we  would  stand  a  chance  next 
year  of  getting  some  of  that  8.1  million 
back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  we  will  do 
pretty  well  to  hold— yes,  we  stand  a  chance 
but  I  think  we  will  do  well  to  see  that  we 
don't  lose  more  at  the  end  of  next  year. 
That's  the  concern  I  have.  If  we  can  hold 
our  own— that  is,  hold  what  we  have— and 
it  will  be  up  for  grabs  by  next  year,  I  think 
we  will  do  pretty  well. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  All  the  programme  and  direc- 
tion are  aimed  at  shoring  up  the  production 
and  maintaining  it  rather  than  increasing  it. 
What  is  the  situation  in  Quebec?  Are  they 
falling  oflF?  I  read  an  article  not  too  long 
ago  that  they  were  falling  off  as  well.  If  so, 
where  is  all  this  quota  going  to  be  re- 
allocated or  is  it  going  to  be  held  by  the 
Dairy  Commission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  First  of  all  I  have 
clarification  of  this  now;  Dr.  McEwen  has 
put  this  down  on  paper.  If  Ontario's  utiliza- 
tion is  greater  than  any  other  province, 
such  as  Quebec,  we  can  regain  our  market 
sharing  quota.  Until  just  recently  Quebec, 
I  believe,  was  utilizing  theirs  more  than 
ours  so  that  doesn't  give  us  much  oppor- 
tunity. We  hear  rumours  about  them  not 
doing  as  well  recently  but  whether  that  is 
factual  or  not  I  don't  know.  The  adverse 
weather  affects  us,  too.  The  adverse  spring 
weather  affects  Quebec,  obviously,  but  also 
affects  eastern  Ontario  just  as  badly  as  it 
does  Quebec.  I  wouldn't  want  to  hold  out 
an\'  false  hopes  in  that  regard  because  each 
province  would  be  adversely  affected  in  that 
connection. 

Mr.   Chairman:   The   Milk  Commission? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  used  to  have  opportunity  to 
meet  with  members  of  the  Ontario  Milk 
Marketing  Board  almost  every  morning  at 
Murray's  Restaurant  near  the  Royal  York. 
They  used  to  come  trooping  in  at  about  8 
o'clock  and  we  used  to  eat  together  and 
they  were  a  great  source  of  information  for 
me.  However,  they  have  torn  that  restaurant 


down  and  I  have  relocated  and  they  have 
relocated  so  we  don't  have  the  same  oppor- 
tunities to  talk. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  How  lucky  can  I  get? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Nonetheless,  I  was  recalling 
a  few  days  ago  a  conversation  I  had  with 
some  members  of  the  Ontario  Milk  Mar- 
keting Board  in  relation  to  the  difficulties 
they  saw  insofar  as  the  industrial  milk  pro- 
ducers in  the  province  were  concerned  who 
were  still  shipping  and  using  cans.  As  I 
understood  it— and  I  was  amazed  at  this— 
some  60  per  cent,  I  believe,  at  that  time 
of  the  industrial  milk  produced  in  the 
province  was  shipped  in  cans.  That  may  have 
dropped  substantially— 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Particularly  in  eastern 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Particularly  in  eastern  Ontario; 
I  don't  have  the  most  current  figure  but  that 
figure  was  amazing  to  me.  The  point  was 
made  that  the  policies,  the  Ontario  industrial 
mflk  loan  programme  and  these  other  poli- 
cies, that  apply  to  the  industrial  milk  industry 
were  actually  not  fulfilling  the  need  insofar 
as  these  farmers  were  concerned  who  wanted 
to  shift  from  cans  to  bulk.  A  lot  of  these 
people  were  small  producers  and  so,  collec- 
tively, they  were  making  up  a  great  propor- 
tion of  the  production  here  in  Ontario.  Yet 
they  weren't  taking  advantage  of  the  other 
options  open  to  them  to  convert,  like  the 
capital  grant  programme  and  so  on,  that 
could  be  used  to  install  a  bulk  tank.  I  am 
wondering  what  the  minister  feels  should  be 
done  in  addition  to  what  has  already  been 
done  in  order  to  facilitate  those  people  to 
convert  and,  at  the  same  time,  maintain  them 
in  the  milk  business. 

We  need  the  production,  dear  only  knows; 
we  need  it,  we  have  to  have  it  and  we  don't 
want  to  lose  them.  Yet  some  of  these  people 
say,  "If  they  are  going  to  make  me  install 
a  bulk  milk  tank  at  the  cost  of  $4,000  or 
$5,000,  I  am  just  not  interested.  I  am  only 
milking  11,  12  or  14  cows.  I  just  can't  afford 
to  do  it  and  I  am  not  going  to  do  it.  I  am 
50  years  of  age." 

I  am  wondering  what  the  minister's 
thoughts  are  on  this.  It  seems  at  this  point 
we  need  something  additional  aimed  at  those 
people  specifically  to  encourage  them  to  re- 
model and  to  update  their  facilities  and  yet 
maintain  them  in  the  industry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
member  has  raised  a  point  that  is  of  great 
concern    not    only    to    the    Milk    Marketing 
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Board  but  the  Milk  Commission  in  our  mini- 
stry. The  figures  he  mentioned  are  in  round 
figures  something  like  5,000  can  shippers 
which  I  think  would  probably  represent 
about  60  per  cent  of  the  total  industrial 
shippers  in  Ontario.  It  represents  maybe  nine 
to  12  per  cent  of  industrial  milk  produced 
in  Ontario.  It  is  nine  to  14  per  cent  actually, 
depending  on  the  type  of  season  we  are  get- 
ting. That's  the  percentage  produced  by  the 
can  shippers  of  industrial  milk.  The  vast  bulk 
of  the  shippers  are  producing  a  very  small 
part  of  the  total  industrial  milk  produced  in 
Ontario. 

IMPIP  has  certainly  been  geared  to  meet 
the  transfer  wherever  it  can  possibly  be 
made.  The  Milk  Marketing  Board's  field  staff 
and  our  extension  branch  field  staff  have 
been  co-ordinating  a  programme  of  visiting 
every  farmer,  every  can  shipper,  to  discuss 
with  him  the  opportunities  under  IMPIP 
and  the  incentives  of  bulk  hauling  to  show 
him  the  advantages  that  there  would  be  to 
him  if  he  saw  fit  to  make  that  conversion. 
I  think  the  programme  is  working  rather 
well. 

Sometimes  we  are  critical  of  ourselves  as 
farmers  for  not  being  up  on  all  the  latest 
things  that  are  available,  but  some  of  the 
farmers  simply  don't  have  the  time  to  give 
to  reading  all  the  latest  material  that  comes 
out.  Sometimes  it  gets  set  aside  and  people 
aren't  as  familiar  with  it  as  they  might  be. 
We  found  on  those  personal  calls,  where 
you  can  drop  in  on  the  farmer,  sit  down 
and  talk  to  him  and  his  wife  around  the 
kitchen  table  and  show  him  the  figures,  that 
it's  surprising  the  acceptance  they  have. 
They'll  say  to  you,  "We  had  no  idea  that 
that  was  available  to  us.  How  do  we  go 
about  doing  these  things?"  We  think  that  it 
has  a  major  impact. 

It's  a  bit  like  the  capital  grants  pro- 
gramme. Do  you  remember  the  capital  grants 
programme  when  we  first  brought  it  out?  I 
think  the  first  year  we  had  less  than  $4  mil- 
lion put  out  on  it.  The  next  year  it  was 
$4.5  million,  the  next  year  it  was  up  to  $6 
million,  and  then  it  took  off.  People  heard 
about  it  and  said,  "Let's  use  it."  So  I  think 
this  programme  is  a  bit  like  that. 

I  tell  you,  quite  frankly,  that  I  don't  know 
what  Management  Board  will  do,  but  we  are 
going  to  go  to  Management  Board  to  ask  for 
a  continuation  of  the  programme,  because 
I  think  that  it  has  now  proven  its  value. 
Whether  we  go  for  the  entire  programme 
that  is  there  or  not,  I  don't  know,  because 
we  are  getting  mighty  close  to  the  objective 
that  we  set  for  ourselves.  But  as  far  as  con- 


version from  can  to  bulk  is  concerned,  I  think 
it  has  to  continue;  I  really  do.  And  we  are 
going  to  really  try  to  do  that. 

I  believe  we  have  got  the  programme  roll- 
ing. But  there  are  certain  areas  of  the  prov- 
ince—and I  think  we  might  as  well  face  the 
facts  of  life— that  I  don't  think  are  going  to 
convert  from  cans  to  bulk.  There  x^dll  be 
shippers  across  the  province  who,  for  a 
variety  of  reasons,  are  not  in  a  position  to  do 
that.  So  I  think  we  have  to  recognize  that 
and  make  the  best  of  it  as  we  go  along. 

I  understand  that  in  the  12-month  period 
of  1973,  there  were  486  individual  shippers 
who  converted  from  cans  to  bulk. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  regard 
to  that,  the  minister  says  486.  As  I  recall  the 
figures  given  last  fall  at  the  Geneva  Park 
meeting  of  the  county  milk  committee  execu- 
tives, tor  the  first  time  the  number  of  fluid 
milk  shippers  exceeded  those  of  the  indus- 
trial milk  shippers  by  about  100  or  so,  and 
they  transferred  800  back  last  September— 
or  something  of  that  nature.  They  balanced 
off  at  about  8,600,  8,700  or  8,800.  The 
minister  says  nine  to  14  per  cent  of  the 
industrial  milk  production  is  in  cans  of  those 
8,800  who  are  producing  industrial  milk,  and 
only  400  and  some  converted.  Has  he  any 
figures  to  indicate  of  those  roughly  8,800, 
how  many  now  are  still  on  cans  or  how  many 
have  converted  to  bulk? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  thought  I  gave  you 
those  figures.  There  are  about  5,000  s'hippers 
using  cans  of  the  8,500  or  8,600  total  indus- 
trial shippers. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  did;  I  am  sorry,  I 
didn't  grasp  it.  You  see,  this  brings  me  back 
to  reiterating  a  point  I  made  yesterday.  I 
haven't  had  the  advantage  of  having  break- 
fast with  the  OMMB  members  in  Murray's 
Restaurant,  before  or  after  it  was  taken  down. 
But  I  did  have  the  pleasure  of  two  or  three 
days  up  at  Geneva  Park  when  the  county 
milk  committee  executives  were  meeting.  The 
thing  that  disturbs  me  about  this  is  that  I 
can  quite  see  the  rationale  of  having  every 
possible  incentive  for  people  to  switch  to 
bulk.  Ultimately  it  will  all  be  bulk,  there  is 
no  doubt  about  that,  X  number  of  years 
hence.  But  at  this  particuar  time  when  we 
are  desperately  fighting  to  maintain  the  ful- 
filling of  our  quotas,  when  we  are  desperately 
trying  to  keep  the  production  of  milk  up  so 
that  we  can  maintain  the  factory  quotas,  for 
example,  for  cheddar  cheese  and  things  of 
that  nature,  it  seems  to  me  folly  to  bring  in 
something  that  is  forcing  a  certain  percentage 
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of  those  5,000  industrial  milk  producers  out 
of  business. 

You  or  your  oflBcials  may  sit  down  around 
the  kitchen  table,  and  persuade  them  that  in 
the  long  run  it  is  in  their  best  interest,  and 
that  there  are  capital  grants  available  and  so 
on.  They  will  respond.  But  a  certain  per- 
centage of  those  5,000  are  farmers  who  are 
planning  to  get  out.  They  will  get  out  now 
if  you  force  them;  they  may  stay  in  produc- 
tion for  another  five  or  10  years  if  you 
don't  make  it  rough  for  them.  It  seems  to  me, 
given  our  milk  shortage,  that  it  is  just  a  little 
foolish.  I  can't  see  the  rationale  of  policies 
that  are  going  to  force  them  to  get  out. 

Now,  maybe  it  raises  the  point  made  by 
my  friend  from  Huron-Bruce.  If  they  are 
going  to  be  denied  the  kind  of  loan  assis- 
tance that  is  available  under  industrial  milk 
production,  IMPIP  or  whatever  you  call  it, 
perhaps  there  should  be  some  other  kind  of 
incentive  on  a  temporary  basis  to  keep  them 
into  production. 

This  is  a  bit  ironical,  Mr.  Minister,  but 
what  you  are  really  doing  through  all  of  the 
efforts  under  IMPIP  to  increase  milk  supply, 
is  compensating  for  those  who  are  getting 
out  of  the  industry.  Because,  as  you  said,  our 
production  levels  are  going  to  be  roughly  the 
same.  We  will  be  lucky  if  we  can  hold  our 
quota. 

It  is  rather  a  folly  to  be  spending  a  great 
deal  of  money  here  to  try  to  increase  produc- 
tion when  you  have  policies  that  are  en- 
couraging people  to  get  out  at  the  other 
end  of  the  industry  because  of  a  relationship 
of  cans  versus  bulk. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  want  anyone  to 
get  the  impression  that  we  are  forcing  any- 
body out  of  the  carmed  milk  shipping  busi- 
ness; we  are  not.  We  are  simply  saying  that 
to  qualify  for  IMPIP  one  has  to  convert  to 
bulk  shipment.  I  don't  really  think  there  is 
much  wrong  with  the  position  we  have  taken 
in  regard  to  capital  grants  supply  as  well  as 
the  IMPIP  forgivable  loan  programme. 

When  one  talks  to  the  people  who  have 
made  the  conversion  —  you  know,  I  have 
never  talked  to  anyone  who  hasn't  been  de- 
lighted and  wondered  why  they  didn't  do 
it  years  before,  because  it  simply  is  such  a 
great  advantage. 

There  is  no  target  date  set  at  all.  There 
are  those  who  suggest,  though,  that  we  have 
to  set  a  target  date.  There  is  no  such  thing 
done  in  any  way.  We  are  simply  going  along 
and  saying,  "Here  are  the  opportunities.  If 
you   want  to   convert  to  bulk,   this  is  what 


can    be    done    to    assist    you    to    make    that 
change." 

But  I  think  we  have  to  recognize,  as  far 
as  the  industry  is  concerned,  as  far  as  the 
Milk  Marketing  Board  is  concerned,  the  ad- 
vantages of  handling  bulk  milk  and  the 
salability  of  bulk  milk;  one  has  to  realize 
that  handling  milk  in  cans  is  much  more  ex- 
pensive to  the  industry— from  the  standpoint 
of  transportation,  handling  and  all  the  rest 
of  it— than  any  other  way  it  can  be  done. 

We  would  rather  encourage  them  along 
this  way,  without  saying,  as  they  have  said 
in  the  Province  of  Quebec,  "Look,  you  are 
going  to  be  out  of  business."  As  far  as  I 
know,  they  have  deadlines  there;  no  one 
can  ship  milk  in  cans  down  there  after  a 
certain  date,  as  I  understand  it.  We  haven't 
taken  any  such  action  here,  and  we  haven't 
any  notion  to  taking  that  kind  of  action  here 
at  the  moment.  I  don't  know  whether  that 
time  will  ever  come. 

My  friend  says  that  inevitably  it  will  be 
all  shipped  in  bulk;  well,  maybe.  I  have 
to  wonder  a  bit  about  some  of  the  very  good 
milk  shippers  that  we  have  around  this  prov- 
ince who  don't  have  the  electrical  facilities 
on  their  farms  to  generate  the  kind  of  cool- 
ing required  for  the  movement  of  bulk 
milk.  We  depend  so  much  on  hydro  to  prop- 
erly cool  milk. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  situation  is  further  com- 
plicated by  the  fact  that  a  lot  of  the  plants 
have  can-cleaning  equipment,  and  that  can- 
cleaning  equipment  is  becoming  obsolete. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  When  it  breaks  down  or  when 
it  is  no  longer  useful,  it  is  found  that  the 
equipment  is  not  being  made  any  more.  So 
the  plant  simply  says,  "Well,  we  can't  handle 
cans.  You'll  have  to  go  to  bulk."  I  think 
there  are  some  plants,  however,  that  take 
the  position  that  it  is  easier  to  handle  bulk 
milk  than  it  is  to  handle  can  milk,  so  they 
are  forcing  the  issue  somewhat. 

I  wonder,  along  the  lines  of  the  member 
for  York  South,  if  the  commission  has  ever 
met  with  some  of  these  plants  to  put  the 
proposition  to  them  that  they  should  stay 
with  the  cans  as  long  as  their  equipment  is 
there  and  is  in  workable  condition.  In  that 
way  there  wouldn't  be  the  kind  of  pressure 
that  I  have  been  told  about  with  respect  to 
some  of  these  plants,  who  are  saying,  "Look, 
we  are  getting  tired  of  handling  these  cans. 
It's  harder  on  our  men,  it's  harder  on  our 
facilities.  We  fust  think  it  is  easier  all  the 
way  around  if  we  go  to  bulk."  In  view  of 
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the  fact  that  we  are  trying  to  maintain  our 
position  in  production  and  trying  to  keep 
our  market-sharing  quota  allotment,  I  think 
it  is  important,  in  the  short  run  at  least,  to 
keep  those  producers  who  are  shipping  in 
cans,  producing  milk— in  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  I  appreciate 
that,  Mr.  Chairman.  Dr.  McEwen  tells  me 
that  there  have  been  a  series  of  meetings 
held  across  Ontario  with  both  processors  and 
producers,  and  this  has  been  a  subject  of 
discussion  in  all  of  these  places. 

I  don't  wish  to  prolong  the  debate,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  I  think  it  is  a  very  debatable 
subject  when  you  see  the  advances  that 
Ouebec  has  made  in  the  production  of  in- 
dustrial milk.  They  are  outscoring  us  in  this 
regard,  and  yet  they  have  made  a  concerted 
eflFort  to  go  to  bulk  milk.  In  fact,  there  will 
be  no  canned  milk  produced  in  Quebec 
within  a  very  short  period  of  time. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  as  soon  as  a  farmer  buys  a  bulk  tank 
he  immediately  sees  that  that  bulk  tank  is 
filled;  and  he  is  going  to  try  to  keep  it  filled 
because,  in  terms  of  electricity,  it  isn't  going 
to  cost  any  more  to  operate  that  whole  outfit 
full  of  milk  than  it  is  to  keep  it  half  full. 
What's  the  use  of  having  the  investment  if 
you  don't  use  it?  That  is  the  incentive  right 
there  on  the  farm.  I  tell  you,  when  he  gets 
the  advantage  of  handling  bulk  milk  and  he 
is  not  lugging  cans  all  the  time,  he  doesn't 
mind  buying  another  cow  or  two  and  putting 
a  few  more  heifers  in  the  herd  to  build  up 
that  herd  and  increase  that  production. 

I  think  it's  a  very  debatable  point  whether 
a  ban  on  cans  would  result  in  more  milk  or 
less  milk  when  one  considers  that  the  total 
volume  of  milk  today  in  Ontario— in  industrial 
milk— and  that's  the  oiJy  kind;  they  can't 
ship  it  to  the  fluid  market;  it's  got  to  go  to 
the  industrial  market  in  cans— is  nine  to  10 
per  cent  of  the  total  of  industrial  milk  pro- 
duced. By  jove,  it  is  not  a  very  big  figure 
and  I  think  we  should  really  be  trying  our 
best  to  get  that  conversion  programme  into 
place. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Anything  further? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  I  understand  it,  the  minister 
has  indicated  that  his  staff  were  meeting  with 
every  one  of  the  5,000  producers  to  tell  them 
about  the  programme  and  to  indicate  to  them 
the  advantages  of  conversion  to  bulk.  I  am 
wondering,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  last  year 
you  had  486  who  had  converted,  if  the  mini- 
ster has  any  figures  or  any  indication  of  how 


many  of  the  remainder  are  prepared  to  con- 
vert? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  think  we  ha\e 
those  intentions.  We  do  know  that  the  pro- 
gramme is  catching  on  and  I  shouldn't  leave 
the  impression  that  we  are  going  to  \isit 
every  one  of  the  5,000  this  year.  It's  done 
on  a  county-by-county  basis.  I  think  there 
were  six  counties  we  specified  in  eastern  On- 
tario, to  visit  every  one  of  them,  and  that 
process  is  on  right  now.  The  word  I  have 
back  from  the  Milk  Marketing  Board  people 
and  their  own  staff  is  that  the  reception  is 
excellent.  It  takes  fellows  time  to  make  up 
their  minds,  arrange  for  the  financing,  and 
the  building  and  all  the  rest  of  it,  but  there 
does  seem  to  be  an  encouraging  result  to  the 
discussions  that  they  are  having  now.  I  don't 
have  the  figures  as  what  the  intentions  are. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  the 
milk  policy  part? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  minister  made  a  speech  a 
while  ago  indicating  that  in  view  of  the  fact 
we  imported,  I  guess,  about  60  million 
pounds  of  butter  last  year,  maybe  the  time 
had  come  when  we  should  consider  mixing 
oleomargarine  and  butter  in  order  to  in- 
crease our  own  supplies  here  and  avoid 
heavy  importation.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
has   had   any   particular  reaction  from   that? 

I  raised  it  at  the  annual  meeting  of  milk 
producers  in  Huron  county.  I  think  it  is  of 
some  concern  to  the  Ontario  Milk  Marketing 
Board— perhaps  not  concern- at  least  they  are 
anxious  to  get  feedback  from  their  own  coun- 
ties as  to  how  producers  feel  about  it.  Pro- 
ducers traditionally  have  resisted  that  sug- 
gestion. I  can  remember  in  about  1963-1964, 
when  we  were  talking  about  the  Oleomar- 
garine Act,  there  was  some  discussion  that 
perhaps  this  should  be  done  at  that  time 
but  it  was  resisted  very  vigorously  by  dairy 
farmers  of  Canada  and  the  dairy  groups  with- 
in this  province.  I'm  wondering  if  the  mini- 
ster's idea  has  conjured  up  any  support  from 
these  groups  at  this  time  that  wasn't  evident 
before. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
disappointed;  I  thought  I  was  going  to  get 
a  reaction  right  now  and  I  really  didn't. 
That's  about  typical  of  what  I've  had  since 
the  two  speeches  I  made,  one  at  each  end  of 
the  province. 

Somebody  said  I  was  flying  a  kite  but  I 
wouldn't  think  of  doing  that.  I  simply  made 
a  suggestion  and  I  have  had  no  reaction- 
no  reaction.  I  didn't  get  an  editorial  com- 
ment; I  didn't  get  one  letter  back  criticizing 
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it  or  supporting  it.  I  had  to  invite  the  Cream 
Producer's  Marketing  Board  to  come  and  talk 
about  it.  I  had  to  set  up  an  appointment 
with  the  Milk  Marketing  Board  to  discuss 
it  wdtli  them. 

I  think  there  isn't  the  same  degree  of  in- 
terest at  all  as  there  was  at  one  time.  We're 
assessing  the  whole  situation,  quite  frankly, 
but  it's  surprising.  I  recall  those  days  when 
we  talked  here  in  this  House  about  colouring 
margarine  and  this  kind  of  thing  and  there 
was  quite  a  bit  of  resistance  at  that  time.  To 
me,  they  now  recognize  the  facts  of  life  be- 
cause we  did  have  to  import  about  57  or  59 
days'  supply  of  butter  last  year.  We  use 
about  one  million  pounds  of  butter  a  day 
and  we  are  not  producing  that  in  Canada; 
so  perhaps  people  feel  that  the  time  has 
come  to  take  another  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  the  minister  wants  some  reaction 
from  me,  I  am  quite  prepared  to  give  it  to 
him.  I  think  the  time  has  come  when  we 
are  going  to  have  to  do  this.  I  really  do. 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are  now  import- 
ing large  quantities  of  butter  and  it  appears 
in  the  future  we  are  going  to  have  to  im- 
port large  quantities  of  butter,  I  see  no 
reason  why  if  it's  properly  controlled  this 
couldn't  be  done.  I  think  it  would  be  an 
acceptable  product  as  far  as  the  consumer 
is  concerned.  The  producers  would  have  no 
objection  because  it  wouldn't  be  seen  by 
them  as  an  endeavour  to  weaken  their 
markets,  because  they  are  not  producing  to 
fulfil  the  demand  at  any  rate.  I  think  this 
would  be  a  good  idea. 

I'd  be  interested  to  learn  from  the  minister 
what  reaction  the  cream  producers  had  and 
what  reaction  the  Ontario  milk  producers, 
had,  as  ofiicial  bodies.  I  am  sure  they  have 
come  up  with  an  oflBcial  position  on  it.  I  have 
never  seen  it  published  anywhere  and  I'd  be 
very  interested  to  learn  just  exactly  what 
position  they  did  hold  in  meetings  vdth  the 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  the  meetings 
that  I  bad  with  them  were  of  a  purely  ex- 
ploratory nature.  They  haven't  taken  an 
ofiBcial  position.  I  understand  that  correspon- 
dence is  coming  forward  soon  to  outline  their 
oflBcial  position.  As  yet  we  haven't  got  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  Milk  Commission  policy. 
The  member  for  Kent?  Is  there  anything 
further  on  the  Milk  Commission  then  or 
shall  we  go  to  milk  marketing? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  I  had  something  to  say. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right. 


Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, how  the  plants  are  making  out  with 
their  supply  quotas.  I  used  to  get  complaints 
every  once  in  a  while  about  the  supply  quota 
system  insofar  as  the  plants  were  concerned. 
I  know  that  Stacey,  in  Mitchell,  were  having 
a  diflRcult  time.  I  think  they  were  operating 
only  two  or  possibly  three  days  a  week  at  one 
stage  because  they  simply  couldn't  get  the 
milk.  This  isn't  a  very  economic  operation 
when  you  consider  the  tremendous  money 
that  is  involved  in  capital  facilities. 

If  my  friend  from  Perth  (Mr.  Edighoffer) 
were  here,  I  am  sure  that  he'd  be  talking 
about  this,  because  it  was  a  very  contentious 
issue  with  him.  They  had  spent  a  lot  of 
money  in  expanding  their  operation;  they  had 
gone  to  considerable  effort  and  yet  they  were 
ending  up  being  in  production  for  only  two 
or  three  days  a  week.  It  was  bad  for  them 
financially  and  it  was  bad  for  their  em- 
ployees. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  position  essentially 
has  not  changed.  There  just  simply  is  not 
enough  milk  to  meet  the  processing  capacity 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I  doubt  very  much 
that  much  change  will  take  place  until  we 
can  get  more  milk  produced.  I  would  hope 
that  by  next  year  when  the  second  year  of 
IMPIP  takes  effect  that  there  should  be  a 
substantial  increase  in  the  total  tonnage  of 
milk  available.  But  at  the  moment  there  just 
isn't. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Milk  Commission?  All  right, 
the  milk  industry  marketing.  Is  there  any- 
thing further  on  that? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  am  wondering  if  perhaps  this 
would  be  more  appropriate  under  research; 
I  am  not  really  sure.  I  don't  think  it  really 
matters  where  we  discuss  it,  but  I  am 
wondering  how  the  research  programme  is 
going  at  Guelph  with  respect  to  the  pricing 
of  milk  on  the  basis  of  solids,  non-fat.  I  think 
there  was  some  indication  in  that  we  were 
certainly  moving  in  that  direction  and  I  am 
wondering  what  has  happened  in  recent 
months  with  respect  to  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  study  is  currently 
under  way  under  Dr.  Rennie's  chairmanship. 
It  is  being  conducted  by  the  Milk  Marketing 
Board,  as  I  understand  it.  It  is  in  the  stage 
of  preparation  now,  so  we  should  have  it  be- 
fore long. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Milk  marketing? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  understand  that  there  is  a 
large-scale  study  to  determine  the  long-run 
market  potential  of  the  Ontario  dairy  indus- 
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try.  I  think  it  is  being  conducted  jointly  by 
the  agricultural  economics  branch  of  the 
University  of  Guelph  and  the  economics 
branch  in  your  ministry.  When  will  the  re- 
sults of  that  study  be  completed?  And  pre- 
sumably those  studies  will  be  made  public? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  not  aware  of  that 
particular  study.  It  could  be  a  part  of  this 
other  study  that  has  been  done  on  multi- 
component  pricing.  It  could  well  be  a  part 
of  the  study  to  which  you  referred  in  the 
previous  question.  Thete  is  no  specific  study 
that  I  am  aware  of. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Just  one  small  point  on 
this.  Will  your  study  review  the  impact  of 
an  implementation  of  moving  to  solids  rather 
than  fat?  I  was  rather  interested'  in  picking 
up  from  a  number  of  people  in  the  milk  in- 
dustry the  fact  that  the  problem  of  income, 
for  example,  in  eastern  Ontario— which  is  a 
real  problem  in  terms  of  keeping  producers 
in  production— will  be  worsened  because  their 
milk  will  not  be  able  to  meet  the  new  tests 
and,  in  short,  it  will  be  another  disadtvantage. 

It  seems  to  me  that  before  we  move  into 
some  new  programme  that  may  be  tech- 
nologically more  advantageous,  it  might  be 
useful  to  look  at  the  impact  once  again  on 
the  overall  production  of  milk  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  because  we  are  back  to  the 
old  can  issue  again.  You  may  be  accelerating 
the  drop. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  it  will  be  checked 
out.  It  has  to  be,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
and  it  will  be.  We  have  to  know.  There's 
no  point  in  jumping  off  the  bridge  and  start- 
ing to  swim  imtil  you  know  where  you  are 
going,  and  that's  about  what  we  may  do. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  milk  marketing  carried? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  There  is  just  one  last  point, 
and  I  don't  want  to  prolong  this,  but  it  comes 
back  to  the  matter  of  the  plant  supply  quota. 
I  think  that  in  the  year  1972  we  dropped 
about  28  million  poimds  due  to  the  adverse 
weather  conditions.  The  plant  supply  quota 
policy,  as  I  understand  it,  was  designed  to 
protect  producers  particularly  in  the  class  5 
section,  which  involves  processors  processing 
butter,  powder  and  cheese.  I  am  wondering 
if  the  minister  has  had  any  representations 
from  the  processors  as  to  what  financial  help 
would  be  available,  or  what  financial  help 
the  minister  would  consider,  or  what  financial 
help  the  commission  would  consider,  to  assist 
them  if  in  fact  they  can't  operate.  They  can't 
find  enough  milk  to  operate  more  than  two 
or  three  days  a  week. 


The  minister  says  that's  the  problem,  we 
just  can't  find  enough  milk  and  if  there  isn't 
the  milk  then  of  course  they  can't  process 
it.  But  has  there  been  any  representation 
made  by  the  processors  as  a  group,  to  the 
ministry  or  to  the  commission  or  to  the 
marketing  board,  asking  for  some  assistance 
to  tide  them  over  this  period  until  we  see 
whether  in  fact  we  can  come  up  with  some 
rationalization  of  processing  facilitiesi? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  we 
have  been  asked  to  re-establish  the  plant 
consolidation  programme. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  And  are  you  going  to  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  are  not  sure;  the 
matter  is  imder  consideration.  There  hasn't 
been  any  positive  consideration  given  to  it 
one  way  or  another.  It  is  a  matter  that  is 
under  consideration,  and  we  haven't  made 
any  determination. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  market- 
ing? All  right,  Ontario  food  market  develop- 
ment. I  believe  this  is  where  the  food  basket 
comes  in. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  hear  something  about  the  council's  work 
and  what  is  being  done,  particularly  with 
regard  to  the  roadside  markets  and'  muni- 
cipal markets,  in  order  to  bring  closer  to- 
gether the  buyers  and  the  sellers  of  produce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Williams  ad- 
vises me  that  on  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way 
at  Vineland  they  are  operating  extremely 
well.  The  stands  are  fully  occupied,  the 
growers  are  well  satisfied,  and  the  customers 
seem  to  be  receiving  it  weU.  The  grounds 
have  been  improved  each  year.  At  Casablanca 
the  stands  have  been  renovated  and  now 
there  are  five  larger  stands  instead  of  the 
eight  smaller  ones  that  were  there  when 
the  place  was  originally  opened.  They  are  all 
fully  occupied;  the  grounds  are  being  land*- 
scaped.  TTiere  are  other  privately  -  owned 
stands  and,  of  course,  the  pick-your-own  type 
of  project  has  become  extremely  popular— 
and  that's  in  full  swing  as  well. 

He  advises  me  further  that  a  roadside 
marketing  association  has  now  been  formed— 
I  think  that  is  an  interesting  development— 
to  improve  roadside  marketing  in'  Ontario. 
We  have  field  men  working  closely  with  the 
association  and  with  the  individual  operators. 
I  am  interested'  to  note,  as  well,  that  there 
is  a  pick-your-own  bulletin  that  goes  out  on 
a  regular  basic  to  the  various  people  in- 
volve. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
ministry  has  been  doing  quite  a  good  job. 
I  was  thinking  particularly  of  the  help  for 
some  of  the  private  operators  of  roadside 
markets. 

One  of  the  problems  that  they  are  facing 
is  with  regard  to  the  zoning  of  the  location 
of  their  markets.  In  one  particular  area, 
local  residents  have  been  objecting  to  the 
roadside  market,  considering  it  as  a  conmier- 
cial  development.  Has  the  minister  con- 
sidered legislation  which  would  continue  to 
classify  these  market  stands  as  agricultural 
land  when  at  least  50  per  cent  of  the  pro- 
duce being  sold  from  these  markets  is  ac- 
tually grown  by  the  owner  of  the  stand?  It 
seems  to  me  that  we  are  going  to  hit  a  lot 
of  problems  if  these  people  have  to  face 
commercial  zoning.  And  we  are  at  a  time 
when  we  are  trying  to  encourage  more  di- 
rect contact  between  the  producer  and  the 
purchasers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  understand  that  a 
farmer  can  sell  his  own  produce  on  a  road- 
side stand  if  he  wishes;  that's  his  preroga- 
tive. He  grows  it  on  the  farm  and  it  is  sold 
there.  But  if  someones  decides  to  open  a 
fruit  market,  ostensibly  as  a  roadside  stand, 
and  he  is  not  the  grower,  he  is  just  another 
businessman  in  the  community.  Therefore, 
he  takes  his  chances  on  getting  approval  for 
his  application  to  establish  that  business,  the 
same  as  any  other  businessman  does. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand 
that.  But  since  a  lot  of  these  operations 
grow  at  least  50  per  cent  of  the  produce 
they  sell  at  the  roadside  location,  would 
that  not  be  a  reasonable  criterion  for  the 
association  to  consider  as  a  local  producer 
situation? 

It  is  almost  impossible  for  these  operations 
to  be  set  up  when  they  are  only  selling 
their  own  produce.  There  are  better  loca- 
tions on  one  road  than  on  others.  Some  own- 
ers co-operate  with  others  nearby  and  sell 
produce  raised  by  others.  Surely  we  can  set 
a  standard  whereby  roadside  markets  would 
not  be  considered  as  commercial  enterprises, 
as  long  as  there  were  a  minimum  of  at  least 
50  per  cent  of  the  produce  grown  by  that 
particular  owner. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  but  let's  think 
about  the  other  businessmen  in  the  commu- 
nity. My  guess  is  that  the  other  businessmen 
in  the  community  are  raising  a  fuss  about 
that  fellow  down  the  road. 

Mr.  Deacon:  No,  they  aren't,  but  the 
local  residents  are. 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Who? 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  the  local  residents  who 
are  concerned. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  again,  it  is  zon- 
ing. He  is  generating  a  business  there.  I 
suppose  if  any  other  businessman  came  out 
and  tried  to  locate  in  the  same  place  to  sell 
some  other  type  of  commodity,  he  would 
have  to  face  the  zoning  regulations  the  same 
as  anyone  else. 

I  have  some  reservations  about  jumping 
into  that  one.  We  don't  control  that  legisla- 
tion. Those  are  zoning  regulations.  The 
people  who  are  objecting  to  it  are  object- 
ing to  it  under  the  legislation  that  provides 
for  zoning  of  this  kind  of  land. 

Quite  frankly,  we  support  roadside  stands. 
We  think  a  farmer  growing  his  own  produce 
on  his  farm  should  have  the  right  to  sell  it 
on  the  road,  providing  he  is  not  generating 
a  traffic  hazard  that  is  abnormal.  We  fully 
support  that  and  we  support  the  stands  that 
have  been  built  on  the  Queen  Elizabeth 
Way.  We  think  these  are  good  things  to 
have.  But  for  me  to  stand  here  and  say  that 
we  would  recommend  that  someone  be  al- 
lowed to  flout  the  local  zoning  bylaws  of 
the  municipalities,  I  would  have  some  reser- 
vations about  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr,  Chairman,  what  are  the 
regulations  with  regard  to  the  use  of  the 
stands  on  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way?  Are 
they  only  available  for  use  of  produce  pro- 
duced by  the  actual  operator  of  the  stand 
or  can  they  bring  in  anybody  else's? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Just  as  long  as  it  is 
Ontario  produce,  it  can  be  bought  by  the 
person  who  operates  the  stand.  The  person 
leases  the  stand  and  in  some  cases,  contracts 
with  people  to  bring  it  in.  Sometimes  they 
have  some  of  their  own.  It  is  a  joint  venture. 
There  is  no  requirement  that  they  have  to 
grow  it  all  themselves. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Are  those  stands  zoned  com- 
mercial? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  know  whether 
they  are  zoned  commercial  or  not.  I  wouldn't 
think  they  are.  They  are  built  on  Ministry 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  pro- 
perty and  they  are  built  off  the  highway.  You 
just  don't  pull  into  them.  You  have  to  drixe 
off  and  they  are  in  separate  areas.  One  of 
the  problems  we  had  was  they  were  a  little 
difficult  to  get  at,  but  now  the  people  have 
found  out  how  to  get  to  them,  there  is  no 
problem  at  all. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  Would  there  not  be  good 
reason  for  having  the  same  sort  of  regulations 
apply  to  these  other  types  of  markets  be- 
cause, after  all,  it  is  much  the  same  situation 
with  these  roadside  markets  is  it  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  it  isn't  the  same 
situation  at  all. 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  only  difference  is  that 
in  the  case  of  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way  the 
property  is  owned  by  the  government  of 
Ontario  and  in  the  other  case  it  is  owned 
by  a  farmer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  haven't  anything  to 
add,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  what  I  have  already 
said. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  Ontario 
food  marketing  development,  I  believe  the 
Food  Council  comes  under  this  vote.  I  won- 
der if  the  minister  could  inform  me,  when 
the  Food  Council  was  set  up,  was  it  to  deal 
with  vertical  integration?  We  hear  now  that 
the  consumers  in  the  different  cities  across 
the  Province  of  Ontario  are  complaining 
about  the  high  cost  of  food.  I  often  think 
that  this  Food  Council  could  do  a  lot  to- 
wards informing  the  public  that  it  isn't  the 
producer  who's  getting  the  prices  that  they 
have  to  pay  in  the  store.  There  is  somebody 
in  between  gouging  the  consumer. 

As  the  minister  knows  well,  in  the  last 
three  or  four  months  prices  of  farm  produce 
in  general  have  been  going  down,  but  in  the 
chain  stores  we  see  the  prices  of  food  pro- 
ducts going  up.  From  time  to  time,  the  con- 
sumers are  saying  the  farmers  should  be  rich. 

I  think  last  night  the  member  for  Essex- 
Kent  (Mr.  Ruston)  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  House  the  cost  of  transporting  the 
food  from  the  farm  into  the  chain  stores  or 
into  the  cities,  which  was  a  considerable  cost 
to  the  consumer.  I  have  a  list  here  of  some 
of  these  things. 

They  made  a  survey  on  the  period  from 
Jan,  1  to  April  1.  A  pint  of  ice  cream  was 
selling  at  31  cents  and  on  April  1,  it  was 
selling  at  33.3  cents.  There  was  an  increase 
of  7.4  per  cent  in  three  months.  And  then  we 
have  shortening.  At  that  time,  the  pork  prices 
had  dropped  tremendously  and  half  a  poimd 
was  selling  at  55.5  cents  on  Jan.  1  and 
April  1  at  65.2  cents,  an  increase  of  23.3 
per  cent.  A  9-oz.  jar  of  jam  was  selling  for 
54.6  cents  on  Jan.  1  and  on  April  1  for  68.6 
cents,  an  increase  of  25  per  cent.  Apple 
juice  was  selling  at  59.7  cents  on  Jan.  1  and 
on  April  1  63.9  cents,  an  increase  of  seven 


per  cent.  A  can  of  tomatoes  was  selling  at 
41  cents  on  Jan.  1  and  at  44.8  cents  on  April 
1,  an  increase  of  9.3  per  cent. 

This  is  a  concern  to  the  farmer,  as  well 
as  being  a  great  concern  to  the  consumer. 
I  don't  think  your  Food  Council  was  set  up 
to  look  into  the  cost  of  food  or  the  difference 
in  prices  between  the  producer  and  the  con- 
sumer. As  I  said  before,  I  thought  it  was  to 
cope  with  vertical  integration.  But  I  wonder 
if  you  could  give  consideration  to  seeing  if 
the  Food  Council  could  do  something  to  in- 
form the  public.  We  have  Statistics  Canada 
figures,  of  course,  but  I  think  the  Food  Coun- 
cil could  do  a  better  job  to  inform  the  con- 
sumers in  the  Province  of  Ontario  about  the 
price  spread  between  the  producer  and  the 
consumer. 

I  wonder  if  the  minister  could  inform  us 
if  he  is  giving  any  consideration  to  changing 
the  duties  of  the  Food  Council.  I  think  it 
would  be  a  good  thing  and  it  would  be  ap- 
preciated by  the  consumers  and  the  pro- 
ducers, because  it's  a  concern  to  the  pro- 
ducers that  the  consumers  have  to  pay  this 
much  for  food  when  they  are  getting  con- 
siderably less.  I  think  that  if  the  ministry 
informed  the  public  a  little  bit  more,  they 
would  realize  who  was  getting  the  larger 
share  of  the  price  spread  between  the  pro- 
ducer and  the  consumer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  think  the  member's  advice  is  good, 
and  we  will  do  what  we  can.  We  do  publish 
a  food  basket  report,  which  only  reflects 
147  food  items  on  the  average  as  I  under- 
stand it.  When  one  considers  that  there  are 
between  7,000  and  8,000  food  items  in  the 
normal  food  store,  one  can  see  the  enormous 
job  it  could  be  to  try  to  give  those  compara- 
tive figures  every  month  or  every  week. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  said  the 
advice  is  good,  but  he  got  that  same  advice 
last  year  and  I  don't  know  what  more  has 
been  done  in  the  interval.  This  is  precisely 
the  kind  of  programme  that  has  been  ini- 
tiated quite  intensively  by  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  in  Manitoba  with  the  result  that 
there  are  weekly  reports  made  available  to 
the  public  in  terms  of  the  spread  between 
farm  gate  receipts  and  consumer  prices. 

Last  year,  when  we  were  discussing  the 
food  basket,  I  expressed  some  utter  amaze- 
ment in  discovering  that  such  a  thing  existed 
and  was  mildly  chastised  by  some  people  for 
not  knowing  of  its  existence.  I  don't  normally 
sleep  around  here,  so  I  thought  I  had  caught 
most  things  that  were  going  by.  I  was  some- 
what reassured,  in  my  state  of  ignorance,  to 
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discover  that  key  people  in  the  media 
weren't  even  aware  of  it— although  others 
were,  those  directly  in  the  marketing  field. 

However,  be  that  as  it  may,  it  seems  to 
me  that  the  basic  job  is  being  done  in  terms 
of  the  minister's  food  basket,  but  much  more 
is  possible  in  terms  of  public  information 
and  public  education.  I  know  that  reports 
come  out  periodically,  but  something  has  to 
be  done  to  jazz  them  up  or  to  capture  the 
attention  of  the  media  for  their  use.  About 
a  month  or  two  ago,  I  was  rather  intrigued 
to  see,  on  the  women's  page  in  a  section  of 
the  Globe  and  Mail,  a  story  with  a  two- 
column  head  regarding  the  food  basket.  I 
said  to  myself:  "Ah  ha,  maybe  we're  getting 
a  little  bit  more  attention,  a  little  more  pub- 
licity about  this  work  that  has  been  going 
on  now  for  four  or  five  years."  The  reason 
it  got  a  story  was  the  food  basket  price  had 
gone  down  one  cent.  It  was  sort  of  a  newsy 
point  that  from  the  time  of  the  last  release 
the  price  had  gone  down  one  cent  and  so 
it   was  worthy  of  a  headline. 

My  point  is  simply  to  back  up  what  the 
hon.  member  for  Kent  has  said.  I  said  it  last 
vear,  and  it  is  being  done  in  a  much  more 
intensive  way  in  other  provinces  to  bridge 
th-  gap  or  to  enlighten  the  public  with  re- 
gard to  the  reason  for  food  costs.  As  I  said 
in  my  leadofF,  when  you  bear  in  mind  that 
in  agriculture  today,  the  farmer,  the  primary 
nroducer.  represents  only  20  per  cent  of  the 
food  industry  3nd  t'^e  other  80  per  cent  is 
made  up  of  that  growing  group  of  middle- 
m^^n,  the  public  has  to  be  informed.  Mem- 
'x'^^  of  the  pubhc  won't  then  eouate  the 
food  industry  with  the  farmers  and  fix  the 
whole  blame  on  the  farmers  if  there  is  an 
increase.  Notwithstanding  the  interjections  of 
m\^  friend  the  member  for  Wellington-Duf- 
ferin   (Mr.  Root)   and  sometimes  from— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Prince 
Edward? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No— who  says  we  are 
espousing  the  cause  of  labour  and  want  to 
cheat  the  farmers,  when  in  fact  we've  been 
doing  more  to  champion  the  cause  of  the 
farmers  in  terms  of  getting  a  fair  return 
on  a  rational  planned  basis.  Let  me  put  it 
unprovocatively;  we  have  been  doing  as 
much  as  any  other  party.  That's  as  unpro- 
vocative  as  I  can  make  it  for  the  moment. 
We  are  going  to  continue  to  do  that  but 
there  is  a  public  education  programme 
needed. 

I  submit  it  is  in  the  interests  of  a  min- 
istr\-  whose  name  is  now  Agriculture  and 
Food   to    recognize   it  is   speaking  on  behalf 


of  the  consumers,  those  who  are  eating  the 
food,  as  well  as  those  who  are  producing 
it. 

To  sum  up,  it  seems  to  me  you  are  doing 
a  good  deal  of  research  work.  You  have  all 
of  the  surveys  being  done  for  the  food  bas- 
ket. I  have  a  feeling  much  more  use  could 
be  made  of  them  in  terms  of  public  educa- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  would  like  to  engage  the 
minister  for  a  few  moments  on  the  Ontario 
food  basket  as  it  pertains  to  northern  On- 
tario. 

Your  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Clement), 
has  conducted  a  survey  and  tbere  is  a  clear 
indication  in  that  survey  that  the  cost  of 
the  items  contained  in  the  food  basket  is 
as  much  as  15  per  cent  greater  in  Thunder 
Bay.  That  was  the  only  area  of  northwestern 
Ontario  they  studied.  In  that  study  it  was 
as  much  as  15  per  cent  higher  than  other 
areas  in  the  province  which  were  included. 

You  can  add  several  percentage  points  to 
that  when  you  go  to  the  outlying  areas  such 
as  Geraldton,  Manitouwadge,  Marathon  and 
areas  along  the  main  transportation  corridors. 
I  am  wondering  if,  in  the  monitoring  you 
do  with  regard  to  the  Ontario  food  basket, 
you  do  a  comprehensive  survey  within  the 
re<iion?  Of  course,  mv  friend,  your  parlia- 
mentary assistant,  was  up  there  about  a 
month  to  six  weeks  ago  and  I  am  sure 
neonle  made  him  aware  of  the  discrepancies 
in  the  prices  in  northern  Ontario  compared 
to  other  areas  of  the  province. 

Of  course,  when  we  ask  why  is  there  the 
disparitv,  we  are  told  it  is  transportation 
costs.  Yet  when  I  talk  to  people  who  are  in 
the  business,  the  transportation  field,  particu- 
larly one  from  Thunder  Bay  who  brings 
naper  products  down  from  the  city  of 
Thunder  Bay  to  Toronto  and  takes  back  a 
load  of  canned  goods,  I  am  told  the  rates  he 
charges  do  not  justify  what  it  costs  us,  the 
oonsiimers,  for  a  minimum  shipment  of 
70.000  lb. 

You  will  note  the  cost  of  shipping  canned 
goods  may  be  about  $1  per  cwt,  yet  when 
you  transfer  that  cost  to  a  particular  can  you 
will  find  it's  two  or  three  times  as  much— 
that  is,  the  markup. 

I  am  told  by  the  people  in  the  transporta- 
tion field  that  they  aren't  the  culprits  nearly 
to  the  extent  that  the  retailer  would  have  you 
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believe,    or    even    the    wholesaler    for    that 
matter. 

I  want  to  find  out  from  the  minister  if  he 
will  undertake  in  concert  with  his  colleagues 
to  monitor  those  costs  so  that  we  can  see 
whether  they  are  justified  in  terms  of  dis- 
tance, in  terms  of  volume  purchasing  and  in 
terms  of  the  actual  costs  of  transporting  those 
goods  from  the  major  distributors  down  here 
around  Metropolitan  Toronto  to  areas  in 
northern  Ontario. 

More  important,  since  it  has  been  the  ex- 
press aim  of  the  government  to  see  and  to 
ensure  that  all  people  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  are  going  to  be  given  a  fair  shake, 
regardless  of  where  they  may  live,  I  want  to 
remind  the  minister  there  are  places  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  where  they  are  paying  as 
much  as  $1  for  a  loaf  of  bread,  35  cents  for 
an  apple  and  30  cents  for  an  orange.  Indeed, 
there  are  many  such  areas  in  the  northern 
part  of  this  province. 

I  want  to  refer  you  particularly  to  Fort 
Severn  on  the  shores  of  Hudson  Bay  where 
thev  have  never  seen  fresh  vegetables.  When 
I  ask  what  the  price  of  potatoes  was  at  Fort 
Severn,  I  was  advised  that  they  never  see 
fresh  potatoes.  The  only  potatoes  they  get 
are  the  little  peeled  ones  that  come  in  cans. 
They  are  shipped  up  via  Moosonee  by  barge 
along  the  west  shores  of  James  Bay  and 
Hudson  Bay,  serving  communities  like  Fort 
Albany,  Attawapiskat,  Winisk  and  Fort 
Severn.  They  get  all  of  their  supplies  and 
all  of  their  produce  in  by  barge  once  a  year 
by  courtesy  of  the  Hudson's  Bay  Co. 

When  I  asked  the  then  federal  Minister 
of  National  Health  and  Welfare  and  the 
Minister  of  Indian  and  Northern  Affairs  if 
they  would  intercede  on  behalf  of  those 
people  in  those  remote  communities  to  see  if 
some  kind  of  subsidy  could  be  effected 
whereby  they  would  get  their  food  staples 
at  a  more  reasonable  rate,  the  reply  I  got  was 
that  they  didn't  think  it  was  nece-sary  to 
undertake  any  kind  of  programme  to  assist 
in  the  cost  of  transportation  because  those 
people  usually  lived  on  things  that  were 
found  in  the  area.  You  are  talking  about 
caribou,  fish,  the  odd  moose  and  bannock. 
Those  are  the  staple  foods  in  many  of  those 
northern  communities. 

When  I  asked  if  he  wouldn't  undertake  a 
survey  to  see  whether  or  not  the  people  up 
there  weren't  suffering  as  a  result  of  an 
unbalanced  diet,  he  said  if  they  ask  we  will 
give  them  vitamins  as  a  supplement  to  their 
regular  diet.  They  didn't  think  there  was  any 
need  to  do  anything  about  it.  From  that 
response  I  assume  they  just  weren't  interested 


or  didn't  care.  These  are  things  I  am  sure 
don't  preoccupy  the  minister  on  a  day-to-day 
basis,  because  he  is  not  confronted  with  the 
problems  of  the  people  living  in  the  far  north 
to  any  great  degree. 

Is  there  any  way,  through  the  moneys 
made  available  in  this  vote,  whereby  you 
could  undertake  a  realistic  monitoring  of  the 
foods  that  are  necessary,  every  bit  as  much 
in  the  far  North  as  they  are  here,  although 
their  eating  habits  are  much  more  modest 
than  ours  and  they  don't  aspire  to  all  of  the 
delicacies  that  we  do?  But  when  it  comes  to 
something  as  staple  as  fresh  meat,  fresh 
vegetables  and  things  like  that  that  you  and 
I  take  for  granted,  is  there  any  way  you  can 
get  somebody  within  your  ministry  to  monitor 
those  and  see  if  anything  could  be  done  by 
way  of  research  or  co-ordinating  within  the 
resources  policy  field  and  the  social  policy 
field  to  see  that  those  people  can  have  access 
to  staple  foods  at  a  much  more  realistic  rate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  appreciate  what  the 
hon.  member  has  suggestedi,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I'm  not  sure  we  can  provide  fresh  meat  in 
that  area  all  the  time,  but  we'd  be  glad 
to  do  whatever  is  possible.  He  has  certainly 
raised  a  valid  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ontario  food  market  devel- 
opment. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  we,  under 
this  vote,  discuss  sales  missions  to  Europe? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  yes. 

Mr.  Spence:  How  many  agricultural  sales 
missions  went  overseas  this  year?  I  know 
members  of  the  white  bean  board  went  to 
Europe  and  England.  I  must  say  they  came 
back  with  a  good  report  and-  they  did  a 
great  job  for  the  white  bean  ind*ustry  of 
southwestern  Ontario.  I  would  just  like  to 
know  if  the  minister  could  inform  us  if  he 
intends  to  have  more  sales  missions  this  year, 
or  what  his  plans  are  in  regard  to  the  sales 
missions? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  had  eight  sales  mis- 
sions. There  were  33  food'  processors,  han- 
dlers of  food,  and  that  includes  marketing 
boards.  They  displayed  over  190  products  on 
those  missions. 

I  think  it  is  safe  to  say  that  they  achieved 
phenomenal  success.  They  have  been  really 
outstanding,  escalating  upwards  every  year. 
For  instance,  there  was  a  $15  million  total 
increase  in  one  year.  Last  year  we  were  over 
half  a  million  dollars  and  we're  still  going  up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this 
item? 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  on  missions.  The  minister 
mentioned  there  were  eight  this  year  involv- 
ing 33  firms? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

(Mr.  Gaunt:  I  gather  that  the  number  of 
finns  involved  has  dropped.  I  believe  there 
were  nine  missions  the  year  before,  with  43 
finns  involved. 

1  was  looking  at  the  Ontario  Agriculture 
and  Food  export  figures  for  the  various  years 
since  1967;  and  and  using  1967  as  a  compari- 
son year,  1972  was  rather  revealing.  We've 
increasied  our  exports  to  the  United  States 
substantially;  we've  more  than  doubled'  our 
exports  to  the  United  States  in  that  five-year 
period.  We  have  dropped  as  far  as  the  United 
Kingdom  is  concerned,  and  I  don't  think  that 
can  be  attributed  to  the  fact  that  Great 
Britain  is  now  in  the  European  Common 
Market,  because  the  figures  have  remained 
relatively  constant  since  1969.  So  the  drop 
there  must  be  attributed  to  something  else. 

I  notice  that  as  far  as  the  European  Com- 
mon Market  is  concerned  we've  dropped  sub- 
stantially. We've  just  cut  our  exports  to  half 
what  they  were  in  1967.  The  Caribbean  is 
up  slightly  and  the  Japanese  market  is  cer- 
tainly up  from  what  it  was  in  1967. 

I'm  wondering  what  the  circumstance  is, 
insofar  as  Great  Britain  andi  the  European 
Common  Market  are  concerned.  The  figures 
here  indicate  that  both  have  dropped  sub- 
stantially, and  both  dropped  substantially 
prior  to  Great  Britain's  entry  into  the  Euro- 
pean Common  Market.  I  wonder  what's  hap- 
pened there,  and  I'm  wondering  what  we're 
doing  to  try  and  involve  ourselves  to  a  greater 
extent  in  those  markets? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Part  of  the  change  is 
the  difference  indicated  in  the  type  of  prod- 
uct that  we're  shipping  there.  Canned  prod^ 
uct  is  not  nearly  as  popular  as  the  frozen 
product  is.  So  the  frozen  product  has  escalat- 
ed in  acceptance  in  the  Unitedi  Kingdom 
and  that's  where  the  emphasis  is  going  to 
be.  It  certainly  hasi  been  in  the  last  year  and 
will  be  in  the  future. 

Of  course,  some  of  this  is  attributable  in 
some  degree  to  the  European^  Common 
Market.  That  has  hadi  an  impact.  I  would 
suppose  the  fact  there  isn't  cheese  going 
over  there  is  another  factor.  Some  things  are 
dropping  down  in  acceptance  over  there  and 
somethings  are  increasing.  Corn,  peas  and 
this  kind  of  thing  are  really  accepted  well 
over  there— that  is  the  frozen  product. 

I  would  think  that,  while  we  may  have  a 
change  in  type  of  export,  we're  looking  for- 


ward to  maintaining  pretty  satisfactory  ship- 
ments of  certain  commodities,  but  there  will 
be  fewer  commodities  than  there  were  before. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  this  item  carry? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  For  instance,  in  1967,  we  ship- 
ped out  of  Ontario  $111  million  worth  of 
food  produce  to  the  United  Kingdom.  We 
shipped  to  the  European  Economic  Com- 
munity, $35  million.  In  1972,  to  the  United 
Kingdom,  we  are  down  to  $96  million;  to 
the  European  Common  Market  we  are  down 
to  $18  million. 

iThe  minister  says  we  are  shipping  difi^erent 
products,  a  different  type  of  prodiuct,  to 
these  countries  now  compared  to  1967,  1968 
and  1969  when  the  exports  were  quite  high. 
I  am  wondering  whether  the  minister  and 
the  Food  Council  consider  the  markets  worth 
pursuing  to  the  extent  that  you  are  prepared 
to  undertake  more  missions  to  those  areas 
of  the  world? 

I  notice  that  a  lot  of  your  trade  missions 
are  geared  to  the  United  States;  maybe 
they've  paid  ofiE  because  we  have  certainly 
more  than  doubled  our  exports  to  the  United 
States.  I  am  wondering  if  the  same  kind  of 
success  couldn't  be  attained  by  undertaking 
a  pretty  vigorous  campaign  andi  sending  more 
missions  to  the  United  Kingdom  and  the 
European  Common  Market.  I  understood 
these  parts  of  the  world  were  still  good 
markets  for  our  produce  and  I  think  we 
should  give  that  some  consideration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  di£5cult  to  explain 
the  exact  reason  there  is  a  change  in  those 
exports.  I  think  I  have  to  say  that  canned 
goods  are  simply  not  moving  as  far  as  our 
produce  is  concerned.  We  are  virtually  out 
of  canned  shipments;  we  were  in  it  in  a 
pretty  big  way  at  one  time.  There  has  been 
a  change  in  buying  habits  and  we  are  not 
competitive  in  that  particular  field.  Now  we 
are  with  frozen  stuff. 

We  have  been  in  the  food'  fairs  over  there 
and  as  you  know  we  have  Ontario  House; 
we  have  an  agricultural  man  there  and  we 
have  a  very  active  export  promotion  group 
here.  We  would  like  to  think  there  is  not 
much  point  in  sending  missions  over  there 
to  explore  possibilities  which  we  dbn't  think 
really  exist  when  we  have  people  right  on 
the  spot;  and  we  do  have  food;  fairs  over 
there. 

We  ship  these  various  commodities  over 
and  they  are  tried  out  to  get  an  idea  of 
consumer  acceptance.  We  are  going  into  the 
food  fair  in  France  this  year.  We  have  been 
in  food  fairs  in  Germany.  This  is  how  we 
got  into  those  markets.  Potentials  have  to  be 
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explored  but  there  is,  to  my  mind,  not  much 
point  in  senddng  off  trade  missions  unless 
we  have  some  idea  of  success,  because  they 
are  very  costly. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  We  did  send  a  trade  mission 
to  Japan  as  I  recall. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  understand  that  it  was  quite 
successful. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  certainly  was. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Are  we  thinking  of  other  trade 
missions  to  Japan?  What  is  the  situation 
there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  there  is  another 
trade  mission  going  to  Japan  this  fall. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  What  products  are  they  in- 
tending to  promote? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  have  the  details 
of  that  right  at  my  fingertips.  Pork  products 
is  one  of  the  commodities;  frozen  vegetables, 
this  kind  of  thing.  Soya  beans,  of  course, 
was  one  of  the  big  exports  we  had  a  year 
or  so  ago.  We've  broken  into  that  market  and 
we  think  there  are  some  opportunities  in 
white  beans  as  well.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  believe  —  my  parliamentary  assistant  may 
know  more  about  this  than  I  do-the  White 
Bean  Marketing  Board  discovered  a  market 
for  split  beans.  There  is,  I  think,  great  poten- 
tial over  there;  and  they  are  interested  as 
well  in  supplying  white  beans  to  the  Japanese 
market. 

IThere  are  opportunities  but  it  takes  a  long 
time  to  get  your  toe  in  the  door.  Once  you 
do  get  a  market  established  and  get  some- 
body handling  the  product  and  out  into  the 
distribution  channels  you  have  to  have  the 
people  accept  it;  it's  a  different  type  of 
product  from  what  they  are  used  to.  It  is 
just  a  matter  of  pushing  it,  and  I  think  we 
have  met  with  pretty  fair  successi  in  that 
area.^  We  are  certainly  exploring  every  pos^ 
sible  avenue  we  can  to  increase  the  export 
of  commodities  from  this  province. 

lAt  the  same  time,  the  Food  Council  is 
tremendously  interested  in  generating  the 
kind  of  production  in  this  province  that  will 
replace  imports  and  I  think  that's  equally 
important. 

It's  true  that  exports  to  the  United  States 
have  increased  tremendously  and  I  suppose 
that  it  just  makes  good  common  sense.  That's 
the  market  closest  to  us.  It  has  an  enormous 
population,  particularly  the  eastern  half  of 
the   United   States   which  is   so   close   to   us 


in  Ontario.  We  are  closer  to  it  than  some 
of  their  own  markets  in  their  own  country— 
I  should  say  their  own  production  areas  in 
their  own  country  —  so  we  have  exploited 
those  markets.  We  have  also  had  an  oppor- 
tunity in  the  Caribbean  to  do  some  pretty 
good  business. 

I  am  pretty  proud  of  the  export  develop- 
ment branch  we  have  in  our  ministry.  I  think 
they  have  done  a  tremendous  job  in  getting 
into  an  area  which  they  were  really  not  in 
just  a  few  years  ago,  so  we  are  all  for  it. 
I  think  we  should  exploit  every  opportunity 
to  sell  wherever  we  can  and  then  produce 
to  meet  that  demand.  I  would  far  sooner  do 
it  that  way  than  build  up  the  commodity, 
have  a  great  big  surplus;  and  then  run  off 
in  all  directions  trying  to  sell  it  and  next  year 
everybody  is  disappointed  there  is  no  place 
to  sell  it.  I  think  you  have  to  build  these 
things  step  by  step  and  then  gear  production 
to  that  particular  quality  of  product  that 
those  people  want. 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  the 
minister,  did  we  get  a  report  from  the  Food 
Council  this  year?  As  I  understood  it,  the 
Council  was  set  up  to  deal  with  vertical  inte- 
gration. We  were  concerned  about  vertical 
integration  a  number  of  years  ago.  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  could  inform  us,  is  vertical 
integration  still  a  great  threat  to  us  here  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  or  what  is  the  report 
of  the  Food  Council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It's  certainly  a  concern 
but  I  don't  think  one  could  say  it's  a  great 
threat.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  every  processing 
company  that  I  know  of  in  Ontario  that  is 
handling  processed  product  —  that's  frozen 
stuff  and  I  believe  canned  stuff  as  well— is 
sold  out  now  of  the  entire  1974  production. 
That's   just  how  good  the  market  really  is. 

There  may  be  some  companies  that  have 
expanded  the  leased  acreage  they  are  grow- 
ing on,  but  they  have  also  expanded  enor- 
mously in  contract  acreage  as  well.  New 
companies  are  coming  in,  new  plants  have 
been  built,  others  have  been  strengthened. 
So  I  think  overall,  while  vertical  integration 
has  certainly  not  been  eliminated,  I  believe 
that  it  is  being  contained  and  perhaps  con- 
tained by  the  negotiations  between  the  re- 
spective commodity  boards  and  the  process- 
ing plants  themselves;  of  course  working 
with  our  ministry  to  some  degree. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  With  respect  to  Japan,  if  I  just 
may  go  back  to  that  discussion,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, like  many  other  countries  in  the  world 
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Japan  I  imagine  will  have  less  foreign  ex- 
change money  available  because  they  are 
paying  higher  prices  for  their  oil.  I  wonder 
what  impact  this  will  have  with  respect  to 
our  exports.  Is  it  the  view  of  the  ministry 
that  we  will  be  able  to  maintain  our  exports 
to  that  country  along  the  lines  of  1972  and 
1973,  or  is  there  going  to  be  a  slight  cutback 
reflecting  this  additional  pressure  and  the 
changing  conditions  with  respect  to  the  oil 
situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  our  exports  to 
Japan,  I  believe,  increased  from  $6  million 
to  $12  million  last  year,  which  is  a  sizable 
jump. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Doubled. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Doubled,  yes.  We  are 
concerned,  naturally,  and  I  think  I  men- 
tioned that  in  my  opening  remarks  a  few 
days  ago  or  in  reply  to  the  remarks  made  by 
the  opposition  parties  on  export  problems. 
We  are  concerned  that  Japan,  like  many  of 
the  European  countries,  finds  itself  spending 
dollars  we  would  like  to  see  it  spending  for 
food  on  oil,  or  for  energy,  whatever  it  may 
be.  That's  bound  to  have  an  impact. 

As  I  mentioned  the  other  night,  Australia 
and  New  Zealand  have  been  cut  off  from  all 
beef  exports  to  Japan  for  a  month,  effective 
I  believe  Monday  of  this  week.  That's  going 
to  hurt  and  they  are  going  to  be  finding 
places  to  unload  that  commodity. 

We  are  concerned  as  well  that  there  has 
been  a  slowdown  in  the  exports  of  pork  from 
the  other  provinces,  particularly  in  western 
Canada,  which  had  made  deals  with  Japan. 
We  had  been  in  on  the  pork  deal  too.  There 
was  a  good  deal  of  it  going  from  Ontario. 

We  are  concerned  about  it,  quite  frankly, 
and  yet  I  was  encouraged  to  learn  in  the  last 
report  from  our  Japanese  delegation,  which 
just  came  back  a  few  weeks  ago,  that  there 
is  a  potential  there  for  pork  at  a  price;  that 
perhaps  there  will  be  a  much  stronger  price 
than  there  is  in  our  market  today.  We  hope 
to  exploit  that.  If  the  Japanese  can  clean 
the  glut  of  pork  they've  got  in  their  storage 
areas  now,  then  we  think  there  are  opportuni- 
ties to  get  back  in  there  with  some  substan- 
tial exports  of  pork,  perhaps  by  this  fall. 

There  certainly  was  a  slowdown— there  is 
no  question  about  it— in  pork  moving  in 
Japan  itself.  I've  heard  some  incredible 
stories  from  over  there.  Our  producers  get 
pretty  desperate,  but  their  producers  got  so 
desperate  that  some  of  them  were  jumping 
in  front  of  trains  because  of  the  low  price 
of   pork.    That's    taking    it    to    the   extreme. 


But  it  does  point  out  the  fact  that  there 
was  a  real  problem  there.  I  would  hope  when 
that's  straightened  out  we'll  get  back  in  the 
business  again.  We're  going  back  this  fall 
to  see  what  we  can  do. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  May  I  ask  the  minister,  are 
we  competing  with  the  Danes  for  that 
market? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  In  Japan? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Is  there  much  Danish  pork 
going  in  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  question  was 
never  asked  of  me  before.  Mr.  Williams 
suggests  that  we're  not.  The  Danes,  I  believe, 
really  have  been  into  the  UK  market  and 
to  some  of  the  European  Common  Market 
countries,  but  I  would  be  doubtful  if  they 
were  stepping  into  Japan.  I  can't  say  posi- 
tively just  how  much  they're  in. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Can  the  minister  give  us  any  informa- 
tion under  this  vote  about  the  tobacco  ex- 
ports, or  did  he  discuss  that  under  the  mark- 
eting board  vote? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  really  doesn't 
come  under  Food  Council;  it  would  go  under 
marketing  if  there  is  a  question  on  it.  I 
think  they're  quite  substantial,  however,  and 
just  by  way  of  comment,  I  believe  that  they 
are  very  satisfied  with  the  prospects  for  next 
year. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  further 
on  this  item? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Yes,  sir.  I  was  just  going  to 
ask  one  final  thing,  with  regard  to  one  spe- 
cific product,  corned  beef. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Corned  beef? 

Mr.  Stokes:  Corned  beef.  We  see  it  from 
Argentina  and  Australia,  and  it's  a  thing  that 
always  fascinates  me  when  I  go  into  a  super 
market  and  browse  around.  It's  one  of  my 
favourites  for  sandwiches  and  corned  beef 
hash  and  things  of  that  nature. 

I'm  wondering  why  it's  profitable  for  these 
people  to  process  corned  beef  in  Argentina, 
Australia  and  New  Zealand  and  ship  it  here. 
For  every  can  of  locally  processed  corned 
beef  you  see  there  are  two  or  three  cans 
from  half  way  around  the  world.  What  are 
the  market  forces  at  play  that  makes  it  pos- 
sible for  them  to  compete  in  terms  of  price 
and  quality  with  that  particular  product? 

It's  something  that  has  always  bugged  me. 
I  like  to  buy  Canadian  where  I  can,  but  if 
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I'm  going  for  a  can  of  corned  beef  I'm  hard 
pressed  to  find  one  that  was  processed  in 
Canada.  Can  the  minister  tell  me  the  reason 
for  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  the  minister  can't. 
But  the  member  has  fluttered  my  interest 
in  this  thing  and  I'm  going  to  find  out  why.  I 
don't  see  any  reason  why  it  couldn't  be 
processed  here.  Maybe  it  is;  I  don't  know. 
But  I  know  what  the  member  is  talking 
about,  that  it  does  come  in  from  Argentina 
and  Australia- 
Mr.  Stokes:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  we'll  take  a  look 

at  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  just  have  two  other  items 
on  this  vote.  I'm  very  interested  in  the  import 
replacement  programme  of  this  department. 
I  think  the  ministry  has  done  a  good  job  in 
this  area  as  nearly  as  I  can  determine. 

I  was  interested  to  note  that  a  project  in- 
volving the  white  pickling  onion  was  under- 
taken and  I  believe  some  progress  was  made 
in  that  area.  I  think  there  were  some  prob- 
lems in  finding  suitable  varieties  and  getting 
the  processing  facilities  in  place,  but  I  under- 
stand that  the  minister's  projections  indicated 
he  would  have  a  fairly  viable  industry  in  that 
connection  by  the  year  1973-1974  which 
means  the  current  crop  year. 

I'm  wondering  if  the  minister's  projec- 
tions were  over-optimistic,  or  are  we  going 
to  be  able  to  come  up  with  a  very  good  and 
viable  white  pickling  onion  industry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  we  are.  I  under- 
stand the  limiting  factor  is  the  availability 
of  seed  to  do  the  job  we  want  to  do.  But 
we're  on  the  way,  and  there  is  a  substantial 
increase  in  acreage  again  this  year,  I  am  told. 
So  that  industry  is  going  to  come  along  and 
will  replace  the  several  million  dollars  worth 
of  imported  products  that  have  come  in  in 
the  past.  We  hope  that  will  build  up;  we 
think  it  has  very  great  potential. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  So  you  have  enough  growers? 
It  is  just  a  matter  of  seed*— you  dbn't  have 
enough  available? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  If  we  could'  get  enough 
seed  we  could  get  the  growers;  but  the  prob- 
lem is  to  get  the  seed. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Right.  So  that  this  industry, 
when  it  is  in  place,  wiU  presumably  replace 
entirely  the  imports  that  have  been  coming 
in? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  will  hope  so. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Now  the  minister  says  several 
million  dollars— $5  millioni,  $10  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Was  it  $9  million  of 
imports  that  came  in?  We  would  hope  to  be 
able  to  replace  that.  How  soon  we  will  be 
able  to  do  it  depends  really  on  how  soon 
we  can*  get  it  expanded.  Mr.  Williams  is 
estimating  three  to  four  years  to  get  our  seed 
supplies  built  up  to  do  what  we  have  to  do. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  There  was  also  some  interest 
in  redeveloping  the  frozen  strawberry  indus- 
try. I  think  there  were  some  problems  with 
that  one,  and  I  don't  know  whether  it  really 
got  off  the  ground  or  not.  What  is  the  situa- 
tion there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  There  is  no  way  we  can 
compete  with  Mexican  strawberries;  we  just 
can't  db  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  So  you  have  scrapped  that 
idea?  You  are  not  going  to  pursue  that  any 
further? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  What  other  areas'  are  you  pur- 
suing with  respect  to  import  replacements? 
I  was  very  interested'  to  leam  that  an  Ontario 
firm  has  come  up  with  a  "Bloody  Mary" 
mix,  which  is  sold  to  the  airlines.  They  used 
to  import  part  of  that  product,  I  understand, 
but  now  we  have  our  own  producer. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  one  of  them.  We 
also  imported  enormous  quantities  of  tomato 
paste,  and  we  are  certainly  expanding  that 
industry  right  here  in  southwestern  Ontario 
now.  A  good  deal  of  that  will  be  grown  here 
rather  than  imported'. 

There  is  the  clingstone  peach  project  that 
I  talked  about  the  other  night.  We  wiU'  be 
expanding  that  up  to  several  thousand  acres 
of  peaches;  and  we  have  entered  into  con- 
tracts with  the  nurseries  to  grow  those  little 
trees. 

This  is  a  project  that  will  extend  over 
about  three  years,  I  believe,  which  involves 
planting  peach  trees  of  the  clingstone  variety. 
Now  that  is  a  direct  import  replacement  proj- 
ect. We  think  if  there  is  sufiicient  protection 
provided  to  the  growers  and  to  the  proces- 
sors—and there  is  no  question  that  we  can 
grow  them  here— we  will  be  into  the  business. 
We  have  enough  faith  that  Ottawa  is  going 
to  do  something  through  the  meetings  that 
were  held  last  winter  that  we  feel  we  can 
safely  embark  on  that  kind  of  a  project. 
There  is  no  sense  in  embarking  on  a  proj- 
ect if  you  are  going  to  have  the  rug  pulled 
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out  from   under  you   as  soon  as  you  get  it 
rolling. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  So  that's  the  only  additional 
one  we  have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  would  think  they  are 
fairly  substantial,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have 
more  beef  in'  this  country  than  we  know 
what  to  do  with,  as  far  as  beef  replacement 
is  concerned';  we  have  ample  pork  supplies 
here  now;  and  it  would  seem  to  me  that 
those  are  import  replacements,  very  largely. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this 
item  then? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  one  more  matter  I  want 
to  raise  with  the  minister;  and  that  involves 
the  maple  syrup  specialist.  The  minister  and 
I  had  some  communication  with  respect  to 
that  matter.  I  think  the!  maple  syrup  special- 
ist retired  this  spring;  and  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  ministry  he  wouldti't  be  replaced. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  that's  not  right, 

Mr.  Gaunt:  That  was  the  impression  I  got. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  may  have  been  the 
impression  the  hon.  member  got  from  some 
of  the  people  who  were  writing  letters  all 
over  the  place  before  they  really  knevv  what 
the  facts  were;  and  I  don't  know  who 
prompted  those  letters  to  be  written.  I  got, 
I  am  sure,  just  as  many  as  he  did.  The  fact 
of  the  matter  is  that  there  is  a  maple  syrup 
specialist  appointed  to  do  the  same  job  that 
Walter  Humphries  was  doing;  but  in  addition 
to  that  there  will  be  five  or  six  other  people 
appointed  to  work  v^dth  him  in  respect  of 
districts. 

!In  other  words,  rather  than  it  being  a 
one-man-show,  with  the  person  responsible 
trying  to  spread  himself  all  over  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  there  will  be  one  man  with 
five  assistants  helping  him  to  concentrate  on 
that  industry,  because  it  is  diflScuIt  to  be  in 
all  places  at  once.  We  think:  the  programme 
as  it  is  now  set  up  will  be  a  stronger  pro- 
gramme than  it  ever  was.  Having  explained 
this  to  the  people  writing  to  me,  I  haven't 
gotten  any  more  letters.  I  assume  they  are 
satisfied  with  what  we  have  done. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this? 

Mr.  Spence:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  this 
heading,  I  wonder  if  the  minister  is  doing 
anything  in  regard  to  growing  tomato  plants? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No. 

Mr.  Spence:  They  have  to  bring  them  in 
from  Florida? 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  right.  They  bring 
them  in  from  Georgia,  Teimessee  and  the 
central  Mississippi  Valley  States. 

They  get  them  started  there  much  ahead 
of  ours  because  they  can  do  it  outside.  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  possibility  of  us  ever 
replacing  them,  because  they  are  advanced 
to  a  stage  by  the  time  our  weather  is  ready 
that  they  just  move  them  in  and  they  take 
right  off. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Item  2  carried.  Anything 
on  item  no.  3,  quality  control  of  agricultural 
products?  Do  you  wish  to  break  it  into  three 
parts? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  That's  the  farm  products  in- 
spection? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Farm  products  inspection 
to  begin  with? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Under  the  Farm  Products 
Grades  and  Sales  Act,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
minister  has  a  number  of  inspectors  who 
operate  across  the  province  to  patrol  the 
situation  in  the  fresh  fruit  and  vegetable 
areas.  I  am  wondering  insofar  as  uniform 
grade  standards  across  the  province  are  con- 
cerned, were  there  any  violations  in  this  re- 
gard during  the  past  year;  and  if  so  how 
many? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  understand  there  were 
over  2,000  detentions  issued  and  68  viola- 
tions. That  reflects  10,000  visits  at  producers' 
operations,  26,000  visits  of  wholesalers, 
20,000  visits  of  packers  and  shippers,  10,000 
visits  to  retailers,  2,100  visits  to  farmers' 
markets,  2,500  visits  to  roadside  stands;  and 
8,638  trucks  went  through  the  one  remaining 
highway  inspection  station  that  we  had  op- 
erating at  that  time,  that's  at  Fruitland.  I 
thought  it  was  supposed  to  be  closed  but 
it's    still    open   just   for   inspection   purposes. 

Mr.   Gaunt:  What  is  it  for— for  inspection 

purposes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It'll  be  for  inspection 
purposes,  as  I  understand  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  farm 
products  inspection? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  How  many  inspectors  do  you 
have  on  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  have  48  perma- 
nent, and  we  take  on  some  temporaries. 
There  are  approximately  200  on  a  seasonal 
basis. 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  Do  these  inspectors  deal  with 
all  of  the  areas  under  the  farm  products  in- 
spection branch? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No.  These  are  just 
fruits  and  vegetables  under  the  Farm  Pro- 
ducts Grades  and  Sales  Act.  That  doesn't 
include  the  inspectors  under  the  dairies 
branch  or  meat  inspection. 

Mr.  Chainnan:  Anything  further  on  the 
farm  inspection? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Or  the  Abandoned  Orchards 
Act?  Do  you  have  separate  people  to  do  that 
too? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes.  The  Abandoned 
Orchards  Act  comes  under  this  group  here, 
under  the  Farm  Products  Grades  and  Sales 
Act  and  fruits  and  vegetables. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  farm 
products  inspection?  Dairy  milk  industry 
then. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  No.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  respect 
to  the  inspection  of  honey,  I  don't  very  often 
get  any  complaints  about  honey,  but  I  did 
receive  a  complaint  about  quality  of  honey 
last  fall,  I  believe.  I  am  wondering  what 
actions  you  initiate  insofar  as  inspecting  the 
quality  of  the  operation  and  the  facilities 
and  so  on  in  regard  to  honey  production? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  advised  that,  as 
fas  as  the  quality  of  honey  at  the  retail  level 
is  concerned,  it  is  inspected  at  the  same  time 
that  our  inspectors  are  in  the  stores  doing 
fruits  and  vegetables,  since  it's  under  the 
same  group.  It's  possible  there  could  be  some 
complaints  on  honey.  I  am  sure  not  every  bit 
of  honey  that  is  sold  in  Ontario  meets  every 
standard  it  should  meet  all  the  time,  and  it 
is  possible  that  something  could  be  wrong. 

Granulation  is  a  problem.  I  don't  pretend 
to  know  anything  abgut  it,  but  if  there  are 
any  problems,  if  my  hon.  friend  would  give 
us  the  information  we  would  be  glad  to 
follow  up  on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  this 
item? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  an  item  on  milk  in- 
dustry inspection. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  wish  to  raise  it 
now? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  It  won't  take  long,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  had  a  situation  in  my  riding  where 
the  inspectors  came  in  from  the  medical 
oflRcer  of  health  to  inspect  the  dairies  in  the 


town  of  Wingham.  The  situation  didn't  meet 
with  their  approval.  There  were  a  number  of 
things  wrong,  and  in  two  or  possibly  three 
days  the  dairy  got  a  letter  saying  unless  they 
cleaned  up  the  situation  in  a  matter  of  days 
they  would  be  writing  in  to  the  ministry  to 
ask  for  cancellation  of  their  licence. 

That  seemed  to  me  to  be  a  rather  hasty 
approach  on  the  part  of  the  medical  officer 
of  health.  I  was  relieved  to  find  that  as  far 
as  your  ministry  was  concerned  it  took  a 
much  more  common  sense  approach  to  it 
and  said:  "Now  look,  these  are  the  problems. 
We  want  you  to  rectify  them  and  we  will 
be  back  in  two  weeks." 

That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  much  more 
logical  approach,  and  much  more  sensible 
than  coming  in  and  saying:  "Look,  you  have 
to  do  these  things.  We  will  give  a  few  days 
to  do  it,  and  if  you  don't  do  it  we  are  going 
to  close  you  up." 

I  am  just  wondering  what  sort  of  stan- 
dardization procedures  the  minister  has  ad- 
opted to  these  matters,  because  I  will  tell 
you  the  person  concerned  has  a  great  deal 
of  money  involved.  The  operation  isn't  the 
most  grandiose,  but  at  least  it  is  a  reasonably 
good  operation.  I  don't  think  they  should 
be  subjected  to  this  sort  of  harassment. 

I  know  the  minister  can't  control  all  the 
medical  oflBcers  of  health  in  the  province.  I 
am  not  suggesting  he  do  that.  But  I  am 
wondering  what  material  is  sent  out  to  these 
medical  officers  of  health  so  that  some  form 
of  standard  approach  can  be  adopted,  so  that 
in  one  area  you  don't  have  a  medical  officer 
of  health  pounding  the  table  and  laying  down 
the  law  because  there  is  a  little  hole  in  the 
screen  door.  I  just  wonder  what  is  being 
done. 

In  other  areas  apparently  they  are  not 
quite  so  vigorous  in  their  approach,  but  1 
think  the  minister  should  give  some  con- 
sideration to  suggesting  that  some  uniform 
procedm"e  for  these  inspections  be  laid  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  quite  appreciate  what 
my  hon.  friend  has  said.  I  would  like  to  think 
we  apply  common  sense  in  the  inspection 
programme  of  our  ministry. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Well,  your  people  did;  your 
people  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  we  do;  and  I  ap- 
preciate what  you  said  in  that  regard.  I  am 
delighted  to  hear  you  say  that. 

With  regard  to  the  inspections  of  dairies 
at  the  public  health  level,  we  have  embarked 
on  some  negotiations  with  the  Ministry  of 
Health  through  the  senior  staflF  level  to  try  to 
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work  out  an  arrangement  whereby  we  con- 
duct those  inspections  of  the  plants  rather 
than  the  medical  oflScers  of  health. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  we  are  dealing  with 
the  commodity  in  many  other  respects,  it 
would  be  quite  logical  ito  deal  with  it  at 
that  level  as  well;  and  I  think  it  would 
avoid  some  duplication  caused  by  various 
inspectors  going  in,  putting  various  inter- 
pretations on  it.  To  me  it  would  bring  more 
uniformity  and  consistency  in  the  type  of 
inspection  provided.  We  hope  to  get  that 
resolved. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Will  there  be  further  dis- 
cussion on  this? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Yes,  there  will. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Do  you  want  to  finish? 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  depends  upon  how  much 
more. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  one  brief  comment  to 
make  about  the  milk  industry  and  then  I 
have  some  comments  on  veterinary  services. 
If  you  want  me  just  to  -wind  up  the  milk 
industry  one  I  can  do  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Whatever  you  like. 


Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  after  the  hour  we 
normally  rise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report  progress  and  ask  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  supply  begs  to  report  progress  and  asks 
for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Monday  we  will  return  to  consideration  of 
these  estimates,  to  be  followed  by  the 
Treasurer  and  otherwise,  as  announced  last 
evening. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:05  o'clock,  p.m. 


.'^018  ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


CONTENTS 

Friday,  June  7,  1974 

Reopening  of  operational  services  wage  contract,  statement  by  Mr.  Winkler  2981 

New  Securities  Act,  statement  by  Mr.  Clement  2981 

Anti-Poverty    Coalition,    questions    of    Mrs.    Birch,    Mr.    MacBeth    and    Mr.    Davis: 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr,  Deacon,  Mr.  MacDonald  2982 

Petrosar  Ltd.,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:   Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Bullbrook  2984 

Durham  regional  government  budget,  questions  of  Mr.  White:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  2986 

Negotiations     on     behalf     of     community     colleges,     questions     of     Mr.     Winkler: 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon,   Mr.   Laughren   2987 

Spending  ceilings  in  education,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:   Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  2987 

Algonquin  Forest  Authority,  questions  of  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  ....  2988 

Cost    of    living    payments    to    government    employees,    questions    of    Mr.    Winkler: 

Mr.    Lewis,    Mr.    Deans    2988 

Lead  surveys,  questions  of  Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Lewis  2989 

Food  prices,  questions  of  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Deans  2989 

Pickering  airport,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:   Mr.  Roy  2991 

Air  pollution  in  Sudbury,  questions  of  Mr.  W.  Newman:   Mr.  Martel  2992 

Youth  in  Action  programme,  questions  of  Mrs.  Birch  and  Mr.  Timbrell:  Mr.  Sargent  2992 

DREE  programme  in  northeastern  Ontario,  question  of  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Ferrier  2993 

Review  of  Planning  Act,  question  of  Mr.  White:  Mrs.  Campbell  2993 

Human  Rights  Commission  investigation,  questions  of  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Foulds  ....  2993 

Removal  of  sand  from  Point  Pelee,  questions  of  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  B.  Nevraian  2994 

Lead  hazard  from  electric  kettles,  questions  of  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Burr  2994 

Inglis  Ltd.  labour  dispute,  question  of  Mr.  MacBeth:   Mr.  Haggerty  2995 

Water  conditions  at  Armstrong,  question  of  Mr.  W.  Newman:   Mr,  Stokes  2995 

Redistribution  of  electoral  districts,  statement  by  Mr.  Davis   2995 

Shoreline  Property  Assistance  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Irvine,  first  reading  2996 

Credit  Unions  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Clement,  first  reading  2996 

Securities  Act,  bill  intituled,  Mr.  Clement,  first  reading  2997 

Estimates,  Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  Mr.  Stewart,  continued   2997 

Motion  to  adjourn,  Mr.  Winkler,  agreed  to  3017 


No.  73 


dntario 


Hegisflature  of  (J^ntarto 

Betiatess 


OFFICIAL  REPORT  —  DAILY  EDITION 
Fourth  Session  of  the  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature 


Monday,  June  10,  1974 

Afternoon  Session 


Speaker:  Honourable  Allan  Edward  Renter 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  QC 


THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER 

PARLIAMENT  BUILDINGS,   TORONTO 

1974 


.10 


Price  per  session,  $10.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto 


CONTENTS 


( Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back  of  this  issue. ) 


3021 


LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxford):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  bring  to  the  attention  of  yourself  and 
the  members  of  this  House,  the  attendance 
this  afternoon  of  grades  7  and  8  of  St. 
Joseph's  School  in  Tillsonburg. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  have  the  members 
of  the  Legislature  join  with  me  in  welcoming 
30  grade  8  students  from  St.  Martin's  School 
in  Terrace  Bay  under  the  leadership  of  Mr. 
Mike  Anderson,  Sister  Paulette  Hatfield,  Ed. 
McAdam,  and  their  bus  driver  Mr.  Scheu- 
chenpflug.  I  hope  they  will  welcome  this 
school  group  to  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


LEAD  SURVEYS 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  because  of  the 
intense  interest  expressed  by  the  hon.  mem- 
bers and  the  general  public  in  the  problem 
of  lead  pollution,  I  will  be  tabling  for  their 
information,  a  report  on  lead  surveys  pre- 
pared by  the  phytotoxicology  section  of  the 
air  resources  branch  of  my  ministry.  This 
report,  which  has  just  recently  been  brought 
to  my  attention,  was  intended  for  internal 
use  within  my  ministry,  but  because  of  the 
intense  public  interest  in  this  matter  I  be- 
lieve that  it  should  be  made  available  to  the 
general  public.  I  have  also  appended  to  this 
document,  status  reports  on  the  abatement 
programms  which  my  ministry  has  initiated 
with  the  industries  involved. 

I  would  like  to  mention,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
although  Imperial  Smelting  is  listed  on  this 
report,  it  does  not  use  lead  in  any  of  its 
processes.  The  readings  obtained  here  were 
the  result  of  vehicular  traffic  in  the  area.  The 
survey  has  been  conveyed  to  the  Ministry  of 
Health  and  the  local  health  officials,  who  will 
evaluate  any  potential  risk  to  the  health  of 
the  residents  in  the  area,  bearing  in  mind 
the  location  of  the  residents  with  respect  to 
the  location  of  the  plant.   Based  on  this  in- 
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formation,    they   will   decide   what   action  is 
necessary. 

As  I  have  said  before,  Mr.  Speaker,  an 
inter-ministerial  working  group  is  now  pre- 
paring a  report  for  me  on  the  lead  pollution 
situation  in  Toronto,  and  I  hope  to  have 
this  report  shortly.  At  that  time,  I  hope  that 
some  positive  steps  may  be  taken  for  solving 
this  serious  problem  that  is  of  concern  to  all 
members  of  this  House. 


POLICE  RAID  ON  HOTEL 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  ( Solicitor  General ) :  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  at  this  time  to  inform 
the  Legislature  that  the  government  has 
authorized  an  inquiry  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Public  Inquiries  Act,  1971,  into 
the  May  11,  1974,  police  raid  at  the  Land- 
mark Motor  Inn  Hotel  in  Fort  Erie. 

I  wish  to  inform  the  hon.  members  that 
His  Honour  Judge  John  A.  Pringle,  judge  of 
the  county  court  of  the  judicial  district  of 
Norfolk,  will  head  the  inquiry  which  will 
look  into  circumstances  surrounding  the  raid 
and  the  actions  of  police  on  that  occasion. 
Judge  Pringle  will  subsequently  make  any 
recommendations  he  deems  necessary. 

The  inquiry  will  be  held  under  the  Public 
Inquiries  Act  rather  than  under  the  Police 
Act,  as  I  had  indicated  earlier,  to  completely 
assure  the  public  that  this  matter  will  be 
thoroughly  investigated.  The  chairman  of 
the  Ontario  Police  Commission  shares  my 
view  that  there  must  be  no  question  of  our 
intent  in  this  regard. 

Judge  Pringle  will  have  the  authority  to 
engage  counsel  and  hire  investigators  and 
other  stajff  required  to  assist  him. 


WATTS  FROM  WASTE  PROJECT 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  over 
a  week  ago  I  announced  the  oflFer  of  $5  mil- 
lion in  provincial  financing  to  Metropolitan 
Toronto  and  Ontario  Hydro  to  develop  the 
Watts  from  Waste  project  at  the  Lakeview 
generating  station.  Our  intention,  with  the 
financing,  was  to  help  launch  this  $15  million 
system  to  turn  1,000  tons  of  municipal  waste 
into    electrical   power   every   day.   Today,   in 
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conjunction  with  Metropolitan  Toronto,  I  am 
pleased  to  announce  the  construction  of  an 
experimental  reclamation  plant. 

M>-  predecessor,  now  the  Minister  of 
Colleges  and  Universities  (Mr.  Aidd),  estab- 
lished a  joint  technical  committee  composed 
of  representatives  of  the  Ministry  of  the  En- 
vironment, Environment  Canada  and  Metro- 
politan Toronto  to  look  into  resource  re- 
oo\er> .  The  committee  commissioned  Kilbom 
Engineering  Ltd.  to  make  an  international 
stud>-  of  developments  in  resource  recovery 
and  to  draw  up  plans  for  an  experimental 
reclamation  plant  to  test  the  many  new 
concepts  that  are  emerging.  The  objective 
was  to  design  a  facility  that  would  be  both 
a  functional  centre  and  a  research  laboratory 
to  de\elop  the  technology  and  processes  for 
refining  reclamation  systems. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  200-ton-per-day  experi- 
mental reclamation  plant  will  be  built 
adjacent  to  Metropolitan  Toronto's  Dufi^erin 
St.  incinerator  in  an  industrial  district  in 
North  York,  I  expect  that  construction  will 
be  under  way  on  the  site  this  fall  and  I  hope 
that  the  plant  will  be  in  operation  in  about 
a  year's  time. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  experimental 
plant  is  $7,500,000  including  the  cost  of 
land,  which  is  valued  at  $1  million.  Metro- 
politan Toronto  will  be  asked  to  share  the 
total  cost  of  the  project,  with  the  Province 
of  Ontario  paying  two-thirds  and  Metro- 
politan Toronto  one-third.  Part  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto's  share  will  be  the  land  on 
which  the  plant  is  to  be  sited.  Metropolitan 
Toronto  will  also  be  asked  to  share  the 
operating  costs  of  the  plant  on  a  basis  of  a 
two-thirds  to  one-third. 

As  I  mentioned,  Environment  Canada  has 
been  represented  on  the  technical  committee, 
and  the  federal  government  has  been  asked 
to  participate  in  the  financing  of  construc- 
tion and  operation  of  this  plant.  As  yet  no 
commitment  has  been  received  from  Ottawa. 
If  the  federal  government  should  decide  to 
participate  in  this  project,  we  would  hope 
that  the  capital  and  operating  costs  would 
be  shared  equally  by  the  three  levels  of 
government. 

Since  this  facility  plays  a  dual  role— re- 
search and  practical  reclamation— both  Metro- 
politan Toronto  and  the  Ministry  of  the  En- 
vironment will  be  providing  staflF  for  the 
centre. 

As  a  research  centre,  this  project  has  no 
equal  in  the  world  today.  Solid  waste  re- 
search to  date,  particularly  in  the  US,  has 
taken  the  form  of  demonstration  plants, 
each  concentrating  on  a  single  process  or  a 


limited  number  of  processes.  Here  we  will 
have  a  comprehensive  experimental  plant 
thoroughly  monitored  and  dealing  with  suffi- 
cient waste  to  enable  us  to  prove  the  most 
practical  and  economical  methods  of  reclama- 
tion. As  an  added  benefit  this  plant  will  per- 
mit us  to  establish  a  Canadian  technology 
in  waste  recover)'. 

The  initial  plant  will  include  a  paper  and 
cardboard  recovery  module,  a  metals  recovery 
module,  an  energy  recovery  module  and  a 
composting  module.  These  categories  collec- 
tively represent  about  80  per  cent  of  the  total 
volume  of  refuse  entering  a  plant  and  they 
provide  the  most  readily  marketable 
products.  The  facility  is  designed  to  permit 
the  addition  of  future  experimental  modules 
without  interrupting  the  operation  of  the 
plant. 

The  site  chosen  for  construction  fits  the 
reclamation  centre  directly  into  an  existing 
solid  waste  handling  system  operated  by 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  developing  this  innovative 
project.  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  Environ- 
ment Canada  have  demonstrated  that  they 
share  with  the  Province  of  Ontario  a  con- 
tinuing commitment  to  the  reclamation  of 
refuse  rather  than  disposal  of  waste. 

For  the  information  of  the  members,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  vdll  be  tabling  the  Kilbom  En- 
gineering   report    at    the    appropriate    time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


HOPE  TOWNSHIP  GARBAGE  SITE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Further  to 
his  statement,  which  really  announced  once 
more  the  recycling  project  called  Watts  for 
Waste,  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  the 
Envirormient  if  he  can  now  also  say  that 
he  is  not  prepared  to  approve  the  application 
put  forward  by  Canadian  Pacific  Rail  to  take 
Metropolitan  Toronto  garbage  into  the  Hope 
township  area?  Is  that  project  dead?  We 
would  hope  that  he  could  armounce  that 
it  is. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
answer  is  the  same  as  I  gave  about  10  days 
ago  in  the  House.  We  are  still  evaluating 
the  total  situation. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Will 
part  of  the  evaluation  now  be  hinged  on  a 
further  statement  of  the  importance  of  the 
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reclamation    and    recycling    project    that    he 
announced  again  today? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pro- 
ject that  I  announced  today,  jointly  with 
Metropolitan  Toronto,  is  an  experimental 
plant  which  I  hope  will  lead  in  the  future 
to   larger,   more   efficient  reclamation  plants. 

iThisi  is  an  experimental'  plant,  which  will 
handle  about  200  tons  per  day. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  sup- 
plementary: In  view  of  the  fact  that  that 
plant  is  expected  to  be  in  operation  in  about 
a  year's  time,  would  this  not  shorten)  the 
period  in  which  Metropolitan  Toronto  waste 
could:  be  handled  by  recycling  plants  of  this 
sort? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  as  new  technology 
is  developed  and  as  processes  become  avails 
able  we  are  always  going  to  need  sanitary 
landifill  sites.  This  experimental  project,  which 
should  be  completed  approximately  a  year 
from  this  fall,  will  show  us  the  ways  and 
means.  I  might  say  that  in  the  initial  part  of 
the  plant  we  will  be  dealing  with  a  well- 
known  process  but,  as  we  get  into  the  other 
modules  of  the  plant,  we'll  be  doing  a  lot  of 
experimental  work. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  Since  with  every 
successive  announcement  the  need  for  both 
Liverpool  and  Hope  township  becomes  less 
and  less  apparent,  certainly  for  Hope,  can  the 
minister  give  us  a  deadline  at  which  time  he 
will  make  the  announcement  one  way  or  the 
other,  rather  than  leaving  the  citizens  in  con- 
stant apprehension? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  asi  I  said 
to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  as  I 
said  to  the  hon.  member  about  10  days  ago, 
we  are  still  evaluating  the  site  in  Hope  town- 
s-^hip. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  does  the  minister  have  a 
target  date  in  mind  for  completion  of  the 
evaluation  and  when  he  can  make  a  public 
announcement? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  probably  do,  in  my 
own  mind  at  this  point  in  time;  I  would 
rather  not  say  exactly,  but  it  will  be  out  in 
the  fullness  of  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


BARE  POINT  POWER  PROJECT 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
same  minister  if  he  has  been  asked  by  the 


Ministry  of  Energy  or  by  any  of  the  officials 
of  Ontario  Hydro  for  an  environmental  im- 
pact assessment  of  the  Hydiro  proposals  for 
Bare  Point  in  the  Thunder  Bay  district,  a 
proposal  that  is  evidently  much  objected  to 
by  the  citizens  in  the  area? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  we  are  constantly 
in  commimication  with  the  Minister  of 
Energy  (Mr.  McKeough)  on  many  of  these 
programmes.  We  are  discussing  these  at  great 
length  all  the  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  a  supplementary: 
Surely  the  minister  must  be  aware  that  what 
we  are  talking  about  is  a  formal',  impartial 
environmental  impact  study  before  Hydro 
goes  any  further  with  its  programme  to  estab- 
lish, I  believe,  twin  plants  at  Bare  Point,  one 
nuclear  and  one  perhaps  to  be  fuelled  by 
lignite. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  at  the  present 
time  Hydro  do  internal  environmental  assess- 
ments on  all  the  plants  that  they  are  build- 
ing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  What 
about  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment?  Is 
the  minister  quite  satisfied  that  his  respon- 
sibilities are  fulfilled  by  leaving  it  all  with  the 
Crown  corporation,  which  of  course  would 
have  a  conflict  of  interest  in  that  assessment? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  We  are  looking  con- 
stantly at  the  total  picture  of  Hyd'ro  at  all 
times  and  we  will  continue  to  do  so.  And  if 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  recalb  the 
Speech  from  the  Throne,  we  are  looking  for- 
ward to  some  sort  of  legislation  in  the  not 
too  distant  future. 


Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Oh,  come 


on! 


Mr.  Stokes:  A  supplementary:  Inasmuch  as 
the  second  stage  of  the  generating  plant  re- 
ferred to  by  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
will  be  a  thermal  facility  and  there  will  be 
thermal  pollution,  would  not  the  Ministry  of 
the  Environment  be  involved  in  the  initial 
stages  to  make  sure  that  the  plant  was  built 
in  an  area  where  thermal  pollution,  along 
with  SO2,  would  be  kept  to  be  minimum? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  I  don't  know  what 
the  hon.  member  means  by  thermal  pollution. 
A  lot  of  peopfe  are  talking  about  thermal 
pollution,  but  I  don't  know  that  there  is  any 
thermal  pollution. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I'm  talking  about  the  cooling 
water— the  hot  water  dumped  into  Lake 
Superior. 
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LOCKOUT  AT  MEAT-PACKING  PLANTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  Rhodes).  Maybe  he  will 
be  back  in  his  seat  in  a  moment. 

Until  then  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minis- 
ter of  Agriculture  and  Food— and  perhaps  we 
could  deal  with  this  in  the  estimates— whether 
he  can  tell  the  House  if  the  Food  Council  or 
anyone  in  his  ministry  has  assessed  the  impact 
to  the  consumer  of  the  proposed  lockout  of 
the  meat  packing  plants  in  western  Canada, 
particularly  if  it  results  in  a  similar  lockout 
by  the  three  ntajor  packers  in  this  province. 
Is  the  minister  concerned  vdth  that  or  does 
he  consider  it  only  a  labour  problem? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
concerned  with  it,  but  as  to  having  done  an 
assessment  of  it,  I  wouldn't  say  we  have  done 
a  detailed  assessment.  We  are  concerned,  but 
I  would  say  that  there  is  a  larger  percentage 
of  meat  in  storage  today  in  Canada  than  at 
any  time  in  the  last  three  years.  That  meat 
is  not  necessarily  held  in  packers'  storage;  it 
is  in  public  storages  of  one  land  or  another 
all  over  the  countty.  So,  meat  is  available. 

We  are  concerned,  there  is  no  question 
about  it.  Beef  cattle  can  be  held  a  certain 
amount  of  time,  but  hogs  can't  to  the  same 
degree.  That  could  have  a  major  impact  on 
hog  slaughterings  vdthin  the  next  couple  of 
weeks,  I  am  not  sure  as  to  what  the  outcome 
of  the  vote  was  that  was  held  over  the  week- 
end; I  haven't  heard. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  a  rejection. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  was  a  rejection— I 
hadn't  heard  that.  What  will  happen,  we 
don't  know.  But  it  is  of  major  concern  to  all 
of  us. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Wouldn't 
one  of  the  aspects  vdth  which  the  Food 
Council  might  assist  the  minister  in  this  con- 
nection, be  in  deciding  what  the  minister  is 
going  to  do  if,  in  fact,  the  supply  of  meat  is 
cut  off  and  we  have  all  of  this  meat  in  stor- 
age and  its  price  is  artificially  elevated  by  the 
circumstances  associated  -with  this  lockout? 
Wouldn't  the  minister  think  that  government 
policy  had  better  be  prepared  in  advance  with 
the  Ministry  of  Labour,  particularly  in  this 
connection,  so  that  the  consumers  are  not 
going  to  pay  unnecessarily  high  prices  for 
meat  which  is  presently  in  storage  and  which 
will  have  its  value  artificially  inflated? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  This  is  always  a  possi- 
bility, Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  would  say  that  in 


past  times  when  there  have  been  strikes  in 
the  packing  industry,  we  have  managed  to 
survive  and  get  along.  I  assume  we  will  be 
able  to  do  the  same  this  time.  I  would  say 
that  much  of  the  meat  that  is  in  storage 
today  was  put  there  at  prices  that  were  far 
beyond  what  the  present  price  structure  indi- 
cates. As  to  what  the  price  wall  be  when  it 
comes  out,  if  it  reflects  the  cost  at  which  it 
went  in,  my  guess  is  that  it  will  be  higher 
than  it  is  today. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary:  Since  this  can 
be  read  as  a  calculated  attempt  on  the  part 
of  the  packers  to  maintain  abnormally  high 

f)rices  or  inflate  the  prices  during  a  aiflBcult 
abour  situation,  and  since  the  situation  may 
be  on  Ontario  one  week  from  now,  is  the 
minister  involved  with  his  colleagues,  the 
Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  MacBeth)  or  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Re- 
lations (Mr.  Clement)  to  do  something  to  view 
it  as  a  potential  emergency  rather  than  a 
simple  matter  that  we  allow  to  take  its 
course? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
haven't  had  any  particular  exchange  of  view^ 
within  our  own  ministry  on  this.  I  wasn't 
aware  of  the  outcome  or  the  vote  this  morn- 
ing, but  we  have  been  aware  of  what  hap- 
pened in  Alberta  and  we  were  concerned 
that  it  might  spread  across  Canada.  My  guess 
is  that  it  may  very  well  do  just  that.  What 
can  be  done  in  the  meantime,  I  don't  know. 
I  would  suppose  that  the  Province  of  Ontario 
is  particularly  fortunate  in  that  we  have  a 
sizable  number  of  smaller  packing  plants  that 
are  not  involved  with  the  three  that  the 
strike  problem  may  affect. 


BREACH  OF  TRUST  BY  HIGHWAYS 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  if  he  has  read  the  comments  by 
county  court  judge  Kenneth  Fogarty  delivered 
at  the  time  that  he  sentenced  two  provincial 
government  highways  employees  to  reforma- 
tory terms  for  breach  of  trust— actually  the 
acceptance  of  a  bribe.  Has  the  minister  read 
the  comments  of  the  judge  who  specifically 
said,  "The  men  did  not  take  the  initiative.  It 
was  Dibblee  Construction."  Therefore,  is  the 
minister  still  approving  any  contracts  with 
Dibblee  Construction  or  has  he  suggested  to 
the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Welch)  that  further 
court  action  should  be  taken? 
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Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had 
not  read  the  comments  concerning  that.  I  am 
quite  familiar  with  the  situation  that  took 
place,  I  believe  in  the  Ottawa  area,  that  re- 
sulted in  the  conviction.  There  has  been  some 
discussion  about  the  comment,  although  I  did 
not  read  it.  It  has  been  brought  to  my  atten- 
tion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Since  the 
judge  criticized  the  reprehensible  conduct  of 
Dibblee  which,  he  said,  "invites  the  men  to 
break  the  law,  paid  them  for  it  and  then 
turned  them  over  to  their  superiors,"  has  the 
minister  taken  action  to  see  that  contracts 
that  we  have  with  Dibblee  are  cancelled  and 
that  we  do  not  accept  their  tenders  on  further 
provincial  work? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  I  have 
not  taken  that  action  at  this  time.  As  I  men- 
tioned to  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition, 
I  have  not  read  those  specific  comments;  they 
have  been  mentioned  to  me  and  we  are  dis- 
cussing that  whole  situation  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Under  the  circumstances, 
would  the  minister  not  agree  that  we  should 
be  contemplating  further  action  as  far  as  the 
courts  are  concerned,  but  that  surely  we 
should  not  be  doing  business  with  this  com- 
pany with  the  facts  that  have  been  put  before 
the  courts  and  drawn  to  public  attention  by 
the  judge  himself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly 
would  join  with  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  all  others  who  find  this  sort  of  conduct 
on  the  part  of  anyone  reprehensible— to  entice 
employees  of  this  government  or  any  other 
agency  of  this  government  to  indulge  in  il- 
legal activities.  If  the  circumstances  that  have 
been  related  are  accurate  and  factual,  then  I 
will  take  the  necessary  action. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  In  his  report,  would 
the  minister  advise  us  of  what  other  out- 
standing contracts  which  are  presentiy  in 
operation  have  been  awarded  to  that  com- 
pany? And  would  the  minister  also  review 
those  to  make  sure  that  they  are  all  in  order? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  most 
certainly  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


LOCKOUT  AT  MEAT  PACKING  PLANTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  first  of  the  Minister  of  Labour.  Has 
his  ministry  been  directly  involved  with  the 
packing  companies  and  the  unions  concerned, 
in  advance  of  the  possible  breakdown  of  rela- 
tions amongst  them— between  them,  in  spe- 
cific instances— in  order  to  avoid  the  kind  of 
consumer  vulnerability  which  will  occur  if 
the  packing  plants  close  in  Ontario  as  well 
as  in  Alberta? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  ministry  has  not  been  di- 
rectly involved  in  the  sense  that  it's  our  min- 
istry because,  as  you  know,  the  present  nego- 
tiations have  been  going  on  in  Alberta.  We 
have,  however,  been  very  much  concerned 
about  it  and  Mr.  Dickie,  whom  you  know, 
has  spent  about  a  week  in  Edmonton  as  the 
chief  arbitrator  for  the  group.  He  is  the  one 
who  has  been  trying  to  put  them  together. 
He  formulated  the  package  or  had  a  great 
deal  to  do  with  the  package  which  is  now 
being  voted  on.  So  that  we  are- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  has  been  voted  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  It  has  been  voted  on? 
Well,  I  gather  from  what  the  member  is  say- 
ing now,  today,  that  it  was  rejected.  The  last 
I  heard  we  still  had  hopes  that  the  eastern 
vote  would  carry  it,  but  if  it  has  now  been 
rejected  that's  it.  Mr.  Dickie  will  be  dis- 
appointed; we  are  disappointed  and  we  are 
concerned. 


TORONTO  ISLAND  AIRPORT 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communi- 
cations: Is  it  perhaps  now  the  time  to  inter- 
vene directly  and  personally  in  the  matters 
relating  to  the  Toronto  Island  technical  com- 
mittee that  is  meeting,  in  order  to  correct 
what  occurred  at  the  end  of  last  week  where 
the  executive  director  of  the  planning  divi- 
sion of  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  was  forced  to  cast  the  de- 
ciding vote  to  exclude  the  public  from  observ- 
ing a  meeting  involved  in  the  planning  and 
preparation  for  airports  on  Toronto  Island? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  quite 
familiar  with  what  took  place  at  that  particu- 
lar meeting.  The  group  of  persons  represent- 
ing—the ForWard  9  citizens'  group  came  to 
that  particular  meeting,  quite  a  large  number 
of  them  I  understand,  demanding  to  be  pres- 
ent at  the  meeting.  The  meeting  of  represen- 
tatives  there  held  a  vote  within  themselves 
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in  the  committee.  It  was  a  tie,  and  as  is 
usually  the  case,  the  vote  to  break  the  tie 
falls  with  the  chairman  who,  in  this  case, 
happens  to  be  the  executive  director  of  plan- 
ning for  the  ministry. 

At  that  time,  representatives  of  the  group 
were  invited  to  come  in  and  discuss  their 
particular  thinking  with  the  committee.  It 
was  after  that  the  vote  was  taken.  They  were 
invited  to  present  a  brief.  I  have  since  spoken 
to  the  spokesman  for  the  group  by  telephone 
and  I  told  him  I  would  attempt  to  see  if  we 
could  have  the  meetings  open  to  the  public. 
I  intend  to  be  back  in  contact  with  that 
gentleman  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  I  hope  the 
minister  recognizes  that  it  was  not  just  For- 
ward 9,  but  it  was  CORRA,  the  Toronto 
Island  Residents'  Association,  Grange  Park, 
the  Annex  Association,  several  citizens' 
groups,  who  attempted  simply  to  observe 
and  who  for  strange  reasons— well,  for  rea- 
sons whatever  they  may  be— were  excluded. 
Could  not  the  minister,  given  the  ministry's 
influence  here,  simply  insist,  particularly  in 
the  light  of  the  publicity,  that  all  matters 
relating  to  airport  planning  now  on  Toronto 
Island,  be  a  matter  of  public  knowledge  and 
not  a  conspiracy  behind  doors? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
not  iaware  of  the  fact  there  were  other  groups 
involved  because  I  received  a  copy  of  a 
letter  that  had  been  addressed  to  the  com- 
mittee- 
Mr.  Lewis:  By  one  group. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —which  was  signed  by 
the  one  group.  I  was  not  aware  of  the  other 
groups  being  present.  I  spoke  to  one  gentle- 
man, who  I  understand  was  involved  with 
the  ForWard  9  group.  That's  the  one  gentle- 
man to  whom  I  spoke. 

I  think  at  this  stage  we  might  just  as  well 
allow  this  committee  to  complete  what  it  is 
doing,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  will  be  completed  in 
only  a  very  short  time.  The  information  that 
is  being  gathered  by  the  committee  is  not 
going  to  be  secret,  it  will  be  made  entirely 
public.  I  have  given  public  assurance  on 
that,  here  in  this  House,  to  the  press  and  I 
repeat  it  again  regarding  all  of  the  material 
that  is  gathered  by  that  committee. 

They  will  be  making  no  recommendations. 
They  will  simply  be  putting  forth  that  which 
they  have  found  in  their  technical  discus- 
sions. All  of  that  material  will  be  made 
available  to  any  interested  group  or  any 
individual;  and  I  have  made  the  commitment 
that  I  will  table  it  all  here  in  the  Legislature 


if  the  members  so  wish;  and  that  will  be 
done.  There  is  no  intention  to  hide  anything 
that  has  gone  on  in  that  committee;  cer- 
tainly it  is  not  my  intention  at  all  and  I 
will  do  everything  in  my  power  to  see 
everything  is  made  public. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Then  make  the  meetings 
public. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  have  spoken  to  the 
members  of  the  committee  and  insisted  that 
all  of  that   material  be  made   available. 

I  think  in  fairness  to  the  committee,  at 
this  stage  it  is  just  about  at  the  end  of  its 
work  and  I  believe  if  we  now  open  it  up  to 
the  public— perhaps  if  this  had  been  done 
originally  it  may  have  been  a  lot  easier, 
I'm  not  denying  that— but  I  say  at  this  stage 
it  may  just  prolong  the  whole  agonizing 
exercise  a  little  longer.  I  would  like  to  have 
them  complete  their  meetings  and  I  will 
make  all  of  the  information  available  to  any- 
one who  wants  it. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  Attor- 
ney General  has  said  he  will  undertake  an 
investigation  of  the  falsification  of  the  ma- 
terial coming  out  of  that  committee,  wouldn't 
it  appear  now  that  the  minister  should 
withdraw  from  that  committee  members  of 
his  ministry  who  are  sitting  on  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
at  all  convinced  there  was  falsification  of 
material.  There  have  been  all  sorts  of  charges 
and  countercharges,  and  statements  have 
been  made.  I  honestly  believe  some  of  them 
have  been  made  for  their  own  particular 
political  purposes.  I  don't  accept  the  fact 
there's  been  falsification  of  material.  I  agree 
with  the  hon.  member  and  others  present  that 
there  was  some  condensation  of  the  minutes 
of  the  meeting. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Seriously  condensed. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  They  were  seriouslv'  con- 
densed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  This  was  done.  It  was 
said  quite  openly  that  they  had  been  con- 
densed; but  the  complete  minutes  are  avail- 
able. I  don't  attend  the  meetings,  I'm  not 
a  member  of  the  committee;  and  as  I  say, 
if  the  Attorney  General  wishes  to  investigate 
falsification  on  this,  then  certainly  it  is 
within  his  right  to  do  so. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  more 
supplementary  if  I  may:  Can  the  minister 
explain  why  the  minutes  of  the  last  two 
meetings  have  not  been  circulated  at  all? 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Neither  condensed  nor 
in  full. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  don't  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  why  they  haven't  been.  Frankly, 
I'm  a  little  disturbed,  because  it  was  my 
understanding  they  would  be  distributed  in 
their  entirety. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  senior  officials  of  this 
ministrv'  are  not  playing  ball. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  If  that  is  the  case,  it 
has  just  been  brought  to  my  attention  at 
this  time.  I  will  certainly  look  into  it  and 
see  that  they  are  distributed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


LEMOINE  POINT 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources,  if  I  may:  Where  do  we 
stand  on  the  Lemoine  Point  matter?  Since 
the  appraisals  seem  to  take  forever,  has 
there  been  a  specific  offer  made  for  this 
desirable    property    in    eastern    Ontario? 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not  checked 
on  this  particular  matter  within  the  last 
week;  but  when  I  last  did,  I  found  there 
were  two  appraisals  in  and  we  are  still 
waiting  for  the  third  appraisal.  We  have 
one  from  Government  Services,  one  from  a 
private  appraiser  and  another  one  is  coming 
in  ver>-  shortly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Where  is  that  one  coming 
from?  What's  left? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  From  a  private  ap- 
praiser. 


MANITOULIN  LAND  ACQUISITION 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  see.  Can  the  minister  tell 
me  then,  by  way  of  a  new  related  question, 
where  do  we  stand  on  the  acquisition  of  the 
6,000  acres  on  Manitoulin  Island  as  a  poten- 
tion  provincial  park,  as  well  as  Lemoine 
Point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
point  out-I  think  it's  80,000  acres  to  be 
exact  on  Manitoulin  Island. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sorry,  80,000;  you're  right.  I 
was  thinking  of  something  else. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  We  have  not  defined  the 
purpose  for  that  particular  purchase  at  this 
point  in  time,  but  we  are  in'  the  process  of 
doing  so.  We  have  contacted  the  Ontario 
Paper  Co.  with  regard  to  purchasing  that 
particular  property.  If  we  can  reach  a  negoti- 
able price  then  we'll  take  the  next  steps. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


ALGONQUIN  FOREST  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Lewis:  One  last  question  of  the  same 
minister:  The  ministry  has  been  contacting,  as 
I  understand  it  has  it  not,  a  niunber  of  groups 
and  individlials  about  serving  on  the  Algon- 
quin Forest  Authority  board?  Will  that  board 
and  its  composition  be  announced  in  advance 
of  the  adjournment  of  this  session  even  though 
the  legislation  is  not  through? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  I  can  give  the  hon.  member  that  par- 
ticular assurance  at  this  point  in  time.  As  he 
correctly  points  out  we  are  contacting  a 
number  of  different  groups  as  we  want  a  very 
widb  range  of  input  from  a  ntunber  of  diversi- 
fied groups.  We  are  getting  some  favourable 
reaction  from  some  and  not  so  favourable 
from  others.  To  make  a  firm  commitment 
that  I  would  have  that  information  prior  to 
the  rising  of  the  House,  which  we  expect 
will  be  in  a  matter  of  the  next  two  weeks,  I 
am  not  sure  that  I  can-  give  that  assurance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


TWO-MAN  POLICE  CARS 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Solicitor 
General.  Perhaps  I  could  just  compliment 
the  government  on  making  the  diecision  that 
we  have  been  urging  for  so  long,  even  though 
it  was  so  hard  to  make,  in  relation  to  the 
Landmark  matter. 

My  question  today  doesn't  deal  with  that, 
it  deals  with  the  province's  attitude,  if  it  has 
any,  to  the  appeal  taken  by  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Police  Commission  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ontario  in  relation  to  a  decision 
made  by  the  arbitrator  about  two-man  cars. 
Knowing  full  well  that  a  similar  decision 
ma!de  in  Dryden  was  ruled'  to  be  a  properly 
arbitrable  matter  by  Mr,  Justice  John  O'Dris- 
coll,  does  the  province  have  any  attitude 
about  this?  Are  they  going  to  intervene?  Or 
are  they  going  to  make  it  clear  to  police 
commissions,    when    one    takes    away    from 
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policemen  the  right  to  strike,  arbitration 
should!  be  final  ana  binding  and'  not  dragged 
through  the  courts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  question 
of  two-man  cruisers  is  a  major  one.  This  is 
probably  the  first  time  that  particular  item 
was  the  subject  of  arbitration  that  I  am 
aware  of. 

Mr.  Singer:  Dryden? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Outside  of  the  situation  in 
Dryden. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  was  the  first  one,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  But  it  is  the  first  time  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  first  one  other  than  the 
first  one,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  is  the  first  time  the 
MetropoKtan  Toronto  police  have  been  in- 
volved. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  the  first  time  by  this  one; 
and  probably  the  first  time  that  this  judge 
has  ever  heard  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Dealing  with  that  issue,  I 
don't  think  that  I  or  the  government  should 
intervene,  when  the  matter  has  been  appealed 
to  the  Supreme  Court. 

I  think  the  municipality  has  that  right  to 
do  that.  That  is  a  procedure  under  arbitra- 
tion. I  think  the  decision  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  in  spite  of  the  Dryden  decision,  will 
probably  be  very  important  in  relation  to  that 
item  in  future  police  negotiations. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  does 
the  Solicitor  General  not  have  any  opinions 
about  the  legal  testing  of  arbitrable  matters? 
Has  he  no  opinion  wnich  he  is  prepared  to 
convey  to  police  commissions,  or  d^o  we  set 
arbitration  matters  and  then  say,  "If  you  are 
not  satisfied,  okay,  police  commissions,  go  to 
the  courts"? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
would  be  improper  for  me  to  comment  on 
something  that  is  the  subject  of  an  appeal  to 
the- 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  the  way  the  Solicitor 
General  started'  off  in  Landmark  too,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —Supreme  Court  of  Canada. 

Mr.  Singer:  Supreme  Court  of  Canada? 
One  can't  start  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Supreme  Court  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 


Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Until  that  decision  is  hand- 
ed down,  I  don't  think  we  should  comment 
on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 


RENEWAL  OF  LEASES  FOR 
FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN 

Mr.  F.  Young:  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  absence  of  the  Attorney  General,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  House  leader  a  ques- 
tion, in  view  of  the  urgency  of  the  situation. 

Will  the  House  leader  undertake  that  the 
government  or  the  appropriate  ministry  in- 
vestigate the  situation  at  2125  Gulliver  Rd. 
in  North  York— where  Dantrue  Investments 
has  refused  to  renew  the  leases  of  families 
with  children— with  a  view  to  seeing  to  it 
that  these  children  are  allowed  to  remain  in 
that  apartment  complex? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
don't  know  the  situation  myself  but  I  will 
certainly  take  the  question  as  notice  and 
endeavour  to  secure  an  answer  very  quickly 
for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener was  up  previously. 


DESTRUCTION  OF  RECORDS 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resourc- 
es. Is  it  correct  that  a  number  of  administra- 
tive files  and  records  were  destroyed  by  the 
administrators  of  the  Ste.  Marie-among-the- 
Hurons  project  on  orders  from  the  ministry 
shortly  after  irregularities  were  discovered  in 
the  Old  Fort  William  project?  If  so,  what 
was  the  content  of  the  files,  who  gave  the 
orders,  and  why  was  it  done? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  that  this  ever  occurred  within  the  min- 
istry but  I  will  certainly  check  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


HOLIDAY  MAGIC 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  ( Ottawa  Centre ) :  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations.  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  about  Holiday  Magic's 
operations  in  Ottawa.  Is  the  minister  aware 
that  Holiday  Magic  is  seeking  distributors  in 
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Ottawa  under  another  name  than  the  com- 
pany's registered  tide  under  the  Pyramidic 
Sales  Act?  Is  he  also  aware  that  its  major 
activity  appears  to  be  the  enlisting  of  people 
in  courses  for  organizers  at  $250  per  head 
when  this  is  not  covered  in  the  prospectus? 
And  is  he  aware  that  organizers  are  told  that 
they  can  operate  without  having  to  sell  from 
door  to  door  when  there  is  no  commission 
involved  in  Holiday  Magic's  arrangements  for 
organizers  who  do  not  sell  directly  to  the 
public? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  aware  of  some  of  the  practices  touched  on 
by  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre.  It  would 
appear  that  the  $250  fee,  which  the  sub- 
sidiary or  relation  of  the  Holiday  Magic  Co. 
is  operating  right  now,  is  not  a  contravention 
of  our  pyramidic  sales  legislation.  There  has 
been  a  question  generated  in  our  minds  as  to 
whether  it  in  fact  contravenes  educational 
legislation  in  the  terms  of  private  schools 
and  we  are  looking  into  that  at  the  present 
time. 

We  can't  find  any  obligation  on  the  en- 
trant into  that  course  to  embark  upon  the 
distributorship  programme  of  Holiday  Magic. 
There  doesn't  seem  to  be  any  obligation  on 
the  individual.  I  must  say  I  cannot  find  any- 
body who  has  embarked  on  that  course  who 
in  fact  has  not  followed  it  up  by  joining  the 
scheme.  But  at  the  present  time  I  am  ad- 
vised by  my  law  officers  that  it  is  not  a 
breach  of  the  pyramidic  sales  legislation,  al- 
though there  might  well  be  certain  other 
ministries  touched  on  by  this  particular  prac- 
tice. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  a  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  look  into  the  fact  that  people 
who  are  enlisted  in  this  course  as  organizers 
are  not  given  a  look  at  the  prospectus?  Pre- 
sumably they  only  get  that  after  they've  been 
thoroughly  hooked  into  the  distributorship 
programme. 

Would  the  minister  also  comment  on  the 
fact  that  only  55  of  Holiday  Magic's  distribu- 
tors across  the  province— about  14  per  cent  of 
the  total  number-^and  five  per  cent  of  all 
those  they  have  enlisted  since  1966,  have  in 
fact  taken  out  more  in  goods  than  the  amount 
they  originally  invested  in  the  company? 
Clearly  it  is  a  company  established  to  sell 
training  and  not  to  sell  goods.  Would  the 
minister  comment  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Well,  I  must  disagree 
with  the  conclusion  drawn  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  that  it  is  in  fact  a 
company  set  up  to  sell  training.  Our  experi- 


ence with  a  number  of  people  who  brought 
it  to  our  attention,  has  been  that  in  fact  they 
have  been  recruited  to  sell  goods;  and  some 
of  them  have  indicated  that  they  have  vast 
supplies  of  these  unsold  goods  in  their 
possession  at  present. 

Insofar  as  the  handing  out  of  the  prospec- 
tus is  concerned,  I  am  advised  that  if  one 
enrols  to  take  this  training  course,  there  is 
no  necessity  on  Holiday  Magic  to  provide  a 
prospectus  because  the  prospectus  relates  to 
the  sales  programme  that  falls  within  the 
objects  of  the  company  for  which  it  was 
originally  incorporated.  If  there  were  a  con- 
necting hnk,  where  one  was  conditional  on 
the  other,  then  my  answer  might  be  some- 
what diflPerent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  consider  legislation  to  ensure  that 
any  person  taking  training  or  acting  in  other 
ways  than  as  a  customer  with  the  company 
be  entitled  to  have  the  prospectus,  and  in 
effect  the  company  be  obliged  to  give  that 
individual  a  prospectus? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Well,  I  don't  want  to 
say  I  won't  consider  it.  When  some  of  the 
questions,  which  have  already  been  referred 
by  me  to  another  ministry,  are  answered,  the 
answer  might  be  self-evident  as  a  result  of 
that  inquiry.  It  may  not  be  necessary  for  us 
to  do  it;  there  may  well  be  certain  other 
statutes  that  are  being  infringed  upon  by 
this  practice. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of 
supplementary  question,  do  I  taJce  it  from  the 
minister's  last  reply  that  a  request  has  been 
made  to  the  Ministry  of  Education  to  find 
out  whether  or  not  this  particular  subsidiary 
company  is  in  fact  registered  or  licensed 
under  the  Trade  Schools  Regulation  Act 
and  whether  it  is  in  compliance  with  the 
regulations  under  that  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
directed  an  inquiry  to  a  colleague  in  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  where  I  understand  cer- 
tain charges  are  pending  against  two  princi- 
pals of  Holiday  Magic  under  their  Education 
Act  for  the  matters  alleged  in  the  quasi- 
criminal  charges  which  are  now  pending.  I 
am  waiting  to  get  that  information  so  that 
I  can  then  sit  oown  with  my  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells),  and  as- 
certain if  any  trade  school  legislation  or  any 
private  school  legislation  is  being  breached 
by  the  particular  practice  described  by  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary   question:    Would   he   not  in- 
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quire  of  the  Minister  of  Education  whether 
or  not  that  Trade  Schools  Regulation  Act  is 
being  complied  with  by  the  subsidiary  com- 
panv  without  waiting  for  a  reply  from  his 
colleague  in  Quebec? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes.  I  want  to  make  it 
clear  I  will  not  sit  down  with  either  the 
Minister  of  Education  or  the  Minister  of 
Colleges  and  Universities  until  I  get  this 
information  which  I  expect  to  have  any 
moment.  I  believe— and  Im  now  advised— it 
should  be  within  the  purview  of  the  Ministry 
of  Colleges  and  Universities  if  it  deals  with 
trade  school  legislation  which  we  are  dis- 
cussing here  today. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  call  on  the  hon. 
member  for  York-Forest  Hill,  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  has 
the  answer  to  a  question  asked  previously. 


EXTENSION  OF  QEW 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
replv  to  a  question  asked  by  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  concerning  the  number  of 
acres  of  land  to  be  acquired  to  fulfil  the  part 
of  the  programme  which  will  be  completed  in 
the  next  year  or  two  on  the  Queen  Elizabeth 
Wav.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  hon.  member  would 
agree  since  there  are  a  number  of  details  and 
figures  and  in  order  to  save  the  time  of  the 
House,  may  I  send  him  a  copy  and  table  a 
copy?  Would  that  be  satisfactory? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  would  be  fine. 


DIAL-A-BUS 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  same  circumstances  apply  to  a  question 
asked  by  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview 
concerning  the  costs  of  the  dial-a-bus  experi- 
ment: it  is  quite  lengthy  and  contains  quite 
detailed  figures.  If  I  might  send  him  a  copy 
and  table  one,  would  that  be  adequate? 

Mr.  Singer:  Thank  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Send 
me  a  copy,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Fine. 

Mr.  Singer:  I'll  ask  the  questions  tomor- 
row. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 


LEGISLATION  ON  HITCH-HIKING 

Mr.  Givens:  While  the  minister  is  on  his 
feet,  may  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  whether  he  in- 
tends to  implement  the  request  of  the  council 
of  the  borough  of  North  York  by  legislation 
to  ban  hitch-hiking  and  hitch-hikers  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not 
received  any  specific  request.  The  only  in- 
formation I  have  is  that  which  has  appeared 
in  the  press.  When  the  specific  request  is 
made  from  the  borough  we  will  look  at  it 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  Givens:  A  supplementary:  May  I  ask 
the  minister  whether,  in  his  opinion,  there  is 
a  direct  correlation  between  hitch-hiking  and 
crimes  of  indecent  assault  and  other  related 
crimes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  possi- 
bility is  certainly  there.  I  don't  think  we  can 
deny  that.  But  I'm  not  an  expert  on  what 
happens  between  hitch-hikers  and  those  who 
pick  them  up.  I  don't  bother  picking  up 
hitch-hikers  myself  so  I'll  have  to  rely  on  his 
knowledge  of  the  subject. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister  consider  asking 
his  colleague  in  the  Ministry  of  Education 
to  step  up  the  educational  programmes  con- 
cerned with  the  dangers  of  hitch-hiking  rather 
than  making  himdreds  of  thousands  of  young 
people  in  the  province  into  potential  crim- 
inals because  they  happen  to  hitch-thike  either 
regularly  or  from  time  to  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  let's  make 
it  very  clear  that  it  is  not  the  intention  of 
this  minister  at  this  time  to  make  criminals 
of  many  hundreds  of  thousands  of  youngsters 
in  this  province  as  was  implied  by  the  ques- 
tion. If  an  education  programme  can  be  of 
any  assistance  in  this  problem  then  of  course 
I  think  there  is  a  responsibility  to  carry  out 
such  a  programme. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  point  out,  though,  that 
there  has  been  a  considerable  amount  of 
publicity  over  the  past  number  of  years— 
certainly  since  1967— as  to  the  hazards  of 
hitch-hiking  on  our  highways.  Certainly  the 
press  reports  have  indicated,  both  in  town 
and  out  of  town,  that  it  is  not  wise  for 
young  people  to  go  hitch-hiking  nor  is  it 
wise  for  people  to  pick  up  hitch-hikers. 

I  don't  know  how  much  more  education 
one  can  carry  out  in  this  area.  If  it's  going 
to  help  to  prevent  hitch-hiking  I  suppose 
we    could    carry    out   such   a   programme.    I 
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really   question   the  value   of  it,   considering 
the  publicity  it's  had  over  the  years. 

Mr.     Speaker:     The     hon.     member     for 
Sandwich-Riverside  is  next. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  two  ministers  have  disappeared. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 


DELIVERY  OF  GRANT  CHEQUES 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services.  Does  the  Min- 
ister of  Community  and  Social  Services  think 
it  wise— or  why  does  he  think  it  necessary 
—for  Conservative  members  to  be  handing 
out  grant  cheques  which  are  going  to  various 
organizations?  Specifically,  why  does  he  find 
it  necessary  to  be  delivering  cheques  him- 
self in  the  riding  of  Cochrane  South?  Why 
does  he  think  it  necessary  for  the  member 
for  Algoma-Manitoulin  (Mr.  Lane)  to  be 
delivering  cheques  in  Nickel  Belt?  Why  does 
he  think  it  necessary  for  the  member  for 
Fort  William  (Mr.  Jessiman)  to  be  delivering 
cheques  in  Port  Arthur? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Why  is  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources   delivering  cheques  in  my  riding? 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  Take 
the  halo  off. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  good  question.  This 
squalid  little  practice  is  the  ministry's  largely 
alone.  It  is  the  Ministry  of  Community  and 
Social  Services  that  maintains  this  squalid 
practice.  The  minister  smiles  about  it  but 
he  persists  in  doing  it.  No  wonder  he  stays 
in  the  cabinet. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
should  wait  for  the  answer. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Community 
and  Social  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  they  pose 
a  question  and  they  ask  for  an  answer  but 
it  appears  they  don't  want  an  answer.  They 
should  make  up  their  minds. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  stand  to  be  corrected,  but 
to  my  knowledge  I  have  never  given  a  cheque 
in  the  riding  of  Cochrane  South— and  the  hon. 


member    for    Cochrane    South    (Mr.    Ferrier) 
agrees  with  this. 

Now  our  procedure,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I 
think  it's  very  well  known  to  all  the  members 
of  the  House,  is  we  write  to  the  clerks  of  the 
municipalities  or  the  counties,  whate\er  the 
case  may  be,  and  indicate  that  a  grant  has 
been  approved"— normally  it  isi  under  the  Com- 
munity Centres  Act— and  then  we  send  a 
copy  to  the  member  of  that  riding.  Regard- 
less of  where  he  sits  in  the  House,  he  gets  a 
copy  of  that  letter. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland)  South):  Be  care- 
ful. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkervdlle): 
After  it's  o\'er. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  If  the  member  writes 
and  asks— I'll  give  members  an  example,  an<J 
I  won't  name  the  member  but  this  is  a  mem- 
ber of  the  opposition- 
Mr,  Haggerty:  Yes,  give  us  an  example. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  He  wrote  to  me  last 
summer  and^  he  said:  "I  wonder  if  you  would 
have  any  objection,  when  you  have  certain 
grants  to  give  to  organizations  or  groups  in 
my  riding,  if  I  was  to  make  the  presentation 
as  the  provincial)  representative  for  the  riding. 
I  would  appreciate  your  comments." 

Some  hon.  members:  Oh,  oh. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  it  should  be,  so  it  should 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  This  is  a  member— 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  member  for  High  Park 
(Mr.  Shulman);  he  raised  all  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  member  wrote  to 
me  on  Aug.  9;  and  I  replied  to  him  on  Aug. 
17  and  I  said:  "I  wish  to  assure  you  that  I 
have  instructed  my  oflficials  to  ensure  that 
you  are  given  the  opportunity  to  present 
cheques  to  organizations  in  your  riding.  As 
you  will  note,  you  are  advised  that  cheques 
will  be  issued,  and  if  you  will  contact  my 
office  or  the  ministry  we  will  be  pleased  to 
forward  the  cheque  to  you  for  presentation." 
I'd  like  to  add,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Why  should  the  minister  be 
holding  cheques  for  anyone? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  En- 
ergy): Members  are  so  busy  playing  politics 
over  there  they  don't  read  their  mail. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  would  add,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  on  this  side  of  the  House,  and 
over  there,  we  have  very  concemed'  members; 
they  are  close  to  their  constituents  and  they 
can  in  fact  present  the  cheques. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh  nonsense. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Did  every  Tory  member 
send  in  a  letter? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  mean  that 
every  one  of  them  sent  him  a  letter? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  get  letters  from  this  ministry 
ever\'  day. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Why  is  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I 
have  a  list  of  at  least  100  grants  that  have 
been  issued  by  this  ministry  and  there  is  not 
one  opposition  member's  name;  and  there  are 
literally  dozens  of  Conservative  members' 
names  opposite  those  grant  cheques? 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  It's  just 
because  they're  not  interested.  They  are  not 
interested  in  serving  the  public. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  can  save 
the  postage;  send  him  the  payment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Has  the  hon.  member 
ever  asked?  If  the  hon.  member  asks,  well  be 
pleased  to  co-operate. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Why  should  I  ask? 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  come  on! 

Mr.  Renwidc:  The  minister's  members 
didn't  ask,  and  he  knows  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  want  the  minister  hand- 
ing out  his  cheques,  it  is  ofiFensive  anyway. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Don't  hand  out  that  mon^ 
in  my  riding  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  member  hasn't  been 
getting  any. 

Mr.  L.  A.  Braithwaite  (Etobicoke):  Supple- 
mentar\. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Ordfer,  order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Braithwaite:  Supplementary. 


Mr.  Renwick:  It's  all  been  laundered. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  all  been  laundered'  by  the 
minister's  oflBcials. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Etobi- 
coke. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask 
the  hon.  minister  why,  when  this  matter  was 
being  discussed  during  his  estimates— and  I 
raised  the  very  same  thing— he  smiled  and 
implied  that  we,  as  members,  should  know  all 
about  it. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  If  the  mem- 
ber came  around  once  in  a  while  he  would 
know. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  And  subsequently,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  took  the  trouble  to  write  to  the 
hon.  minister  and  asked— 

Mr.  Havrot:  Did  the  hon.  member  have  a 
good  holiday  for  the  last  six  months?  He  is 
never  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  -that  when  any  grants  in 
Etobicoke  were  being  made  that  either  the 
Minister  of  Labour  or  myself  or  the  member 
for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor)  be  told  about  it- 
would  he  let  us  know  when  he  is  going  to 
send  the  money. 

What  happened,  Mr.  Speaker— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  is  so 
engaged  in  hokey  pokey  like  that— 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  What  happened,  Mr. 
Speaker,  was  he  sent  the  reply  after  a  picture 
appeared  in  the  paper  showing  the  member 
for  Humber  (Mr.  Leluk)  and  the  mayor,  Mr. 
Flynn,  presenting  the  cheque.  He  replied  to 
my  letter  and  said:  "Oh,  the  hon.  member 
for  Hiunber— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  is 
making  a  speech  now. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  "—the  Conservative  mem- 
ber had  already  requested  that  he  make  the 
presentation". 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Why  doesn't  the  hon. 
member  sit  down  and  let  somebody  else  ask 
a  question? 

Mr.    Braithwaite:    Mr.    Speaker,   why  is   it 
that    in    Etobicoke    it   never   fails   that   with 
government- 
Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  The 
member  is  never  here. 
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Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  is  never  here  to 

get  it. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  —grants  like  this,  the 
cheque,  is  always  presented  by  Mayor  Flynn 
and  by  the  hon.  member  for  Humber.  Why, 
Mr.  Speaker? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
may  be  some  virtues  in  this  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  response? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Is  there  any  response 
to  that  series  of  supplementary  questions? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  urban 
ridings  like  Toronto  and  other  large  centres 
the  facility  may  encompass  several  ridings. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Then  the 
minister  has  the  local  Conservative  do  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  This  is 
going  to  be  great. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Therefore,  when  the 
member  writes  to  us  first  to  get  in  touch,  we 
respond. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre.  I  believe  he  said  he  had  a  supple- 
mentary. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  recognized  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  on  a  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Am  I  to  take  from  the  min- 
ister's reply  that  in  every  case  when  a  gov- 
ernment member  has  presented  a  cheque, 
there  has  been  a  written  request  from  the 
government  member  to  the  government  to 
have  that  cheque  given  out  through  the 
government  member? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  outlined 
the  procedure;  we  write  to  the  clerk  of  the 
^municipality  or  the  county  and  we  send  a 
copy  to  the  member  or  the  members  of  that 
riding,  whatever  the  case  may  be.  If  that 
member  writes  or  phones  we  co-operate  with 
him. 


Mr.  Braithwaite:  How  come  the  Conserva- 
tives always  make  the  presentation? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Answer  the  question. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George  with  a  supplementary. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Could  I  ask  if  that  is  the 
procedure    when   we   have   the   member   for 
St.    David     (Mrs.    Scrivener)     handing    out 
cheques  in  St.  George- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Shame. 
Some  hon.  members:  Shame, 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —because  it  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  city. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  nadir  of  the  plan. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  always 
like  to  think  I  am  a  very  religious  man  but  I 
do  get  my  saints  mixed  up  at  times. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  ( Lakeshore ) :  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  supplementary:  How  come  the  member 
for  Humber  is  the  official  possessor  and  de- 
liverer of  cheques  in  my  riding? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  no  saint. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  is  the  member  for  Hum- 
ber? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  all  he  is  good  for, 
a  messenger  boy. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  member 
for  Humber  just  lost  his  riding,  too. 

Mr.  N.  G.  Leluk  (Humber):  The  member 
doesn't  see  me  crying,  though. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville,  with  a  new  question. 
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FORD  MOTOR  CO. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  the  Environment:  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  the  Ford  Motor  Co.  in 
Windsor  still  pollutes  the  environment?  Is 
the  minister  satisfied  that  the  ministerial 
order  is  being  taken  care  of  and  is  being 
fulfilled? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I 
table  this  report,  the  member  will  be  able 
to  read  all  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth.  There  are  about  60  seconds  remaining. 


MINISTER'S  COMMENTS  TO 
POVERTY  GROUP 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  speak 
quickly.  A  question  of  the  Solicitor  General: 
Was  the  statement  by  the  Solicitor  General 
to  the  poverty  group  here  in  the  building 
last  Friday— that  it  may  well  be  necessary 
to  establish  some  method  of  rent  review— 
an    indication    of    government   policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  it  was 
strictly  a  personal  opinion. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 
Since  when  did  ministers  of  the  Crown  make 
representation  before  groups  of  people  ask- 
ing for  certain  matters  and  state  personal 
opinions  which  were  in  direct  conflict  with 
cabinet  positions? 


Hon.   Mr.  Kerr:   Mr. 

requests  of  the  group 
I  indicated  I  wouldn't 
particular  proposition 
as  we  have  in  many 
it  may  be  that  some 
board  would  be  set  up. 

Mr.  Deans:  When? 


Speaker,  one  of  the 
was  for  rent  control, 
be  in  support  of  that 
but  I  did  say  that, 
of  the  municipalities, 

type    of   rent   review 


Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  There  was  nothing  definite 
about  it.  I  just  said  it  may  be  and  that  this  is 
a  way  to  deal  with  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  called  straddling  the 
fence. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  That  is  deception. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Not  only  that,  I  men- 
tioned many  other  aspects,  really,  of  rent 
and  landlord  and  tenant  laws,  things  like 
that— leasing  and  provisions  in  leases.  It  was 
a  very  general  discussion  but  the  report  in 
the  Spectator  sort  of  homed  in  on  the  sug- 
gestion   of    a    rent    review    board.    I    don't 


think  a  rent  review  board  is  anything  new; 
we  have  had  them  in  municipalities  for  some 
time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  another  in  a  series  of 
attempts  to  con  tenants. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  is  just  mad  because  he  wasn't  here. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order.    The    time   for    oral 
questions  has  now  expired. 
Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like 
to  table  the  internal  report  on  lead  surveys 
in  Ontario,  1972-1973,  by  the  phytotoxicology 
section  of  the  air  resources  branch. 


DIAL-A-BUS;   EXTENSION  OF  QEW 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  On  Monday,  June  3, 
the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  in  an  oral 
question  inquired  of  me  for  some  informa- 
tion.   I've   made   available    a    copy   to    him. 

I'd  like  at  this  time  to  file  that  information 
with  the  Clerk  of  the  House  in  the  form 
of  a  report.  As  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  con- 
nection with  a  question  on  May  9  from  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition,  concerning 
the  land  to  be  acquired  for  the  Queen  Eliza- 
beth Way,  I'd  like  to  file  that  information 
with  the  Clerk  in  the  form  of  a  report. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  table  the  Kilboum  Engineering  re- 
port on  the  resource  recovery  centre. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 


SUCCESSION  DUTY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Succession 
Duty  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  section  1  of  the  bill  raises  from 
$100,000  to  $150,000  the  value  of  estates  at 
which  duty  first  becomes  chargeable.  No 
duty  will  be  chargeable  where  the  dutiable 
value  of  the  estate  does  not  exceed  $150,000. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  really  incredible,  you 
know,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  In  addition,  the  allow- 
ances   and    reductions    for    dependants    have 
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been  increased  by  50  per  cent.  These  changes 
flow  from  the  budget  statement  of  April  9, 
and  take  effect  as  of  April  10  last. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  the  government  is 
whittling  it  away. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Tell  that  to  the  people 
earning  $4,000  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Section  2  includes  in  the 
definition  of  farming  assets  eligible  for  for- 
givable duty  any  indebtedness  owed  to  the 
deceased  by  a  member  of  his  family  ordi- 
narily resident  in  Canada  as  the  result  of  a 
sale  by  the  deceased  before  his  death  of 
farm  land  or  of  farm  land  and  equipment. 
"Farming  assets"  is  also  amended  to  include 
interest  of  a  deceased  partner  in  a  farming 
partnership  where  the  partnership  interest 
passes  to  a  member  of  the  family  who  takes 
land  on  which  the  partnership  was  carrying 
on  farming. 

These  changes  necessitate  consequential 
amendments  to  subsequent  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 17(a)  of  the  Act.  The  changes  relating 
to  farming  assets  are  retrospective  to  April 
13,  1973,  when  the  provisions  relating  to 
forgivable  duty  were  added  to  the  Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  a  piece  of  class  legis- 
lation, nothing  else. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  the  orders  of  the  day, 
the  hon.  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  I  don't  think  my 
guests  are  here  yet,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Simcoe 
East. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  don't  think  my  guests  have  arrived 
yet  either. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Stokes:  I'd  like  to  bring  to  your  atten- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  are  33  students 
from  St,  Joseph's  public  school  in  Geraldton 
under  the  leadership  of  Mr.  Conrad  and  Mr. 
Beaulieu.  I  hope  you'll  welcome  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  28th  order.  House 
in  committee  of  supply. 


ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 
AGRICULTURE  AND  FOOD 

(concluded) 
On  vote  1704: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  estimates  of  the  Minis- 
try of  Agriculture  and  Food.  We  are  on  vote 
1704  and  we  are  dealing  with  farm  products 
inspection  under  item  3.  Any  further  com- 
ments on  that  particular  sub-item?  If  not, 
carried. 

Milk  industry,  regulatory. 

The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  We  had 
talked  about  some  things  under  this  particu- 
lar item,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  was  discussing 
with  the  minister  the  need  for  some  uni- 
formity with  respect  to  the  inspection  of 
dairies  throughout  the  province.  He  had  indi- 
cated to  me  that  he  was  concerned  about 
this  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  There  is  a 
lot  of  noise  in  the  chamber.  Could  we  have 
it  a  little  bit  more  quiet  please? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  had  been  talking  about  the 
need  for  uniformity  with  respect  to  the  in- 
spection of  dairies  in  the  province,  where 
medical  officers  of  health  in  some  places  were 
more  vigorous  than  in  others,  and  there 
seemed  to  be  a  lack  of  uniformity  through- 
out. I  was  interested  in  getting  the  minister's 
view  that  there  was  going  to  be  some  at- 
tempt made  to  set  a  uniform  pattern  through- 
out the  province  in  regard  to  these  inspec- 
tions, and  I  just  wanted  to  say  that  I  think 
the  ultimate  test  has  to  be  the  quality  of  the 
product  put  on  the  market.  If  the  quality  of 
the  product  meets  the  standards  which  are 
set  out  and  meets  with  consumer  satisfaction, 
then  I  think  a  lot  of  these  various  regula- 
tions are  nothing  more  than  a  nuisance. 

For  instance,  I  had  one  circumstance  where 
the  inspector  said,  "Look,  you'd  better  put 
the  washroom  over  on  the  other  side  of  this 
room",  and  it  had  just  been  about  two  years 
previously  when  another  inspector  said, 
"You'd  better  move  it  from  that  side  of  the 
room  over  to  this  side."  This  kind  of  thing  is 
very  frustrating  to  the  dairy  operators.  I  think 
what  the  inspectors  ask  and  seek  to  have 
done  doesn't  really  make  much  sense  in  some 
cases.  I  know  that  a  lot  of  the  dairies 
throughout  the  province  have  given  up. 
They've  just  said,  "We  don't  want  to  be 
bothered  putting  up  with  this  any  longer.  We 
are  putting  out  a  quality  product  and  every 
time  we  see  an  inspector  he  wants  something 
different.  No  two  inspectors  want  the  same 
thing  and  we  are  not  going  to  put  up  with  it 
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any  longer."   I've   talked  to  a  few  of  them 
wno  have  indicated  that  to  me. 

A  lot  of  our  dairy  operators  have  gone  out 
of  business  and  we  re  getting  more  and  more 
to  the  point  where  the  bottle  trade,  at  any 
rate,  is  falling  into  the  hands  of  a  very  few 
operators.  There  are  hardly  any  small  opera- 
tors left  in  the  province.  I  think  it  should  be 
of  some  concern  to  the  minister  that  these 
operators  should  be  given  as  much  help 
along  the  way  as  they  possibly  can. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments  on 
the  milk  industry  section? 

The  member  for  Prince  Edward-Lennox. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  ( Prince  Edward-Lennox ) : 
Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  Along  the  same  hnes  as 
my  friend  from  Huron-Bruce,  I  would  like  to 
carry  his  line  of  inquiry  just  a  little  further 
and  ask  of  the  minister  whether  the  standards 
that  are  applied  in  Ontario  are  commensurate 
with  the  standards  that  are  applied  in  other 
provinces.  I  think  we  also  have  to  look  at  our 
production  in  terms  of  the  production  stand- 
ards and  regulations  in  provinces  that  are 
competing  for  a  part  of  the  milk  quota  and 
the  marketing  and  production  of  milk  in 
Canada.  I  would  like  the  minister's  comments 
to  extend  that  far  as  well.  I  do  know  that 
there  have  been  problems  in  the  past,  insofar 
as  inspectors  are  concerned.  I  suppose  that 
is  like  any  other  type  of  inspection,  whether 
it  is  the  fanning  industry  or  whether  it  is  in 
nursing  homes,  or  whatever  it  happens  to  be. 
As  soon  as  regulations  are  issued,  of  course, 
the  application  of  those  regulations  involves 
a  good  deal  of  common  sense.  Sometimes  the 
inspector  will  perhaps  follow  too  closely  the 
word  of  the  regulation  and  not  the  spirit  and 
the  intent  of  the  regulation,  to  the  detriment 
and  frustration  of  the  farmer.  So,  I  would 
appreciate  the  minister's  comments  on  that 
as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food ) :  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reply  to 
the  member  for  Prince  Edward-Lennox,  I  am 
not  sure  whether  he  was  referring  to  the 
application  of  standards  at  the  farm  level— is 
that  it? 

Mr.  Taylor:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Farm  levels.  Those  who 
are  shipping  into  the  Province  of  Ontario— 
that  is  from  the  Hull  area  into  the  Ottawa 
market  area— farmers  in  Quebec  are  subject 
to  our  inspector's  overview  of  their  opera- 
tions. The  same  applies  to  the  Quebec  areas 


that  are  receiving  milk  from  eastern  Ontario 
into  the  Province  of  Quebec.  They  have  the 
right  to  come  in  and  inspect  premises,  the 
same  as  we  have  to  go  there  if  we  are  ship- 
ping into  Quebec.  There  is  a  degree  of  co- 
operation between  them  both. 

Mr.  Taylor:  I  was  wondering  about  that 
and  whether  the  criteria  are  the  same,  and  if 
so,  whether  the  applications  of  those  criteria 
is  made  in  the  same  sense  and  the  same  spirit. 
I  will  accept  that  answer,  Mr.  Minister,  be- 
cause what  you  have  said  is  that  basically 
there  is  that  same  mutuality  and  reciprocity 
between  the  provinces  in  terms  of  inspection 
and  application  of  regulations. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  this  item  carry  then? 
Carried. 

The  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  am  sure  the  members  of  the 
Legislature  would  like  to  join  with  me  in 
welcoming  the  grade  8  students  from  the 
G.  A.  D.  McCurdy  School  at  Huron  Park, 
under  the  supervision  of  Mr.  Seirtsema,  Mrs. 
Howe  and  Mrs.  Moore. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  sub-item  is  veter- 
inary services,  regulatory.  Any  comments  on 
this?  Comments? 

Mr.  Gaimt:  I  was  wondering,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, how  many  veterinarians  are  involved  in 
this  programme  of  meat  inspection? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  meat  inspection 
staff  is  seven  full-time  vets,  six  supervising 
meat  inspectors,  139  meat  inspectors,  two  per 
diem  meat  inspectors,  and  123  per  call  veter- 
inarians. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  that? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, dealing  with  this  question  of  meat  in- 
spection, I  have  been  trying  during  the  course 
of  these  estimates  to  extract  an  answer  from 
the  minister.  Could  he  tell  us  about  the  suc- 
cess or  failure  of  the  warble  fly  control  pro- 
gramme in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
I  informed  the  member  the  other  day,  sir, 
that  that  item  came  under  livestock  branch, 
which  is  long  since  passed. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize 
the  problem,  but  the  minister  sat  here  and 
allowed  that  vote  to  pass  without  commenting 
upon  it.  I  raised  it  at  the  point  where  the 
Warble  Fly  Control  Act  was  shown  in  the 
estimates,  and  he  refused  to  answer. 
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I  am  suggesting  that  meat  inspection  under 
the  veterinary  services  branch  is  a  most 
appropriate  section  to  deal  with  the  question 
of  the  Warble  Fly  Control  Act.  I  recognize, 
of  course,  that  technically  the  minister  is  cor- 
rect, because  no  funds  are  being  voted  this 
year,  so  far  as  I  can  see,  for  the  Warble  Fly 
Control  Act.  But  I  understand  that  there  has 
been  an  outbreak  of  it  in  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  I  took  care  of 
it  the  other  day,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  veter- 
inary services?  Carried. 

This  completes  vote  1704. 

On  vote  1705: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Agricultural  education  and 
research  programme.  Shall  we  consider  this 
item  by  item? 

Anything  on  administration?  The  member 
for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Do  you  want  to  consider  it 
item  by  item  or— 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  seems  to  go  together 
pretty  well.  Perhaps  we  could  lump  it  to- 
gether. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  The  vote  as  a  whole? 
Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  was  interested  in  reading  the 
annual  report  of  the  Agricultural)  Research 
Institute  of  Ontario  and  it  indicated  that, 
among  many  other  interesting  forms  of  re- 
search, they  were  doing  research  in  respect 
of  the  behaviour  of  consumers  in  buying  food 
prodlicts  and  the  behaviour  of  farmers  in  pur- 
chasing input. 

fin  the  one  case,  particularly  the  latter,  it 
mentioned  that  the  fanners  were  relatively 
unsophisticated  buyers,  which  I  was  rather 
surprised  at.  For  instance,  farmers  spend  over 
$1  billion  per  year  in  Ontario  on  purchasing 
inputs.  They  have  a  big  impact  on  the  market 
and  yet  the  studies  which  were  undertaken 
and  which  were  relatively^what  should!  I 
say?— they  were  just  nicely  getting  undbr  way, 
indicated  that  farmers  generally  were  rather 
unsophisticated  buyers. 

What  have  the  additional  studies  in  that 
particular  series  indicated?  What  about  be- 
haviour patterns  and  buying  patterns  of  con- 
sumers when  they  get  into  a  supermarket? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  must  confess  complete 
ignorance  of  the  report,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
don't  know  what  the  additional  studies  have 
revealed  or  indicated.  It  could  well  be  that 
the  report  is  a  cursory  examination  of  the  buy- 


ing habits  of  some  people,  but  I  don't  think 
that  it  is  any  reflection  of  the  type  of  buying 
habits  of  most  farmers  today. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  vote 
1705? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  was  wondering  if  you  have 
the  studies  which  are  indicated  in  this  book 
reported  to  you?  I  presume  you  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  tabled  the  report,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  I  am  not  familiar  with  all  of 
the  studies  that  are  in  that  report. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  May  I  ask  the  minister  if  I 
could  find  out  whether  or  not  the  study  is 
still  going  on  and  if  we  might  have  some  in- 
formation tabled,  not  now  but  at  some  later 
date,  with  respect  to  this  particular  study? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  am  not  sure  as  to 
what  study  he  is  referring  to.  Could  you  name 
the  study?  There  are  several  studies,  I  am 
told,  that  are  going  on  here;  unless  there  is 
some  information  in  the  wings. 

I  am  at  some  disadvantage,  Mr.  Chairman, 
inasmuch  as  Dr.  Huntley,  who  was  the 
director  of  the  branch,  has  retired!  because  of 
ill  health  and  we  haven't  got  our  new  man 
in  place  as  yet.  We  are  somewhat  at  a  loss 
for  the  actual  information  on  that  particular 
division  of  our  ministry,  but  if  my  friend 
could  tell  me  the  study  that  is  referred  to  and 
on  which  he  wishes  specific  information,  I 
wiU  try  to  get  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  All  right.  It's  under  the  agricul- 
tural economics  section  and  it's  on  page  176 
of  your  report  undfer  the  heading  "Buyer  Be- 
haviour." I  would  be  interested  in  some  addi- 
tional information  associated  with  that  par- 
ticular matter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  get 
the  information  and  give  it  to  him,  but  I 
haven't  got  it  with  me. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1705,  the  member 
for  Kent. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman, 
undbr  tihis  vote,  on  research,  the  minister  is 
quite  well  aw^are  of  the  bronzing  disease  that 
is  striking  the  bean  industry  in  certain  areas 
of  the  province.  In  southern  Ontario  they 
have  cut  dovm  their  acreage  tremendously  on 
accoimt  of  the  bronzing  disease,  particularly 
in  the  minister's  own  riding  and  in  Huron. 
The  bean  industry  prices  have  been  most  satis- 
factory. Since  they  have  been  doing  some  re- 
search on  this,  I  wonder  if  the  minister  has 
anything  to  say  in  regard  to  the  bronzing 
disease  in  the  bean  industry  in  southwestern 
Ontario? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  there  is  an  extensive 
research  project  going  on  at  Ridgetown,  in 
which  our  ministry  and  the  federal  research 
staff  at  Harrow,  I  believe  it  is,  are  working 
with  the  bean  board  members)  in  trying  to 
resolve  some  of  the  problems,  to  wnich  my 
friend  refers,  that  are  applicable  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  WeHaod 
South,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Welland!  South,  yes. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Thank  you.  What  I  want  to 
ask  the  minister  is— perhaps  it  will  be  in- 
cluded in  this  vote— have  you  done  any  re- 
search or  do  you  intend  to  do  any  research 
study  on  farm  safety? 

I  was  interested  to  hear  on  the  radio  just 
this  morning  as  I  was  coming  to  Toronto 
that  there  were  three  deaths  in  west  Lincoln. 
They  were  working  around  some  type  of 
well  or  pit  where  there  was  whey  gas  and 
three  persons  lost  their  lives. 

I  notice  this  has  been  a  common  occur- 
rence recently  in  the  farming  industry  in  On- 
tario. I  think  it's  time  maybe  through  your 
ministry  that  more  information  is  given  out 
to  farmers  on  this  serious  problem  of  persons 
working  around  the  hog  industry.  For  ex- 
ample, the  gases  from  animal  waste  are  very 
dangerous  to  persons  working  down  in  those 
wells.  I  don't  know  whether  there  is  suflB- 
cient  ventilation  in  these  open  pits  or  in  these 
wells,  but  perhaps  there  should  be  some 
serious  thought  given  to  a  study  on  this 
programme. 

Another  matter  I  was  concerned  about  is 
whether  you  have  any  research  or  studies 
going  on  at  the  present  time  dealing  with 
the  cost  of  farm  equipment;  the  cost,  for 
example,  of  farm  fencing.  I  understand 
farmers  have  a  problem  at  the  present  time, 
particularly  in  my  area,  where  it  is  hard  to 
purchase  farm  fencing— that  is,  woven  wire 
fencing.  I  understand  they  can't  seem  to  buy 
it,  yet  the  warehouse  or  Stelco  in  Hamilton 
is  loaded  with  wire  fencing.  The  suppliers 
cannot  seem  to  buy  it  and  farmers  are  again 
going  to  be  taken  for  a  price  increase  in 
fencing. 

I  just  wonder  if  there  isn't  a  cartel  in  the 
manufacturing  of  fencing  in  Ontario.  There 
are  only  two  or  three  that  are  manufacturing 
fencing  and  perhaps  there  is  price  fixing  by 
the  companies  that  should  be  investigated. 

There  is  another  matter  of  concern.  I  know 
at  one  time  through  the  ministry  they  used 
to  inform  the  public  of  the  best  buys  in  the 


purchasing  of  agricultural  products  by  the 
consumer.  I  was  just  wondering,  with  the 
price  increases  week  by  week  in  the  pur- 
chasing of  agricultural  products,  whether 
some  information  should  come  from  your 
ministry  informing  the  consumer  what  is  the 
best  buy  this  week  in  pork  or  beef  or  in 
some  vegetables,  to  inform  the  consumer  that 
there  is  a  saving  this  week  if  he  buys  this 
week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
there  were  four  questions  asked  there. 

Regarding  farm  safety,  we  too  read  with 
great  concern  and  a  great  deal  of  distress  of 
that  tragic  accident  reported  in  this  weekend's 
news.  I  really  don't  know  how  one  accom- 
plishes more  in  getting  information  out  con- 
cerning the  hazards  that  do  exist  with  some 
of  these  newer  types  of  storage,  both  of  feed 
and  supplies  as  well  as  of  waste  materials.  I 
don't  really  think  there's  any  further  need 
of  research.  All  the  research  has  been  done. 
It's  a  matter  of  convincing  people  of  the 
necessity  to  practise  safety. 

I  suppose  one  is  so  tempted  in  the  rush  of 
running  a  farm  to  forget  about  the  imme- 
diate hazards  that  might  exist  that  one  doesn't 
see  them.  The  accident  we  read  about  this 
weekend  is  another  illustration  of  that.  But 
farm  safety  information  is  going  out  all  the 
time  through  our  extension  branch  field  staff 
and  through  Farm  Safety  Association  which 
has  been  formed  now  in  connection  with  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  of  Ontario. 
That  has  taken  on  added  impetus,  I  beheve, 
since  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
has  taken  it  over.  They  have  farm  safety 
specialists  on  the  road  all  the  time  doing 
nothing  else  but  that. 

The  Farm  Machinery  Advisory  Board  that 
we  have  in  Ontario  toaay  is  very  actively  in- 
volved in  promoting  farm  safety  as  it  relates 
to  farm  machinery.  I  wish  I  could  give  a 
more  definitive  answer  to  my  friend  from 
Welland  South,  because  I  just  don't  think 
that  there  is  any  possible  way  that  everybody 
can  be  fully  enough  aware  of  the  concerns 
regarding  safety.  I  suppose  it  behooves  all  of 
us  to  be  conscious  of  farm  safety  and  because 
of  our  responsibilities  in  this  Legislature  and 
as  elected  representatives  to  make  ourselves 
as  aware  of  it  as  possible.  Then  at  every 
opportunity  that  we  have,  throughout  our 
respective  constituencies— I  was  going  to  say 
particularly  in  the  rural  areas,  but  I  believe 
there's  as  much  application  of  it  in  the  urban 
areas  as  well— we  must  promote  the  necessity 
for  safety  in  the  home,  on  the  farm,  in  fac- 
tories, wherever  it  may  be.  We  can  never  let 
up  on  that  responsibility. 
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I'm  distressed  to  hear  of  the  fact  that  farm 
fencing  is  supposed  to  be  piled  up  in  the 
manufacturers'  warehouses  and  not  being  dis- 
tributed'. Just  recently,  we  have  had  an  in- 
quiry from  the  Ontario  Grape  Growers  Mar- 
keting Board  advising  us  of  the  difiBcuIty  they 
were  having  in  getting  the  8  ft  steel  posts  to 
construct  the  wires  for  the  grape  harvest. 
That  is  a  real  problem. 

'From  our  oflBce  we  went  into  that  in  some 
detail'  and'  to  some  depth  and  discovered!  that 
the  material  simply  was  just  not  available.  We 
were  told  that  and  we  haive  no  reason  to 
believe  that  it  wasn't.  There  was  a  variety  of 
reasons  given  for  the  shortage  of  steel  and 
I'm  sure  that  anybody  who  has  tried  to  get 
steel  today  finds  it  is  very  difficult  indeed.  To 
hear  that  farm  fencing  has  piled  up  is  some- 
thing that  I'd  like  to  have  more  information 
on.  If  my  friend  would  provide  me  with  it 
we  would  be  pleased  to  look  into  it.  It's  cer- 
tainly news  to  us. 

There  was  one  other  question  that  was 
asked— the  fourth  question?  Oh  yes,  the  best 
buys  in  agricultural  products. 

I  would  think  that  the  best  service  there 
is  provided  on  almost  a  daily  basis  through 
the  farm  broadcast  at  noon  over  the  CBC.  I 
assimie  that  there  are  others  as  well.  Mrs. 
Joan  Watson,  of  whom  we've  all  heard  I'm 
sure  and  have  listened  to  with  some  interest, 
does  an  excellent  job  in  advising  of  pricing 
at  various  retail  outlets.  Some  of  diis  irdfiorma- 
tion  is  provided  through  our  Food'  Council 
services.  Our  Food  Council  works  closely  with 
outlets  such  as  those  provided  by  the  CBC 
and  by  other  radio  stations. 

We  have  a  market  reporting  service  as  well 
that's  available  on  a  call-in  basis.  It's  an  up- 
to-date  market  report;  it's  updated'  as  much  as 
five  times  a  day  and  it's  available  to  any  radio 
station  or  news  outlet  that  wants  to  call  in 
and  get  the  information.  I  believe  that's  free 
of  charge.  But  anybody  who  calls  in,  as  I  as 
a  farmer  might  call  in,  to  get  the  price  of 
whatever  the  commodity  might  be  in  which 
I  was  interested,  would  have  to  pay  for  that; 
but  there  is  a  number  that  you  call  and  that 
information  is  provided  immediately. 

There's  also  the  mail-a-menu  service  that 
is  provided'  by  the  Food  Council  which,  I 
think,  is  just  a  tremendous  service.  It  isi  one 
of  the  most  popular  services  that  we  have. 
That  service  is  very  popular  and  the  demand 
for  it  is  growing  sumost  daily. 

It's  difficult  for  our  ministry  to  do  an 
analysis  of  every  food  outlet  in  Toronto  or  in 
any  other  centre,  but  there  are  people  within 
some  ol  the  information  services  who  do  pro- 
vide  a   more   specific   and   detailed   analysis 


than  we  have  the  funds  or  the  personnel  to 
d'o. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Simcoe 
East. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, through  you  to  the  members  of  the 
Legislature,  I  would  like  to  introduce  30 
grade  7  students  of  St.  Bernardo's  School  in 
Orillia  who  are  visiting  Toronto  and  this 
Legislature  this  afternoon  along  with  their 
teacher,  Mr.  Lowe.  I  would  ask  you  and  the 
hon.  members  to  extend  their  usual  warm 
welcome  to  our  visitors. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  interested  in  an  item  fot  a 
transfer  payment  to  the  Agricultural  Eco- 
nomics Research  Council.  I  understand  that 
that  council  has  been  doing  quite  a  bit  of 
work  in  trying  to  develop  alternative  direc- 
tions to  our  agricultural  economic  support  in 
order  to  help  strengthen  the  rural  community. 
I  was  wondering  if  the  minister  had  under- 
taken any  actual  experimental  projects  widi 
the  council  in  order  to  test  some  of  the 
theories  they've  been  expounding. 

I  read  with  some  interest  the  article  by  the 
president.  Dr.  Gordon  A.  MacEachem,  in  last 
October's  "Reader's  Digest,"  about  the  fact 
that  our  move  to  larger  farms  had  made  us 
much  more  dependent  upon  other  countries 
for  many  of  our  foodstufi^s.  In  fact,  those 
countries  themselves  in  not  too  many  years 
might  not  be  in  a  position  to  export  to  us, 
and  therefore  there  was  a  need  for  us  to 
examine  our  own  ability  to  produce  honey, 
vegetables  and  fruits  in  much  greater  quant- 
ities than  we  have  in  the  past  and  perhaps 
return  to  smaller  units  of  farming  where 
people  spent  part  of  their  time  in  farming 
and  part  of  their  time  in  other  employment. 
Has  the  minister  much  to  report  from  the 
work  of  that  council?  Could  he  teH  us  about 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Unfortunately,  I 
haven't,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  must  confess  that 
I  have  read  with  great  interest  many  of  the 
reports  that  have  been  submitted  by  the 
Agricultural  Economics  Research  Council.  I 
have  always  been  impressed  with  the  possi- 
bilities that  were  enunciated;  but  I  have 
never  been  impressed,  and  I  have  seldom 
ever  seen  the  means  by  which  those  delight- 
ful objectives  could  be  achieved. 

I  think  if  there  is  one  weakness  in  the 
work  put  out  by  Dr.  MacEachem  and  those 
associated  with  him,  it  is  to  hold  aloft  vast 
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and  wonderful  objectives,  goals  and  achieve- 
ments that  are  somewhere  out  there  in  the 
great  wonderful  blue  yonder— but  never  is 
there  anything  said  about  how  we  get  there. 

I  have  asked  on  numerous  occasions,  when 
we  have  our  agriculture  ministers'  meetings 
across  Canada,  "How  is  that  wonderful 
achievement  accomplished?"  and  I  have  yet 
to  be  provided  with  an  answer.  To  me,  it 
leaves  us  high  and  dry,  paying  for  very 
high-class  people  to  do  a  job  that  I'm  sure 
we  are  all  interested  in,  but  getting  very 
little  out  of  it. 

There  have  been  some  things  that  have 
been  suggested  by  the  Agricultural  Econom- 
ics Research  Council  that  may  have  had 
some  bearing  on  decisions  that  might  have 
been  made  by  the  federal  government.  I 
don't  know  of  anything  they  have  suggested 
here  that  would,  for  instance,  lead  us  to 
significant  achievements  as  far  as  our  min- 
istry is  concerned. 

I  give  you  one  illustration,  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  I  can  beg  the  time  of  the  House.  We 
were  told,  as  all  of  us  in  the  livestock  com- 
munity are  fully  aware,  that  we  bring  in 
from  western  Canada  up  to  400,000  head  of 
feeder  cattle  each  year.  That  is  no  news  to 
anybody  in  the  livestock  industry;  that  has 
been  going  on  for  a  long  time.  Of  course, 
there  is  increasing  concern  about  the  rapid 
development  of  the  population  of  the  United 
States  on  the  west  coast  and  the  advent  of 
the  enormous  feedlot  capacities  of  the  United 
States  west  coast  and  the  mid  western  states, 
as  well  as  the  development  of  the  packing 
industry  there  and  in  western  Canada,  and 
the  interest  of  some  of  the  western  Cana- 
dian provincial  governments  in  expanding  the 
feeding  and  processing  industry  out  there. 
Naturally,  we  were  concerned— and  we  ex- 
pressed this  concern  publicly  years  ago. 

I  recall  Dr.  MacEachem  making  the  state- 
ment that  we  should  be  letting  the  cattle 
go  south  from  the  west,  which  is  the  natural 
way  to  do  it,  and  then  we  should  be  bringing 
cattle  from  the  eastern  and  central  United 
States  into  Ontario  to  feed,  a  distance  which 
is  much  shorter.  On  paper  it  looks  great; 
it's  a  wonderful  idea.  One  could  be  captured 
by  such  a  statement;  so  much  so  that  we 
brought  him  here  to  Toronto  and  we  had 
a  half  a  day's  session  to  see  how  this  could 
be  accomplished.  Some  of  us  took  the  trouble 
to  go  into  the  United  States.  We  found  the 
cattle;  there  is  no  question  the  cattle  are 
there— excellent  quality  feeder  cattle— but  the 
problem  is  that  they  can't  be  imported  into 
Canada  because  of  the  disease  anaplasmosis. 


Now  that  particular  problem  faces  the 
Ontario  cattlemen;  so  when  you  get  right 
into  some  of  these  things,  and  you  see  the 
impracticality  of  them  in  some  instances,  I 
have  to  wonder  just  how  practical  are  some 
of  the  suggestions  which  emanate  from  that 
very  distinguished  body. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  if  we  vAant  to 
bring  feeder  cattle  in  from  the  mid-States 
or  from  the  eastern  United  States— where  the 
quality  is  every  bit  as  good  as  we  would 
want  to  have  from  anywhere  in  Canada  or 
other  parts  of  the  United  States— we  can't 
bring  them  in  imless  they  endure  a  test 
which,  I  believe,  takes  at  least  12  days. 
That's  a  practical  impossibility  and  so  to  me 
the  idea  just  goes  out  the  window.  After  all 
kinds  of  research  and  everything  else  went 
into  it  that  detail  wasn't  thought  of. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I'm  interested  in  the  com- 
ments the  minister  makes  about  the  council. 
One  of  the  points  I  asked  was  has  the  coun- 
cil made  proposals  to  the  ministry  for  actual 
experimental  projects  to  try  to  prove  any 
of  their  theories  or  ideas? 

I  agree  with  the  minister  that  so  often 
these  things  sound  great  on  paper  but  it's 
not  until  you  actually  try  something— has  the 
council  put  before  the  minister  any  projects 
it  feels  should  be  tried  out  to  further  its 
ambitions,  which  we  all  share,  to  strengthen 
opportunity  for  economic  activity  in  the  rural 
areas,  particularly  in  these  matters  of  prod- 
ucts which  we  are  now  importing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Not  that  I  am  aware 
of,  Mr.  Chairman.  There  was  something  on 
the  manufacture  of  methane  gas  from  animal 
waste  that  Dr.  MacEadiem  did  mention  and 
frankly  I  thought  there  were  possibilities 
along  this  line.  Experimental  and  research 
work  is  progressing  on  that  in  western 
Canada.  Our  Agricultural  Research  Institute, 
I  believe,  spent  a  full  day  or  two— I  think  it 
was  two  days— looking  into  the  possibilities 
of  this  and  whether  we  should  embark  on 
it  here  in  Ontario.  They  felt  since  research 
was  going  on  on  that  very  subject  in  western 
Canada  and  very  extensive  research  was 
being  done  on  it  on  the  west  coast  of  the 
United  States,  in  feedlots  in  that  area,  we 
should  benefit  from  the  results  of  that  re- 
search rather  than  embarking  on  it  ourselves 
here  and  perhaps  duplicating  the  expenditiu-e 
of  research  dollars. 

Mr.  Deacon:  One  item  I  was  wondering 
about  was  if  anything  has  been  brought  up 
on  the  matter  of  harnessing  some  of  the  extra 
thermal  energy,  the  extra  heat,  generated  by 
these   thermal   plants;    for  example,   the  one 
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being  constructed  at  Thunder  Bay.  We  have 
a  lot  of  sections  in  the  north  where  the  soil 
is  good  but  there  isn't  sufficient  heat  in  the 
soil  at  certain  times  of  the  year  to  grow  really 
\ery  well.  Has  the  council  come  up  with  any 
ideas  on  how  we  can  harness  some  of  this 
extra  energy  which  we  now  transfer  into  the 
lakes  and,  perhaps,  cause  environmental  prob- 
lems? Has  the  council  come  up  with  any 
thoughts  of  harnessing  some  of  our  excess 
themial  energy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Not  that  I  am  aware  of, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wonder  if  the  minister  could  in- 
form me  whether  he  has  been  able  to  come 
up  with  a  solution  for  the  municipalities 
which  have  research  establishments  such  as 
we  have  in  Puslinch  and  Pilkington  townships 
in  regard  to  grants  in  lieu  of  taxes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  matter  will  be  taken  care  of,  I  believe, 
in  the  1974  year.  As  far  as  I  know,  it  will. 

Mr.  Worton:  This  year,  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  as  far  as  I  know, 
it  will, 

Mr.  Worton:  That  is  fine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  Riddell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  could  not 
ascertain  where,  under  these  votes,  one  might 
have  a  chance  to  ask  the  minister  a  question 
on  the  operations  of  what  used  to  be  the 
Farm  Machinery  Board;  it  is  now  the  Farm 
Machinery  Advisory  Council.  They  do  some 
research  into  how  eflFectively  dealers  are  try- 
ing to  get  the  parts  and  whatnot  out  to  the 
farmers  and  I'm  wondering  if  you  would  per- 
mit me  to  ask  him  a  question  on  this  council? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That  was  under  main 
office,  the  first  vote  we  had,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1705? 

Mr.  Riddell:  Am  I  to  assume  that  I  am 
not  allowed  a  question  on  the— 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  can't  keep  going  back 
over  the  past.  It  was  in  vote  1701. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  We  passed  it. 

Mr.  Riddell:  There  is  certainly  nothing  in 
this  book  which  says  anything  about  the  farm 
machinery  council  coming  under  the  main 
office.  However,  I'll  let  it  ride  for  now. 


Mr.  Ren  wick:  It  is  the  same  problem  I  had 

with  warble  fly  control. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  is  under  general  ministry 
policy.  The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Riddell:  I  am  interested  in  seeing  the 
fanners  get  some  place. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to 
raise  the  matter  of  the  Hartman  raspberry 
case.  I  asked  the  minister  about  it  in  the 
House  and  he  said  it  was  sub  judice  in  that 
the  province  was  appealing  the  matter,  but 
I  suggest  to  you,  sir,  that  it  is  only  sub  judice 
insofar  as  the  award  is  concerned.  The  merits 
of  the  case  are  not  sub  judice  and  I  under- 
stand the  appeal  of  the  province  only  refers 
to  the  award,  so  I  would  like  to  mention  a 
few  of  the  matters  in  relation  to  that  case 
which  have  bothered  me. 

I  would  like  to  get  the  minister's  reaction. 
Just  in  case  he  might  question  my  sources  of 
information,  I  want  to  tell  him  that  I  get  the 
information  out  of  the  Ontario  Reports  which 
is  over  in  the  library,  put  out  by  the  Law- 
Society  of  Upper  Canada.  This  particular 
case  was  in  the  April  15  issue,  I  believe— 
Hartman  vs  the  Queen  in  Right  of  Ontario. 

I  have  five  points  I  want  to  raise  in  respect 
to  this  particular  case.  As  the  minister  knows, 
the  Vineland  research  station  undertook  a 
crop  improvement  programme  under  provi- 
sions of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  Act  to  obtain  on  an  experimental  basis 
these  virus-free  raspberry  canes  described  as 
Latham  canes.  They  had  undertaken  this  pro- 
gramme because  of  some  difficulties  in  the 
raspberry-growing  areas  where  a  virus  had  got 
into  the  plants  and  caused  a  lot  of  damage. 
So  it  was  decided  that  this  programme  would 
be  undertaken  to  try  and  develop  a  variety 
which  was  really  virus-free.  A  programme 
was  undertaken  in  1962.  In  this  particular 
case,  with  Hartman,  it  extended  from  1962 
to  1968,  inclusive. 

The  Vineland  station  had  agreed  to  supply 
Mr.  Hartman  with  the  Latham  variety.  As  it 
turned  out,  they  didn't  supply  him  with  it. 
That's  why  the  court  case  resulted.  I  quote 
from  page  256  in  His  Honour's  report: 

One  must  conclude  that  the  respondent 
thereby  obligated  itself  to  supply  to  the 
appellant  Latham  variety  plants  for  devel- 
opment under  the  programme.  The  re- 
spondent did  not  supply  this  variety  of 
plant  and  the  appellant  incurred  losses  as 
a  direct  result  thereof. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Which  judge  was  that? 
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Mr.  Gaunt:  That  was  Judge  Estey;  J.  A. 
Estey. 

The  first  thing  that  I  wonder  about  is  the 
fact  that  there  was  no  signed  agreement  until 
after  the  programme  had  been  undfer  way  for 
two  years.  I  can  see  certain  circumstances 
where  farmers  might  be  inclined  to  operate 
on  the  basis  of  word-of-mouth,  and  have  done 
so.  Many  farmers  do  so  all  the  time.  But  I 
think  undier  a  programme  of  this  nature  it 
was  incumbent  upon  the  ministry,  and  cer- 
tainly the  Vineland  station,  to  enter  into 
some  type  of  written  agreement  with  Mr. 
Hartman  long  before  the  programme  was 
under  way  for  a  two-year  period.  I  would 
have  thought  they  would  have  been  anxious 
to  initiate  that  agreement  at  the  start  of  the 
programme,  but  apparently  that  wasn't  done. 
That's  not  terribly  important  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned. 

The  second  point  certainly,  disturbs  me 
more,  and  that's  in  relation  to  the  fact  that 
Dr.  Ricketson  was  told  about  the  mistake  as 
early  as  1963,  and  nothing  was  dione  about  it. 
In  the  report,  on  page  252,  it  says: 

As .  early  as  1963,  one  member  of  the 
\ respondent's  staff  notified  the  appellant  and 
Ehr. .  Ricketson  that  the  plants  being  de- 
livered' to  the  appellant  were  not  Latham, 
but  cheap.  While  it  may  be  of  some  signi- 
ficance that  the  appellant  did  not  take  this 
information  as  a  storm  warning,  it  is  of 
crowning  importance  that  the  respondent 
thereafter  persisted  in  the  programme  in  a 
way  which  led  inevitably  to  its  disastrous 
etid. 

I  wouldi  have  thought  that  a  member  of  the 
field  staff  coming  back  into  the  station  would 
say:  "Look,  there's  a  mistake.  Those  are  the 
wrong  variety  of  raspberry  plants.  You'd 
better  do  something  about  it."  I  would  have 
thought  that  would  have  been  a  sufficient 
storm  warning  for  the  people  at  the  station 
to  dtouble  check,  and  certainly  to  put  a  hold 
on  the  programme  at  that  point.  This  would 
have  provided  time  to  see  whether  their  field 
man  was  correct  or  whether  in  fact  there  had 
been  a  mistake  somewhere  along  the  line. 

But  that  was  never  done.  The  fact  of  the 
matter  is  that  rather  than  take  that  action. 
Dr.  Ricketson— and  perhaps  others,  I  dbn't 
know— decided'  they  would,  in  effect,  cover  up 
thedr  mistake  and  rename  the  plants— that  was 
the  most  irritating  thing  as  far  as  I  was 
concerned— rather  than  to  come  out  and  admit 
a  mistake  was  made. 

Obviously  they  knew;  they  must  have 
known,  because  the  plants  did  not  have  the 
characteristics  they  thought  they  should  have. 
So  they  renamed  the  plant  Ottawa  Latham, 


instead  of  simply  coming  out  and  saying: 
"Look,  there's  been  a  mistake  some  place 
along  the  line.  We're  going  to  check  this  out 
and  we're  going  to  see  what  has  happened, 
because  obviously  you  haven't  got  the  plants 
you  were  supposed  to  have."  That  didn't 
happen,  and  I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  this 
indicates  a  certain  degree  of  inefficiency  up 
there.  1  don't  think  the  minister  should  sit 
back  and  say,  "I  guess  they  made  a  mistake" 
and  let  them  carry  on  as  previously. 

I  think  these  people  have  to  realize  this  was 
an  important  programme.  They  ha\  e  to  realize 
that  it  almost  resulted  in  this  man  going  bank- 
rupt because  of  the  financial  losses  he 
suffered.  And  yet  the  researchers  sit  back  and 
say:  "I  guess  these  plants  don't  look  the  same 
as  we  anticipated;  so  we'll  rename  them."  In 
my  view,  the  renaming  procedure  was  just  a 
simple  case  of  coverup  on  what  may  have 
been  in  the  initial  stages  an  honest  mistake. 

There  is  the  third  thing  that  could  have 
been  done,  in  my  view;  and  it  should  have 
been  done.  It  indicates  once  again,  as  far  as 
I'm  concerned,  that  there's  a  little  flab  on  the 
underbelly,  if  I  may  put  it  that  way.  The 
fact  is  that  the  Vineland  research  station  did 
not  test  these  plans.  They  did  no  testing.  As 
I  understand  it,  the  federal  government's  re- 
search station  did  their  own  testing  and  were 
satisfied  the  plants  were  the  Latham  variety. 
As  far  as  Vineland  was  concerned,  no  testing 
was  done.  On  page  255  of  the  Ontario  re- 
port it  says: 

Dr.  Ricketson  testffied  that  the  first  of 
the  virus-free  plants  were  planted  in  1962, 
(so  that  by  1965  the  fruit  characteristics 
could  be  determined.  Later  he  agreed  that 
the  fruit  quality  could  have  been  ascer- 
tained in  the  third  year,  that  is  1964.  He 
added  that  the  growers  were  in  a  different 
position,  "because  under  the  plant  propaga- 
tion programme  we  didn't  permit  fruiting." 

It  is  also  clear  from  the  evidence  that  the 
Ottawa  agricultural  station  had  allowed 
isome  of  the  virus-free  plants  to  mature  to 
the  fruit  stage,  which  apparently  assists  in 
the  identification  of  a  variety  of  raspberry. 
This  required  some  five  years,  but  was  done 
in  Ottawa  by  1963.  Presiunably  this  was 
done,  or  could  and'  should  have  been  done 
at  Vineland  by  the  respondent  as  well. 
However,  it  was  not  until  1968  that  the 
'respondent  announced  by  a  circular  letter 
addressed  to  "Growers  of  Certified  Rasp- 
iberry  Plants"— 

Then  it  goes  on  and  indicates  what  was  con- 
tained in  that  letter.  A  part  of  that  letter 
says: 
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"Because  the  Latham  in  our  programme 
has  some  characteristics  which  differ  from 
the  Latham  commonly  grown  in  Ontario  in 
the  past,  we  have  designated  it  as  Ottawa 
Latham.  Therefore,  the  name  Ottawa 
Latham  must  be  used  in  all  advertising  in 
'sales  andl  certification  tags  will'  be  issued  as 
Ottawa  Latham." 

They  go  on  and'  mention  the  other  pro- 
gramme they  are  going  to  undertake  and  they 
say  they  will  keep  you  informed  of  the  pro- 
gress in  this  respect.  That  is  die  third  thing 
that  concerns  me. 

The  fourth  thing,  and  I  have  already 
touched  on  it,  was  the  fact  that  after  a 
mistake  had  been  made  Vineland  persisted 
in  it.  There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
somebody  up  there,  and  I  am  sure  we  have 
some  very  smart  research  people  at  Vineland 
as  in  all  of  these  other  research  stations, 
should  have  been  able  to  recognize  Latham. 
Obviously  some  of  them  did  recognize 
Latham  and  they  recognized  that  the  plants 
Mr.  Hartman  had  were  not  Latham.  Rather 
than  come  out  and  scrap  the  programme  and 
start  all  over  again,  as  should  have  been 
done  at  that  stage,  they  simply  changed  the 
name  of  the  plant  and  let  Hartman  carry 
on  in  the  same  manner. 

The  testimony  that  was  given  by  the  ex- 
perts from  New  York  State  indicated  there 
was  no  possibility  as  far  as  they  were  con- 
cerned that  the  two  could  be  confused.  I 
think  Vineland  took  the  position  that  the 
heat  treatment  that  was  given  to  these 
plants  to  ensure  that  they  were  virus  free 
may  have  affected  them  genetically  and  may 
have  resulted  in  some  different  characteris- 
tics appearing  which  would  not  otherwise 
have  been  the  case.  But  the  experts  from 
the  New  York  agricultural  experimental 
station  in  Geneva,  New  York,  certainly  dis- 
comited  that  theory. 

The  judge  indicates  here  in  the  report  that 
Dr.  Ricketson  had  tried  to  explain  the  dif- 
ferences in  the  plants  on  the  basis  that  there 
was  a  "possibility"  that  the  heat  treatment 
and  the  virus-detecting  procedure  might 
have  induced  genetic  changes  in  the  original 
Latham  plants.  This  phase  of  the  programme 
was  undertaken  entirely  by  the  Canada  De- 
partment of  Agriculture. 

The  record,  furthermore,  does  not  reveal 
any  visit  by  Dr.  Ricketson  to  the  Ottawa 
agriculture  station  where  the  nucleal  stock 
was  developed  for  the  programme.  But  later 
on  it  says: 

Both  these  experts  from  the  United 
States  emphatically  declared  that  the  virus- 
detecting   procedure    and    the    heat    treat- 


ment for  the  destruction  of  virus  could 
not  possibly  have  caused  genetic  changes 
in  the  Latham  plant. 

These  two  experts  clearly  stated  that  the 
so-called  Ottawa  Latham  produced  under  the 
programme  was  the  chief  variety  of  rasp- 
berry plants,  the  stock  which  was  not  com- 
mercially desirable.  Here  was  the  fellow 
stuck  with  these  plants.  They  were  really 
of  no  use  to  him.  He  had  engaged  in  grow- 
ing these  plants  over  a  period  of  some  six 
years  and  he  was  then  in  a  position  of  not 
being  able  to  sell  them  and  he  suffered  a 
tremendous  loss  as  a  result  of  that  fact. 

The  final  point  I  want  to  raise  with  the 
minister  with  respect  to  this  particular  case 
is  that  Mr.  Hartman  was  refused  plants  in 
1973.  Apparently  Dr.  Ricketson  under  cross- 
examination  said  that  he  was  ordered  by  his 
boss,  Mr.  Archibald,  to  destroy  a  crop  of 
new  Latham  plants  at  the  research  station 
rather  than  give  them  to  Mr.  Hartman  or 
any  other  grower. 

The  other  thing  is  not  really  associated 
with  that  point,  but  just  to  finish  off  that 
particular  matter  of  refusing  plants,  I  think 
that  in  any  of  these  cases  where  the  govern- 
ment has  pending  lawsuits  with  growers  or 
farmers  or  whoever,  with  whom  they  have 
been  dealing  over  the  past  year  or  two,  three 
or  whatever,  there  should  be  some  sort  of 
uniform  system  by  which  the  dealings,  un- 
der these  circumstances  where  court  cases 
are  pending,  is  formalized.  It  may  not  have 
been  the  case,  but  it  certainly  appeared  as 
though  the  ministry  was  discriminating 
against  Mr.  Hartman  because  he  had  the 
nerve  to  undertake  a  lawsuit  against  the 
government.  As  I  say,  it  may  not  be  the 
case,  but  that's  certainly  the  way  it  comes 
out.  I  think  that  any  explanations  that  have 
followed  as  to  why  Mr.  Hartman  didn't  get 
these  plants  have  not  really  been  very 
adequate. 

The  final  matter  relates  to  the  whole  prob- 
lem of  efficiency  and  the  entire  operation 
at  Vineland— and  perhaps  other  stations,  I 
don't  know,  but  in  this  case  Vineland  is  the 
one  in  question. 

It  amazed  me  that  after  the  court  case  was 
over  and  it  was  turned  over  to  Judge  Winter 
to  assess  the  dollar  values  as  to  the  losses 
in  this  particular  case.  Dr.  Ricketson  was 
unable  to  provide  any  basic  documents  to 
show  how  many  plants  Mr.  Hartman  had 
received  or  what  the  dollar  values  were.  He, 
apparently  along  with  a  number  of  the  other 
officials  of  the  ministry,  was  unable  to  really 
give  any  basic  facts,  or  as  the  judge  put  it, 
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any    figures    which    would    be    of    value    to 
the  court. 

I  can't  understand  that.  I  don't  know  what 
sort  of  bookkeeping  system  they  must  be 
engaging  in  up  there.  I  would  have  thought 
that  they  would  have  had  a  precise  book- 
keeping procedure  indicating  the  number  of 
plants  sent  out  and  indicating  the  dollar 
value  of  those  plants.  I  can't  understand  that. 
There  may  be  some  explanation  but  I  can't 
figure  it  out,  because  if  the  ministry  didn't 
have  those  figures,  who  would  have?  It  was 
their  programme. 

Further,  I  understand  that  Dr.  Ricketson 
was  also  unable  to  provide  any  official  de- 
partment report  on  the  experimental  rasp- 
berry certification  programme  during  those 
years.  That  again  surprises  me.  I  can't  under- 
stand that.  Surely  to  goodness  these  things 
are  recorded  and  these  programmes  are 
charted,  particularly  a  programme  of  this 
nature,  where  they  were  actually  breaking 
new  ground.  They  were  involved  in  a  new 
development  programme. 

Those  are  the  points  I  raise  with  the  minis- 
ter. I  think  that  the  whole  matter  has  been 
a  most  unfortunate  circumstance.  It  was  cer- 
tainly unfortunate  from  the  government's 
point  of  view  and  certainly  unfortunate  from 
Mr.  Hartman's  point  of  view,  because  he 
almost  went  bankrupt  over  the  matter.  I  guess 
he's  going  to  be  all  right  now,  depending  on 
what  the  appeal  comes  up  with,  insofar  as 
the  damages  are  concerned. 

But  I  say  to  the  minister,  I  certainly  hope 
that  this  kind  of  thing  doesn't  happen  again. 
I  hope  that  he  and  his  oflBcials  take  steps  to 
make  sure  that  it  doesn't  happen  again. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  Is  the 
minister  not  going  to  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  take  into  considera- 
tion the  points  that  have  been  raised  by  my 
friend.  The  appeal  court  will  make  the  de- 
cision as  to  what  the  outcome  should  be,  and 
we'll  take  whatever  appropriate  action  seems 
indicated  at  that  time.  The  story  that  is 
related  today  doesn't  quite  jibe  with  what  I 
have  heard  from  the  other  side. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  vote  1705? 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  say  a 
word  on  this?  The  minister  blew  his  top  in 
the  House  on  this  a  while  back  and— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  didn't  blow  my  top 
at  all. 


Mr.  Singer:  Oh  sure  you  did.  You  were 
pointing  fingers  and  complaining  about 
Liberal  lawyers— and  all  sorts  of  stuff. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  Sure  you  were.  It  is  not  un- 
typical of  the  minister— he  blew  his  top. 

The  Court  of  Appeal  has  clearly  said— in 
the  judgement  that  my  colleague  referred  to 
—that  the  government  had  acted  negligently, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  damages. 
Now,  that  is  the  law.  The  only  thing  present- 
ly in  dispute  is  the  amount  of  damages  which 
the  government  has  to  pay.  Because  appar- 
ently, the  government  has  decided  to  accept 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Appeal— very 
noble  of  them,  I  must  say.  But  apparently  it 
has  decided  to  accept  the  decision  about 
negligence,  and  now  is  continuing  the  dispute 
about  the  measure  of  damages,  or  the  amount 
of  damages. 

What  bothers  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this: 
Why,  when  the  government  makes  a  mistake, 
do  they  have  to  fight  such  a  violent  rear- 
guard action,  and  pretend  that  they  didn't 
make  a  mistake?  Why,  when  an  individual 
almost  became  bankrupt  because  of  the  result 
of  civil  service  negligence,  does  the  govern- 
ment dig  its  heels  in?  Why  do  they  say:  "We 
are  perfect;  and  if  you  think  we're  wrong, 
you  take  it  to  court  and  you  prove  that  we 
were  wrong"? 

•Surely  the  information  there,  notwithstandr 
ing  what  the  minister  must  have  heard,  must 
have  been  available  to  the  minastry.  And 
surely  in  its  dealing  with  citizens  of  Ontario- 
raspberry  farmers  or  anybody— surely  the  gov- 
ernment should  have  leaned  over  backwardis 
to  say:  "We  are  sorr^';  something  went  wrong. 
It  didn't  go  wrong  because  of  what  yx)u  did, 
Mr.  Farmer,  it  went  wrong  because  of  what 
we  in  the  Ministr)'  of  Agriculture  did." 

(Surely  at  that  point  the  government  should 
have  drawn  in  its  horns  andl  said,  "Let's  sit 
down  and  see  if  we  can't  find  out  what  a 
reasonable  measure  of  damages  should  be." 
Instead,  it  forced  this  poor  man  to  fight  his 
way  through  the  courts;  to  be  faced  with  the 
real  danger  of  being  assessed  with  thousands 
and  thousands  of  dollars  of  costs.  Why  should 
you  do  that?  That  seems  entirely  unreasonable 
and  arbitrary. 

I  And  this  happens  so  many  times,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. So  many  times  when  the  goverrunent 
makes  a  mistake,  we  have  to  keep  coming 
back  and  back  and  back.  And  when  the  odd 
point  is  won,  such  as  this— and  this  was  won 
by  the  Court  of  Appeal— the  government  says, 
"This  is  not  quite  the  way  it  happened." 
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I  am  suggesting  two  things: 

1.  Somewhere  along  the  line  within  the 
Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food,  and  all 
other  departments,  when  a  mistake  is  reason- 
abK  obvious  and  \\hen  a  citizen  suffers,  \ou 
dont  flex  your  muscles  and  say  we  never 
make  a  mistake. 

2.  Somewhere  along  the  line,  again,  you 
don't  try  to  make  these  issues  partisan  political 
issues, 

II  was  surprised  at  the  minister  getting  up 
the  day  the  decision  came  d^wn  and  blo^ving 
his  top— and  that's  the  only  phrase  I  can  use 
—and  saying  it  was  all  a  great  Liberal  plot. 
Probably  the  Court  of  Appeal  were  all 
Liberals.  And  certainly  that  terrible  lawyer, 
Staffordi— he  is  the  one  who  won  it— he  was  a 
Liberal,  yes— and  he  still  is. 

This  is  what  bothers  me.  Are  you  going  to 
discipline  the  people  who  made  the  mistake? 
Or  are  they  going  to  continue  to  say,  "If  we 
haven't  got  the  right  kind  of  raspberries,  we 
will  change  the  name  and  make  it  sound 
something  like  the  old  name"?  Has  any  lesson 
been  learned  within  the  department? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Vote  1705  carried.  This 
completes  the  study  of  the  estimates  of  the 
Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food. 


ESTIMATES,  MINISTRY  OF 

TREASURY,  ECONOMICS  AND 

INTERGOVERNMENTAL  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
an  opening  statement? 

Hon,  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AfiFairs):  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  a  brief  opening  comment  to  make  to  the 
House. 

'Sin>ce  we  last  discussed  the  estimates  of  my 
ministiy,  there  have  been'  a  number  of  sig- 
nificant changes.  For  the  first  time  since 
Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental 
Affairs  was  established,  we  are  without  the 
assistance  of  Ian  Macdonald  in  dealing  with 
our  estimates  but  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  has 
apointed  a  most  able  successor  in  Rendall 
Dick. 

Interestingly  enough,  I've  just  come  from 
the  University  of  Toronto  where  Mr.  Mac- 
donald  became  Dr.  Macdonald.  In  his  remarks 
he  said  he  felt  far  more  clothed  now  to  be 
president  of  York.  In  the  absence  of  an 
honorary  doctorate  he  saw  himself  streaking 
naked  through  the  corridors  of  academic 
power. 


Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  We  will  welcome 
him  to  York  shortly. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  univer- 
sity community  looks  after  its  own. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes,  sure  thing. 

Mr.  Renwick:  By  the  way,  has  the  minister 
got  an  honorary  degree  yet? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  haven't  got  one. 
I'm  not  seeking  one  either. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Is  the 
minister  fishing? 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  picked'  Dr.  Macdonald 
to  get  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It's  not  high  on  my  list. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  have  a  cabinet  col- 
league within  our  ministry.  The  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas  (Mr.  Irvine)  has  taken  the 
Treasurer's  place  on  Management  Board  and 
he  is  assisting  me  both  in  policy  development 
and  in  the  day-to-day  activitieis  of  the  minis- 
try. The  members  are  familiar  with  the  work 
he  is  doing  in  presenting  some  of  our  legisla- 
tion to  the  House. 

The  most  significant  change  in  the  structure 
of  the  ministry  has  resulted  from  the  estab- 
lishment of  our  Ministry  of  Housing,  which 
has  taken  over  several  of  our  activities.  These 
include  the  North  Pickering  conrnmniifcy  de- 
velopment project,  the  urban  redevelopment 
function  of  the  project  development  group, 
and  the  plans  administration  branch. 

We  have  recently  appointed  four  of  the 
five  directors  for  our  five  regional  offices  and 
we  are  proceeding  with  our  deconcentration 
programme  to  put  increased  resources  and 
decision-making  power  in  the  field.  The  offices 
at  Thunder  Bay,  Sudbury,  London,  Ottawa 
and  Toronto  will  represent  all  elements  of 
our  ministry,  and  the  Ottawa  and  Thunder 
Bay  offices  will  have  special  responsibilities 
in  our  federal-provincial  programmes. 

In  this  connection,  as  members  know,  I 
did  sign  a  special  agreement  in  Thunder  Bay 
on  Friday,  May  31,  under  which  Canada  and 
Ontario  are  to  share  a  number  of  programmes 
for  economic  expansion  and  development  in 
northwestern  Ontario. 

As  part  of  the  recent  alignment  of  minis- 
terial responsibilities,  I  was  assigned  to  report 
to  the  Legislature  for  the  Ontario  Economic 
Council  and  this  agency  appears  in  our  esti- 
mates for  the  first  time  this  year. 

We  have  also  established  within  our  min- 
istry a  new  office  of  executive  co-ordinator 
for   special   projects   and   Mr.    Doug  Omond 
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will  be  providing  a  liaison  function  between 
government  and  major  new  industrial  devel- 
opments throughout  the  province. 

As  members  will  have  noticed,  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  Commission  also  appears  as  a 
new  item  in  our  estimates.  The  commission  is 
now  established  at  Georgetown  and  has  be- 
gun its  very  important  work  in  the  preserva- 
tion of  this  imique  asset  of  our  province. 

While  our  organization  development  group 
appears  as  a  separate  unit  in  the  estimates,  it 
is  not  new.  It  has  been  part  of  the  adminis- 
tration programme  assigned  to  assist  in  evalu- 
ating and  improving  our  internal  operations. 

The  only  new  activity  is  the  audit  services 
branch  which  will  provide  us  with  an  internal 
audit  capacity  to  meet  our  requirements  under 
the  post-audit  system  adopted  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

That's  all  I  have  to  say  by  way  of  introduc- 
tion, Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  welcome  any  com- 
ments and  questions  from  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  would  prefer  to  hear 
the  opposition  first,  Mr.  Chairman;  I  gather 
he  is  on  his  way.  Maybe  I  can  raise  a  couple 
of  points  and  yield  to  the  member  from 
Waterloo  when  he  comes  in. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Mr..  Cassidy:  The  points  I  would  make  to 
begin  with  would  be  to  ask  the  minister,  as 
I  have  informally,  whether  it  would  be  pos- 
sible to  elucidate  these  estimates,  which  are 
not  particularly  informative  in  their  present 
form,  by  giving  either  the  briefing  book  or 
some  edited  form  thereof  to  the  opposition 
spokesmen  in  order  that  we  can  save  time 
during  the  course  of  the  estimates  and  do  a 
more  intelligent  job;  and  whether  he  would 
be  willing  also  to  make  this  a  permanent 
practice. 

Since  the  minister  has  some  form  of  re- 
sponsibility for  the  form  of  the  estimates 
generally,  perhaps  I  can  say  that  everything 
promised  when  the  form  of  estimates  was 
changed  as  a  result  of  the  COGP  has  proved 
to  be  nugatory,  to  use  one  of  the  words  of 
the  member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor).  It 
has  been  useless.  These  estimates  tell  us  as 
little  as  the  estimates  did  before.  In  fact,  I 
have  a  feeling  they  may  even  tell  us  less. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  whether  he  would 
be  willing,  secondly,  to  consider  very  seri- 
ously a  review  of  the  form  of  the  estimates 
so  that  they  would  tell  far  more  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature  who  have  to  review 


them  and  also  to  members  of  the  public  who 
may  wish  to  have  a  more  detailed  descrip- 
tion of  what  it  is  government  does  and 
where  the  money  happens  to  go.  To  be  told 
that  $861  million  is  going  into  the  finance 
programmes  or  that  $15  million  is  going  into 
some  special  fund  in  urban  and  regional  af- 
fairs is  just  not  good  enough.  Before  I  yield 
to  my  friend  from  Waterloo,  I  would  ask  the 
minister  how  it  is  that  the  kind  of  co-min- 
ister responsible  for  municipal  aflPairs  isn't 
going  to  be  here,  and  whether  that  means 
that  the  Treasurer  is  going  to  speak  on  be- 
half of  his  colleague  from  Grenville-Dundas, 
whether  the  member  for  Grenville-Dundas  is 
a  eunuch  so  far  as  the  estimates  are  con- 
cerned, whether  there  is  at  some  point  a 
chance  to  examine  him,  or  just  what  that 
relationship  may  be  in  the  estimates? 

Finally,  I  join  the  minister  in  wishing  well 
to  the  former  Deputy  Treasurer,  who  I  may 
say  was  once  an  instructor  of  mine  in  eco- 
nomics. It  may  strike  terror  into  the  hearts 
of  some  members  of  the  House  to  think  that 
most  of  what  I  know  about  economics  I 
learned  in  the  course  of  one  year  from  the 
former  deputy  provincial  Treasurer,  now  gone 
to  York  University.  It  is  not  that  he  didn't 
teach  me  well,  but  that  I  learned  almost 
everything  I  know  from  him. 

I  yield  to  you,  Jim. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  regret  I  was  not  here 
at  the  actual  calling  of  the  estimates.  How- 
ever, as  an  aside  to  my  friend  the  Treasurer, 
I  don't  know  whether  we  share  the  one  year's 
knowledge  that  the  member  for  Ottawa  Cen- 
tre has  of  economics  but  I  do  suggest  that 
I,  too,  of  course,  would  take  this  opportunity 
to  wish  the  former  Deputy  Treasurer  well, 
now  that  he  has  been  formally  installed  as 
the  president  of  York  University.     - 

I  had  the  opportunity  of  v^Titing  a  note  to 
Mr.  Macdonald  when  the  announcement  of 
his  appointment  was  made,  congratulating 
him  on  it.  I  knew  him  briefly  \\'hile  I  was 
doing  graduate  work  in  economics  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto,  and  through  his  interest 
at  that  time  as  a  senior  graduate  student,  as 
a  professor  and  as  someone  who  shared  an 
interest  with  me  in  the  Canadian  Institute  of 
International  Affairs.  So  I  do  wish  Mr.  Mac- 
donald well.  I  think  that  his  service  to  the 
province  has  simply  moved  on  to  another 
phase.  He  has  been  actively  involved,  of 
course,  in  the  ministry.  He  has  proven  to  be 
a   competent    and   exceptional   civil    servant. 
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and  I  am  certain  that  the  minister  must  feel 
hopeful  that  his  advice  will  still  be  able  to 
be  available  to  the  minister  and  to  other 
members  of  government  as  it  has  been  in 
the  past. 

I  do  not  propose,  as  we  look  at  the  general 
operation  of  the  ministry,  to  be  lengthy  in 
my  remarks.  The  remarks  that  I  had  made 
concerning  the  budget  earlier  on  in  the  bud- 
get debate  are  those  which  are  viewed  as 
having  something,  which  in  this  party  we 
believe  is  important  to  offer  to  the  province, 
in  the  way  of  suggestions  and  alternatives  to 
the  proposals  which  have  been  put  forward. 
We  have  here,  however,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
look  at  the  particular  administrative  functions 
of  the  ministry. 

One  interesting  one,  of  course,  that  appeals 
to  me  is  to  look  at  the  function  of  the  Treas- 
urer himself.  It  would  appear  that  the  Minis- 
try of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovern- 
mental Affairs  of  course  now  includes  a 
particularly  large  amount  of  responsibility. 
The  minister  is  well  served  in  the  appoint- 
ment of  his  new  deputy  in  Mr.  Kendall  Dick, 
QC,  whom  I  have  also  had  the  pleasure  of 
knowing  during  the  time  that  I  have  served 
as  a  member  of  the  Legislature. 

It  would  appear  that  since  the  minister's 
parliamentary  assistants  are  guiding  much  of 
the  legislation  through  this  House  that  we 
are,  in  fact,  to  see  a  structure  within  this 
ministry  that  is  akin  to  the  policy  secretariat 
structure.  Perhaps  the  minister  now  has 
enough  time  to  deal  with  certain  items  of 
administration,  as  the  hon.  member  for  Gren- 
ville-Dundas  assists  him,  particularly  in  deal- 
ing with  some  of  the  reform  bills  in  munici- 
pal matters  and  as  his  present  colleague  in 
cabinet,  the  hon.  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr. 
Meen),  was  of  assistance  in  dealing  with 
many  of  the  regional  government  bills,  at 
least  those  affecting  the  western  part  of  On- 
tario. 

Perhaps  the  official  hne  then  is  that  the 
minister  has  sufficient  time  for  administration. 
But  it  seems  to  me  that  even  though  that 
presumption  may  exist  within  the  present 
cabinet,  there  is  certainly  a  developing  prob- 
lem concerning  the  concept  of  responsible 
government,  especially  with  respect  to  finan- 
cial matters. 

The  minister  of  course  is  taken  from  the 
House  quite  often  because  of  important 
matters  and  conferences  which  he  must 
attend.  It  would  seem  to  me,  though,  that  the 
alternative  of  being  able  to  ask  additional 
questions,  especially  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas,  would  be  a  useful  form 
into    which    we    should   look    in    order   that 


matters  of  particular  public  importance  can 
be  dealt  with  promptly  in  the  no  doubt  en- 
forced absence  of  the  minister  on  other 
matters. 

The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  has  com- 
mented on  the  fact  that  the  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas  may  have  been  effectively 
neutered  by  his  position.  I  would  sincerely 
hope  that  that  is  not  the  case- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  In  a  metaphorical  sense. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Only  in  a  metaphorical 
sense,  of  course.  The  rest  surely  would  not 
be  seemly  in  the  chamber— at  least  while  the 
galleries  are  crowded  with  visitors,  especially 
impressionable  school  children. 

But  I  think  that  it  has  to  be  noted  that 
almost  a  year  ago,  on  June  20,  the  Premier 
gave  an  undertaking  to  review  the  status  of 
the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs,  especially  as  it 
affected  the  matter  of  productivity  and,  I 
believe,  response  to  the  Legislature.  That 
appeared  on  page  3554  of  Hansard  last  year, 
and  to  my  knowledge  nothing  has  been  done 
since  that  would  obviously  show  that  a  re- 
view of  function  and  structure  is  being  at- 
tended to.  This  may  have  been  done,  of 
course,  within  the  ministry  itself;  and  if  it 
has  been  done,  or  is  being  done,  I'm  sure 
the  minister  would  wish  to  make  a  comment 
on  it. 

The  whole  matter  of  not  only  the  re- 
organization of  TEIGA,  but  also  the  reorgani- 
zation of  government  generally,  has  been  set 
out  at  quite  some  length  in  reports  by  the 
Conmiittee  on  Government  Productivity. 
During  the  past  several  years  there  has  been 
a  considerable  amount  of  work  done  in  the 
whole  matter  of  those  reports,  especially  by 
political  science  students  at  Scarborough 
College  and  the  University  of  Toronto.  The 
recommendations  and  the  ramifications  of  that 
committee  have  been  looked  at  at  some  depth 
and  certain  conclusions  have  been  drawn. 
The  work  is  of  course  still  continuing,  but  I 
think  there  are  several  conclusions  and  cer- 
tain predictions  which  can  be  made  in  addi- 
tion to  the  ones  which  I  have  mentioned 
concerning  the  apparent  development  of  the 
Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Inter- 
governmental Affairs. 

The  whole  thrust  of  the  policy  secretariat 
idea  is  something  that  we  no  doubt  can  dis- 
cuss when  the  Premier's  estimates  are  being 
examined,  and  I  shall  certainly  do  it  then. 
But  it  does  seem  to  me  that  the  review  which 
has  been  suggested,  and  which  the  Premier 
had  apparently  considered  a  year  or  so  ago, 
has  not  brought  forward  any  particular  re- 
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suits.  If  the  review  does  exist,  I  would  appre- 
ciate hearing  something  on  that  matter  from 
the  Treasurer. 

There  are,  of  course,  a  number  of  items 
which  will  be  discussed  as  we  look  into  the 
particular  administrative  votes,  but  I  think 
that  with  these  brief  remarks,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  be  prepared  to  move  on  so  that  we 
can  discuss  the  particular  items  as  they  come 
up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Did  the  minister  want  to 
say  anything  before  we  move  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I'm  at  the  disposal 
of  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  I  might  make  a  few 
introductory  comments  as  well,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, since  I  was  filling  in  for  the  member 
for  Kitchener  until  he  arrived. 

I  do  want  to  make  some  substantive  com- 
ments about  this  ministry,  because  here 
stands  the  Treasurer,  astride  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  responsible  for  an  enormous  number 
of  things  which  are  of  vital  importance  to 
every  individual  in  the  province.  His  advisers 
in  the  Economic  Council  tell  him  where  the 
province  should  go  in  the  next  30  or  40 
years.  Other  advisers,  through  the  central 
statistical  services,  tell  him  where  we've  been. 
Other  people  tell  him  what  the  economic 
polic)'  of  the  government  should  be.  He 
negotiates  with  the  federal  government.  He 
is  responsible  for  the  municipal  governments, 
urban  affairs.  He  is  responsible  for  the 
regional  development  policies  of  the  province, 
if,  as  and  when  they  exist,  and  he  has  tax 
reform  under  his  wing  as  well. 

That  is  a  heck  of  a  lot  of  things  for  one 
minister  to  be  doing.  The  work  or  the  effec- 
tiveness of  a  Treasurer  in  this  province,  the 
way  the  job  has  been  set  up,  really  does 
affect  every  person  in  the  province.  They  pay 
taxes  and  they  pay  local  taxes.  The  respon- 
siveness of  the  local  government,  the  effec- 
tiveness of  the  income  distribution  in  the 
province,  all  comes  under  this  particular 
minister.  Whether  there  are  jobs  in  their 
region,  whether  their  kids  can  have  the 
choice  of  staying  at  home  or  moving  to 
Toronto— this  comes  under  the  Treasurer.  The 
effectiveness  of  the  housing  plans  made  by 
the  Ministry  of  Housing  depend  on  big  de- 
cisions made  by  this  particular  minister. 

One  would  have  thought  that  some  of  the 
economic  health  of  the  province  depends  on 
the  action  of  the  minister,  although  he  is 
very  quick— as  is  this  whole  government— to 
put  the  blame  for  anything  that  goes  wrong 
on  to  the  federal  govenmient;  and  to 
shoulder  as  little  as  possible  of  it  himself. 


Since  the  provinces  are  responsible  for 
property  and  civil  rights  under  the  British 
North  America  Act,  then  this  minister  stands 
in  the  forefront  —  along  with  possibly  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Re- 
lations (Mr.  Clement)  in  protecting  consumers 
against  unjustified  price  increases  and  other 
things  in  the  consumer  market.  All  these  areas 
come  under  this  particular  responsibility. 

With  the  conservatism  of  the  minister  and 
the  somewhat  rather  engaging  red  Toryism 
that  he  reflects,  one  wonders  nevertheless 
whether  he  really  is  serving  the  province  well 
in  all  of  these  areas  of  responsibility. 

I  want  to  raise  in  particular  the  questions 
of  regional  development  policy,  and  that  is 
squarely  under  the  responsibility  of  this 
particular  minister.  If  he  isn't  doing  the  job 
in  regional  development,  then  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  isn't  doing  the  job.  The 
minister  is  probably  aware  that  in  Saskatche- 
wan and  in  Manitoba  under  New  Democratic 
Party  governments— and  increasingly  in  British 
Columbia,  as  well— our  party  has  been  trying 
to  ensure  what  we  call  a  stay  option;  what 
we  call  the  opportunity  for  people  to  stay  in 
their  home  region,  rather  than  be  compelled 
to  go  to  the  metropolises  of  those  particular 
provinces. 

In  Ontario  there  has  been  a  programme  of 
regional  development  planning  which  has 
been  under  way  for  the  past  eight  years.  One 
assumes  that  one  of  the  purposes  of  that 
programme  has  been  to  try  and  equalize 
economic  opportunity  across  the  province, 
and  has  been  likewise  to  ensure  that  people 
have  a  choice  of  where  they  are  to  live  and 
work  and  raise  a  family  and  grow  up  and 
retire,  and  that  kind  of  thing. 

The  fact  is,  though,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
over  that  same  period  of  time,  we  have  con- 
tinued to  see  exceptionally  rapid  growth  in 
the  Toronto-centred  region  and  slow  rates 
of  growth  in  the  rest  of  the  province.  We 
have  seen  a  few  projects  here  and  there;  a 
few  fancy  promises.  We've  seen  a  fair  amount 
of  money  go  into  regional  development  plan- 
ning. We've  seen  endless  contortions  and 
changes  and  bm"eaucratic  shifts  and  that  kind 
of  thing.  But  we  have  not  seen  the  emer- 
gence, as  yet,  of  effective  economic  planning 
in  the  province. 

It  is  not  possible  for  me  to  go  to  an  area 
like,  say,  Pembroke  or  Hawkesbury  or  Smiths 
Falls,  or  go  to  the  northeast  or  the  northwest 
of  the  province,  and  to  tell  the  people  that 
"Yes,  there  is  chance  that  you  can  stay  where 
you  want  to  stay." 

I  have  to  tell  people  in  those  areas,  as  I 
travel  around  the  province,  that  because  of 
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the  policies  of  this  government  it  is  almost 
inevitable  that  their  kids  will  have  to  go 
south  for  desirable  economic  opportunities. 
The  Ontario  government  has  seen  to  it  that 
there  are  educational  chances  available  to 
young  people,  and  then  it  sees  that  those 
young  people  have  got  to  oome  down  into 
the  Toronto-centred  region. 

The  consequence  of  the  obsession  of  the 
government  with  the  Toronto-centred'  region 
is  that  people  in  this  area  are  choking  on 
growth;  the  ripple  effect  has  turned'  into  a 
surge.  It  is  a  raging  torrent  of  impact  on 
areas  far  beyond  dbwntown  Toronto  under 
the  Metropolitan  Toronto  municipal  govern- 
ment. It  is  having  harmful  effects  that  stretch 
50,  75,  in  some  cases  even  200  miles  through*- 
out  the  rest  of  the  province.  There  is  a  dis^ 
tortion  of  our  entire  economic  life  and  of  our 
regional  development  and  our  social  priorities. 
This  has  been  created  by  the  lack  of  valid 
and!  viable  economic  planning  for  the  regions 
of  the  province  on  the  part  of  the  govern- 
ment. 

iMaybe  I  can  just  give  a  few  examples,  Mr. 
Chairman,  of  this  kind  of  ripple  effect— and 
it's  more  than  a  ripple. 

I  happened  to  meet  today  a  fellow  named 
Mr.  Fairweather,  who  is  commissioner  of 
planning  for  the  city  of  Barrie  and  recently 
has  gone  to  that  city  in  order  to  help  with 
their  municipal  planning.  He  was  rather  re- 
luctant to  agree  with  me  in  a  debate  that 
we  were  hoWing  at  the  Community  Planning 
Association  of  Canada  conference  on  public 
land!  ownership.  He  didb't  feel  that  was  a 
solution  to  Ontario's  housing  problems.  He 
is  entitled  to  his  opinions,  but  subsequently 
when  we  got  to  talk  he  told  me  that  as 
planning  director  of  that  particular  city  he 
cannot  afford  to  buy  a  home  in  Barrie— and 
he  is  presumably  as  a  professional,  not  badly 
paid— as  a  recent  arrival'  to  that  particular 
city. 

In  Barrie  and  in  Bowmanville,  in  Guelph, 
St.  Catharines,  Burlington,  and  in  Hamilton 
—in  a  great  ring  around  Toronto  you  find' 
that  the  housing  market  has  been  affected 
by  the  very  high  costs  which  have  become 
typical  of  Metro  Toronto,  largely  as  a  result 
of  j>olicies  that  have  been  adopted  and  taken 
by  this  government.  This  is  a  legitimate  point 
to  be  raised  with  the  Treasurer  because  the 
Minister  of  Housing  is  not  responsible  for 
regional  development  policy.  Several  years 
ago,  when  the  Toronto-Centred  Region  Plan 
came  out,  it  was  stated  that  the  government 
would  seek  to  ensure  that  there  were  two 
or  three  tiers  of  development  in  the  Toronto- 
centred    region    and    that    those    would    be 


directed  toward  the  east.  Then  population 
targets  were  set  for  the  growth  of  the  region. 
We  said  then,  and  have  been  saying  con- 
sistently ever  since,  that  the  growth  predicted 
for  the  region  was  far  too  fast  and  that  the 
Toronto  region  would  choke  on  its  o\vn 
growth.  That,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  being  borne 
out  by  the  actual  experience  we  have  seen 
until  now.  We  see  the  Minister  of  Housing 
(Mr.  Handleman)  under  tremendous  pressure 
to  extend  Metro's  boundaries  northward,  to 
develop  the  last  remaining  tracts  of  open 
land  in  Mississauga,  to  do  anything  possible 
to  curb  a  short-run  problem. 

'If  you  look  at  the  figures  for  the  growth 
of,  say,  the  region  of  York  you  would  find 
that  municipalities  in  York  region  are  reach- 
ing population  targets  they  weren't  meant  to 
hit  before  the  end  of  the  1970s  or  even  later. 
The  growth  in  the  area  has  been  incredible. 

'But  what  happens  now?  If  you  drive  along 
the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way  you  find  that  high- 
way has  become  permanently  congested  with 
traflfic.  Whether  you  drive  at  9  a.m.,  10  a.m., 
2  p.m.,  3  p.m.,  or  4  p.m.,  or  6  p.m.,  7  p.m., 
or  8  p.m.,  there  is  a  steady  torrent  of  traffic 
going  to  the  limits  of  Toronto,  to  Peel  county, 
to  Halton  region,  and  on  as  far  as  Burlington 
and  beyond. 

As  you  go,  listening  to  your  radio,  you 
find  seductive  announcers'  voices  telling  you, 
"Come  to  live  in  beautiful  St,  Catharines,  it 
is  a  clean,  quiet  environment,  and  only  60 
minutes  from  Toronto."  Well,  it  is  60  minutes 
in  a  very  fast  Jaguar  car  at  midnight  on  a 
calm  night,  but  not  at  other  times.  Never- 
theless the  effects  of  the  groviiih  of  Toronto 
are  going  right  down  there. 

I  have  noticed  over  the  past  two  or  three 
years,  in  driving  occasionally  up  to  Ottawa 
on  Friday  afternoons,  the  kind  of  growth 
and  the  effects  of  that  growth,  which  will 
lead  this  region  to  choke.  Just  two  years  ago, 
Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  left  Toronto  at  about 
3:45  p.m.  the  traffic  would  ease  by  the  time 
one  hit  Ajax.  After  that  it  was  clear  sailing. 
Nowadays,  on  the  summer  holiday  weekends 
there  is  a  torrent  of  traffic  which  starts  at 
about  3  p.m.  and  simply  continues  well  on 
to  7  p.m.  or  8  p.m.  It  continues,  not  just  to 
a  few  miles  outside  Toronto,  but  all  the  way 
to  Belleville  and  Kingston.  Highway  401  east 
of  Toronto,  as  an  access  to  urban  develop- 
ment, has  become  as  busy  as  one  used  to 
expect  the  Don  Valley  Parkway  to  be  in  off- 
peak  hours.  What  is  happening?  What  on 
earth  is  the  ministry  up  to? 

The  most  recent  study  of  regional  de- 
velopment policies  in  the  province  was  that 
carried  out  by  the  Ontario  Welfare  Council 
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in  its  study  of  housing  policies  for  Ontario. 
It  rapidly  came  to  the  conclusion  that  you 
simply  couldn't  look  at  housing  policies  in 
isolation  when  so  many  of  the  urban  prob- 
lems we  had  in  Ontario  were  created  because 
of  regional  development  policy,  or  lack  of 
policy,  as  carried  out  by  this  particular 
minister. 

It  discovered  something  we  have  been 
saying  in  this  party  for  some  time  and  that 
is  unless  you  come  to  grips  with  the  questions 
of  growth  in  our  rapidly  urbanizing  areas— 
particularly  in  the  Toronto-centred  region— 
you  cannot  come  to  grips  with  the  problems 
of  excessively  high  and  rising  land  costs  or 
with  the  problems  of  the  cost,  availability 
and  mix  of  housing. 

When  it  examined  the  regional  develop- 
ment policy  it  came  to  this  conclusion  and  I 
quote: 

Overall,  regional  development  planning 
in  Ontario  has  been  both  a  very  slow- 
moving  process  and  a  disappointingly  fruit- 
less one  as  well.  In  our  view  the  province 
has  mainly  a  regional  development  rhetoric 
with  no  clear  policy  or  programme  tools. 
No  amount  of  talk  alone  will  accomplish 
any  of  the  province's  objectives  such  as  re- 
lieving growth  pressures  in  the  "golden 
horseshoe,"  promoting  growth  in  poorer 
regions  and  so  on.  [It  goes  on  to  state] 
The  regional  development  process  as  it 
has  evolved  in  Ontario  since  the  creation 
of  the  Design  for  Development  programme 
in  1966  has  been,  by  and  large,  ineffectual 
and  occasionally  destructive.  The  original 
inventory,  analysis  and  drafts  of  alterna- 
tive processes  was  never  intended  to  be 
more  than  a  guideline  type  of  activity. 
Later  when  things  heated  up  seriously  in 
the  "golden  horseshoe,"  the  Toronto-cen- 
tred Region  Plan  evolved  into  a  set  of 
restrictioins  on  certain  kinds  of  activities 
in  various  areas  in  that  region. 

They  mention  the  province's  incursion  into 
new  town  planning  as  the  most  substantial 
step  the  province  has  taken.  Apart  from  that, 
they  say,  regulations  and  restrictions  make 
up  the  rest  of  the  regional  development 
activities. 

As  the  Welfare  Council  points  out,  if  you 
are  going  to  plan  on  a  regional  basis  in  the 
province,  you  have  to  bring  together  your 
decisions  about  transportation,  land  develop- 
ment, residential  construction  and  jobs.  Those 
four  sets  of  decisions  are  not  integrated  at  all. 

I  will  point  out  later,  for  example,  the  way 
in  which  the  municipal  financial  set-up,  as 
it  is  run  by  this  Treasurer,  actively  discrimi- 


nates against  communities  which  are  also 
suffering  from  slow  growth  but  which  might, 
if  favoured  as  much  as  the  Toronto  region, 
be  able  to  take  more  of  the  pressure  off  the 
Toronto-centred  region. 

It  is  really  offensive,  Mr.  Chairman,  for 
those  of  us  who  come  from  the  north  or  the 
east  of  the  province  to  see  the  millions  and 
millions  of  dollars  which  are  spent  in  Toronto 
in  extraordinarily  visible  ways,  on  transpor- 
tation improvements,  for  example— the  High- 
way 427-Queen  Elizabeth  interchange;  the 
broadening  of  the  Queen  Elizabeth  Way 
where  it  crosses  the  Humber  River;  the  ex- 
pansion to  eight  or  12  or  16  lanes  of  Highway 
401  from  somewhere  in  Scarborough  east 
towards  Pickering. 

We  know  perfectly  well  that  this  kind  of 
development  is  self-defeating;  it  simply  gen- 
erates further  growth.  The  further  growth, 
in  turn,  will  occupy  the  transportation  im- 
provements to  the  limit  of  their  capacity  and 
the  money  will  have  gone,  if  not  in  vain,  in 
a  very  unproductive  form.  We  could  use  a 
few  of  those  millions  of  dollars  in  improving 
the  transportation  system  in  eastern  Ontario. 

It  pains  us  in  the  east  and  in  the  north 
to  find  that  the  Ontario  Development  Corp. 
continues  to  operate  independently  of  this 
particular  minister.  It  operates  by  a  series 
of  priorities  which  may  well  be  mainly  poli- 
tical rather  than  economic  and  its  growth 
centres  have  a  population  of  as  little  as  81 
people  in  certain  cases.  It  is  not  tied  in  with 
the  priorities  of  this  minister. 

It  pains  those  of  us  who  don't  come  from 
the  charmed  area  which  is  so  favoured  by 
the  Tories  here  in  Toronto.  It  pains  us  to 
find  that  all  the  government  can  do  is  to 
use  a  bit  of  a  carrot  from  time  to  time  in 
seeking  to  bring  employment  out  of  the  To- 
ronto region. 

One  of  the  worst  offenders  in  the  cen- 
tralization of  employment  within  the  Toronto 
region  is  none  other  than  the  Province  of 
Ontario  itself  with  its  enormous  plans  and 
constructions  and  so  on  right  here  in  the 
Queen's  Park  complex,  up  at  Downsview 
and  at  other  locations  of  government  em- 
ployment here  in  downtown  Toronto.  The 
government  itself  is  making  no  realistic  ef- 
fort to  decentralize  its  jobs  to  other  parts  of 
the  province.  In  fact,  there  is  no  under- 
standing, as  far  as  I  can  see,  on  the  part  of 
this  minister  and  on  the  part  of  the  rest  of 
the  government.  I  am  really  surprised. 

I  read  the  redistribution  plan  with  some 
pain  as  I  saw  the  underrepresentation  of 
urban  voters  and  the  overrepresentation  of 
rural  voters  throughout  the  province.  It  pains 
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me  as  well  that  the  Osie  Villeneuves,  the 
Albert  Belangers,  the  Doug  Wisemans  and 
the  other  representatives  of  rural  ridings  in 
my  part  of  the  province  are  not  hammering 
away  at  the  doors  of  the  government  day 
after  day  and  week  after  week  saying  that 
it  is  offensive  and  objectionable  that  so  much 
is  poured  into  the  Toronto  region  and  so 
little  is  available  for  the  east— or,  for  that 
matter,  so  little  is  available  for  the  north. 

If  you  drive  in  on  one  of  these  great  high- 
ways that  comes  into  Toronto  and  see  the 
wall-to-wall  industry  which  has  been  per- 
mitted and  encouraged  by  this  government 
and  which  is  clearly  a  major  source  of  the 
tremendous  growth  in  population  and,  there- 
fore, in  urban  problems  that  we  have  in 
this  area,  you  ask  yourself  hasn't  the  Treas- 
urer ever  been  up  to  eastern  Ontario  where 
there  are  maybe  one  or  two  plants  side  by 
side?  And  that  is  an  industrial  complex  in 
our  terms. 

Hasn't  he  been  up  to  the  north,  to  com- 
munities such  as  Kirkland  Lake  or  Timmins, 
where  there  is  a  desperate  shortage  of  jobs 
for  women  who  may  want  to  work,  because 
of  the  amount  of  heavy  equipment  and  the 
lack  of  other  kinds  of  industry,  and  where 
there  is  apparently  no  planning  for  that? 
Does  he  really  not  realize  the  consequences 
of  the  northwestern  Design  for  Development 
which  provides  for  an  expansion  of  some- 
thing like  only  1,000  jobs  per  year  in  that 
region  over  the  next  20  years?  Doesn't  he 
'find  that  offensive  when  he  considers  that 
there  were  that  many  jobs  created  in  To- 
ronto in  the  course  of  a  typical  month,  if 
not  even  a  typical  week,  in  many  cases?  But, 
no,  there  is  no  such  reaction  from  the  gov- 
ernment because  the  government  has  simply 
decided  that  it  will  either  concentrate  its 
efforts  on  Toronto  or  maybe  it  has  decided 
that  it  will  simply  leave  this  whole  effort 
of  regional  planning  go  by  the  board.  It 
will  mouth  the  rhetoric,  as  the  Ontario  Wel- 
fare  Council  says,   and  do  nothing  more. 

If  the  Treasurer  is  a  laissez-faire  kind  of 
advocate,  if  he  believes  what  the  Liberals 
believe  and  if  he  wants  to  stand  idly  by, 
then  maybe  that  is  what  he  thinks.  I  think 
he  should  come  out  cleanly  and  say  so, 
though,  rather  than  mouth  the  rhetoric  of 
planning.  What  the  Treasurer  has  done— 
and  I  don't  believe  he  is  a  laissez-faire  ad- 
vocate—in his  interventions  is,  if  anything, 
to  make  the  problems  worse  rather  than 
better.  Here  in  the  Toronto  region  various 
efforts,  such  as  the  transportation  corridors 
that  are  planned  to  the  west,  and  ultimately 
to  the  east  of  the  area,  the  designation  of 


the  parkway  belt,  the  environmental  restric- 
tions on  development  in  the  commuter  belts 
north  of  Toronto  and  so  on,  have  all  had  the 
effect,  as  the  Treasurer  well  knows,  of  re- 
stricting the  supply  of  development  land  in 
Toronto  and  in  the  Toronto-centred  region. 
Because  they  have  not  been  accompanied 
with  parallel  efforts  to  restrict  the  growth  of 
the  region  by  restricting  the  number  of  jobs, 
the  government  has  created  a  real  distortion 
and  a  real  imbalance. 

It  is  the  Treasurer,  Mr.  Chairman,  upon 
whom  the  prime  responsibility  has  to  fall  for 
the  fact  that  housing  prices  have  increased 
by  25  or  35  per  cent  here  in  Metro  Toronto 
over  the  past  year.  It  is  this  imbalance  in 
policies  by  the  government  which  restricts 
certain  kinds  of  development,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  yet  fails  to  restrict  other  kinds 
of  development  in  the  form  of  industrial 
growth  and  of  employment  growth,  on  the 
other,  that  has  created  our  current  situation. 

The  problem  isn't  alone  in  blue-collar  em- 
ployment out  in  the  industrial  suburbs  of 
Scarborough,  North  York,  York  and  Missis- 
sauga.  The  problem  also  lies  in  the  creation 
of  service  jobs  and  white-collar  jobs  right 
here  in  downtown  Toronto. 

If  you  stand  on  the  steps  of  the  Legis- 
lature and  see  what  has  been  built,  what 
is  being  built,  and  what  is  about  to  be  built, 
you  have  to  ask  yourself,  what  kind  of  gov- 
ernment is  this  that  would  stand  idly  by 
while  millions  upon  millions  of  square  feet 
of  projects  is  announced?  There  is  Metro 
Centre.  There  is  the  Royal  Bank  Centre. 
There  is  the  —  oh,  I  can't  remember  the 
names  of  them,  but  they  are  sprouting  like 
weeds  in  downtowTi  Toronto.  These  projects 
are  sprouting  like  weeds.  Every  floor  has 
10,000,  12,000,  even  18,000  sq  ft.  At  the 
prices  that  are  being  charged  in  rent,  the 
minister  well  knows  that  on  every  floor  for 
every  1,000  sq  ft  of  floor  space  there  is 
presumably  going  to  be  anywhere  between 
three  and  five  or  six  new  jobs  created  or 
jobs  transferred.  Many  of  those  jobs  wall  be 
jobs  that  didn't  exist  before,  therefore  the 
growth  of  office  space  in  downtown  Toronto 
indicates  that  the  developers  are  anticipating 
and  that  the  government  is  condoning  the 
continued  employment  growth  in  the  core 
of  the  Toronto- centred  region  right  in  down- 
to''ATi  Toronto. 

The  jobs  that  go  there,  Mr.  Chairman, 
won't  go  to  eastern  Ontario  and  they  won't 
go  to  northern  Ontario.  There  is  no  effort 
made  by  the  government  to  decentralize 
some  of  that  white-collar  growth.  There  is 
no  effort  by  the  government  to  ensure  that 


3052 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


employers  pay  the  full  social  costs,  or  some 
of  the  social  costs,  that  are  connected  with 
their  decisions  about  location  of  employment. 
And  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  very  serious 
lack  as  far  as  the  government  is  concerned. 

I  want  to  suggest  that  if  the  government 
is  going  to  come  to  grips  with  what  is  hap- 
pening here  in  the  Metro  Toronto  region 
that  it  has  to  come  to  grips  with  the  question 
of  jobs.  I  will  be  frank  with  the  Treasurer, 
when  I  started  to  talk  about  restriction  on 
the  growth  of  jobs  in  Metro  Toronto  a  couple 
of  years  ago,  I  did  so  with  some  trepidation. 
I  wasn't  sure  whether  even  my  party  would 
agree    with    those   particular   proposals. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Sure. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  it  is  clear  now.  The  idea 
has  been  accepted  by  the  party,  we  talk 
about  it  freely,  and  as  we  begin  to  look,  we 
realize  that  it  works  successfully  in  certain 
areas  of  the  world,  most  particularly  in  great- 
er London. 

The  whole  logic  of  development  in  Ontario 
leads  one  to  no  other  conclusion  than  to  say 
that  we  have  now  to  start  restricting  the  in- 
crease in  employment  in  the  Toronto-centred 
region.  Until  we  do  that,  until  we  start  ra- 
tioning the  number  of  new  jobs  that  are 
created  in  this  area,  we  will  not  come  to  an 
adequate  solution  to  the  growth  problems 
of  the  east  and  north  and  the  other  less 
favoured  parts  of  the  province.  We  will  not 
come  to  any  kind  of  fair  distribution  of  gov- 
ernment spending  through  the  province.  We 
will  not  come  to  any  kind  of  fair  treatment 
of  people  who  should  have  the  choice  about 
what  part  of  the  province  they  are  to  grow 
up  in. 

We  just  won't  do  it.  People  will  be  com- 
pelled to  come  down  here  and  to  seek  a 
place  to  live  on  the  31st  floor  of  some  condo- 
minium that  costs  them  $44,000  for  which 
they  can  just  squeak  into  under  the  federal 
government's  plan  at  the  generously  cheap 
rate  of  $395  a  month,  principal,  interest 
and  taxes.  What  a  distortion  that  is  to  put 
a  family  into  those  kind  of  conditions.  It's 
not  rewarding  as  far  as  the  breadwinner  is 
concerned— or  the  breadwinners,  because 
often  this  Treasurer's  policies  will  force  two 
or  three  members  of  the  family  to  work  in 
order  to  ajfford  to  be  in  Toronto  where  any 
jobs  are  avEiilable. 

The  alternative  would  be  to  create  jobs 
in  areas  where  people  can  walk  to  work, 
drive  a  few  minutes  to  work,  take  a  bus  a 
few  minutes  to  work,  where  they  can  have 
access  to  our  terrific  natiural  environment, 
where   they   can  raise   their  kids   in   sanity. 


All  of  this  is  foregone  and  instead  we  give 
our  countryside  and  rural  Ontario,  we  give 
it  over  to  the  wealthier  families  in  Metro 
Toronto  and  our  other  major  cities  who  go 
out  to  create  charming  rural  retreats  where 
they  can  get  away  from  the  noise  and  the 
pressure  of  living  in  urban  Ontario,  down 
around  Toronto  or  Hamilton,  Kitchener,  or 
possibly  London.  Now,  what  a  perverse  set 
of  priorities  these  are.  We  depopulate  rural 
Ontario.  The  homes  that  are  depopulated  are 
taken  as  second  residences  by  the  prosperous 
people  of  Toronto,  and  Hamilton,  and  other 
places  like  that-people  in  the  $20,000  and 
up  income  range.  In  the  meantime,  we  pro- 
vide the  ordinary  working  families  in  Ontario 
with  less  and  less,  and  give  them  more  and 
more  pressure,  more  and  more  congestion, 
and  less  and  less  access  to  the  natural  en- 
vironment—and all  this  in  a  province  which 
is  90  per  cent  publicly  owned,  and  which  has 
got  tremendous  land  resources  not  available 
in  almost  any  other  jurisdiction  in  the  world. 

I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  specifically, 
that  we  think  the  time  has  come  that  in  the 
Toronto-centred  region,  possibly  extending  as 
far  as  Hamilton  and  the  Kitchener-Guelph 
area,  that  there  should  be  a  deliberate  policy 
about  the  rate  at  which  new  employment  will 
be  permitted  to  grow. 

This  could  be  handled  in  two  or  three 
ways,  and  I  don't  want  to  be  definitive  about 
the  kind  of  technique  that  should  be  used. 
One  technique  might  well  be  to  say,  "Okay 
10,000  new  jobs  are  going  to  be  permitted 
in  the  region  over  the  course  of  the  coming 
year.  Any  firm  that  wishes  to  add  up  to  five 
or  10  employees,  that  is,  to  make  small  plant 
expansions  will  be  allowed  to  do  so." 

The  addition  of  a  couple  of  delivery  boys 
to  the  comer  florist's,  and  that  kind  of  thing, 
would  not  be  covered,  of  course.  But  as  far 
as  any  substantial  firm  was  concerned,  if  it 
didn't  want  to  go  elsewhere  within  the 
province,  it  would  be  required  to  pay  for 
the  permission  to  install  new  capacity  and 
new  employment  in  Toronto.  You  might  then 
say,  conversely,  that  any  firm  willing  to 
decentralize  to  another  part  of  the  province 
might  be  permitted  to  sell  to  the  govern- 
ment the  right  to  the  jobs  that  it  was  va- 
cating. 

That  may  sound  a  bit  strange  to  the  min- 
ister, because  the  minister  is,  after  all,  a 
Tory,  and  because,  after  all,  he  doesn't  be- 
lieve in  any  interference  with  the  free  market 
system.  He  says  he  doesn't.  Nevertheless, 
there  have  been  many  occasions  on  which 
this  minister  in  particular  has  been  quite 
willing    to    interfere    with    the    free    market 
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system  —  the  parkway  belt,  the  Escarpment 
legislation,  the  Planning  and  Development 
Act,  and  the  whole  structure  planning  of  the 
province  are  good  examples.  I'm  suggesting 
that  his  interference  has  got  to  extend  to  the 
area  of  jobs. 

It  may  be,  that  as  in  Britain,  we  have  to 
set  up  some  kind  of  a  government,  or  quasi- 
governmental  body,  possibly  like  the  OMB, 
which,  -operating  within  guidelines  set  by 
government,  would  rule  on  the  admissibility 
of  new  employment  within  Metro  Toronto. 
Where  a  manufacturer  could  show  that  it  was 
simply  not  economical  for  him  to  do  any- 
thing else  but  add  30  jobs  by  slightly  ex- 
tending his  existing  plant,  or  where  he  could 
show  that  this  was  a  temporary  kind  of  move, 
because  he  intended  within  three  or  four 
years  to  decentralize  to  CoUingwood  or 
Hawkesbury,  that  would  be  permitted.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  the  installation  of  a  new 
activity  within  the  Toronto-centred  region 
involving  50  or  100  jobs  would  simply  not  be 
permitted.  Maybe  that's  the  approach  to  take. 

I'm  not  sure  what  the  best  approach  it. 
It's  clear  to  us,  though,  in  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party,  and  I'll  say  this  now  because 
I'm  sure  the  Treasurer  would  make  the  point, 
that  you  can't  say  to  individuals,  "We're 
awfully  sorry,  but  there  is  a  toll-gate  on 
north  Yonge  St.,  on  Highway  401  and  on  the 
Queen  Elizabeth  Way.  You  can't  come  here 
to  work  unless  you  pass  the  toll  and  get  a 
oermit."  That  is  simply  unacceptable  in  9 
societv  such  as  ours.  We  do  not  accept  that. 

(However,  it's  a  different  thing,  if,  while 
jobs  are  available  in  Toronto  through  the 
normal  kind  of  turnover  ini  emplt)yment,  you 
are  insuring  that  people  have  the  choice  of 
taking  a  job  in  Toronto  or  taking  one  eke^ 
where  in  the  province.  I  suspect  that  if  there 
was  a  fairly  equal  creation  of  jobs  throughout 
the  various  regions  of  the  province,  you 
would  then  get  a  certain  amount  of  sorting 
out. 

You  would  find  that  some  younger  people 
who  were  particularly  ambitious,  or  who 
wanted  to  get  away  from  what  they  thought 
was  the  stultifying  environment  of  their  home 
town,  wOTild  come  to  Toronto,  and  work  here 
for  several  years.  Some  would  marry,  settle 
down,  and!  raise  their  kidS  here.  Others  would 
marry  a  girl  from  back  home,  and  would 
decide  after  a  couple  of  years  that  the  time 
had  come  to  have  kids,  and  that  they  really 
preferred  to  go  back  to  Smooth  Rock  Falls, 
Smiths  Falls,  London,  Windsor,  or  to  what- 
ever parts  of  the  province  they  happened 
to  come  from.  We  don't  give  them  that  choice 
now  because  once  they  are  in  Toronto,  Mr. 


Chairman,  they  are  locked  into  Toronto  and 
they  can't  get  away,  because  there  aren't 
jobs  back  in  the  areas  that  they  came  from. 
Or  there  are  not  well-paying,  rewarding  jobs. 
All  those  jobs  seem  to  be  created  within  a 
20-mile  radius  of  the  Legislature. 

'That  is  a  crazy  way  for  things  to  proceed. 
Anyway,  you  would  find  that  people  would 
come  to  Toronto  for  a  few  years  and  then 
might  go  back  home.  You  would  find  that 
some  people  from  outlying  parts  of  the  prov- 
ince would  want  to  move  to  Toix)nto.  But 
there  would  be  many  people,  maybe  even 
people  with  teen-agers,  who  have  been  estab- 
lished in  Toronto  for  several  years,  who 
would  say,  "Look,  I'm  fed  up  with  living  on 
the  14th  floor.  I  am  fed  up  with  being  a 
tenant  for  ever  and  ever.  I  am  fed  up  with 
the  congestion  of  this  area.  I  really  dig  snow- 
mobiling  and  would  like  to  go  to  a  place 
where  there  is  winter  for  seven  months  of 
the  year;"  or  whatever  it  is  that  would  move 
them,  and  they  would  go  to  other  parts  oi 
the  province.  But  this  equalization  of  oppor- 
tunity doesn't  exist  in  what  the  minister  is 
doing  right  now. 

Let  me  talk  briefly  about  eastern-  Ontario, 
Mr.  Chairman.  In  eastern  Ontario  we  have 
the  distinction  of  being  the  first  region  to 
begin  with  a  planning  exercise.  It  was  begun 
because  of  local  initiative.  The  creation  of 
regional  development  councils  was  largely  at 
the  initiative  of  people  in  eastern  Ontario, 
just  as  the  creation  of  community  colleges 
originated  from  initiatives  taken  in  the  Ot- 
tawa area.  Yet  Ottawa  was  the  last  region 
of  the  10  that  once  existed)  in  Ontario  to 
have  the  design  for  development.  Phase  1 
booklet.  And  when  it  came  out  it  was 
absurd.  It  really  toldl  us  nothing.  Shortly 
thereafter  the  region  was  merged  with  Peter- 
borough and  Port  Hope  and/  God  knows  what 
else  in  the  new  enlarged  eastern  Ontario 
region. 

lAnd  shortly  after  that,  as  for  as  I  can 
gather,  the  whole  process  of  planning  in  the 
eastern  part  of  the  province  ground  to  a 
halt.  People  in  the  department  tell  me  that 
they  have  continued  to  meet  with  the  plan- 
ning directors  and  other  people  up  there. 
I  am  not  aware  of  it.  The  minister  will  no 
doubt  make  some  play  of  the  fact  that  in 
Cornwall  just  the  other  week  a  fedferal-pro- 
vincial  agreement  was  signed  to  ensure  about 
$14  million  or  $15  million  of  infrastructure 
investment  and  other  efforts  to  improve  the 
employment  situation  in  Cornwall.  Now  that 
is  fine,  and  welcome.  It  is  worth  putting  on 
the  record  that  only  $1  mfllion  or  $2  million 
of   that   total   investment   is    coming   out   of 
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provincial  coffers  over  the  next  several  years. 
Most  of  it  is  coming  from  Ottawa. 

It  is  worth  putting  on  the  record  as  well, 
though,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that  is  the  only 
substantial  investment  that  has  been  made 
by  the  province  in  regional  development  in 
eastern  Ontario  over  the  life  of  this  Legis"- 
lature,  and  that  work  has  been  sought  on 
behalf  of  Cornwall  by  members  of  all  parties 
in  this  House  and  in  the  federal  House  for 
the  last  five  or  10  years.  That  is  a  pretty 
paltry  result. 

In  Ottawa  itself,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  hap- 
pen to  have,  much  behind  timetable,  an 
effort  by  the  regional  municipality  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton  to  create  a  regional  official  plan, 
They  are  doing  it  in  a  damned  arrogant 
fashion,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  they  are  not 
getting  much  support  from  the  provincial 
government.  Nor  are  they  getting  much  sup- 
port from  the  federal  government.  We  are 
in  a  situation  where  both  the  regional  of- 
ficial plan  for  Ottawa^arleton  and,  I  would 
suppose,  the  regional  plan  for  eastern  On- 
tario, are  stymied  by  the  refusal  of  the  fed- 
eral government  to  come  clean  and  say  what 
it  intends  to  do  with  federal  government 
employment,  either  in  Ottawa  proper  or  in 
eastern  Ontario. 

I  am  aware  of  no  support  that  has  been 
given  by  the  provincial  government  to  find 
out  what  the  federal  government  is  thinking. 
I  am  aware  of  no  effort  by  the  province  to 
get  those  plans  out  of  the  hands  of  the  fed- 
eral cabinet,  or  the  Department  of  Public 
Works,  or  of  the  National  Capital  Commis- 
sion. The  government  here  has  simply  wash- 
ed its  hands  of  the  whole  affair,  and  for  that 
or  other  reasons  the  whole  process  in  eastern 
Ontario  has  ground  to  a  halt. 

What  we  have  in  eastern  Ontario,  apart 
from  the  developments  in  Cornwall  that  are 
just  under  way,  is  the  construction  of  the 
Amprior  dam,  a  Disneyland  of  a  project  that 
won't  create  a  single  permanent  job,  and  yet 
is  going  to  cost  $81  million,  in  the  current 
estimates.  It  will  go  to  $100  million  before 
long.  The  member  for  Simcoe  East  (Mr.  G. 
E.  Smith)  can  give  us  a  better  figure  than 
I  can  since  he  is  on  the  board  of  Hydro. 

I  would  imagine  that  in  some  parts  of 
eastern  Ontario,  there  will  be  government 
members  in  the  next  election  who  will  say, 
"Look,  we  gave  you  the  Arprior  dam."  I 
hope  they  don't  say  it  too  loud  because  the 
resentment  in  most  parts  of  the  region  is 
pretty  strong.  But  there's  been  nothing  else 
done.  Nothing  else  is  happening. 

There  is  no  indication  of  an  ordering  of  re- 
gional priorities.  There's  a  bit  of  decentral- 


ization or  deconcentration.  There  has  been 
a  director,  regionally,  nominated  by  the  mini- 
ster a  few  weeks  ago  and  a  few  other  things 
like  that.  All  of  this  was  to  be  expected  long 
before,  but  nothing  else  than  that,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. There  has  been  nothing  else  than  that 
at  all. 

The  same  thing  is  happening  in  north- 
western Ontario;  that  is,  zilch.  The  same 
thing  is  happening  in  western  Ontario;  that 
is,  zilch. 

As  far  as  growth  in  the  east  in  the 
Toronto-centred  region  is  concerned  we  have 
a  province  that  moves  an  airport  a  few  miles 
to  the  east,  to  Pickering,  without  questioning 
whether  or  not  it's  needed.  We  have  a  prov- 
ince which  sees  the  east  as  extending  some- 
where beyond  Oshawa,  maybe  to  BowTiian- 
ville,  and  no  further,  and  which  somehow 
believes  that  an  airport  just  east  of  Toronto 
will  create  growth  in  the  Peterborough-Ot- 
tawa corridor  when  it's  very  clear  that  the 
magnetic  attraction  will  be  to  Toronto. 

There  has  been  no  workable  effort  by  the 
province  to  get  growth  in  eastern  Ontario. 
That's  the  original  development  policy  as  we 
see  it  in  practice.  That,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
why  we  say  that  it's  becoming  increasingly 
clear  that  the  regional  development  efforts 
of  the  government  are  a  fraud  and  are  a  con. 
I,  for  one,  am  beginning  to  get  fed  up  with 
the  kind  of  constant  rhetoric  that  we  get 
from  the  government. 

We  heard  today  from  the  Solicitor  Gene- 
eral  (Mr.  Kerr)  about  his  views  on  rent  regu- 
lations, a  subject  which  is  not  relevant  to 
these  estimates,  but  the  pattern  there  is  rele- 
vant. Back  in  1968  Ottawa  sought  powers  of 
rent  regulation  and  was  told  wait  for  the 
Landlord  and  Tenant  Act.  Then,  when  we 
got  a  Landlord  and  Tenant  Act  we  were  told 
to  wait  and  see  if  it  works.  Now  we  get  the 
member,  the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr. 
Wells)  and  the  Solicitor  General  going  off  on 
their  own  hook  in  order  to  placate  tenants' 
groups  that  get  a  bit  nasty  and  nothing  else. 
Therefore,  six  years  later  we  have  no  effec- 
tive protection  for  tenants.  That's  a  disgrace 
in  the  rental  markets  we've  been  having. 

Eight  years  since  the  bold  promises  of  the 
Design  for  Development  policy,  we  still  get 
promises  from  the  minister  about  what's  go- 
ing to  happen  through  regional  development 
in  the  east  and  the  north  of  the  province 
and  nothing  more.  That's  a  con,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  the  people  of  those  regions  recog- 
nize what's  happening  increasingly.  They're 
recognizing  what's  happening  to  them.  They 
recognize  there  will  be  no  viable  alternatives. 
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no  \iable  opportunities  created  for  them  so 
long  as  this  govermrient  stays  in  power. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  talk  too  about 
the  questions  of  the  government's  land 
policy.  I  think  this  centres  under  this  mini- 
ster too  because,  in  so  many  areas  there  is 
the  potential  and  the  need  to  acquire  land 
in  order  to  implement  a  true  policy  of  re- 
gional development  and  yet  it's  striking  how 
little  the  opportunity  is  seized. 

Let  me  take  the  Toronto-centred  region 
first,  Metro  Toronto.  We  have  land  acqui- 
sition at  Pickering.  When  we  get  to  those 
detailed  estimates  we  can  find  out  more 
about  what  the  minister  intends  to  do.  But 
there  has  been  no  effort  between  this  mini- 
ster and  the  Minister  of  Housing  to  ensure 
that  there  are  large  amounts  of  publicly 
owned  land  in  order  to  order  development 
and  structure  development  within  the  Metro 
Toronto  region  and  its  surrounding  regional 
municipalities.  North  Pickering  is  still  a  shim- 
mer, a  dream  several  years  away. 

There  was  no  effort  by  the  government 
at  all  to  even  discuss  with  Stelco  its  plans 
to  locate  industry  down  at  Nanticoke.  The 
government  simply  went  along  and  then  it 
said:  "Look  at  the  bold  effort  we're  making. 
We're  going  to  acquire  some  land."  I  won't 
go  too  deeply  into  who  was  right  about  that. 
There  was  the  rather  bizarre  consequence 
of  the  delays  and  the  trepidation  with  which 
the  government  went  forward  was  that  pri- 
vate developers  laid  their  hands  on  a  better 
tract  of  land  which  proved  to  be  more  de- 
velopable at  a  more  economic  cost  than  the 
site  the  government  thought  was  worthwhile 
taking. 

The  government  has  now  taken  advantage 
of  that  land  assembly  and,  for  a  certain  fee, 
has  taken  over  that  land  that  the  private 
developers  and  the  Cherkas  group  happened 
to  get.  But  I  find  it  bizarre  when  in  the  de- 
bate last  year  we  said  that  that  steel  devel- 
opment should  have  gone  either  to  the  north 
shore  of  Lake  Huron  or  the  St.  Lawrence 
corridor  in  order  to  spark  a  tremendous 
growth  of  jobs  in  one  of  those  two  regions, 
and  we  were  laughed  down  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

I  find  it  bizarre  to  find  out  that  the  mem- 
ber for  Grenville-Dundas,  who  is  still  absent 
from  these  estimates,  while  wandering  through 
eastern  Ontario  just  the  other  week  —  or 
maybe  it  was  the  Treasurer  himself  —  said 
that  the  government  was  now  considering  a 
major  industrial  park  in  the  Prescott-Cardinal 
area  which  was  precisely  where  I  suggested, 
as  a  member  from  eastern  Ontario,  the  Stelco 
plant  might  go.  What  is  happening  with  the 


government?  It  is  another  promise,  of  course; 
it  is  another  con.  That  industrial  park  will 
never  come  to  pass  while  we  have  a  Tory 
government  in  power. 

The  minister  smiles  to  acknowledge  that 
what  I  say  is  true.  He  knows  the  pattern. 
He  knows  that  ministers  have  been  given 
the  authority  to  go  around  and  make  any 
kind  of  blue-sky  suggestion  if  it  will  curry 
friends  and  win  votes  in  various  parts  of 
the  province.  With  an  election  coming  up  in 
a  year  or  so  the  government  can  try  to  look 
affable,  as  the  minister  looks;  it  can  try  to 
be  cordial  and  it  can  try  to  spur  on  people's 
hopes.  It  will  only  dash  them  after  the  next 
election  if  the  results  are  favourable  to  the 
present   government   of   the   province. 

That's  the  kind  of  game  the  minister  is  play- 
ing. We  make  good  suggestions  here;  they 
are  bandied  around  by  government  before 
the  election  and  then  they  are  eventually 
lost. 

Doesn't  it  bother  the  minister  at  all  to 
admit  that  the  major  development  decision 
in  southern  Ontario  for  the  remaining  third 
of  a  century,  which  was  the  location  of  the 
Stelco  plant  at  Nanticoke,  was  made  exclu- 
sively by  private  enterprise  with  no  govern- 
ment involvement,  so  little  that  the  minister 
had  to  admit  he  didn't  even  know  about  it 
until  the  day  it  was  announced?  Even  when 
it  was  announced,  Mr.  Chairman,  he  didn't 
feel  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  intervene, 
to  sit  down  with  the  company,  to  talk  with 
Mr.  Gordon  and  other  people  there  and  ask 
what  is  it  they're  about,  to  find  out  what 
their  thinking  had  been  about  the  alterna- 
tive and  what  it  might  take  to  force  them 
or  to  influence  or  to  encourage  them  to 
move  the  plant  into  another  area  of  the 
province  which  needed  development  and 
where  people  live  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  this  a  convenient  time 
for  the  member  to  break  off  now?  This  is 
the  private  members'  hour. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  just  a  minute,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  am  about  to  reach  a  convenient 
break  in  my  remarks. 

Rather  than  to  permit  the  creation  of  a 
brand  new  industrial  corridor  across  some  of 
the  best  land  in  Ontario  along  the  north 
shore  of  Lake  Erie  in  an  area  where  it  would 
aid  in  the  integration  of  the  Ontario  economy 
with  the  United  States,  why  on  earth 
wouldn't  the  minister  consider  at  least  sitting 
down  and  talking  with  them?  Why  won't  he 
get  involved  in  actively  planning  for  the  lo- 
cation of  (employment  in  this  province  rather 
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than  passively  submitting  to  the  whims,  dic- 
tates and  desires  of  private  enterprise? 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  the  committee  rise 
and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  supply  has  come  to  certain  solutions 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


PRIVATE  MEMBERS'  HOUR 

FIRE  PROTECTION  ACT 

Mr.  Deans  moves  second  reading  of  Bill 
42,  An  Act  relating  to  the  Installation  of 
Automatic  Fire-Extinguishing  Systems  in 
Buildingis. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  going  to  speak  at  any  length  on  this 
bill,  because  I  am  sure  the  import  of  the 
legislation  that  I  am  proposing  is  known  to 
everyone  in  the  House,  everyone  meaning  15 
of  us.  I  gather  from  the  attendance  this 
afternoon  that  it  is  something  that  everyone 
feels  strongly  about  and  we  can  expect  to 
see  it  passed. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  Does 
the  member  want  a  quorum  call? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  don't  want  a  quorum 
call,  it  isn't  worthwhile.  I  do  want  to  talk  for 
a  few  moments,  though,  about  what  I  con- 
sider to  be  a  major  problem  confronting  an 
awful  lot  of  people,  particularly  in  the  core 
areas  of  major  municipalities  and  in  areas 
where  we  are  seeing  a  reconstruction  of 
older  buildings  and  new  buildings  being 
developed. 

I  think  I  probably  have  as  much  knowl- 
edge of  firefighting  and  the  perils  of  fire  as 
anvone  in  the  Legislature;  perhaps  consider- 
ably more  than  most.  I  don't  think  anyone 
ever  really  appreciates  what  it  is  like  to  be 
in  a  fire  until  he  has  been  there.  It  is  hard 
to  tell  anyone  how  a  person  feels  when  he  is 
trapped  in  a  building  black  with  smoke, 
flames  crackling  all  around  him,  and  he  is 
asking  himself,  "Which  way  do  I  turn  to  find 
the  exit?  Which  way  do  I  turn  to  find  a 
window  or  a  door?  How  can  I  breathe?"  Eyes 
smarting,  he  is  in  a  state  of  absolute  panic. 

I  think  that  for  too  long,  because  most  of 
us  never  experience  it,  we  have  tended  to  dis- 


regard the  hazards  and  perils  of  being  in- 
volved in  a  major  fire.  We  have  tended  to 
allow  the  economics  of  redevelopment,  re- 
construction, rooming  houses,  reconstruction 
of  apartments,  reconstruction  of  office  build- 
ings, to  take  precedence  over  safety.  I  have 
been  in  more  fires  than  I  care  to  tell  you 
about. 

From  my  experience  there  is  nothing  more 
frightening,  or  that  brings  you  closer  to  the 
realization  of  death,  than  to  be  in  the  base- 
ment of  a  house  and  to  hear  it  burning  all 
around  you,  unable  to  see,  unable  to  breathe, 
and  to  be,  in  fact,  in  the  knowledge  that 
within  the  next  two  or  three  minutes  your 
number  might  well  be  up.  We  have  an  obli- 
gation as  legislators  to  try  to  ensure  that 
people  are  not  put  in  that  position  unneces- 
sarily. 

It  is  because  of  that  that  I  have  introduced 
this  bill.  I  don't  expect  it  to  pass.  I  don't 
even,  frankly,  expect  to  have  unanimous  sup- 
port for  it  yet.  But  I  am  beginning  todav  on 
what  I  hope  will  ultimately  result  in  a 
change  in  the  law  in  Ontario.  It  may  take  a 
year  or  it  may  take  five  years.  It  may  even 
take  10  years.  But  some  day  in  this  Legisla- 
ture we  will  invoke  legislation  which  will 
bring  about  the  kind  of  protection  I  am 
talking  about. 

Lest  there  be  anyone  who  misunderstands, 
let's  talk  about  the  bill  for  a  moment.  What 
I  am  suggesting  is  that  all  buildings  ap- 
proved for  construction,  reconstruction,  or 
renovation  that  exceed  three  storevs  in  height 
or  45  ft  to  the  roofhne  above  finished  grade, 
shall  require  installation  of  an  approved, 
complete,  automatic  fire-extinguishing  system. 
The  approval  of  plans  and  installed  systems 
shall  be  by  the  Ontario  fire  marshal,  his 
designee,  or  local  authorities  given  jurisdic- 
tion. 

I  make  that  point  because  I  think  it  could 
be  something  handled  by  regional  munici- 
palities. But  it  should  be  handled  in  a  uni- 
form way  right  across  the  province.  In  each 
municipality  there  should  be  the  same  basic 
standards  to  avoid  the  kind  of  builder  pre- 
ference, where  a  builder  will  move  from  one 
municipality  to  a  neighbouring  municipality 
simply  because  he  doesn't  want  to  be  bur- 
dened with  the  additional  cost  of  an 
automatic  sprinkler  system. 

'Beyond  that,  the  buildings  aflFected  shall 
includfe  but  not  be  limited  to  those  used  in 
whole  or  in  part  as  offices,  hotels,  motels, 
apartments,  lodging  houses,  retirement  homes, 
schools,  colleges,  dormitories,  hospitals,  health 
facilities,  asylums,  opera  houses— if  we  ever 
get   any— theatres,  assembly  buil<iings   of  all 
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description,  places  of  detention,  factories, 
warehouses,  storage  buildings,  and  any  simi- 
lar structure,  whether  privately  or  publicly 
owned.  I  gave  a  good  deal  of  thought  to  the 
wide  ran-ge  of  the  bill,  and  the  different 
types  of  structures  that  might  be  incorporated 
within  it. 

We've  all  read  of  the  recent  rooming-house 
fires  in  Metro  Toronto,  and  of  the  deaths  and 
injuries  that  have  occurred  as  a  result  of 
these  fires,  and  I  want  to  tell  you  they  are 
not  new.  I've  been  to  many  of  them.  The 
standards  in  most  municipalities'  for  rooming 
houses  are  deplorable.  Safety  standards  are 
virtually  non-existent.  Secondary  means  of 
egress  is  hardly  ever  provided.  There  is  little, 
if  any,  fire-extinguishing  equipment  ever  pro- 
vided and  certainly  none  by  law. 

I  suggest  that  where  people  are  going  to 
be  living  and  sleeping,  in  their  own  small 
cubicles  and  where  they  have  no  control  over 
what  their  neighbours  do,  as  in  most  rooming 
houses,  there  has  to  be  mandatory  protection 
from  fire  for  those  who  may  vety  well  be 
careful  in  their  own  right.  But  they  may  live 
next  door  to  someone  who  dbesn't  really 
understand  the  peril  he  is  placing  his  fellow 
room-mates  in,  either  by  smoking  in  bed 
or  cooking  on  a  hot-plate,  or  by  using  any 
number  of  heating  devices  when  the  room- 
ing house  isn't  heated  to  a  temperature  suf- 
ficient to  keep  them  warm  in  the  winter. 

And  so  the  legislation  that  I  am  proposing 
today  is  legislation  which  will  be  costly,  but 
not  terribly  costly  in  the  extreme;  not  to  the 
point  where  a  person  who  wants  to  go  into 
the  business  of  renovating  a  home  and  pro- 
viding a  rooming  house  would  be  able  to 
say  that  that  would  in  itself,  be  sufiBcient 
reason  not  to  do  it.  This  legislation  will  not 
be  sujBBcient  reason  for  a  person  building  an 
oflBce  to  say  that  he  will  not  put  in  auto- 
matic fire-extinguishing  systems  or  alarm 
systems  because  the  costs  will  be  outlandish, 
but,  rather,  it  will  be  costly  to  the  point 
where  we  will  be  investing  some  of  the 
money  that  is  currently  being  used  on  some 
frills,  in;  assuring  the  safety  of  the  people 
who  use  the  buildings. 

I  want  to  refer  you,  if  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  a  story  that  appeared  some  considierable 
time  ago  in  a  professional  firefighting  maga- 
zine. It  tells  of  a  fire  in  New  York  City— and 
I  could  have  chosen  any  number  of  fires— 
but  this  particular  one  was  a  New  York  City 
fire.  It  was  in  an  oflBce  tower,  not  unlike  the 
Toronto  -  Dominion  Bank  tower,  which  re- 
cently had  a  fire. 

The  o£Bce  tower  in  New  York  City  was 
not  yet   completed   although  it  was  on  the 


verge  of  being  occupied.  People  were  look- 
ing around  it.  Secretaries  were  in  taking  a 
look  at  the  building.  They  wanted  to  see 
just  how  much  oflSce  space  they  would  have, 
and  they  could  smell  smoke. 

In  a  building  that  is  not  yet  completed  it 
is  not  unusual  to  smell  an  acetylene  torch 
burning,  or  to  find,  perhaps,  a  worker  work- 
ing on  something  that  causes  smoke  to  be 
emitted.  So  they  weren't  concerned.  Un- 
fortunately, the  smoke  they  smelt  was  com- 
ing from  a  fire,  and  that  fire  grew.  It  grew 
to  the  point  where,  in  fact,  it  cost  two  lives. 
Fifty  people  were  hospitalized,  and  in  excess 
of  $10  million  damage  was  done  to  a  build- 
ing not  yet  occupied. 

It  occurred  primarily  because  there  was 
neither  a  detection  system,  nor  an  extinguish- 
ing system,  nor  was  there  any  law  requiring 
them.  And  as  a  result  of  that  fire,  and  as  a 
result  of  others  that  have  occurred  through- 
out the  USA,  a  senator,  a  state  senator,  a 
state  representative  I  suppose  he  is  called, 
introdiiced  a  bill,  and  the  bill  was  intended 
to  do  almost  exactly  the  same  as  the  legis- 
lation which  I  put  before  you  today. 

Noting  that  this  thrust  was  taking  place  in 
other  parts  of  the  North  American  continent, 
and  recognizing  the  tremendous  perils  of 
highrise  fires;  knowing  that  firefighting  equip- 
ment is  not  nearly  adequate  to  reach  the 
levels  of  highrise  buildings,  whether  office 
towers  or  apartments;  knowing  that  we  don't 
build  aerial  laddters  or  snorkels  with  suf- 
ficient reach  to  get  into  the  20th  and  30th 
floors;  knowing  there  are  extreme  hazards  in 
both  the  material  and  the  manner  of  develop- 
ing and  building  many  buildings,  the  city  of 
Hamilton  fire  department  went  before  the 
fire  and  jail  committee  of  the  Hamilton  city 
council  and  before  the  board  of  control  of 
Hamilton  city  council  and  asked  them  to 
pass  a  bylaw  which  would  have  enacted 
something  similar  to  that  which  I  am  asking 
for  today. 

The  reaction  of  the  city  of  Hamilton  was 
that  while  it  approved  in  principle  that  there 
should  be  automatic  sprinkler  systems,  fire 
detection  systems  and  smoke  detection  sys- 
tems in  all  new  buildings,  and  while  it  ap- 
proved in  principle  that  there  should!  be  the 
same  equipment— if  not  to  the  same  standard 
certainly  of  the  same  type^in  renovated  or 
reconstructed  buildings,  it  said  it  was  afraid 
it  would  drive  construction  out  of  the  mimi- 
cipality.  It  was  afraid  the  developer  would 
simply  go  to  Oakville  or  Burlington  or  go 
out  into  the  county  or  perhaps  even  come  as 
far  as  Toronto  and  build  there,  and  Hamilton 
would  therefore  lose  the  benefit  of  the  assess- 
ment,  the   benefit  of  the   new  construction. 
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Therefore,  it  dfecided  this  was  a  matter  which 
should  be  dealt  with  by  the  Legislature  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  and  that  it  should 
be  a  law  applicable  to  every  municipality. 

For  that  reason,  in  addition  to  my  own 
concern,  I  have  put  it  before  the  House.  I 
put  it  before  the  members  because  I'm  con- 
vinced, as  sure  as  I  stand  here,  that  by  the 
time  we  get  to  November  of  this  year,  we 
will  have  additional  deaths  downtown  in 
Toronto  in  rooming  houses.  We  will  have 
additional  fires  in  motel  complexes.  We  will 
have  additional  fires  in  hotels  in  many  parts 
of  the  province  which  could  have  been  kept 
under  control  if  we  had  insisted  at  some 
point  on  the  implementation  and  installation 
of  automatic  sprinklers  and  alarm  systems. 

Without  taking  up  a  great  deal  of  the  time 
of  the  House,  I  simply  want  to  urge  that 
every  member  who  may  not  have  given  any 
thought  to  this,  who  may  have  other  con- 
cerns which  he  or  she  feels  are  of  greater 
importance,  should  devote  a  few  minutes 
between  now  and  the  next  session  of  the 
Legislature— when  no  doubt  I  will  be  forced 
to  raise  it  again— to  thinking  about  his  own 
constituency  and  the  people  who  live  within 
it:  the  people  who  live  in  the  rooming  houses 
of  Metro  or  the  rooming  bouses  of  Ottawa 
or  Hamilton;  the  apartments  being  built  day 
by  day  of  the  flimsiest  material  money  can 
buy;  the  many  warehouses  in  his  area  which 
are  being  reconstructed  and  used  for  pur- 
poses for  which  they  were  never  intended. 

I  ask  those  members  to  look  around,  to 
see  them  for  themselves  and  to  decide 
whether  in  good  conscience  they  can  continue 
to  support  the  use  of  substandard  accommo- 
dation, for  whatever  purpose,  within  the 
province.  I  ask  them  whether  it  doesn't  make 
sense  to  go  to  the  cabinet  and  ask  the  gov- 
ernment to  introduce  legislation  in  this  prov- 
ince which  if  it  will  not  eliminate  all  fire 
deaths— I  doubt  if  anything  could  possibly 
eliminate  all  of  them— will  certainly  cut  down 
substantially  on  the  numbers  which  occur. 

It  is  a  proved  fact  that  sprinkler  systems 
are  able  to  contain  the  majority  of  fires  in 
their  early  stages  and  that  smoke  detection 
systems,  properly  installed  and  maintained, 
almost  invariably  allow  people  to  leave  the 
confines  of  the  building  before  they  are  over- 


come. 


It  should  be  remembered  by  everyone  here 
that  not  many  people  bum  to  death.  Most 
people  who  die  in  fires  are  asphyxiated.  They 
die  because  of  the  gases  and  the  smoke  and 
the  panic;  they  die  because  they  are  unable 
to  move,  because  they  don't  know  where  to 
go.  While  the  body  you  drag  out  of  there— 


as  I  have  on  a  number  of  occasionsn-is  char- 
red beyond  recognition,  it  isn't  as  a  result 
of  their  having  died  in  the  flames;  they  died 
in  the  gas  and  the  smoke. 

If  we  in  the  province  are  prepared  to  take 
this  fairly  bold  step,  we  can  lead  the  way 
on  the  North  American  continent.  The  cost 
will  not  be  such  as  to  inhibit  development 
and  the  saving  will  be  immense,  although 
we'll  never  really  know  the  extent  of  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Algoma. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  commend  the  member  for 
Wentworth  for  taking  the  initiative  to  in- 
troduce this  private  bill  in  the  House.  I  know 
that  in  this  day  and  age  we  are  very  much 
aware  of  what  can  happen  in  various  build- 
ings—how fires  get  started  in  hotels  and  in- 
dustrial bufldings  and  so  on. 

When  the  member  put  the  limitations  in 
his  bill  at  45  ft,  he  had  to  have  something 
particularly  in  mind— perhaps  that  it  wouldn't 
interfere  with  private  dwellings  and  so  on. 
But  there  are  many  buildings  nowadays  that 
are  only  one  storey  high— for  instance  nurs- 
ing homes  and  various  types  of  senior  citizens 
homes.  It  is  very  important  that  they  to 
have  automatic  fire  equipment  such  as  sprin- 
kling systems. 

I  think  there  have  been  a  lot  of  improve- 
ments over  the  years,  and  a  lot  of  awareness 
about  having  this  type  of  system  installed, 
not  just  in  new  buildings  but  in  older  build- 
ings which  have  been  renovated.  I  think  it  is 
a  very  good  thing. 

In  factories  and  other  places  the  insurance 
liability  would  be  very  high  because  of 
not  having  the  right  type  of  fire  prevention 
equipment.  But,  if  you  figure  the  amount  of 
insurance  you  pay  yearly  over  a  period  of 
years  and  put  it  toward  the  installation  of 
automatic  fire  equipment,  it  would  help  in 
the  long  run  to  defray  the  cost  of  your  in- 
surance from  year  to  year. 

I  have  been  involved  where  lumbering 
companies  have  approache  me  about  antic- 
ipating installing  sprinkling  systems,  but  the 
cost  was  very  high.  But  when  it  was  all 
figured  out  they  went  ahead  and  installed  this 
type  of  equipment  because  they  could  see 
that  within  a  few  years  it  would  pay  for  it- 
self and  you  would  have  the  protection  so 
vitally  needed. 

Years  ago  I  used  to  be  a  sailor  on  the 
Great  Lakes.  In  fact,  I  worked  on  both  the 
boats  that  burned— the  Hamonic  and  the 
Noronic. 

Mr.  Deans:  Did  the  member  smoke? 
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Mr.  Gilbertson:  I  worked  on  both  of  those 
boats  and  I  didn't  smoke.  But  compared  with 
the  regulations  in  those  days  and  what  you 
could  get  away  with,  there  is  a  vast  differ- 
ence today.  Those  boats  wouldn't  be  allowed 
to  sail.  They  were  just  a  pile  of  kindling. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Firetraps, 
eh? 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  They  had  been  painted  for 
years  and  years— one  coat  of  paint  one  year 
and  the  next  year  another  coat,  and  they 
were  almost  completely  wood  structures.  All 
the  cabins  were  almost  completely  wood.  A 
ship  like  the  Noronic  must  have  been  about 
six  decks.  When  you  think  of  that  disaster 
—108  lives  were  lost  and  the  boat  was  tied 
up  to  the  dock— we  would  never  want  some- 
thing like  that  to  happen  again. 

Fortunately  the  Hamonic  was  a  little  bit 
different.  It  burned  right  in  the  daytime,  but 
it  was  at  the  dock  as  well.  What  happened 
there  was  the  freight  sheds  caught  fire.  There 
was  some  type  of  vehicle  that  they  had  on 
which  the  gas  tank  blew  up.  Those  freight 
sheds  were  nothing  but  a  pile  of  kindling 
and  when  they  caught  fire  with  the  way  the 
wind  was  blowing,  cabins  on  the  boat  caught 
fire  and  burned  right  at  the  dock.  Fortu- 
nately, there  weren't  any  lives  lost  on  the 
Hamonic. 

With  the  member  introducing  this  type  of 
a  bill,  it  is  a  good  idea  and  I'd  like  to  com- 
pliment him  on  it.  I  think  that  it  is  a  step 
in  the  right  direction.  We  all  realize  that 
private  bills  very  seldom  ever  become  legis- 
lation, but  it  might  be  just  a  step  in  the 
right  direction  and  it  might  just  motivate  the 
government  to  come  up  with  something  that 
will  be  almost  similar  to  what  is  in  this  bill. 

Even  if  they  don't  introduce  it  in  the  way 
this  particular  bill  is— there  might  be  certain 
portions  of  it  that  the  government  won't  go 
along  with— I  wouldn't  be  a  bit  surprised 
some  day  that  there  may  be  some  legislation 
come  out  that  will  certainly  cover  this  par- 
ticular area  mentioned  in  this  bill. 

I  would  say  I  think  the  idea  is  good.  The 
only  thing  I  am  thinking  about  is  the  limi- 
tation of  45  ft.  There  might  be  buildings 
that  would  be  higher  than  that,  such  as  weld- 
ing shops.  They  are  only  one  storey  but  the 
ceilings  are  very  high  on  account  of  the  type 
of  work  that  they  do  in  a  welding  shop.  With 
the  type  of  fabrication  and  things  that  go 
on  there,  they  have  to  have  a  building  some- 
times only  one  storey  but  it  is  quite  a  bit 
higher  than  45  ft. 

That  type  of  building  is  not  as  subject  to 
fires   as  many  others,   such  as  various  types 


of    hospitals, 
homes,  homes 
for   the   aged 
with  the  idea 
fire  prevention 
Whether  it  is 
or  whatever  it 
idea. 


convalescent  homes,  nursing 
for  the  chronically  ill,  homes 
and  so  on.  I  certainly  agree 
of  having  the  proper  type  of 
,  whatever  type  it  might  be. 
an  automatic  sprinkler  system 
is,  I  think  it  is  a  very  good 


I  often  think  of  the  substitute  that  we  have 
for  this.  Fire  extinguishers  are  placed  in 
certain  conspicuous  places  where  they  can 
be  reached  in  case  of  a  flash  fire,  but  some- 
times there  is  considerable  neglect  in  check- 
ing these  fire  extinguishers  to  see  whether 
they  are  ready  and  can  be  used  at  any  time. 
I  know  there  are  many  times  when  a  fire 
extinguisher  is  used  and  is  not  replenished 
again.  You  may  reach  for  it  sometimes  and 
find  out  that  it  hasn't  been  recharged,  and 
this  is  something  that  is  not  very  good. 

Then  there  are  different  types  of  fire  ex- 
tinguishers. There  are  some  that  would  be 
all  right  to  put  out  a  wood  fire,  but  if  it  is 
a  gas  fire  you  need  a  different  type  of  ex- 
tinguisher to  put  out  gas.  All  these  things  are 
very  important  and  I  am  sure  the  more  of 
these  automatic  sprinkling  systems  that  we 
can  install,  wherever  it  is  feasible  to  install 
them,  the  better.  I  certainly  wouldn't  oppose 
a  bill  like  this,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Would  the  member  speak  in 
caucus  to  encourage  the  minister  to  bring  in 
one  like  this? 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  I  always  try  to  do  any- 
thing that  is  reasonable  in  caucus,  as  I  am 
a  reasonable  man.  Even  though  they  might 
be  ideas  that  come  from  the  opposition,  I 
am  quite  reasonable. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Very 
flexible. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  We  are  a  constructive  gov- 
ernment. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member's  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  We  will  listen  to  anything 
that  is  reasonable. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  Glad  to  hear  that  the  member 
is  that  kind  of  a  member. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  Wel- 
land South. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  and  wish  to  support  the  bill  in  principle, 
too-Bill  42,  An  Act  Relating  to  the  Instal- 
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lation   of  Automatic   Fire-Extinguishing  Sys- 
tems in  Buildings. 

I  want  to  compliment  the  member  for 
Wentworth  on  his  comments  and  his  personal 
experience  as  a  firefighter.  I  think  he  knows 
the  problem  very  well  of  what  a  fireman 
is  confronted  with  in  such  a  type  of  emer- 
gency. I  did  have  some  experience  a  number 
of  years  ago  as  a  member  of  a  volimteer  fire 
company  in  the  town  of  Port  Colbome,  at 
that  time,  and  I  too  know  some  of  the  prob- 
lems   that   firemen   are   confronted   with. 

Speaking  to  the  bill  this  afternoon  is  al- 
most like  a  rehearsal  of  something  that  per- 
haps we  shouldn't  even  be  debating  in  the 
Legislature,  although  it's  a  very  important 
subject.  As  a  member  of  i  'ocal  municipal 
council,  I  can  well  remember  that  we  adopt- 
ed the  principles  of  the  National  Building 
Code,  which  covered  pretty  well  all  of  what 
we  are  going  to  discuss  this  afternoon.  It 
deals  with  particular  types  of  construction  of 
buildings  and  the  matters  concerning  fire 
safety  in  buildings,  such  as  the  firewalls,  the 
fire  allowance  for  certain  tyi)es  of  building 
materials,  and  a  list  of  about  40  different 
items  dealing  with  this. 

I  notice  that  the  province  at  the  present 
time,  through  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Clement),  has  a 
draft  of  the  Ontario  Building  Code,  and 
hopefully  this  will  be  adopted  this  year.  That 
covers  fire-protection  pretty  well  in  detail, 
almost  copying  the  National  Building  Code. 
So  you  see,  they  are  moving  in  that  direction, 
but  perhaps  not  fast  enough. 

I  am  also  concerned  about  the  number  of 
deaths  that  occurred  recently  in  Metropohtan 
Toronto  and  perhaps  other  communities 
throughout  Ontario.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
here  that  from  January  to  March  of  this  year, 
there  have  been  38  deaths  due  to  fire  causes 
in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  that's  rather 
alarming.  When  you  sit  down  and  look  at  the 
regulations  that  are  before  us  in  the  difi^erent 
codes— the  National  Building  Code  and  the 
proposals  in  the  provincial  building  code— 
you  just  have  to  question  that  perhaps  we 
are  not  doing  enough  as  members  of  the 
government.  And  perhaps  this  is  why  the 
member  has  presented  the  bill  this  afternoon, 
hoping  that  the  government  would  move  in  a 
direction  to  bring  about  safety  measures  that 
would  apply  to  all  buildings.  And  as  I  said, 
we  support  the  bill  in  principle. 

When  I  read  the  bill,  it  says,  structures 
over  three  storeys  "in  excess  of  45  ft."  Per- 
haps a  number  of  those  38  deaths  that  I 
mentioned  here  are  in  those  dwellings  that 
are  below  the    45-ft  height.  That  would  in- 


clude rooming  houses  and  rental  units,  and 
one-or  two-storey,  in  fact  even  three-storey, 
dwellings.  Perhaps  this  is  where  the  greatest 
number  of  deaths  do  occur  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  and  this  is  where  the  regulations 
should  apply. 

I  noted  the  member  for  Yorkview  (Mr. 
Young)  introduced  a  bill  a  few  weeks  ago 
concerning  fire  extinguishers.  I  mentioned 
at  that  time  that  I  thought  perhaps  there 
was  more  need  for  some  type  of  fire  pre- 
vention control  in  buildings,  and  I  suggested 
heat  detectors  for  that  type  of  alarm  system. 
Heat  detectors,  perhaps,  will  give  a  warning 
a  lot  sooner  than  a  sprinkler-type  system  will. 
In  many  instances,  I  know  fire  departments 
have  them  hooked  up  directly  to  their  master 
panel  so  that  they  can  get  tne  warning  right 
at  the  beginning  that  there  is  a  fire  in  a 
building,  and  it  has  been  very  successful  in 
municipalities.  I  was  hoping  that  perhaps 
there  would  be  something  in  his  bill  this 
afternoon  mentioning  some  type  of  a  smoke 
detector  or  similar  device  to  give  the  occu- 
pants in  any  building  warning  that  they 
must  vacate  tliat  building. 

As  the  member  for  Wentworth  mentioned 
before,  the  biggest  concern  to  all  firemen  is 
not  so  much  the  fire  itself,  but  the  smoke. 
It's  the  most  dangerous  there  is  and,  of 
course,  when  you  are  dealing  with  smoke, 
that  means  deadly  gases. 

In  talking  to  some  members  of  the  fire 
department,  I  was  interested  to  learn  that 
in  many  instances,  when  firemen  enter  a 
highrise  apartment  building  of  perhaps  20 
or  26  floors,  one  of  the  first  pieces  of  equip- 
ment they  put  on  automatically  is  a  Scott  air 
pack  or  some  type  of  apparatus  to  carry  their 
supply  of  oxygen.  As  I  understand  it,  the 
supply  of  oxygen  is  only  good  for  half  an 
hour,  and  if  you  have  to  go  up  20  flights  of 
stairs,  it  means  you  spend  perhaps  10  or  15 
minutes  fighting  your  way  through  the  smoke 
and  flames;  by  the  time  you  get  up  there,  you 
almost  have  to  come  back  down  again  be- 
cause you  don't  have  a  sufficient  supply  of 
oxygen.  Sprinklers  will  provide  that  protec- 
tion to  occupants  of  any  building. 

I  also  noted  that  the  fire  regulations  in  the 
city  of  Toronto  follow  much  of  the  National 
Building  Code,  and  they  automatically  put 
sprinkler  systems  in  underground  levels  of 
building.  In  other  words,  they  are  saying 
they  want  the  sprinkler  system  installed 
where  the  greatest  fire  hazards  would  be- 
around  the  boiler  room,  the  incinerator  room 
or  the  electrical  room- and  this  is  where  they 
are  put. 
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I  have  been  informed  that  there  are  stand- 
pipes  on  every  floor  in  highrise  buildings  and 
that  these  standpipes  have  outlets  for  about 
a  1%-in.  fire  hose  to  provide  the  fireman  with 
the  necessary  water  supply  on  any  floor.  Of 
course,  he  has  to  get  up  to  that  floor  in  the 
first  place.  This  is  also  a  good  system  for 
firefighting  purposes,  but  again  I  think  that 
sprinklers  would  solve  many  of  the  problems 
by  ensuring  that  water  is  there  when  it  is 
needed-provided,  of  course,  that  there  is  an 
adequate  municipal  water  supply. 

This  raises  another  question.  Sometimes  a 
municipal  council  will  look  at  an  oflFer  that 
comes  into  council  and  say,  "Look,  we  have 
got  a  chance  for  a  highrise  apartment  of  10 
floors.  This  is  going  to  bring  assessment  to 
the  municipality."  And,  of  course,  it  looks 
good  to  members  of  council.  In  quite  a  few 
smaller  areas  throughout  Ontario,  councils 
have  gone  along  and  allowed  the  construc- 
tion of  buildings  of  five  to  10  floors,  only  to 
find,  in  many  instances,  that  by  allowing 
this  type  of  a  building  to  be  constructed,  it 
overtaxes  the  existing  fire  equipment. 

In  other  words,  it  may  look  good  to  be 
getting  revenue  from  a  highrise  apartment 
building,  but  you  might  have  to  buy  an  addi- 
tional niece  of  fire  apparatus— at  a  cost  of 
upwards  of  $135,000  if  you  are  talking  about 
an  aexial  truck  or  that  kind  of  equipment. 
And.  incidentally,  I  wish  that  councils  would 
consult  with  the  officers  in  charge  of  the  fire 
departments  to  find  out,  first  of  all,  if  they 
can  handle  that  type  of  a  building  in  case 
of  an  emergency.  In  many  instances,  they 
cannqt. 

The  other  question  is  the  matter  of  an 
adequate  water  supply.  In  many  municipali- 
ties they  do  not  have  a  sufficient  supply  of 
watev,  and  regardless  of  whether  there  are 
standpipes  or  sprinkler  systems  in  those  high- 
rise  apartment  buildings,  a  pump  of  sufficient 
capacity  is  needed  to  make  sure  that  the 
water  gets  up  to  the  top  floor.  This  means 
a  pump  with  a  head  pressure  of  about  50  lb, 
and  since  there  is  friction  loss  of  about  5  lb 
at  each  floor  level,  you  would  almost  need 
a  pump  of  about  500-lb  capacity  to  provide 
sufiicient  pressure.  This,  of  course,  adds  to 
the  cost  of  fire  protection  within  a  building, 
but  I  think  that  persons  who  are  supporting 
this  tvpe  of  a  highrise  complex  should  pro- 
vide  fire  protection  for  the  tenants. 

I  notice,  too,  in  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member's  time  has 

expired, 

Mr.   Haggerty:    Thank  you,   Mr.   Speaker. 
Those  are  my  comments.  We  do  support  the 


bill  in  principle,  but  we  would  like  to  see 
it  extended  to  cover  one-storey  and  multiple 
use  buildings.  Regardless  of  where  they  are, 
tenants  must  be  protected  for  fire  purposes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  or  the  Con- 
servative Party  who  wishes  to  speak?  If  not, 
I  will  call  the  hon,  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  there  no  other  government 
member? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  heard  no  response  to  my 
inquiry. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  thought  there  was  an- 
other government  member  to  speak. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  in  support  of  Bill  42, 
An  Act  relating  to  the  installation  of  Auto- 
matic Fire-Extinguishing  Systems  in  Build- 
ings. However,  the  legislation  as  introduced 
by  the  member  does  not  go  far  enough. 

Mr.  Deans:  Nothing  ever  does.  It  goes 
further  than  anything  the  hon.  member  has 
introduced,  but  it  doesn't  go  far  enough. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  The  legislation,  Mr. 
Speaker— I  am  reading  from  part  2  of  it 
which  says  "An  automatic  fire  extinguishing 
system  of  a  type  and  in  locations  prescribed 
by  regulations"— should  have  included  "heat 
detectors"   in   addition  to  fire  extinguishers. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  a  heat  detector  is 
probably  the  first  evidence  of  the  possibility 
of  a  fire  in  a  building.  If  you  had  had  that 
heat  detector  in  the  building  at  the  same 
time  at  least  you  would  have  been  able  to 
alert  occupants  of  the  accommodation  that 
there  was  some  type  of  fire  hazard  and  they 
had  better  vacate  the  building  as  quickly 
as  possible. 

Practically  every  community  today,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  on  some  type  of  a  redevelopment 
or  rehabilitation  programme.  They  go  into 
the  core  areas  where  generally  most  of  the 
rehabilitation  is  required  to  take  place  or 
does  take  place  and  municipalities  insist  on 
quite  stringent  controls. 

For  example  in  my  own  community  the 
core  area,  over  the  past  six  or  seven  years, 
has  gone  through  an  upgrading  programme. 
The  municipality  insists  that  all  accommoda- 
tion, be  it  on  one  floor  or  two  floors,  must 
have  at  least  two  exits  and  this  has  caused 
quite  a  financial  hardship  to  many  in  the 
community.  However,  those  people  who 
owned  the  homes  followed  through  with  the 
recommendation    of   the   city,    knowing   that 
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the  safety  of  the  occupant  is  far  more  im- 
portant than  the  few  extra  dollars  which 
may  be  spent  to  provide  a  second  means  of 
exit. 

The  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  it  has  a 
limitation  of  45  ft,  would  not  have  solved 
any  of  the  problems  we  have  been  reading 
about  recently  in  the  Toronto  area  where 
so  many  lives  were  lost  as  a  result  of  fires. 
I  think  the  limitation  of  45  ft  is  insufficient. 
There  really  should  be  no  limitation  because 
if  there  is  a  fire  hazard,  we  should  attempt 
to  save  lives  regardless  of  whether  it  is  a 
one-floor  building  or  a  two-,  three-  or  four- 
floor  one,  regardless  of  the  height. 

One  of  the  things  I  would  like  to  mention, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  the  city  of  Windsor  has 
always  been  concerned  wdth  the  fire  hazards 
of  buildings  but  the  province  and  the  federal 
government  have  not  come  out  with  a  uni- 
JForm  building  code,  a  National  Building 
Code.  On  Dec.  17,  1969,  the  council  passed 
the  following  resolution;  this  resolution  ori- 
ginated in  Niagara  Falls: 

(Whereas  provisions  in  builddng  codes 
used  by  the  fire  marshal's  office  and  other 
agencies  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  fre- 
quently conflict  with  provisions  of  the 
National  Building  Code,  which  has  been 
adopted  by  many  Ontario  municipalities; 
and 

Whereas  after  building  plans  have  been 
approved  by  provincial  agencies  it  is  often 
Necessary  for  municipal  building  authorities 
/to  require  the  plans  to  be  changed  to 
(comply  with  the  National  Building  Code, 
resulting  in  additional  costs  for  the  ap- 
plicant; and 

Whereas  the  Department  of  Municipal 
Affairs  organized  a  committee  to  study  uni- 
formity of  building  codes  and'  it  is  expected 
that  this  committee  will  be  reporting  its 
findings  presently. 

Therefore,  be  it  resolved  that  the  pro- 
Ivincial  government  be  urged  to  establish  a 
uniform  building  code  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  that  it  be  mandatory  for  all 
building  authorities,  including  provincial 
government  agencies!  as  well  as  mimicipal 
'building  authorities,  to  use  the  uniform 
building  code. 

Had  we  a  uniform  building  code,  a  lot  of  the 
problems  involving  fires  could  have  been 
resolved. 

On  May  30,  1973,  the  municipality  fol- 
lowed through  by  endorsing  a  resolution!  sub- 
mitted by  the  city  of  London.  That  reso- 
lution asked  for  or  required  the  provision  of 
automatic  sprinkler  systems  in  highrise  build- 


ings for  the  additional  protection  of  the  oc- 
cupants in  case  of  fire  and  incorporating  such 
a  requirement  in  the  uniform  building  code. 
On  Dec.  21,  1973,  the  city  council  endorsed 
a  resolution  requiring  legislation  for  the  cer- 
tification of  maintenance  of  apartment  build- 
ings. In  that  legislation,  they  asked  for  certi- 
fication annually  by  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
as  to  the  ability  of  the  individual  to  handle 
the  maintenance  of  all  fire  facilities  in  build- 
ings and  the  ability  to  certify  that  mainten- 
ance has,  in  effect,  been  carried  out  and  that 
safety  information  has  been  supplied  to  each 
tenant  in  the  building. 

(Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  National  Building 
Code,  had  it  been  adopted,  would  ha\'e  re- 
solved or  would  have  minimized  a  lot  of 
the  problems  that  we  are  confronted  with. 

iThe  member  for  Algoma  made  mention  of 
fire  extinguishers  in  buildings.  One  of  the 
problems  with  fire  extinguishers  is  that  quite 
often  you  don't  know  where  they  are  located. 
They  are  generally  in  public  buildings  tested 
on  a  regular  basis  and  there  is  a  little  tag 
attached  to  the  fire  extinguisher  showing 
that  it  is  operative.  In  fact  tliere  is  the  in- 
dicator on  the  fire  extinguisher  showing  the 
amount  of  pressure  in  the  extinguisher  so 
that  one  picking  up  that  extinguisher  knows 
that  it  is  in  a  workable  condition. 

One  of  the  unfortunate  things  in  fires  Mr. 
Speaker  is  that  they  primarily  affect  the 
poor  because  it  is  the  poor,  the  disadvantaged, 
the  welfare  recipient  and  the  elderly  who 
have  to  live  in  these  substandard  accommo- 
dations. One  of  the  things  that  also  sur- 
prised me  very  much  was  that  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.,  in  their  condominium  con- 
struction didn't  provide  for  two  exits  from 
a  building  so  that  if  the  fire  is  by  the  prin- 
cipal entrance  to  the  building,  and  there  not 
being  a  second  exit,  the  individlial  is  trap- 
ped on  the  inside  and  there  is  no  possible 
chance  for  him  to  be  rescued. 

>Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  recom- 
mendation concerning  a  way  of  rescuing  in- 
dividuals. In  the  old  days  when  they  hunted 
for  whales,  they  used  a  harpoon  method. 
They  would  shoot  a  rope  in  there  and  they 
would  harpoon  the  whale  and  then  drag  the 
whale  in.  It  has  been  brought  to  my  atten- 
tion that  where  a  fire  is  so  intense  that  no 
one  could  enter  the  building,  you  could  shoot 
a  rope  in  there,  or  metal  or  hemp  of  some 
sort,  and  at  least  the  individual,  if  he  were 
conscious,  could  grab  the  rope  and  he  could 
be  yanked  out.  Whether  that  is  practical  or 
not,  I  don't  know,  but  at  least  it  is  a  sug- 
gestion. 
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Another  is  that  I  understand  no  community 
has  ladder  equipment  sufficiently  high  to 
reach  the  top  of  a  highrise  building.  Thus  as 
far  as  occupants  living  above  the  height  of 
ladders  in  the  community  are  concerned, 
they  sort  of  have  left  their  lives  in  the  hands 
of  the  gotls,  or  in  the  hands  of  God.  To  me, 
all  highrise  buildings,  if  they  exceed  the 
height  of  firefighting  equipment  in  the  com- 
munit>',  should  have  some  type  of  a  hoist 
system  at  the  top  from  which  a  rope,  whether 
it  be  wire  or  cloth  or  hemp  or  something 
of  that  sort,  be  lowered  to  the  apartment  or 
the  area  in  which  the  fire  is  concerned  and 
someone  could  be  lowered  into  that  area  to 
rescue  the  individual.  As  it  is,  if  we  do  noth- 
ing about  thLs  situation  that  individual  is 
going  to  be  trapped  in  there,  and  as  a  result 
will  suffocate. 

Generally,  the  individual  does  not  die  be- 
cause of  the  fire  itself.  He  doesn't  bum  to 
death.  He  suffocates  because  of  the  gases 
created  by  the  intense  heat.  In  fact,  one  of 
the  problems  is  due  to  one  of  the  compo- 
nents in  the  building,  and  that  is  the  floor 
tile.  I  understand  it  is  made  from  polyvinyl 
chloride,  and  when  exposed  to  intense  heat 
and  fire,  it  creates  gases  that  are  poisonous 
and  can  adversely  affect  the  individual. 

I  know  that  in  the  National  Building  Code 
certain  types  of  plastic  insulators  would  be 
banned.  We  all  can  recall  the  insulation  that 
caused  the  deaths  of  the  three  astronauts 
when  they  were  in  a  test  capsule  at  the 
NASA  space  station.  That  was  as  a  result 
of  foam  insulation  that  had  been  used.  When 
it  caught  fire,  it  created  a  gas  which  by  itself 
w^as  not  poisonous,  but  which  when  inhaled, 
combined  with  the  blood  stream  in  a  chemi- 
cal reaction  similar  to  that  of  inhaling  cya- 
nide. Back  in  1964  there  was  a  crash  of  an 
aircraft  in  Salt  Lake  City  where  41  of  82 
passengers  died— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member's  time  has 
expired. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —none  having  broken 
bones,  and  they  all  passed  away  because  of 
the  fumes  from  the  gas. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  member  has  in- 
troduced a  bit  of  legislation  that  can  be  ac- 
cepted by  the  government.  It  can  be  amend- 
ed and  put  into  a  manner  that  would  be 
acceptable  to  the  government,  and  at  the 
same  time  would  be  a  forward  step  in  saving 
the  lives  of  many  of  our  residents. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Beaches- 
Woodbine. 


Mr.  T.  A.  Wardle  (Beaches-Woodbine): 
Thank  you  Mr.  Speaker.  I  wish  to  congra- 
tulate the  member  for  Wentworth  in  bring- 
ing this  bill  forward  today.  I  always  like  to 
have  a  member  of  this  House  speak  from  an 
intimate  knowledge  of  the  subject.  The  hon. 
member  has  had  years  of  experience  as  a 
firefighter,  and  I  know  that  we  in  this  House, 
and  the  public  generally,  appreciate  the  work 
of  the  firefighters  and  what  they  do  in  pre- 
venting fires  and  saving  lives  here  in  the 
province. 

Here  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  of  course,  we 
are  concerned  with  the  incidence  of  fires  in 
rooming  houses,  and  those  of  us  who  have 
visited  roominghouses  know  what  the  prob- 
lems are.  Even  if  fire  extinguishers  are  in- 
stalled there  is  no  guarantee  they  are  going 
to  be  there  when  they  are  required.  There 
is  no  guarantee  even  if  it  is  there  that  the 
necessary  equipment  is  workable,  and  if  it 
is  required  to  be  used  that  it  is  in  working 
condition. 

I  know  the  city  of  Toronto  fire  department 
is  concerned  about  this  problem  and  will 
have  stifi^ened  inspections  made  of  room- 
ing houses  still  remaining,  and  especially 
older  rooming  houses  in  the  downtov^m  area. 

But  let  us  assume,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we 
did  pass  this  bill,  and  all  buildings  over  three 
storeys  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  were  re- 
quired to  have  automatic  sprinkler  systems 
installed.  I  wonder,  as  my  colleague  over  here 
wonders,  about  the  water  supply  in  some 
areas  of  the  province,  and  especially  in  those 
areas  using  wells.  But  I  do  think,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, this  is  a  problem  that  could  be  resolved 
because  I  think  the  idea  the  member  brings 
up  is  a  good  one  indeed. 

Probably  many  of  the  municipalities  in 
Ontario  could  do  with  a  backup  water  supply 
system.  It  would  seem  logical,  therefore,  to 
install  such  a  system  so  the  whole  fire- 
prevention  system  could  be  improved. 

I  understand  that  in  highrise  buildings  it 
takes  150  lb  of  pressure  to  move  water  up 
a  maximum  of  15  floors.  I  further  understand 
that  an  additional  50  lb  is  required  to  get  a 
maximum  water  flow  in  fighting  fires  at  15 
floor  levels.  I  do  not  have  an  intimate  knowl- 
edge of  what  is  required  to  move  water  up 
in  this  way,  and  what  is  required  to  fight 
fires  in  highrise  buildings.  But  I  know  this  is 
a  problem  that  has  engaged  the  public  in 
discussion. 

When  they  look  at  some  of  the  highrise 
buildings  in  Toronto,  such  as  Commerce 
Court,  people  wonder  what  would  happen  in 
case  of  a  fire.  How  could  people  be  rescued 
in  case  of  a  fire?  Would  they  come  down 
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elevators?  We  all  know  the  problem,  especi- 
ally in  older  buildings,  of  getting  down 
elevators  in  the  event  of  a  fire. 

I  did  suggest  a  few  years  ago  that  all  such 
highrise  buildings  should  be  equipped  with 
a  helicopter  pad  on  the  top.  I  laiow  some  of 
them  are,  and  we  witnessed  a  recent  fire  in 
South  America  where  a  number  of  people 
were  rescued  by  having  helicopters  available. 
It  would  seem  to  me  desirable  that  all  high- 
rise  buildings  should  have  a  helicopter  avail- 
able for  rescue  purposes. 

I  agree  with  the  hon.  member  in  the 
principle  of  this  bill,  but  do  we  serve  the 
citizens  of  the  province  in  the  best  way  in 
the  requirements  of  this  Act,  and  do  we  get 
maximum  value  for  each  safety  dollar  through 
this  Act? 

It  would  seem  to  me  if  we  made  automatic 
sprinkler  systems  mandatory  throughout  the 
province,  surely  the  developers  of  highrise 
buildings  would  have  to  take  this  into 
account.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  should  in- 


sist on  fire-resistant  materials,  and  all  the 
necessary  safety  equipment  when  apartment 
buildings  and  all  highrise  types  of  buildings 
are  constructed. 

I  would  just  like  to  add  these  few  words 
and  again  commend  the  member  for  Went- 
worth  for  bringing  this  important  subject 
forward.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  this  debate? 

This  concludes  this  order  of  business. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
may,  I  would  like  to  suggest  that  we  call  it 
6  o'clock.  I  would  then  like  to  say  to  the 
House  that  by  agreement  we  have  decided 
to  call  certain  bills  this  evening— Nos.  51,  52, 
55  and  69,  with  the  possibility  of  calling 
also  60  and  65. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock  p.m. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, might  I  just  take  a  moment  to  introduce 
to  the  House  60  pupils  and  nine  adults  from 
the  Belle  River  Public  School?  They  are  all 
grade  8  students  whom  we  wish  to  welcome 
here.  They  came  down  by  bus  today  and 
are  staying  in  Toronto  tonight  and  tomorrow. 
We  wish  to  welcome  them  as  well  as  the  two 
bus  drivers  who  are  in  the  Speaker's  gallery. 


PROPERTY  TAX 
STABILIZATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Property  Tax 
Stabilization  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Actually  the  Property  Tax 
Stabilization  Act  is  really  three  bills  in  one, 
as  I  see  it.  It  has  combined  three  new  grants 
that  were  introduced  last  year  for  the  first 
time,  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  put  funds 
in  the  hands  of  the  mimicipality.  The  amend- 
ments are  necessary  because  the  formula 
used  to  figure  out  these  three  grants  has 
changed  in  this  particular  year.  I  think  the 
things  must  be  dealt  with  separately. 

First,  the  general  support  grant,  Mr. 
Speaker,  ranges  this  year  from  three  per  cent 
to  nine  per  cent  whereas  last  year  it  was 
from  two  per  cent  to  six  per  cent.  The  grant 
is  inversely  proportionate  to  the  increase  of 
expenditure  by  the  municipality.  In  other 
words,  the  more  you  increase  the  less  you 
get,  and  the  less  you  increase  the  more  you 
get. 

The  theory  behind  this  is  perhaps  good  on 
the  surface  in  that  it  is  designed  to  constrain 
municipalities  to  keep  their  spending  within 
certain  limits  and,  therefore,  to  work  for  the 
biggest  grant  possible.  However,  I  believe 
there  are  cases  where,  in  spite  of  all  the 
normal  methods  of  good  business  practice 
and  good  municipal  practices,  nothing  can 
be  done  except  to  have  a  considerable  in- 
crease   in    spending    from    one   year    to   the 
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next.  This,  I'm  sure,  is  due  in  areas  of 
rapidly  expanding  mimicipal  services,  areas 
where  population  is  increasing,  where  serv- 
ices are  required  and  where  the  general 
growth  in  the  area  is  demanding  of  an  alert 
and  live  council  that  more  moneys  be  spent 
to  provide  the  facilities  that  are  required. 

If  the  increase  from  last  year  to  this  year 
is  kept  imder  eight  per  cent,  the  support  grant 
is  nine  per  cent.  This  diminishes  down  now. 
Where  the  increase  in  spending  is  14  per 
cent  or  more,  the  grant  is  reduced  to  three 
per  cent.  I  shudder  to  think  what  is  going 
to  happen,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  we  see  the 
reports  coming  out  in  some  of  the  new  re- 
gional governments  which  undoubtedly  have 
special  cases,  they  have  special  startup  costs 
which  are  partly  met  in  other  areas,  granted, 
but  in  the  regional  governments  such  as  my 
own  in  Waterloo  where  the  increase  in 
spending  has  been  considerable  from  last 
year  to  this  year.  In  other  regional  govern- 
ment areas  things  have  become  so  difficult 
that  the  minister  has  even  seen  fit  to  call 
the  heads  of  the  regional  governments  in  to 
say  that  something  has  to  be  done  to  keep 
the  spending  within  limits.  This  business,  Mr. 
Speaker,  of  the  province  throwing  enough 
money  into  the  mimicipality  to  keep  the  taxes 
within  reason  appears  to  be  very  excellent 
on  the  surface,  but  when  one  analyses  it 
down  to  its  smallest  components  the  money 
can  come  from  only  one  source  and  that  is 
the  same  taxpayer  who  has  to  pay  the  muni- 
cipal tax  burden. 

However,  I  think  the  theory  behind  this  is 
good  in  that  municipalities  are  encouraged 
to  keep  their  increases  within  limits  to 
qualify  for  the  maximimi  grant.  I  am  sure 
there  are  iostances  where  certain  necessary 
works  must  be  delayed  and  it  must  be  a 
hard  decision  to  reach,  whether  a  munici- 
pality should  try  to  work  for  the  maximum 
provincial  grant  or  work  toward  the  neces- 
sary and  maximum  amount  of  services  that 
the  people  require.  As  in  many  things,  I 
suppose  one  has  to  balance  the  advantages 
and  disadvantages  of  this  particular  scheme. 

In  one  sense,  this  general  support  grant 
works  like  many  other  things  instituted  by 
the  province,   as   it  relates   to  the  province 
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and  the  municipality.  In  other  words,  if  you 
do  what  we  say  and  organize  your  things  on 
the  basis  that  we  recommend  we  will  pro- 
vide you  with  a  maximum  amount  of  money. 
This,  of  course,  is  what  happens  here.  It  is 
a  combination,  I  suppose,  of  a  carrot  and 
stick  approach  and  we  find  that  too  often  the 
priorities  of  the  municipality  must  give  way 
to  the  wishes  and  priorities  of  the  province 
in  order  to  get  the  maximum  monetary  re- 
turn from  the  province. 

The  second  grant  within  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  special  northern  Ontario  sup- 
port grant,  which  is  increased  from  10  to 
12  per  cent  in  this  particular  amendment. 
If  I  may  just  go  back,  the  amount  of  money 
involved  in  the  first  grant,  the  general  sup- 
port grant,  is  $33  million.  That  is  the  in- 
crease this  year.  The  amount  of  increase  go- 
ing into  northern  Ontario  under  the  second 
portion  of  this  bill  is  just  $4  million. 

Certainly  many  northern  Ontario  munici- 
palities are  away  behind  in  services.  We 
remember  very  well  the  municipalities  on  the 
north  shore  of  Georgian  Bay,  one  of  which— 
and  I  hate  to  mention  names  because  it's 
embarrassing— showed  us  the  sewage  collec- 
tion system  and  said,  "That's  where  the  pipe 
comes  out  into  the  river  until  such  times  as 
we  can  afFord  to  build  a  sewage  disposal 
plant." 

One  can  scarcely  believe  that  situations 
like  that  exist  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
but,  Mr.  Speaker,  they  do.  So  certainly  the 
municipalities  of  northern  Ontario  can  use 
every  dollar  forthcoming  from  this  govern- 
ment. We  find  that  the  $4  million  increase 
raises  the  whole  grant  from  $9.9  million  last 
year  to  $13.9  million  this  year— not  a  large 
sum  of  money  when  one  considers  the  vast 
expanses  of  northern  Ontario  and  the  many 
municipalities  whose  services  are  much  more 
costly.  It  costs  a  lot  more  to  service  people 
in  the  north  than  it  does  in  the  southern  part 
of  Ontario  because  of  certain  factors  that 
enter  into  it. 

The  third  part  of  the  grant,  Mr.  Speaker, 
is  that  which  deals  with  the  average  assess- 
ment in  the  municipality.  The  way  this  grant 
works  is  that  when  all  assessments  in  the 
municipalities  are  rationalized  out  at  equal- 
ized assessment,  one  half  of  the  deficiency 
between  the  average  assessment  in  that 
municipality  and  the  tax  that  would  have 
been  generated  had  all  those  assessments 
been  $10,000  is  supplied  by  the  province. 
This  vear  that  assessment  figure  is  raised  to 
$10,000. 

Now  this,  I  believe,  is  going  to  pour  about 
another  $15  million  into  the  municipalities. 


This  is  very  fine  except  that  the  equalized 
assessment  as  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  as 
I  am  sure  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  realizes, 
is  a  very  uncertain  figure.  Even  the  experts 
will  say  that  figured  out  to  the  best  of  their 
ability  it  is  not  a  fixed  amount.  It  is  not 
certain  when  we  figure  the  equalized  assess- 
ment even  within  a  municipality  that  is 
neighbouring  another  municipality.  But  when 
we  talk  about  equalizing  the  assessment  all 
across  the  province  we  know  that  at  best  it 
is  just  a  guess.  To  give  the  municipalities 
with  a  lower  average  assessment  additional 
grants  does  have  some  merit,  I  am  sure,  al- 
though I  question  somewhat  the  accuracy 
these  grants  will  really  have  when  they  are 
figured  out  in  relation  to  the  equalized  assess- 
ment of  all  municipalities  across  the  province. 

We  will  support  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause we  feel  the  municipalities  have  to  have 
this  additional  money.  It  has  been  said  by 
the  heads  of  many  municipalities  that  in- 
flation alone  has  eaten  up  the  additional 
grants  that  came  from  the  province  last  year. 
Certainly  the  municipalities  are  no  better  o£F 
than  they  were.  They  are  barely  meeting 
their  budgets  with  these  additional  grants, 
allowing  for  somewhat  lesser  increases  in 
taxes  than  would  have  occurred  had  these 
funds  not  been  made  available. 

We  support  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
would  hope  that  in  the  general  support  grant 
another  year  the  minister  could  make  allow- 
ance for  some  municipalities,  which,  through 
no  fault  of  their  own,  are  forced  into  in- 
creased expenditures,  and  by  being  so  forced, 
would  not  be  penalized  by  a  lesser  grant 
from  the  province,  because  the  grant  is  given 
in  inverse  proportion  to  the  increases  re- 
quired by  that  municipality. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  wish  I 
could  say  with  the  speaker  for  the  opposition 
that  we  were  going  to  support  the  grants 
unequivocally.  I  am  afraid  I  am  going  to  be 
a  bit  more  equivocal  than  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 
My  strong  temptation  woidd  be  to  say  to 
the  Treasurer,  "The  heck  with  you,  and 
yovir  fiddling  around  with  property  tax 
stabilization  plans  and  this  kind  of  thing.  We 
have  been  waiting  for  years  to  get  a  really 
fundamental  reform  in  the  system  of  muni- 
cipal finance.  What  you  have  been  doing 
instead  is— because  you  talk  to  the  munici- 
palities and  previous  Treasurers  didn't,  and 
previous  Ministers  of  Municipal  Affairs  didn't 
—conning  them  into  believing  that  something 
substantive  is  happening.  At  the  same  time 
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you  are  putting  the  blame  for  inaction  by  the 
provincial  government  on  to  federal  treasury." 

Wiser  heads  in  my  caucus  may  tell  me 
that  when  money  is  being  given  to  munici- 
palities, however  strongly  we  feel  about  it, 
they  will  probably  support  it.  On  that  basis, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  probably  will  support  it, 
but  I  can  say  that  it  is  a  very  reluctant  kind 
of  approbation  I  want  to  give  the  Treasurer 
for  this  particular  piece  of  legislation. 

(When  the  Property  Tax  Stabihzation  Act 
first  came  in  last  year,  one  of  the  points  we 
made  was  that  the  policy  of  ceilings  being 
imposed  on  the  municipality  put  them  and 
their  priorities  in  very  much  the  same  situa- 
tion as  the  school  boards  have  been  over 
the  past  few  years.  Now  it  is  being  repeated 
this  year.  The  screws  aren't  being  tightened 
the  way  the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr. 
Wells)  has  tightened'  them  on  the  school 
boards.  Now  it  is  a  matter  of  sticks  and  car- 
rots, but  it  could  become  a  matter  of  absolute 
coercive  powers  telling  municipalities  that 
they  must  spend  no  more  than  seven  or  eight 
per  cent  more  than  the  previous  year  and' 
nothing  beyond  that.  That's  the  land  of  thing 
the  Treasurer  is  leading  to  with  this  plan. 

Some  of  the  comments  I  want  to  make, 
Mr.  Speaker  really  relate  not  just  to  this  bill 
but  also  to  the  other  two  bills  in  passage 
which  we  are  debating  tonight.  I'm  concerned 
about  the  fact  that  the  government  has  now, 
apparently,  drawn  a  halt  to  its  transfers  to 
local  government.  The  Treasurer  has  said  in 
his  so- called  Edmonton  plan  that  transfers 
to  local  government  will  grow  at  the  same 
rate  as  and  no  more  than  the  growth  in  pro- 
vincial revenues.  He  estimates  that  the 
revenue  growth  will  be  11.7  per  cent  for  the 
province  this  year,  a  figure  which  surely  must 
be  an  underestimate  in  view  of  the  kinds  of— 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  It  is  13.7  per  cent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  13.7?  Is  that  right? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  That  is  what  he 
said. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  My  notes  are  wrong  and  I 
prepared  them  myself.  I  can't  blame  Hugh 
Mackenzie  for  this.  All  right,  even  taking 
that  13.7  per  cent,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  figure 
is  surely  going  to  be  pretty  small.  An  imder- 
estimate  this  year,  in  view  of  tlie  inflationary 
dividend  that  the  Treasurer  stands  to  collect 
because  of  the  elasticity  of  the  more  progres- 
sive provincial  taxes.  But  that,  unless  the 
Treasurer  is  going  to  change  and  recant  dur- 
ing the  course  of  this  debate,  is  not  to  be 


passed  on  to  the  municipalities.  They  are  left 
with  transfers  which  are  estimated  at  no  more 
than  the  increase  in  provincial  taxes,  cal- 
culated at  a  time  before  either  the  increases 
in  costs  they  would  have  to  bear,  or  the  in- 
crease in  revenues  that  would  be  coming  in 
to   the   province   become   clear. 

This  is  particularly  true  if  you  look  at  the 
pattern  of  provincial'  revenue  growth  over  the 
past  three  years.  During  the  1960s  Ontario 
goveniment  revenues  were  growing  by  20  to 
25  per  cent  a  year.  They  grew  by  15  per 
cent  in  1970-1971.  In  1971-1972  provincial 
revenues  grew  by  only  6.4  per  cent.  I  recall 
that  was  a  tax  cut  year  whose  timing  was 
possibly  related  to  the  timing  of  the  pro- 
vincial election.  Revenues  grew  again  by 
12.7  per  cent  in  1973-1974  and  by  13  per 
cent  in  1972-1973.  Now  the  Treasurer  is  sug- 
gesting that,  despite  the  conditions  that  pre- 
vail this  year,  the  revenue  growth  will  be 
no  greater  than  in  the  past  couple  of  years. 

A  realistic  estimate  of  revenues  would  have 
led  to  much  higher  transfers'  to  municipalities 
to  help  them  cope  with  inflationary  problems 
they  wfll  face  this  year.  If  the  Treasurer 
wants  any  indication  of  what  those  problems 
are  going  to  be,  he  need  only  look  at  the 
kind  of  wage  settlements  with  their  employees 
being  reached  between  Metro  Toronto,  its 
boroughs  and  other  mimicipalities. 

The  second  thing  is  that  the  Treasurer 
said  in  the  budget  that  he  would  offer  to 
increase  government  transfers  to  municipali- 
ties by  $239  million  in  1974-1975,  including 
an  estimated  $124  million  for  new  pro\incial 
transfers,  which  are  mainly  comprised  in 
these  three  bills. 

In  the  course  of  the  budget  papers  a  num- 
ber of  claims  are  made.  One  is  that  the  net 
property  tax  has  barely  changed  in  the  last 
three  years. 

It  is  not  noted  that  this  is  true  for  business 
as  well.  And  since  business,  commercial  and 
industrial  properties  pay  about  half  the  local 
property  tax,  the  Tories  have  given  to  their 
friends  in  business  a  very  substantial  bonus 
over  the  last  three  years  in  a  programme 
ostensibly  directed  not  to  business  but  to  the 
individual  property  taxpayer. 

Second,  you  would  be  hard-pressed  to  find 
out  that  the  property  tax  burden  hasn't  sub- 
stantially increased  if  you  go  and  talk  to 
people  who  are  paying  tax  on  new  and 
heavily-assessed  homes,  or  people  who  are 
inequitably  treated  because  of  the  delay  in 
assessment  reforms— a  delay  may  I  add,  Mr. 
Speaker,  which  is  clearly  politically  moti- 
vated.  The   government  has   decided  not  to 
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bring    in   assessment   reform   until    after  the 
forthcoming  election. 

The  third  thing  is  that  the  programmes 
suggested  in  this  particular  bill  represent  a 
retrograde  step  from  the  trends  reflected  in 
the  original  Property  Tax  StabiHzation  Act 
and  in  the  original  announcement  of  the 
1973  budget.  The  Treasurer  would  only  ex- 
pect me  to  say  that  last  year  the  government 
wasn't  going  nearly  far  enough.  This  year, 
not  only  is  that  the  case,  but  he  is  also  head- 
ing back  in  the  wrong  direction,  and  I  want 
to  show  how  he  is  doing  this,  if  I  can,  over 
the  next  couple  of  minutes. 

The  figures  produced  in  the  province's  own 
booklet,  the  Treasurer's  own  budget  paper 
on  the  property  tax  stabilization  programme, 
indicate  that  Ontario  has  got  a  tremendous 
distance  to  go  to  equalize  the  revenue-raising 
powers  of  the  poorer  municipalities  and  those 
that  are  well  ofi^.  If  I  can  summarize,  the 
small,  poor  municipalities  must  tax  twice  as 
heavily  for  the  same  per  capita  revenue. 
Now,  that's  real  discrimination,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  there's  no  significant  step  to  alleviating  it 
in  this  current  year's  budget. 

If  the  needs  of  the  small  municipalities 
were  significantly  less,  the  Treasurer  might 
have  a  thin  leg  to  stand  on,  but  in  fact  ex- 
perience indicates  that  the  per  capita  ex- 
penditure of  the  smaller  and  poorer  muni- 
cipalities is  almost  identical  with  the  per 
capita  expenditure  of  the  large  and  prosper- 
ous municipahties.  The  reason  is  that  they 
don't  achieve  economies  of  scale.  They  have 
such  things  as  mile  after  mile  of  concession 
roads  to  maintain.  The  cost  of  a  new  bridge 
for  one  of  those  municipalities  is  a  major 
expenditure,  whereas  it  is  just  part  of  tiie 
routine  budget  in  the  case  of  a  large  muni- 
cipality. Welfare  expenditures  of  municipali- 
ties in  eastern  Ontario  are  significandy  higher 
per  capita  than  they  are  for  the  large  cities 
of  the  province,  and  so  it  goes. 

Experience  indicates  that  in  1972  muni- 
cipalities with  an  assessment  of  less  than 
$6,000  per  capita  spent  $124  per  capita. 
Municipalities  whose  assessment  was  between 
$6,000  and  $8,000  spent  $126  per  capita. 
Municipalities  with  a  per  capita  assessment 
of  between  $8,000  and  $10,000  spent  $128 
per  capita— almost  no  diflFerence  between 
those  three.  The  really  prosperous  municipali- 
ties whose  assessments  were  $10,000  and  up, 
spent  less,  in  fact  than  the  poorest.  They 
spent  $120  per  capita. 

In  rough  terms,  just  under  a  third  of  the 
municipalities  had  an  assessment  per  capita 
of  under  $8,000,  and  just  under  a  third  had 


an  assessment  of  over  $10,000.  So  you  see, 
the  spending  of  the  poorest  third,  the  richest 
third  and  the  middle  third  was  just  about  the 
same. 

But  when  you  look  at  what  it  took  to  raise 
the  money  needed— I  think  the  figure  is  based 
on  what  it  took  to  raise  $100  in  taxes— the 
average  equalized  mill  rate  in  1973  for  the 
poorest  municipalities  was  11.7  mills;  for  the 
next  25  per  cent  of  municipalities  it  was  8.4 
mills;  for  the  next  group,  those  with  assess- 
ments of  between  $8,000  and  $10,000,  it  was 
seven  mills;  and  for  the  richest  municipalities 
it  was  five  mills. 

In  other  words,  the  small  poor  municipali- 
ties with  a  per  capita  assessment  of  under 
$6,000  had  a  mill  rate  of  11.7  mills,  whereas 
the  large  and  rich  municipalities  had  a  mill 
rate  of  only  five  mills.  That  is  grossly  in- 
equitable. If  I  can  repeat  it,  it  means  that 
the  poorest  municipalities  had  to  tax  twice 
as  heavily  as  the  richest,  despite  the  im- 
provements that  were  introduced  last  year 
by  the  provincial  scheme. 

This  year,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  province  is 
only  devoting  a  small  amoimt  of  its  increased 
allocation  to  municipalities  in  order  to  help 
cut  the  disparities  between  the  richest  and 
the  poorest.  Back  in  1973— last  year— the  re- 
source equalization  grants  which  were  new 
then  were  worth  $56  million.  That  is  not  a 
heck  of  a  lot  when  you  put  it  against  the 
$2  billion  or  so  that  was  being  transferred 
one  way  or  another  to  the  municipal  level, 
and  to  local  education  authorities.  Neverthe- 
less grants  provided  covered  under  this  par- 
ticular bill  $56  million  in  resource  equaliza- 
tion grants.  They  successfully  reduced  the 
disparity  of  mill  rates  required  to  raise  $100 
per  capita  from  about  2.4  times  to  about  2.15 
times.  That  means  that  the  miU  rate  of  the 
poorest  municipalities  was  about  2%  times 
that  of  the  richest  before  last  year's  grant 
and  it  was  reduced!  to  about  2-1/7  times. 

That  land  of  progress  should  have  been 
continued,  if  not  accelerated.  But  this  year 
the  resource  equalization  grant  is  being  in- 
creased by  only  $15  million  out  of  a  total 
estimate  of  provincial  assistance  to  local  gov- 
ernment of  $2,152  million.  This  is  very  small 
potatoes  indteed.  The  $15-million  increase  in 
the  resource  equalization  grant  should  also  be 
compared  with  the  overall  increase  transfer 
of  $124  million  that  is  mentioned  in  the 
budget.  Most  of  the  increase  this  time,  is 
going  to  go  in  the  general  support  grant,  in 
main  per  capita  grant  and  in  the  per  capita 
grant  towards  policing  costs,  etc. 

(In  this  particular  bill,  the  value  of  the 
increased  general  support  grant  is  an  extra 
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$32  million.  The  value  of  the  increase  from 
10  per  cent  to  12  per  cent  in  the  northern 
Ontario  grant  is  an  estimated  $4  million  and 
the  resource  equalization  grant  is  only  $15 
million  extra.  One  has  to  ask  the  Treasurer 
and  the  government  where  on  earth  are 
their  priorities  when  poor  municipalities  have 
to  charge  dbuble  the  tax  rate  of  rich  ones 
in  order  to  achieve  the  same  amount  of  funds. 
Where  isi  the  equality  of  opportunity  in  that? 
Where  is  the  commitment  to  equalization? 

When  the  government  eventually  got 
around  to  producing  budget  paper  B,  "Fi- 
nancing Development  of  Local  Government," 
the  minister  sought  to  compare  the  tax 
burden  and  the  grants  and  so  on  of  various 
kinds  of  municipalities.  They  verj'  cleverly 
took  a  completely  different  kind  of  split  in 
order  to  make  that  assessment.  They  talked 
about  areas  of  rapid  urban  growth;  stable 
urban  areas  which  include,  surprisingly 
enough,  the  cities  of  Ottawa,  Kingston  and 
Brockville;  urbanizing  areas^these  would  be 
townships  and  semi-rural  areas,  such  as 
Orangeville,  Smith  Township  and  Iimisfil 
Township  and  rural  areas  with  a  population 
growth  of  about  six  per  cent,  like  Darlington, 
Burford  and  Mersea  Township. 

Those  who  thought  this  was  an  urban 
province  would  be  very  surprisedi  when  they 
looked  at  the  taxation  figures.  I  would  like 
very  much  to  see  these  taxation  figures  com- 
pared with  population  figures,  because  I  think 
they  would  show  some  very  surprising  results. 
I  want  to  remind  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
government  which  the  Treasurer  represents 
has  built  its  political'  strength  on  the  rural 
townships  and  rural  counties  of  this  prov- 
ince. There's  that  vast  blue  belt  that  goes 
from  the  Liberal  fringe  on  Lake  Huron  right 
over  to  the  Quebec  border  and  Hawkesbury 
and  L'Orignal. 

IMr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Put  a 
bit  of  red  in  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  there  are  a  few  Grits 
around  Waterloo  as  well. 

One  would  have  thought  that  the  govern- 
ment would  have  some  regard  for  the  prob- 
lems that  rural  people  have  for  the  disparities 
between  rural  and  urban  people  and  for  the 
disadvantages  of  rural  areas.  But,  as  I  was 
reminding  the  House  just  before  the  break, 
when  we  were  discussing  the  Treasurer's 
estimates,  that  just  isn't  true.  There  are  vast 
areas  of  this  province  represented  by  Tories 
for  which  the  government  does  nothing, 
except  drain  the  \^oung  people  away  to 
Toronto, 


The  Treasurer's  own  statistics  are  very 
significant,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  you  look  at 
the  eflFect  of  the  property  tax.  We  all  know 
that  the  property  tax  is  a  regressive  tax;  that 
it  bears  most  heavily  on  poorer  people  and 
least  heavily  on  those  who  are  well  off.  When 
you  look  at  the  tax  burden  in  terms  of  its 
percentage  of  household  income,  however, 
you  find  that  in  these  areas  of  rapid  urban 
growth,  such  as  Metro  Toronto,  Mississauga, 
and  places  like  that,  with  high  incomes  may 
I  say,  the  property  tax  amounts  to  3.7  per 
cent  of  the  total  household  income.  In  stable 
urban  areas,  such  as  Ottawa,  Kingston  and 
Brockville,  it  is  really  quite  a  modest  2.7 
per  cent.  It's  at  the  level,  in  other  words, 
where  possibly  it  ought  to  be  for  the  prov- 
ince as  a  whole,  because  of  the  inequities  of 
the  property  tax  system. 

In  the  urbanizing  areas  it's  3.4  per  cent 
but  then  one  comes  to  the  rural  areas  of  this 
province  and  finds  that  despite  everything 
that  has  been  done,  all  of  the  pretensions 
made  by  the  Treasurer,  all  the  claims,  all  the 
bills  we  have  passed  here  for  relief  of  taxa- 
tion on  farm  property  and  that  kind  of  thing, 
the  governments  in  Ontario  through  the 
property  tax  take  5.3  per  cent  of  the  house- 
hold income  in  rural  Ontario.  That  is  a  lot 
of  money  as  well,  Mr.  Speaker;  $377  million 
goes  into  local  government  through  the 
property  tax  in  rural  Ontario  under  the  Con- 
servative regime  of  the  Treasurer  and  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis).  That  is  only  $14  million 
less  than  the  amount  of  money  collected  in 
property  taxes  in  the  so-called  stable  urban 
areas  such  as  Ottawa,  Kingston,  Brockville, 
and  I  am  sure  there  are  a  few  others,  one 
needn't  pick  on  eastern  Ontario. 

The  rate  of  tax  as  a  proportion  of  income 
in  these  rural  areas  is  double  what  it  is  in 
stable  urban  areas.  I  don't  need  to  tell  the 
Treasurer  that  our  people  in  Ottawa  are  a  lot 
better  off,  on  average,  despite  the  problems 
we  may  have,  than  people  are  in  rural  and 
small-town  Ontario.  The  rate  of  property  tax 
in  rural  Ontario  is  double  what  it  is  in  stable 
urban  communities,  and  it  is  about  50  per 
cent  higher  than  it  is  in  the  urbanizing 
townships  around  Toronto,  for  example,  or 
than  it  is  in  rapid  areas  of  urban  growth  like 
Toronto  itself. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince  Edward-Lennox): 
The  member  is  crazy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  not  crazy.  That's  true. 
I  am  glad  the  member  for  Prince  Edward- 
Lennox  is  listening  to  this  and  I  hope  he 
goes  back— 
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Mr.  Taylor:  I  am  listening  but  the  member 
hasn't  learned  very  much  because  his  figures 
don't  mean  a  dam  thing  if  one  starts  to  think 
about  what  he  is  saying. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  quoting  from  the 
government's  figures;  they  are  not  my 
figures. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Figures  don't  lie  but  liars 
figure. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Please  address 
the  Chair. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  quoting,  Mr.  Speaker, 
from  a  booklet  called  "Finance  Development 
of  Local  Government  in  Ontario."  The  figures 
I  am  quoting,  Mr.  Speaker,  come  from  this 
volume,  "Budget  paper  B;  Financing  De- 
velopment of  Local  Government  in  Ontario," 
I  am  looking  to  see  whether  Ian  Macdonald's 
name  is  still  on  it.  I  guess  they  took  it  off 
because  the  department  was  in  the  course  of 
transition.  All  the  same,  it  comes  from  im- 
peccable authority  that  rural  people  paid 
twice  as  much  property  tax  as  urban  people 
under  the  government  of  the  Treasurer,  and 
all  he  will  do  for  them  is  to  find  about  $14 
million. 

We  are  going  to  talk  about  that  in  rural 
Ontario  in  the  course  of  the  next  year  and  a 
half,  and  I  hope— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'll  bet. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —the  member  for  Prince 
Edward-Lennox  and  a  few  others  realize  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  ripoff  going  on  in  this 
province  and  the  Treasurer  is  responsible.  It's 
those  Tory  voters  in  rural  Ontaio  who  are 
having  to  pay  for  it. 

Mr.  Taylor:  I'd  be  happy  to  discuss  that 
on  the  platform  with  the  member,  any  time, 
in  any  rural  community. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  any  rural  community? 
That's  fine.  Okay  I  take  that  up.  I  look  for- 
ward to  the  invitation.  I  drive  through  the 
member's  constituency  almost  every  other 
week  and  if  he  sets  up  the  meeting,  HI  be 
glad  to  go. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Start  at 
Picton. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  we'll  start  at 
Picton. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  hope  the  member  will 
speak  in  London,  too,  before  the  next  elec- 
tion. That  will  really  clinch  it  for  us. 


An  hen.  member:  That'll  clinch  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes.  Well,  no,  this  is  serious. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  The 
Treasurer  spoke  in  Timmins  last  night  and 
that  is  going  to  clinch  it  for  us. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  more 
serious  than  the  Treasurer  makes  out.  I  have 
to  admit  I  was  surprised  because  I  had  al- 
ways thought  the  level  of  taxation  tejided 
to  be  lower  in  rural  Ontario  because  the 
level  of  services  was  lower,  and  because  they 
didn't  have  sewers  and  sidewalks  and  all  sorts 
of  other  urban  services.  People  in  rural  and 
small-town  Ontario  benefit  from  their  en- 
vironment; they  have  a  lower  standard  of 
services  but,  in  simpler  communities,  their 
need  is  less  as  well. 

The  Treasurer's  figures  have  put  quite  a 
different  light  on  it  and  they  indicate  that 
we  are  really  being  unfair.  Not  only  do  we 
tax  their  incomes  twice  as  much  but  we  have 
to  remember  that  incomes  in  those  areas  are 
a  lot  lower  than  they  are  in  urban  Ontario. 
Therefore,  people  in  those  areas  can  afford 
to  pay  these  taxes  much  less.  This  is  a  clas- 
sical example  of  regressive  taxation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  only  that  but  we  keep 
asking  ourselves  on  this  side  of  the  House, 
why  is  it  that  so  much  comes  into  Toronto? 
Why  is  there  this  obsession  with  growth 
along  here?  Now  we  find  another  reason  and 
that  is  that  if  one  goes  to  many  parts  of  On- 
tario, which  are  rural  or  semi-urban,  the 
communities  there  cannot  afford  the  expen- 
ditures which  might  help  them  develop  more 
jobs  for  their  people.  They  simply  can't 
afford  them  because  they're  so  heavily  taxed 
now,  and  the  local  politicians  realize  the 
situation  and  don't  dare  go  any  further.  If 
they  appeal  to  the  Treasurer  for  help  they 
get  a  bland  smile,  and  some  bonhomie,  and 
httle  shrimps- 
Mr.  Taylor:  That's  not  true. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   —and  other  things  like  that 
are    handed    out   at   the    meetings    with    the 
Provincial-^Municipal  Liaison  Committee- 
Mr.  Taylor:  You're  the  little  shrimp! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  most  recently,  they  get 
the  opportunity  once  a  month  to  come  down 
to  Toronto,  ff  they  can  spare  the  time,  and 
sit  in  on  the  PMLC  and  ask  questions  of  the 
minister,  or  of  other  people,  over  the  course 
of  half  an  hour  or  so. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Are  you  suggesting  that  he'd 
whitewash  something? 
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Mr.   Cassidy:   I'm  suggesting  he  is  white- 
washing things.  There's  a  very- 
Mr.   Taylor:   He  knows  his  shrimps,  any- 
way. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —instructive  comment  here 
from  the  Association  of  Municipalities  of  On- 
tario on  the  provincial  budget.  And  this  is 
from  Mayor  Meston,  who's  president  of  the 
association.  He  comments  favourably.  I'm 
quite  willing  to  grant  the  minister  that  the 
communications  between  the  province  and 
the  municipalities  were  so  bad  in  the  past, 
that  anybody  who  revived  the  PMLC  as  he's 
done,  and  made  it  an  organ  of  communication 
as  he  has  done,  deserves  a  certain  amount  of 
credit,  and  I  give  that  credit  to  the  Treasurer. 

However,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  muni- 
cipal leaders  have  been  conned  on  this.  When 
you  look  at  the  facts,  they  indicate  that  while 
there  is  communication  right  now— while  the 
province  is  listening— it's  not  necessarily  act- 
ing. That's  particularly  true  in  rural  Ontario. 

Mr.  Stokes:  They  listen,  but  they  don't 
hear. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  It's  interesting 
looking  at  the  way  the  grants  are  going  to 
go  this  coming  year.  There  is  absolutely  no 
rhyme  nor  reason  in  the  way  they  are  going 
to  be  granted.  I  have  to  confess  that  I  can't 
even  work  them  out,  and  I  have  to  confess, 
as  well,  that  when  I  find  that  major  munici- 
palities such  as  East  York,  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto, Chinguacousy  and  Brampton  aren't 
mentioned,  then  I  really  have  some  doubts 
about  the  Treasurer's  figures.  These  are  the 
changes  in  grants  for  municipalities  which 
were  ostensibly  outlined  in  the  budget  paper 
A  on  the  propert>^  tax  stabilization  pro- 
gramme, 

And  may  I  say,  for  the  benefit  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Prince  Edward-Lennox,  that  that 
is  the  other  major  source  of  the  figures  which 
I  am  nsing  during  the  course  of  this  speech 
on  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Taylor:  The  member's  sources  are  all 
right,  but  the  way  he  twists  them  and  tor- 
tures them— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  member  understood 
municipal  finance— if  he'd  been  living  with  it 
as  long  as  I  have,  why,  he  might  understand 
what  it's  all  about. 

The  way  the  thing  works  just  doesn't  seem 
to  make  any  sense  at  all.  It  leads  me  to  sus- 
pect, without  being  able  to  prove,  that  the 
whole  impact  of  the  Treasurer's  programme 
is  quixotic,  that  possibly,  even,  it  is  deliber- 


ately quixotic  because  of  the  use  of  the 
various  powers  for  special  grants  in  oases 
where  the  political  heat  is  getting  a  bit  too 
difiBcult  for  the  Treasurer  to  stand. 

I  don't  understand  why,  for  example, 
Gloucester,  if  I  can  find  the  figures,  for  this 
municipality,  where  expenditures  went  up  by 
28  per  cent  last  year,  is  going  to  get  a  sub- 
stantial increase  in  funding.  Other  municipal- 
ities who  were  good  boys  and  kept  their  ex- 
penditures to  the  eight  or  10  per  cent  that 
was  desired  by  the  Treasurer  get  virtually  no 
change  in  their  grants  at  all. 

Here  we  are.  Yes,  in  Gloucester  expendi- 
tures went  up  by  28.3  per  cent  in  1973,  mak- 
ing it  a  bad  boy  according  to  what  the 
Treasurer  wanted  it  to  do.  There's  some 
reference  to  annexations  which  puzzles  me, 
because  I  was  aware  of  none.  Gloucester's 
grants  have  more  than  doubled  between  1973 
and  1974.  And  to  take  an  example  from  very 
close  by,  Nepean  is  also  in  a  similar  situation. 
Its  expenditures  were  up  by  26  per  cent  and 
its  grants  are  also  going  to  double.  Yet, 
Ottawa,  on  the  other  hand,  which  was  a  good 
municipality,  and  where  expenditures  went 
up  by  only  6.9  per  cent,  is  only  getting  about 
a  14  or  15  per  cent  increase  in  grants  over 
last  year. 

One  has  to  ask  why  London,  where  the 
Treasurer  comes  from,  will  get  an  increase 
of  from  $6.9  million  to  $9.5  million  in  pro- 
vincial grants— with  a  population  of  232,000— 
while  Ottawa,  where  the  population  is  ap- 
proximately 25  per  cent  greater,  is  going  to 
have  its  grants  increased  from  $6.1  million 
to  $7.6  million.  That  seems  to  be  a  bizarre 
kind  of  result;  it  may  have  political  motiva- 
tions. The  Treasurer  may  feel  an  obligation 
to  London.  It  may  even  be  that  it's  simply 
because  London  has  such  an  effective  mayor 
right  now  in  Jane  Bigelow— have  to  give 
credit  where  credit  is  due. 

Mr.  Taylor:  She's  a  very  fine  lady. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  She's  a  very  fair  lady,  that's 
right,  and  she's  a  fine  New  Democratic,  too. 
Let's  put  that  on  the  record. 

Mr.    Taylor:     I    appreciate    her    political 

colour. 

Mr.    Cassidy:    At    any    rate,    those    results 
appear  to  be  perverse.  There's  been  no  action 
by  the  government- 
Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  I  know 
where  the  action  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  the  rump  is  always  like 
that;    they're   rather   tempestuous   this   even- 
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ing  as  well.  There  has  been  no  action  by  the 
government  in  terms  of  any  general  reform 
to  give  municipalities  a  really  valid  share 
in  provincial  revenues. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Those  were  good  shrimps. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  I  find  particularly  ob- 
jectionable is  that  the  province  has  not  been 
willing  to  take  its  political  courage,  to  put 
into  action  what  it  has  said  from  time  to 
time  about  the  property  tax  and  so  on  and 
to  shift  decisively  the  burden  of  taxation 
from  property  tax  to  the  personal  income  tax 
and  the  corporation  tax  and  to  other  provin- 
cial revenues.  It  seems  to  me  we  can  talk 
now  iK)t  just  about  holding  the  property  tax 
at  the  current  level  but  about  shifting  the 
tax  burden  to  the  personal  income  tax. 

What  the  Treasurer  does  is  he  talks  about 
it  as  long  as  the  federal  government  will 
carry  the  can.  In  one  of  his  documents  he's 
recommended  that  five  per  cent  of  federal 
tax  revenues  from  the  personal  income  tax 
be  shifted  to  the  municipalities.  That's  very 
bold;  it's  very  courageous  to  spend  some- 
body else's  money,  but  it's  about  time  this 
province  began  spending  its  own  money  and 
ensuring  a  more  equitable  tax  system  than  we 
have  right  now  and  ensuring  a  more  equit- 
able tax  system  than  we  get  when  so  much 
of  the  burden  of  local  expenditures  still  falls 
on  the  property  tax  and  on  the  tax  levied 
on  individuals. 

Within  the  property  tax  it  is  about  time 
we  began  talking  not  about  a  property  tax 
generally  but  about  a  tax  which  puts  more 
and  more  of  the  burden  on  land  and  less 
and  less  on  the  improvements  which  go  on 
that  land.  That  is  a  measure  which  I'm  sure 
the  Treasurer  is  aware,  would  have  the  effect 
again  of  being  relatively  progressive  in  terms 
of  who  would  have  to  bear  the  increased  inci- 
dence of  the  tax  on  land.  Among  other  things, 
it  would  put  a  really  severe  crimp  into  the 
kind  of  speculation  which  we  have  seen 
around  our  communities,  unlike  the  proposals 
of  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act  which  we 
have  been  debating  over  the  last  month  or 
so. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  it's  now 
seven  or  eight  years  since  the  member  for 
York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald)  enunciated  in 
this  Legislature  the  New  Democratic  Party's 
municipal  foundation  plan. 

If  you  recall,  sir,  the  basic  elements  of 
that  plan  were  to  ensure  that  every  munici- 
pality would  get  the  same  revenue  per  capita 
for  the  same  relative  rate  of  taxation  and  this 
would  be  so  right  across  the  province.  It's 
been  done  to  a  fair  degree  in  the  field  of 


education  but  it  hasn't  been  attempted  in  the 
field  of  municipal  finance.  That's  why  we 
get  the  perverse  result  that  to  raise  $100  a 
rural  municipality  must  tax  twice  as  heavily 
as  a  municipality  like  Ottawa,  Kingston, 
Brockville  or  any  other  stable  municipality. 

It's  time  for  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
which  is  rich  enough  to  take  the  step,  to  say 
to  every  municipality  within  its  boundaries— 
or  if  the  Treasurer  wants,  every  restructured 
municipality;  he  can  deal  with  the  others 
on  a  traditional  basis— that  for  every  mill  of 
tax  they  levy  they  will  get  the  same  relative 
amounts  of  revenue  as  the  people  in  the 
rich  municipalities  like  Toronto,  Mississauga, 
Burlington,  London  and  Ottawa  because  until 
he  does  that  he  is  going  to  continue  the 
inexorable  process  where  the  rich  will  con- 
tinue to  get  richer,  where  the  large  munici- 
palites  will'  continue  to  get  services  and  atten- 
tion and  indtustry  and  jobs  and  other  things 
from  the  government,  and  where  the  smaller 
mimicipalities  will  continue  to  languish.  You 
will  continue  to  have  a  depopulation  of  rural 
areas  in  the  smaller  communities,  Mr.  Speak- 
er; you  will  continue  to  have  this  inequality 
of  opportunity;  you  will  continue  to  have  a 
bleeding  away  of  these  areas  where  one 
thought  the  traditional  values  of  Tory  On- 
tario really  resided,  the  beautiful  small  vil- 
lages and'  towns  that  you  pass  through  on 
so  many  of  our  provincial'  highways  and 
which  are  now  being  sucked  dry  because  of 
the  inadequate  fiscal  policies  of  this  Treasurer 
and  of  this  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  address  themselves  to  this  bill?  The  mem- 
ber for  Windsor- Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor  -  Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  make  a  few  comments 
on  Bill  50  and  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
minister  the  plight  and  the  situation  in  which 
the  city  of  Windsor  finds  itself  as  a  result  of 
ceilings  imposed  upon  it. 

The  minister  is  aware  that  back  during  the 
depression  days  Windsor  found  itself  in  the 
position  where  it  was  bankrupt  and  it  couldn't 
finance  many  of  the  needed  programmes.  Fol- 
lowing the  depression  days  we  got  into  the 
war  years  in  which  the  situation  didn't  im- 
prove as  far  as  the  ability  to  spend  funds 
goes  because  of  the  shortages  that  developed. 
Windsor  then  could  not  engage  in  a  lot  of 
the  needed  programmes. 

(After  the  war  years,  we  got  into  annexa- 
tion or  amalgamation  in  which  the  takeover 
of  newer  areas  imposed  added  financial  strain 
on  the  municipalities.  Now  with  the  addi- 
tional   curbs    on    ceilings    and    hingeing   the 
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grant  to  the  curtailing  of  the  spending,  we 
find  in  the  community  that  much-needed 
pollution  control  programmes,  which  must  be 
carried  on  because  of  the  mandate  from  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr.  W.  New- 
man), put  the  city  in  a  real  financial  dis- 
advantage. They  have  to  carry  on  these  pro- 
grammes. As  a  resiJt,  other  needed  pro- 
grammes have  to  be  curtailed  or,  in  some  in- 
stances, completely  dropped. 

^I  know  the  minister  is  aware  of  the  situa- 
tion because  more  than  likely  the  mayor  of 
the  community  has  alerted  him  to  it.  Seeing 
that  he  claims  the  local  members  don't,  I 
wanted  to  bring  to  his  attention  an  article 
written  by  Dick  Spicer  of  the  Windsor  Star 
concerning  the  situation.  He  writes: 

A  decision  to  protest  the  Ontario  gov- 
ernment ceiling  on  mimicipal  spending  and 
a  rebuttal  to  a  local  charge  of  empire 
building  characterized  the  ciiy  council''s 
'two-houT  budget  session  on  Monday.  [This 
is  approximately  a  month  ago.] 

Rushing  to  meet  a  deadline  that  expires 
Wednesday,  council  endorsed  a  resolution 
protesting  the  province's  system  of  grants 
aimed  at  holding  municipal  spending  to 
an  eight  per  cent  increase  annually. 

"I  don't  know  how  other  cities  are  do- 
ing," said  Mayor  Frank  Wansbrough  [of 
the  limit]  "but  it  is  hurting  us.  It  is  just 
strangling  us." 

The  resolution  passed  by  city  council,  Mr. 
Speaker,  made  mention  that  the  $3.5-miHaon 
increase  in  expenditures  so  affects  the  muni- 
cipality that  even  though  they  have  a  request 
for  $3,4  million  of  public  works  expenditures, 
they  can't  put  all  of  their  moneys  into  public 
works  because  other  programmes  need  to  be 
taken  care  of. 

Some  of  the  programmes  that  have  to  be 
cancelled  are  essential  street  and  safety 
works  and  other  required  installations  and 
services.  As  a  result  of  the  spending  ceilings, 
the  city  on  May  13  passed  the  following 
resolution,  which  was  sent  to  the  hon.  min- 
ister: 

Whereas  municipalities  are  required  to 
limit  to  eight  per  cent  increases  in  the 
general  purpose  expenditures  in  order  to 
qualify  for  the  maximum  grants  under  the 
property  tax  stabilization  grant  regulations; 
and 

whereas  a  preliminary  review  of  depart- 
mental estimates  during  the  current  coun- 
cil budget  sessions  indicates  the  need  to 
cut  over  $7  million  from  estimates  for 
general  purposes,  totalling  over  $57  mil- 
lion,   thereby    eliminating    essential    street 


and    safety   works   and   other  urgently   re- 
quired  installations  and  services;   and 

whereas  the  limit  of  eight  per  cent  per- 
mits an  increase  over  1973  allowable  ex- 
penditures of  approximately  $3.5  million 
for  general  purposes,  which  is  only  slightly 
more  than  the  $3.4  million  requested  by 
the  public  works  department  for  1974  in 
excess  of  expenditures  by  this  department 
for  1973;  and 

whereas  city  council  during  budget  ses- 
sions has  found  it  necessary  to  cut  over 
$2  million  from  public  works  department 
estimates,  which  include  reduction  in  work 
and   sidewalk  maintenance;   and 

whereas  a  large  portion  of  the  increase 
in  expenditures  permitted  under  the  tax 
stabilization  grants  formula  must  be  allo- 
cated to  environmental  works  demanded 
by  the  provincial  Ministry  of  the  Environ- 
ment; and 

whereas  local  taxpayers  are  in  eflFect 
penalized  by  having  to  pay  twice  for  es- 
sential expenditures  that  may  result  in 
exceeding  the  eight  per  cent  limit;  and 

whereas  this  produces  a  contradictory 
situation  where  one  provincial  ministry 
requires  the  city  to  expedite  completion 
of  certain  public  works,  and  the  other 
ministry  eflFectively  encourages  a  reduction 
in  expenditures  by  making  such  reductions 
a  prerequisite  to  earning  maximum  sub- 
sidies or  grants;  and 

whereas  the  high  rate  of  inflation  during 
the  past  year,  which  is  expected  to  con- 
tinue into  1974,  places  an  additional 
burden  on  the  municipal  budget  and  the 
eflForts  of  municipalities  to  stay  within  the 
provincial  grants  regulation; 

therefore  be  it  resolved  that  the  provin- 
cial government  be  urged  to  review  the 
severe  constraints  placed  on  municipal 
budgeting  by  the  stabilization  grants. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  bring  this  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  minister,  primarily  from  the  fact 
that  Windsor  would  like  to  carry  on,  and 
must  carry  on,  its  environmental  control 
projects.  But,  as  indicated  in  this  legislation, 
the  municipality  is  being  penalized,  because 
they  can't  share  in  the  limiting  of  expendi- 
tures to  eight  per  cent.  There  is  no  way  that 
they  can  do  it,  and  carry  on  all  of  the  needed 
environmental  programmes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  minister  should 
consider  programmes  that  are  being  forced 
upon  a  municipality  to  complete  and  they 
then  should  not  be  included  in  the  limit. 
In  other  words,  the  $7  million  or  $8  million 
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that  the  community  may  be  spending  in  en- 
vironmental programmes  should  not  be  in- 
cluded in  the  total  expenditures  for  the 
various  departments  in  a  municipal  govern- 
ment. 

By  doing  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister 
would  enable  the  municipality  to  complete 
in  short  time  the  much-needed  programmes 
that  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment  insists 
that  they  complete.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want 
to  add  to  the  comments  made  by  my  col- 
league from  Waterloo  North  about  the  need 
for  this  control  to  be  done  on  a  per  capita 
expenditure  basis,  rather  than  on  a  gross 
expenditure  basis.  It  is  a  point  that  I  brought 
up  last  year.  I  hope  when  this  bill  goes  be- 
fore committee,  the  minister  will  accept 
amendments  to  make  it  on  a  per  capita  basis, 
so  that  it  will  eliminate  the  inequities  of 
this  decrease  in  grants  to  municipalities 
which  are  experiencing  growth. 

I  also  endorse  the  points  made  by  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  about  the  need 
to  decrease  the  gap  of  grants  between  mu- 
nicipalities in  rural  areas  and  those  in  urban 
areas.  We  must  remember  that  we  should 
be  doing  everything  possible  to  encourage 
dispersion  of  people  around  the  province, 
rather  than  encourage  their  concentration  in 
the  cities. 

It  is  interesting  that  large  cities  in  other 
parts  of  the  world  are  recognizing  that  it 
costs  many  times  as  much— in  the  order  of 
iouT  times  as  much— to  service  people  in 
large  centres.  It  is  much  more  economical  for 
us,  as  well  as  leading  to  a  much  more  attrac- 
tive way  of  life,  if  we  can  encourage  im- 
proved services  in  smaller  centres,  and  I  urge 
the  minister  to  take  that  into  account  as  he 
develops  the  property  tax  stabilization  grants 
so  that  we  are  doing  everything  possible  to 
make  it  less  expensive  for  smaller  munici- 
palities to  provide  good  services,  and  not  try 
to  provide  all  these  services  by  larger  and 
larger  grants  in  major  mimicipahties  where, 
by  one  means  or  another,  we  are  continuing 
to  encourage  people  to  move. 

I  hope  that  the  province,  and  the  Treasurer 
particularly,  with  his  key  role  in  the  planning 
of  this  province,  will  recognize  every  means 
possible  of  dispersing  opportunity  and  mak- 
ing other  areas  of  the  province  more  attrac- 
tive to  live  in  than  they  are  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Thunder 
Bay. 


Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  direct  my  remarks  to  a  particular 
situation  that  I  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  minister  last  year  regarding  a  mining 
municipality. 

I  am  hoping  that  the  figures  contained  in 
the  book  that  accompanied  the  budget,  re- 
garding the  1974  property  tax  stabilization 
programme,  were  in  fact  in  error.  If  they 
weren't  in  error,  I  want  to  get  some  kind 
of  assurance  from  the  minister  that  he  will, 
in  consultation  with  his  colleague,  effect 
some  kind  of  change  in  the  Assessment  Act 
that  will  assist  mining  municipalities,  par- 
ticularly newer  mining  mimicipalities  that 
have  a  heavy  expenditure  as  the  result  of 
having  to  provide  a  lot  of  services  almost 
immediately  rather  than  over  an  extended 
period  of  time. 

I  want  to  deal  specifically  with  the  im- 
provement district  of  Manitouwadge,  which 
is  the  largest  centre  of  population  in  the 
riding  of  Thunder  Bay,  with  a  population 
of  3,305,  They  had  an  increase  in  spending 
in  1973  of  only  six  per  cent,  and  their  total 
grant  for  1973,  including  the  per  capita  grant, 
was  $385,000.  The  total  for  1974  is  just  an 
increase  of  $2,000,  for  a  total  of  $387,000. 

They  had  a  very  favourable  spending  re- 
cord in  1973,  an  increase  of  only  six  per  cent, 
which  I  suggest  wouldn't  even  take  care  of 
the  increment  due  to  the  rising  costs  of  op- 
erating a  municipality,  and  yet  in  relative 
terms  I  feel  that  they  are  being  penalized. 
If  the  minister  were  to  look  at  the  debt 
structure  of  the  improvement  district  of  Mani- 
touwadge he  would  find  that  it  is  less  than 
favourable  and  they  are,  indeed,  in  a  finan- 
cial squeeze.  I  think  they  have  been  ver>- 
restrained  in  their  spending.  There  are  sev- 
eral projects  that  they  would  like  to  under- 
take at  the  present  time  but  feel  they  don't 
have  the  right  to  do  so  until  their  debt  po- 
sition has  improved,  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
grants  for  1974  it  doesn't  look  as  though 
they  are  going  to  be  able  to  improve  on  that 
situation  to  any  great  extent. 

In  reading  the  information  contained  in 
the  budget  statement  by  the  Treasurer,  I  am 
not  going  to  quote  at  length  but  I  just  want 
to  quote  one  sentence  which  says:  "All  for- 
mer mining  municipalities  will  again  receive 
the  guarantee  of  105  per  cent  of  their  1973 
formula  mining  revenue  payments." 

The  mining  revenue  payments  never  did 
come  close  to  compensating  the  municipali- 
ties that  found  themselves  to  be  the  dormi- 
tory communities  for  the  employees  who 
worked  in  the  mine,  simply  because  the}- 
never  had  the  right  or  the  authority  to  tax 
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mining  operations  within  their  boundaries  at 
the  same  rate  as  other  municipahties  had  to 
tax  other  industrial  activities,  such  as  pulp 
and  paper  mills,  manufacturing,  or  other  in- 
dustrial enterprises. 

I'm  sure  the  minister  is  aware  of  the  situ- 
ation because  of  the  knowledge  that  he  gain- 
ed as  chairman  of  the  select  committee  on 
taxation  a  few  years  ago,  when  a  compre- 
hensive tax  report  was  prepared  for  the  prov- 
ince. All  headframes  associated  with  mining 
operations  are  exempt  from  municipal  taxa- 
tion. All  hoisting  equipment  is  exempt  from 
municipal  taxation;  anything  to  do  with  the 
production  of  ore  underground  is  exempt. 
Mechanical  shops  are  exempt.  Electrical 
shops  are  exempt.  Railway  sidings  are  ex- 
empt. 

I  think  that  it's  fair  to  say  that  the  Trea- 
surer is  placing  those  mining  municipalities 
in  an  unfair  position  relative  to  other  com- 
munties  which  have  the  ability  to  tax  in- 
dustries on  the  basis  of  tihe  assessment  of 
the  plant  that  is  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  commimity. 

I  think  away  back  to  an  agreement— I  think 
with  the  former  Department  of  Municipal 
AflFairs— whereby  the  mine  agreed  to  pay  so 
much  an  acre  in  property  tax  to  compensate 
the  improvement  district  board  of  Manitou- 
wadge  for  their  inability  to  tax  the  mine  on 
the  same  basis  as  other  municipalities  tax 
other  industrial  plants.  When  the  assess- 
ment was  changed  to  reflect  the  actual  cost, 
the  mine  appealed  and  won  that  appeal.  The 
assessment  rate  was  reduced  by  the  amount 
that  the  appeal  court,  I  guess,  felt  that  the 
mine  had  been  assessed  for  the  property  in 
the  initial  instance. 

We  do  have  this  unrealistic  figure  of 
$885,000-supposedly  105  per  cent  of  the 
mining  revenue  payment  for  1973— which  re- 
sulted in  only  a  $2,000  increase  in  1974. 

I  am  not  really  quarrelling  with  the  pro- 
visions of  Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Property  Tax  Stabilization  Act.  I  am  really 
complaining  of  the  method  of  assessment  for 
mining  municipalities,  and  it's  the  only  com- 
munity that  I  have  in  my  riding  now  that  has 
an  active  mine  within  its  boundaries. 

I  want  to  impress  on  the  minister  again 
this  year  the  unfair  position  in  which  it  puts 
a  mining  municipality— a  one-industry  town. 
And  particularly  when  that  one  industry  hap- 
pens to  be  a  part  of  a  major  mining  complex 
that  is  among  the  most  lucrative  in  Canada 
at  the  present  time. 

Geco  Mine,  that  particular  wing  of  Nor- 
anda  Mines,  which  operates  within  the  con- 


fines of  the  improvement  district  of  Manitou- 
wadge,  I  am  told,  is  the  most  lucrative  any- 
where in  Canada.  The  people  in  Manitou- 
wadge  who  work  for  a  living  and  pay  high 
taxes,  contributed  an  enormous  amount  of 
wealth  for  that  company  every  year— it's  been 
estimated  to  run  between  $35  miUion  to  $45 
million— as  a  result  of  the  exploitation  of  the 
base  metal  ores.  Yet  we  find  that  their  debt 
position  as  an  improvement  district  board 
leaves  a  lot  to  be  desired.  I  think  it's  re- 
flected in  the  tax  rates  and  in  the  inability  of 
that  community  to  expand,  to  improve,  to 
provide  a  lot  of  the  services  that  they  have 
on  the  drawing  board  and  would  like  to 
undertake  but  can't,  just  because  of  their  in- 
ability to  raise  the  necessary  funds  to  retire 
their  debt  without  exorbitant  increase  in  the 
residential  tax  in  that  community. 

While  I'm  not  complaining  about  the  level 
of  tax  to  most  of  those  communities,  I  think 
this  is  a  special  instance  because  it  is  based 
on  a  formula  that  is  antiquated  and  out  of 
date— on  old  mining  revenue  payments  that 
were  always  under  question.  That  is  the  basis 
the  Treasurer  is  using  at  present  for  payment 
to  this  mimicipality.  They  can't  exceed  105 
per  cent  of  the  old  mining  revenue  payment. 

I  hope  that  the  minister  will  look  at  it 
because  it  is  a  unique  situation.  I  think  it's 
one  that  needs  review.  I  hope  that  in  the 
process  he'll  be  able  to  provide  some  kind  of 
relief  for  that  municipality  because  they  do 
create  a  tremendous  amount  of  new  wealth 
each  year  for  that  mine  and  for  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  through  profits  made  from  the 
exploitation  of  the  mineral  wealth  in  that 
area.  I  think  it  is  a  special  situation,  it  needs 
special  treatment,  and  I  hope  the  minister 
will  look  at  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  gratify- 
ing to  learn  that  the  NDP  are  voting  for  this 
bill  tonight.  I  hope  the  Liberals,  when  they 
do  make  up  their  minds,  presumably  within 
the  next  half  hour- 
Mr.  Good:  The  Treasurer  doesn't  listen 
well. 

Mr.  Deacon:  He  should  unplug  his  ears, 
he's  got  his  hearing  aid  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Oh,  I  see.  Are  they  sup- 
porting me,  too? 

Mr.  Deacon:  He  told  the  Treasurer  right 
at  the  start. 
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Mr.  Stokes:  He  did  precisely  what  he  set 
out  to  do;  carry  on. 

Mr.  Good:  I  told  him  twice. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  I  have  been  told 
in  recent  days  by  those  who  were  at  the 
municipal  convention  in  Winnipeg  that  On- 
tario was  held  up  to  be  the  model  province 
insofar  as  co-operating  with  municipalities 
and  assisting  the  financing  of  municipal  serv- 
ices of  every  kind  was  concerned. 

That  great  Liberal,  his  worship  Mayor  Leo 
Del  Villano  told  me  that  in  Timmins  this 
morning. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  He's  a  Conservative  pro- 
vincially, 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  This 
year. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  some  number  of 
other  municipal  leaders  in  this  part  of  the 
province  have  told  me  that  in  the  last  little 
while. 


Mr.  Ferrier:  He  doesn't  know  where  he's 


at. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  do  believe  that  one  of 
the  important  elements  in  this  success  has 
been  the  property  tax  stabilization  plan  with 
its  several  components.  When  this  was  intro- 
duced and  debated  a  year  ago,  I  confess  that, 
it  being  completely  new,  there  were  imper- 
fections, no  doubt,  that  only  experience  would 
reveal.  We  have  made  certain  improvements 
in  the  Act  this  year,  in  addition  to  strengthen- 
ing it  by  increasing  the  amounts  of  money 
involved. 

1  would  like  to  go  through  the  points  raised 
by  hon.  members  in  the  hope  that  this  will 
add  to  their  comprehension  of  the  provisions 
contained  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  hope  we  addied  to  the 
Treasurer's  comprehension,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  spellied  out  the  details.  I 
won't  repeat  that.  He  pointed  out  there  were, 
on  occasion,  exceptional  circumstances  where 
a  mimicipality  was  growing  quickly,  where 
they  had  to  have  additional  resources  to 
wheel  in  to  support  that  increased  popula- 
tion. In  fact  the  Legislature  a  year  ago  gave 
the  Treasurer  the  right,  in  these  special  cir- 
cumstances, to  make  extraordinary  grants. 
One  would  expect  to  depend  less  on  that  pro- 
vision as  time  went  by,  and  as  the  formula- 
tion itself  was  improved  upon. 


Mr.  Good:  They  dt>  that  only  in  an  election 
year. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  addition,  the  hon. 
member  touched  upon  the  need  for  extra 
support  to  regional  government  expenditures, 
and  apparently  has  overlooked  the  fact  that 
we  are  making  substantial  transitional  grants 
and  the  regions  themselves  qualify  for  en- 
larged per  capita  grants  more  or  less  in 
perpetuity. 

•The  hon.  member  used  the  phrase  "if  you 
do  as  we  say"  but  I  think  in  fairness  that 
this  is  misleading  because  we  don't  say  to  this 
community  or  that  commimity  "You  must  do 
thus  and  so."  What  we  have  tried  to  do  is  to 
encourage  economy.  We  learned'  over  a  15- 
year  period  that  educational  grants— and  the 
same  will  be  the  case  with  municipal  grants^ 
which  are  in  no  way  curtailed,  encouraged 
municipal  councillors  to  spend  a  very  large 
proportion  of  each  additional  dolliar;  whether 
that  be  50  or  60  or  80  or  90  per  cent,  I  do 
not  know. 

This  was  the  reason,  of  course,  we  were 
driven  to  put  ceilings  on  education  spending 
which  in.'  themselves  introduced  inequities  and 
diflBcult  stresses  and  strains. 

This  was  an  invention  to  avoid  the  neces^ 
sity  for  imposing  ceilings  on  municipal  ex- 

f)enditures.  While  some  councillors  will  not 
ike  it,  I  think  it  has  worked  reasonably  satis- 
factorily and  I  do  observe  that  the  overall 
level  of  spending  on  behalf  of  our  municipali- 
ties was  extremely  responsible. 

(The  hon.  member  said  that  northern  On- 
tario grant  is  "just  $4  million."  This  is  the 
C.  D.  Howe  syndtome  times  an  inflationary 
factor  of  four,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Good:  It's  a  $4  million  increase. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Because  "just  $4  million" 
is  a  great  deal  of  money  by  any  measurement 
and  is  certainly  a  great  deal  of  money  when 
one  considers  that  one^tenth  of  our  population 
lives  in  those  northern  areas. 

Of  course,  the  hon.  member  didn't  point 
out  that  they  get  their— 

Mr.  Stokes:  Everything  is  more  expensive 
up  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —share  of  general  support 
grants  and  they  get  an  extraordinary  share  of 
all  other  grants,  whether  we  are  talking  about 
roads  or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  create  a  lot  of  new  wealth 
up  there,  too. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  north  quite  rightly 
gets  more  than  its  share  and  so  it  should.  I 
would  be  the  last  to  object  to  that. 

The  member  for  Toronto  and  the  islands 
raised  a  number  of  points  after  his  uninformed 
harangue.  The  arithmetic  he  used  isi  ridicu- 
lous and  I  am  not  going  to  attempt  tonight 
to  teach  him  that  subject  nor  am  I  going  to 
try  to  teach  him  economics.  I  am  going  to 
make  several  points  in  response  to  his  most 
obvious  errors  but  before  I  do  so  let  me  com- 
pliment him  for  pointing  out  the  elasticity  of 
the  progressive  taxes  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. This  is  one  of  the  themes  the  hon. 
member  was  using  and  it  is  this  elasticity  that 
turns  up  a  13.7  per  cent  increase  in  a  period 
of  time  when  inflation  itself  turns  up  10.2 
per  cent. 

It  is  this  reason  which  enables  us  to  turn 
over  to  the  municipalities  what  they  received 
in  the  preceding  year  pltis  an  additional  13.7 
per  cent,  plus  their  share  of  the  land  spec, 
tax.  That's  the  agreement  we  madte  and  that's 
the  agreement  we  kept. 

The  consequence  is  that  our  grants  to 
municipalities  are  up  $239  million,  which  in^ 
eludes  $124  million  in  brand  new  grants. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  govenmient's  owti  rev- 
enues will  be  up  faster  than  that;  that  is  the 
point. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  property  tax  is 
down  in  this  province  as  proportion  of  gross 
provincial  product  and  has  come  dowm  pro- 
gressively since  the  great  budget  of  March, 
1969.  We  are  fully  aware  that  this  has 
lightened  the  burden  of  taxation  on  our 
businesses,  too,  and  that  is  the  reason,  mem- 
bers ma\'  remember,  why  we  doubled  the 
capital  tax  a  year  ago,  having  doubled  it 
for  the  first  time  a  few  years  before  that. 
We  have  quadrupled  the  capital  tax  here 
in  the  last  three  or  four  years  and  that  has 
been  an  offset  to  the  decrease  in  thef— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  To  one-fifth  of  one  per  cent, 
isn't  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —property  taxes  levied  on 
our  private  sector. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  ridiculous  claim. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  is  not  a  ridiculous 
claim  at  all.  The  member  is  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure  it  is.  It's  one-fifth  of 
one   per   cent,   something  like  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  smaller  municipal- 
ities, as  was  quite  rightly  pointed  out  by 
the  member  for  Prince  Edward-Lennox,  are 


very  much  better  oflf  than  the  raw  figures 
used  by  the  member  for  Toronto  and  the 
islands  woidd  have  indicated  because  they 
overlook- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  privilege,  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  the  minister  kindly  get  my 
riding  straight?  I  v^^uld  just  ask  the  speaker 
to  refer  to  my  riding  correctly.  My  riding  is 
Ottawa  Centre.  I  have  deliberately  refrained 
from  trying  to  get  back,  with  one  lamentable 
exception  when  I  referred  to  the  Premier  and 
the  place  where  he  happens  to  stay  in 
Toronto. 

If  the  Treasurer  wishes  to  talk  with  me 
privately  about  my  family  and  so  on,  that's 
fine,  but  it  has  no  place  in  this  House.  I 
would  ask  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  enforce  that 
rule  in  future. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  know  nothing  about 
the  hon.  member's  personal  matters  and  cer- 
tainly have  no  intentions  of  referring  to 
them.  That's  the  farthest  thing  from  my 
mind— and  I'm  glad  to  call  him  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  and  Toronto  and  the 
islands. 

These  raw  figures  have  been  subjected  to— 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  The  minister 
is  a  son  of  a  bitch. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  really  is. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —gross  misinterpretation 
because  among  other  things  they  complete- 
Mr.  Shulman:  That  is  for  the  record,  Han- 
sard. Did  you  get  that?  Son  of  a  bitch. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  minister 
should  not  refer  to  the  member  as  being 
from  "Toronto  and  the  islands."  Kingston 
and  the  Islands  are  one  riding,  but  not 
Toronto  and  the  islands. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Just  "the 
islands." 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  Treasurer  should  with- 
draw. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  made  a  number  of  glaring  mistakes; 
one  by  overlooking  the  fact  that  the  raw 
figures  he  used  did  not  take  into  account 
the  50  per  cent  farm  tax  rebate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Those  were  the  Treasurer's 
figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  the  way  in  which 
he  insulted  the  municipal  leaders  who  give 
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of  their  time  freely  and  without  any  extra 
remuneration  in  serving  through  the  munic- 
ipal liaison  committee;  in  the  three  large 
municipal  associations  which  form  that  com- 
mittee; the  various  subcommittees  which  work 
hour  after  hour  attempting  to  help  us  as 
we  grapple  with  a  wide  variety  of  matters 
fiscal  and  others— I  think  these  demeaning 
remarks  are  not  very  helpful,  and  I  think 
on  sober  second  thought  the  hon.  member 
himself  will  concede  that  point. 

The  member  for  Windsor- Walkerville  has 
repeated  a  lament  that's  been  made  several 
times  by  him  and  others  about  Windsor's 
position  in  the  scheme  of  things.  I  see  that 
the  grant  to  Windsor  has  gone  from  $4.9 
million  to  $5.8  million,  which  is  an  increase  of 
17  per  cent  in  contrast  to  their  own  expendi- 
ture increases  last  year  of  five  per  cent. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  They  have  intentionally 
held  it  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  don't  object  to  Windsor 
ooimcil  holding  their  expenditures  down  and 
holding  their  mill  rates  down,  but  I  think 
it  is  grossly  unfair  for  them  to  say  their 
level  of  service  is  low  because  we  are  not 
giving  them  enough  money.  They  have  to 
trade  oflF  whether  they  want  lower  mill  rates 
or  higher  levels  of  service. 

Mr.  Good:  Well,  it  works. 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    To  try    and   hold   the 

tax   rate  down  and   then  blame  us   for  the 

level  of  service  is  dirty  pool,  to  my  way 
of  thinking. 

I  find  out  that  Windsor's  expenditures 
went  up  five  per  cent  last  year;  London's 
went  up  8.5  per  cent;  Ottawa's  went  up 
6.9  per  cent— so  here  are  communities  willing 
to  increase  their  level  of  service  and  increase 
their  mill  rate  and  go  to  the  people  and 
explain  the  reasons  for  it. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  But  the  hon,  member 
has  also  overlooked  the  fact  that  there  are 
extraordinary  grants  being  made  to  Windsor. 
The  winter  capital  projects  have  provided 
major  financial  assistance  to  municipalities  for 
pollution  control;  a  fact  that  hasn't  been 
mentioned  here  by  him. 

Mr.   Good:   Ottawa  provides  half  of  that. 

Hon.    Mr.   White:    Now,    I   would  like   to 
turn  to  the  brief  remarks  of  the  member  for 
York  Centre  and  the  islands— no- 
Mr.  Deacon:  I  only  have  an  island— 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  hon.  member  would 
like  to  see  this  go  to  a  per  capita  grant 
system;  I  will  now  move  to  the  member  for 
York  Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  a  cost  per  capita. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  He  would  like  to  go  to 
cost  per  capita.  This  is  a  delicate  balance. 
Mayor  Frank  Wansbrough  would  like  to  have 
seen  a  great  deal  more  money  going  on  to 
the  per  capita  side.  However,  those  with 
lower  per  capita  assessments  would  like  to 
see  a  great  deal  more  money  going  into  the 
resource  equalization  grant  item  in  the 
formula. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Which  the  minister  won't 
touch, 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  got  a  great  deal  of 
help  from  the  subcommittee  of  the  municipal 
liaison  committee  and  we  did  indeed  give 
them  almost  carte  blanche,  saying:  "Here  are 
the  amounts  of  money  which  you  will  be  re- 
ceiving. Distribute  them  in  some  fair  way 
and  unless  they  are  obviously  out  of  whack, 
we  will  accept  those  figures."  And  that's  what 
gave  rise  to  the  spreading  of  these  additional 
resources  between  the  several  components 
and  the  property  tax  stabilization  fund. 

Just  for  fun  I  worked  out  what  the  result 
would  be  in  Manitouwadge  if  the  member  for 
York  Centre's  recommendation  were  accepted. 
They  now  get  $118  per  capita- 
Mr.  Deacon:  The  Treasurer  is  just  dealing 
with  the  increase  per  capita  and  gross  ex- 
penditures— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They  now  get  $118  per 
capita,  London  gets  $40.  Of  course,  I  suppose 
London  has  nearly  50  times  the  population- 
Mr.  Deacon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  minister  seems  to  have  misin- 
terpreted my  remarks.  I  was  talking  about 
the  percentage  grant  being  based  upon  the 
increase  in  gross  expenditures  on  a  per  capita 
basis  in  order  that  fast-growing  municipalities 
would  not  be  penalized. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  use  these  figures 
because  they  highlight  the  conundrum.  If  we 
went  to— 

An  hon.  member:   Completely  off  course— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  All  right,  I'll  give  Mayor 
Frank  Wansbrough  the  credit  for  this  sugges- 
tion. If  we  went  to  a  per  capita  grant  system, 
then  London,  Ont,,  would  be  getting  that  $40 
per  capita— probably  something  like  $43  per 
capita— and  Manitouwadge  would  come  from 
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$118  per  capita  to  something  like  $43  per 
capita.  That  is  the  reason  we  have  tried  to 
balance  these  various  elements  within  the 
property  tax  stabilization  formula,  taking 
leadership  in  the  matter  from  the  Provincial- 
Municipal  Liaison  Committee. 

The  hon.  member  for  York  Centre  has 
drawn  my  attention  once  again  to  an  inter- 
esting byproduct  of  the  resource  equalization 
grant.  It  is  now  equal  to  60  per  cent  of  the 
revenues  which  would  have  flowed  from  in- 
creased assessment  of  whatever  kind  for  those 
communities  whose  per  capita  assessment  is 
less  than  the  provincial  average.  In  draft 
there  are  quite  obviously  direct  and  indirect 
costs  attached  to  extra  assessment,  whether 
that  be  from  a  residence  or  a  blast  furnace. 
My  hunch  is— 

Mr.  Deacon:  Much  less  from  a  blast  fur- 
nace. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —although  it  is  not  prov- 
able at  the  moment,  that  the  servicing  costs- 
street  lighting,  sewers,  water,  policing  and  so 
on— amount  to  probably  40  per  cent  of  the 
total  tax  revenues  from  an  industrial  or  com- 
mercial development.  Therefore  I  think  that 
we  have  succeeded'  in  greatly  diminisihing  the 
ambition  of  certain  municipalities,  and  I  think 
this  would  be  even  truer  as  the  consequences 
become  better  known  and  better  understood. 

We  have  taken  the  edge  off  the  am;bition 
which  councils  have  had  to  seek  out  assess- 
ment which  is  not  appropriate  to  the  area 
from  a  planning  and  development  point  of 
view.  This  also  has  a  bearing  on  dispersion, 
I  do  believe,  although  we  are  using  much 
more  direct  tools  than  these  grants  to  encour- 
age settlement  in  places  other  than  Toronto. 
This  will  be  discussed,  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
at  greater  length  dtiring  my  estimates,  so  I 
think  I  will  not  get  into  that  particular  matter 
at  the  present  time. 

As  I  siaid  as  I  stood  up,  I  dbn  t  know  how 
the  Liberals  are  going  to  vote— I  missed  that 
apparently— 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  the  Treasurer  did. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Oh,  yes,  he 
did. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  But  to  close  on  a  happy 
note,  which  I  know  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  will  appreciate— 

Mr.  Ruston:  He  doesn't  listen  very  often 
anyway. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —here  is  a  certification 
from  the  city  clerk  of  London,  Ont.:  "I  here- 
by certify  that  the  municipal  council  in  its 


last  session  held  on  May  31,  1974,  resolved 
that  on  the  recommendation  of  the  finance 
commissioner,  the  Hon.  John  White,  Treasurer 
of  Ontario,  be  congratulated  for  the  additional 
assistance  provided!  by  the  Province  of  On- 
tario- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downs view):  How  many 
copies  of  that  did  the  Treasurer  have  made? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  "—to  assist  municipalities 
to  combat  inflation,  and  that  the  Hon.  Mr. 
White  be  thanked  for  considering  the  sugges- 
tions made  by  the  city  of  Londton,  Ont. ' 

Mr.  Singer:  One  of  those  goes  out  with 
each  cheque. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  So  I  am  very  glad,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  recommend  the  passage  of  this 
bill  to  all  of  my  friends  and  colleagues  here 
in  the  Legislature. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
biU. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third'  reading? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  Treasurer  want  to 
order  an  extra  1,000  copies  of  that  letter? 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

BiH  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Property  Tax 
Stabilization  Act,  1973. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPAL  GRANTS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  51,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Munic- 
ipal Grants  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo Nortfi. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  This 
relates  to  the  statement  made  in  the  budget 
that  the  per  capita  grants  to  regional  munici- 
palities would  be  increased  from  $8  to  $9, 
which  is  a  12%  per  cent  increase  and  which 
includes  a  20  cents  per  capita  amount  to 
assume  some  planning  responsibilities. 

(The  increase  in  grants,  of  course,  welcome 
as  it  is,  does  not  keep  up  to  the  increase  in 
overall  expenditures  that  municipalities  should 
undertake  to  keep  abreast  of  things,  especially 
as  municipalities  come  into  regional  govern- 
ments.   I'm   sure  the  minister  knows  better 
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than  anyone  else  in  this  House  how  much 
the  increases  are  in  the  spending  of  regional 
governments.  He  knows  the  problems  that 
develop  in  regions  and  he  knows  how  small 
his  startup  grants  are  in  relation  to  the  actual 
costs  of  converting  from  the  former  system  of 
government  to  a  regional  government. 

He  knows  that  in  my  own  case  in  Waterloo 
region  only  24  per  cent  of  the  startup  costs 
were  met  by  startup  grants  from  this  govern- 
ment. The  original  estimate  of  increased 
spending  in  Waterloo  region  was  21  per  cent, 
an  increase  of  about  $6  million.  It's  signifi- 
cant, Mr,  Speaker,  that  the  two  major  ex- 
penditures in  the  regional  government— and  I 
speak  in  this  case  of  Waterloo  regionn-are 
police  protection  and  welfare.  Twenty-seven 
cents  out  of  every  dollar  spent  this  year  in 
the  region  go  for  police  purposes  and  25.9 
cents  go  to  welfare.  Those  are  the  two  big- 
gest regional  costs. 

Embodied  in  this  bill,  as  well  as  the  in- 
crease from  $8  to  $9  per  capita,  is  an  in- 
crease from  $5  per  capita  to  $7  per  capita 
where  the  region  has  a  regional  police  force- 
that  is,  there  is  one  police  force  for  the  whole 
region.  Let  me  remind  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  costs  of  creating  a  regional  police  force 
are  almost  unbelievable.  The  budget  this  year 
for  the  regional  police  force  in'  the  region  of 
Waterloo  is  $7.9  million,  which  is  an  increase 
of  $1.8  million  over  last  year,  and  the  whole 
grant  from  the  province  does  not  even  cover 
the  increase  from  last  year  to  this  year. 

The  police  costs  in  the  region  are  some- 
thing in  excess  of  $30  per  capita.  The  grant 
from  the  province  will  be  $7  and  the  increase 
per  person  is  approximately  $7  per  person,  so 
we  find  that  policing  costs  are  extraordinarily 
large,  I  would  say,  when  a  region  moves  to  a 
regional  police  force. 

I've  spoken  in  the  Legislature  previously 
about  this,  that  the  regional  police  force  re- 
quired an  additional  43  persons  to  police  the 
whole  region,  which  included  areas  that  were 
previously  policed  by  the  provincial  police. 
The  provincial  police  detachment  that  was 
doing  the  work  decreased  its  personnel  by 
five. 

So  we  find  that  for  some  reason  or  other, 
regional  police  forces  are  very,  very  costly  to 
run.  Since  the  per  capita  grant  for  a  re- 
gional police  force  is  $7  and  the  per  capita 
grant  for  a  police  force  where  the  force  is  on 
an  area-governed  base  is  only  $5,  it  might 
appear  on  the  surface  that  it  would  be  ad- 
vantageous to  establish  a  regional  police  force. 

Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  in  any  way  con- 
vinced that  there  are  either  monetary  bene- 


fits, which  I  know  there  are  not,  or  social 
benefits  to  the  people  in  the  region  by  having 
a  regional  police  force.  Unfortunately,  we 
have  had  a  considerable  problem  in  our 
region,  in  the  rural  areas,  when  the  regional 
police  force  took  over.  I  won't  get  into  the 
details  of  that  but  they  are  well  known.  The 
original  budget  by  the  region,  which  re- 
quired a  considerable  increase  in  spending, 
had  to  be  cut  back. 

As  in  the  last  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  find 
that  the  grants  do  not  go  far  enough  in  the 
regions  to  cover  the  increased  costs,  so  we 
find  that  the  region  reluctantly  had  to  delay 
the  hiring  of  17  additional  ofiicers  in  the 
police  force.  They  had  to  achieve  other  re- 
ductions by  deciding  to  borrow  money  to 
finance  several  large  items,  such  as  land  pur- 
chases and  what  not,  instead  of  raising  the 
funds  through  current  revenues,  which  they 
had  originally  decided  to  do.  So  in  many 
instances,  to  maintain  tax  rates  at  reasonable 
levels  with  the  grants  which  are  available,  the 
municipality  has  no  alternative  but  to  delay 
important  projects  and  to  try  to  control  spend- 
ings  in  that  manner. 

I  wonder,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  minister  and 
his  ministry  has  ever  done  any  detailed  study 
or  analysis  on  the  effects  that  a  per  capita 
grant  has  on  various  area  governments  within 
a  region?  I  understand  that  most  of  the 
money  comes  through  per  capita  grants  for 
policing.  What  are  the  effects  of  this  par- 
ticular per  capita  grant  when  it  is  distributed 
out  to  the  area  governments,  when  the  area 
government  is  required  to  pay  its  levy  to  the 
region  on  a  weighted  equalized  assessment 
basis?  It's  always  been  a  bit  of  a  paradox 
and  a  conundrum  to  me  why  the  grants  come 
in  one  form  on  a  per  capita  basis  and  the 
levies  go  back  from  the  area  government  to 
the  region  on  a  weighted  equalized  assess- 
ment basis. 

Now,  I'm  sure  some  municipalities  must 
benefit  by  this  procedure;  while  other  munic- 
ipalities must  find  their  position  somewhat 
jeopardized  by  this  procedure.  I  wonder  if 
there  are  any  studies  available  or  any  com- 
parisons that  have  been  made  as  to  what 
actual  effect  this  has. 

We  still  find  in  the  new  regions  this  whole 
problem  of  whether  it  is  advantageous  to 
attract  industrial  assessment,  or  whether  it  is 
not  advantageous.  And  if  it  is  advantageous, 
up  until  what  point  is  it  advantageous?  Is  it 
to  the  point  where  our  weighted  assessment 
becomes  so  great  that  we  are  going  to  be 
required  to  make  increased  grants  to  the 
region  in  relation  to  our  small  population? 
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I'm  sure  by  now  our  regional  governments 
have  been  in  progress  long  enough  that 
someone  must  have  done  some  comprehensive 
studies  and  research  on  those  that  are  in 
existence,  although  with  the  original  regional 
governments  their  levies  from  area  to  region 
were  not  based  on  a  weighted  assessment— 
I  think  they  were  just  based  on  an  equalized 
assessment. 

So  I  would  be  interested  to  know  what 
eflFect  this  has  when  we  find  all  these  grants 
going  out  on  a  per  capita  basis— which  repre- 
sents something  in  excess  of  25  per  cent  of 
the  expenditures  of  the  area  government— 
and  yet  the  levies  back  to  the  region  are  on 
an  equalized  weighted  assessment. 

We  will  support  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
the  minister  through  you.  We  find  that  even 
though  it  looks  good  on  paper,  the  regional 
police  grant  doesn't  even  take  care  of  the 
increase  in  police  costs  from  the  first  to  the 
second  year  of  operation  of  the  region. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
just  want  to  make  several  points  about  this 
particular  bill.  You  know,  I  was  thinking  here 
as  I  listened  to  the  member  for  Waterloo 
North,  that  we  really  should  seriously  con- 
sider taking  the  Regional  Municipal  Grants 
Act  and  the  Municipal  Unconditional  Grants 
Act  and  simply  tossing  them  out  completely, 
because  they  become  less  and  less  relevant  to 
the  whole  programme.  Either  that,  or  else  give 
them  some  meaning.  Or,  as  I  was  stating 
earlier,  come  up  with  a  programme  of  munic- 
ipal finance  that  allows  us  to  get  away  from 
having  80  per  cent  of  the  money  going  in 
conditional  forms  and  gives  us  true  equaliza- 
tion that  allows  municipalities  to  have  a 
genuine  share  of  the  provincial  income  tax. 

I  was  just  trying  to  recall  exactly  the  value 
of  these  regional  municipal  grants.  The  in- 
crease in  the  bill  is  worth,  as  I  recall,  about 
$11  million.  And  I  guess  the  value  of  the 
grants  all  together  is  about  $70  or  $80  mil- 
lion. One  wonders,  though,  when  one  com- 
pares the  value  of  these  grants  with  the 
overall  costs  of  municipal  government,  just 
really  what  the  Treasurer  is  doing  about 
the  move  to  deconditionalization.  And  I  hope 
that  during  the  debate  on  this  particular  bill 
he  gives  us  some  fairly  clear  answers. 

In  this  particular  case,  a  bill  which  has 
raised,  similar  to  that  we've  had  in  previous 
years,  the  per  capita  grant  increase  is  all  of 
10  per  cent  on  a  very  small  base,  or  80  cents 
per    capita,   since   we're   told   the   remaining 


20  cents  represents  the  cost  of  planning  re- 
sponsibilities which  the  province  intends  to 
delegate  to  the  local  level.  That  increase  of 
80  cents  per  capita  in  the  general  uncondi- 
tional grant  simply  fails  to  reflect  anytliing 
close  to  the  real  cost  of  regional  government 
or  to  the  real  increases  in  cost  of  regional 
government. 

The  Treasurer  will  quite  properly  say, 
"But  there  is  also  the  general  support  grant 
and  the  equalization  grant."  That's  fine.  But 
one  has  to  ask,  though,  what  is  the  real 
difference,  say,  between  the  equalization 
grants  and  why  couldn't  all  the  money  go 
into  those  particular  forms  of  grants,  rather 
than  this  particular  somewhat  anachronistic 
version?  I'm  suggesting  it's  anachronistic  par- 
ticularly because  it's  so  small. 

In  1971  the  cost  of  all  municipal  services 
in  Metro  Toronto,  according  to  the  Treas- 
urer's figures,  was  about  $250  per  head;  it 
was  about  $240  in  Ottawa-Carleton,  $200  in 
Niagara  and  $190  in  all  other  cities  in  the 
province.  Against  that— and  that's  been  going 
up  at  substantial  rates  over  the  last  couple 
of  years— the  figure  of  $9  per  capita,  plus 
$7  or  $5,  depending  on  whether  policing  is 
regional  or  at  the  lower-tier  municipality, 
looks  pretty-  small  when  you  compare  it 
against  that  very  large  overall  cost. 

The  increase  in  the  policing  grant,  as  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North  was  pointing 
out,  doesn't  even  keep  up  with  the  increase 
in  policing  cost,  which  in  1971  was  about  $29 
per  capita  in  Metro  Toronto,  $29  in  Ottawa- 
Carleton;  $24  in  Niagara  and  about  $24  on 
average  in  all  other  cities  in  the  province. 
To  add  an  extra  $2  for  regional  police 
services  at  a  time  when  police  salaries,  which 
are  the  major  cost  in  policing,  are  going  up 
by  nine  per  cent  or  10  per  cent  or  more, 
and  therefore  where  the  cost  per  capita 
is  rising  by  a  minimum  of  more  than  $2,  is 
simply  not  adequate— if  the  minister  is  saying 
that  the  province  ought  to  be  paying  a  cer- 
tain proportion  of  the  cost  of  policing. 

I  don't  know,  Mr,  Speaker,  what  the 
policy  of  the  government  is  about  supporting 
police  costs.  I'm  not  sure  if  the  government 
knows  itself.  This  is  an  ad  hoc  programme. 
The  grants  go  up  by  $1  or  $2  every  year. 
Mimicipalities  are  schooled  to  expect  a  cer- 
tain amount  of  money  in  this  way,  in  that 
way  and  in  another  way,  and  their  treasurers 
become  adept  at  trying  to  understand  the 
various  ways  through  which  provincial  money 
flows.  But  one  searches  with  difficulty  to  find 
a  general  rationale  behind  it.  In  the  case  of 
the  police,  more  of  the  burden  of  police  work 
is   going   to   be   falling   on  municipalities   in 
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1974  since  their  costs  will  be  rising  higher 
than  the  $2  increase  for  regional  and  area 
police  services. 

Then  the  Treasurer  said  that  20  cents  of 
the  increase  in  the  per  capita  grant  will  be 
for  the  cost  of  planning  responsibilities  that 
the  province  intends  to  delegate.  One  has  to 
ask  whether  that  isn't  going  to  have  some- 
what quixotic  kinds  of  eflFects.  The  value  of 
this  particular  increase  is  equal  to  $5,800  in 
the  Muskoka  district;  $33,000  in  regional 
York  and  $89,000  in  Ottawa-Carleton. 

The  responsibilities  that  are  being  passed 
over  include  subdivision  approvals,  I  believe, 
and  several  other  things  which  the  Treasurer 
has  mentioned  are  being  delegated  from  the 
province  to  the  local  level. 

Given  that  the  particular,  peculiar  and 
somewhat  diflBcult  environmental  problems  of 
cottage  development  in  regional  Muskoka, 
one  really  does  wonder  whether  an  extra 
$5,800,  the  equivalent  of  half  of  a  very  jimior 
planner,  is  sufficient  to  carry  the  extra  respon- 
sibilities they  are  going  to  have.  In  the  case 
of  Ottawa-Carleton  that  may  be  adequate; 
I'm  not  sure.  It  doesn't  seem  to  fit.  In  the 
case  of  regional  York,  given  the  kinds  of 
develiopments  that  are  taking  place  in  areas 
like  Markham,  Unionville  and  so  forth,  I  sus- 
pect that  this  extra  sum  there  is  a  token,  a 
symbol,  but  is  not  in  any  way  reMted  to  the 
increasing  costs  that  those  municipalities  are 
going  to  experience. 

rd  like  to  take  issue  as  well  with  the 
Treasurer's  claims  about  the  improvement  in 
imconditional  funds  going  to  municipalities. 
In  the  previous  debate,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  were 
talking  about  the  general  support  grant.  That 
is  not  a  true  unconditional  grant,  because  it 
is  used  in  order  to  influence  in  a  very  strong 
fashion  the  rate  of  growth  of  municipal 
expenditure. 

The  budget  itself  indicates  that  the  grants 
that  were  being  deconditionalized  on  April  1 
this  year  amounted  to  a  grand  total,  on  an 
annual  basis,  of  all  of  $3.2  million.  The 
largest  one  was  the  LCBO  payments  for 
enforcing  the  Liquor  Control  Act,  worth  $2.25 
million;  municipal  parks  assistance,  $439,000; 
$285,000  in  grants  for  local  planning  activi- 
ties; $71,000  for  weed  control;  and  by  the 
time  you  get  down  to  the  bottom'  the  prov- 
ince is  deconditionalizing  $3,000  in  grants  for 
mimicipal  drainage.  It's  small  potatoes,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

What  worries  me,  in  addition  to  the  fact 
that  it's  smaU  potatoes,  is  the  way  in  which 
it  is  being  deconditionalized,  because  the  gov- 
ernment   is    getting    or    is    seeking    to    have 


double  credit.  The  Treasurer  proudly  states 
we  are  going  to  give  so  much  extra  money 
in  a  resource  equalization  grant,  an  extra  $15 
million,  andi  $30  million  or  $40  million  in  the 
general  support  grant;  then  surreptitiously  he 
withdraws  $3  million  in  these  conditional 
grants. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They're  addfed  into  the 
extra  grants. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  added  into  the  extra 
grants,  says  the  Treasurer.  I'd  like  him  to 
explain  to  the  Legislature  just  how  they  are 
added  in;  and  if  they  are  added  in  then  pos- 
sibly what  he  should  say  is— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  took  all  of  the  munici- 
pal grants,  increased  them  by  13.7  per  cent; 
then  added  in  the  $3  million  and  then  added 
half  the  land  spec.  tax. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  that  case,  that's  fine.  That 
answers  my  question.  Maybe  the  Treasurer 
can  say  how  he  intendis  to  deal  with  the 
grants  proposed  for  deconditionalization  over 
the  forthcoming  year,  and  these  are  ones  that 
are  quite  serious  in  certain  cases.  The  library 
grants  ccMne  to  mind  in  particular;  public 
health  grants  too,  because  of  the  concerns 
that  have  been  expressed  by  the  boards  of 
health;  and  in  particular  by  the  library  boards 
which  fear  they  are  going  to  get  very  short 
shrift  from  some  municipal  councils. 

I  think  that  the  Treasurer  ought  to  possibly 
explain  how  that  will  be  done  and  give  some 
assurances,  possibly  diiring  the  course  of  this 
debate;  bearing  in  mind,  Mr,  Speaker,  that 
we  really  seem  to  be  debating  biUs  and  deal- 
ing with  estimates  all  in  a  continuum  and 
therefore  a  certain  strain  might  be  considered 
to  be  in  ordbr  since  it's  all  so  closely  related. 

I  know  the  Treasurer  will  breathe  a  sigh 
of  relief  that,  consistent  with  our  stand  on 
the  previous  bill,  we  are  not  going  to  oppose 
this  particular  increase  in  the  Regional  Muni- 
cipal Grants  Act,  but  I  do  want  to  reiterate 
that  $8  or  $9  per  capita  for  a  government 
whose  spending  is  approaching  the  $300  per 
capita  mark  just  isn't  very  much  money.  The 
government  may  as  well  do  away  with  these 
grants,  which  have  become  anachronisms 
given  the  other  forms  of  provincial  funding 
JFor  municipalities  which  have  developed  in 
the  more  recent  past. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  won't  be 
too  lengthy  but  I  do  want  to  present  to  the 
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minister  the  fact  that  regional  studies  are 
underway  in  Essex  county,  Pelee  Island  and 
the  city  of  Windsor.  The  communities  did 
ask  for  studies  to  begin  well  over  a  year  ago; 
and  I  was  just  wondering  at  this  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  minister  is  considering  the 
provision  of  grants  to  them  now  that  studies 
are  under  way?  He's  aware  that  the  munici- 
pality certainly  could  use  additional  funds  to 
take  care  of  much-needed  public  works  pro- 
jects in  the  community  and  certainly  would 
appreciate  any  consideration  by  way  of 
financial  assistance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate.  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon,  Mr.  White:  Mr,  Speaker,  I've  ex- 
plained why  it  is  necessary,  in  a  complicated 
structure,  to  allocate  grants  of  one  kind  and 
another  as  determinants  of  several  functions. 
I  dealt  with  that  during  the  last  bill. 

If  we  were  to  put  all  of  the  money  into 
per  capita  grants  serious  inequities  would 
be  created.  If  we  were  to  put  it  all  into 
some  other  simple  ratio  serious  inequities 
would  likewise  be  created.  Quite  frankly,  the 
municipalities  involved  simply  couldn't  stand 
that  kind  of  financial  pressure;  and  we  simply 
couldn't  attempt  it,  because  of  course,  muni- 
cipal expenditures  are  a  function  of  popula- 
tion, just  as  they  are  a  function  of  assessment 
and  pkoe;  a  function  of  growth,  a  function 
of  geographic  location  —  which  is  what  gave 
rise  to  our  new  northern  Ontario  grant  — 
and  a  function  of  many  other  qualities. 

That's  the  reason  we  have  continued  these 
particular  per  capita  grants,  and  indeed  in- 
creased them  substantially. 

The  member  for  Waterloo  North  mentioned 
his  own  region,  and  I  think  he  might  be  en- 
lightened by  the  following  figures.  In  1972  the 
region's  total  expenditures  were  $64,878,000 
and  in  1973  they  were  $73,500,000.  This  is 
an  increase  in  expenditure  of  13  per  cent. 
When  schools  are  excluded,  the  increase  in 
expenditure  was  from  $43,658,000  to  $50 
million,  which  is  an  increase  of  15  per  cent. 

On  the  other  hand,  net  property  taxation 
went  from  $52,768,000  to  $54,470,000,  for 
an  increase  of  three  per  cent,  or  excluding 
schools,  from  $31,548,000  to  $30,970,000, 
which  is  a  decrease  of  two  per  cent.  So  over 
this  particular  period  of  time  —  and  I  am 
going  to  come  to  other  more  up-to-date 
figures  in  a  minute  —  while  expenditures  in 
the  region  increased  15  per  cent  taxes  went 
down  by  two  per  cent. 

The  member  might  Hke  to  tell  that  to  his 
leader  who  is  propagating  the  most  false,  mis- 
leading, and  really  quite  disgraceful  numbers 


that  somebody  has   pulled  out   of  a  hat.   I 
don't  know  where  he  got  them, 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  shameful  business, 
shameful. 

Mr.  Good:  We  are  talking  about  overall 
increases  in  costs. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  just  given  the 
member  the  expenditures.  Now  I  am  going 
to  bring  him  up  to  date  on  a  couple  of  other 
figures. 

Waterloo  region  last  year  received  $705,000 
by  way  of  grants  and  this  year  will  receive 
$862,000,  which  is  an  increase  in  grants  to 
the  region  of  more  than  22  per  cent. 

Waterloo  area  municipality  has  gone  from 
$441,000  to  $802,000,  which  is  an  increase 
of  82  per  cent.  So  I  don't  think  they  have  a 
lot  of  complaints.  If  any  other  member  wants 
me  to  give  comparable  figures  for  other  re- 
gions or  area  municipalities,  I  have  them  here 
and  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so, 

Mr.  Good:  The  region  was  given  only  24 
per  cent  of  the  startup   costs. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Insofar  as  deconditional- 
ization  is  concerned,  there  are  two  factors. 
The  first  is  getting  rid  of  some  of  the  con- 
ditional grants,  which  started  rather  modestiy 
a  year  ago  by  listing,  I  think  it  was  nine 
candidates  for  deconditionalization,  of  which 
we  were  able  to  deconditionalize  all  but 
three  if  I  remember  correctly. 

This  year  we  have  likewise  provided  a 
further  list  of  grants  as  candidates  for  de- 
conditionalization, including  the  three  drop- 
ped from  last  year.  No,  last  year  there  were 
12  initially,  and  when  we  knocked  out  three 
to  be  put  on  this  year's  list  again  that  left  us 
with  a  net  number  of  nine  conditional  grants 
which  were  eliminated.  Now,  having  done 
this,  funnily  enough,  I  am  getting  complaints 
from  some  number  of  municipalities  saying: 
"Gee,  we  wish  you  would  put  that  back  as  a 
conditional  grant,"  Because  here  again,  as 
one  deconditionalizes  and  spreads  the  benefit 
generally,  there  are  going  to  be  cases  where 
the  grants  are  up  a  little  bit  and  there  are 
going  to  be  cases  where  the  grants  are  down 
a  little  bit;  and  when  that  grant  goes  down 
a  little  bit,  then  somebody  squeals  about  it. 

Drawing  your  attention  now  to  15  can- 
didates for  deconditionalization  next  year,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  more  particularly  to  the  library 
grant,  which  is  a  matter  of  concern  to  the 
Sociahst  who  just  spoke,  I  wouldn't  decon- 
ditionalize that  for  anything  in  the  world 
unless  we  had  very  substantial  support  from 
the  librarians  themselves.  I  have  given  them 
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four  or  five  options,  and  I  want  to  hear  them 
say:  "Yes,  it  is  a  good  idea."  I  have  told 
them  if  they  want  to  stay  on  the  dole  for- 
ever, that's  perfectly  all  right  with  me. 

It's  my  conviction,  and  I  feel  quite  passion- 
ately about  it,  that  if  they  get  out  and  com- 
pete for  public  funds  on  the  streets  and  on 
the  comers  right  across  their  communities, 
they  are  going  to  receive  more  money  rather 
than  less  money.  However,  I  have  given  them 
a  number  of  options,  and  I  am  going  to  be 
guided  by  their  wishes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Librarians  lack  self-confidence 
as  a  group.  That  is  the  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  balance 
of  these  items  is  going  to  be  put  through  a 
number  of  vetting  processes,  including  the 
municipal  liaison  committee;  and  I  will  cer- 
tainly be  turning  to  my  own  colleagues,  these 
experienced,  wise  and  virtuous  men  who  sur- 
round me  here,  and  calling  on  them  for  a 
little  help  in  making  these  decisions  some 
time  later. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  All  five 
of  them. 

Mr.  Good:  All  five  of  them  who  are  in 
the  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  other  aspect  of  de- 
conditionalization  is  the  relative  weight  be- 
tween conditional  grants  and  unconditional 
grants;  and  I  refer  once  again  to  the  appen- 
dices of  this  budget.  You  will  see,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  we  have  increased  our  conditional 
grants  in  recent  years  from  $1,448  million  to 
$1,836  million,  an  increase  of  $348  million  or 
43  per  cent.  During  the  same  interval  we 
have  increased  our  unconditional  grants  from 
$60  million  to  $279  million,  for  an  increase  of 
nearly  400  per  cent.  So  we  are  progressively 
putting  more  of  the  incremental  grants  into 
the  unconditional  grant  column.  We  will  con- 
tinue to  do  that  and  we  will  accelerate  that 
process. 

The  member  for  Windsor- Walkerville  drew 
attention  to  the  restructuring  study.  We  are 
aware  of  this  beginning  and  we  conmiend  the 
municipalities  involved  for  initiating  this,  be- 
cause as  you  know,  we  are  not  initiating  any 
such  studies  or  movements  here. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Not  any  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  From  now  on,  they  will 
certainly  qualify  for  50  per  cent  of  the  total 
costs  of  this  study,  up  to  a  maximum  pro- 
vincial contribution  of  $50,000  if  they  meet 
the  criteria  set  forth.  My  expectation  is  they 


will  do  so;  I  think  we  have  an  application 
from  them.  My  hope  and  expectation  is  that 
these  provincial  grants  will  be  forthcoming, 
together  with  whatever  non-financial  assist- 
ance they  would  like  to  have  from  my  min- 
istry. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill   51,   An   Act   to   amend   the   Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act. 


MUNICIPAL  UNCONDITIONAL  GRANTS 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  52,  the  Municipal  Unconditional  Grants 
Act,  1974. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  just  want  to  say  a  few  words, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Much  of  what  has  been  said 
previously  about  municipal  financing  could  be 
said  again  with  respect  to  this  bill.  This  deals 
with  the  per  capita  grants  going  out  to 
municipalities  which  do  not  form  part  of 
regional  governments.  The  complex  schedule 
of  payments,  which  was  somewhat  simplified 
in  amendments  a  year  or  two  ago,  is  further 
simplified.  Now,  instead  of  a  broad  range  of 
grants  ranging  from  $5.05  to  $7.10,  de- 
pending on  the  population  of  the  munici- 
pality, the  grants  range  from  $6  to  $8,  and 
all  municipalities  below  5,000  population  fall 
into  the  same  category  for  the  minimum 
amount  of  grant,  which  is  $6. 

We'll  support  the  bill,  and  I  won't  go  over 
things  said  previously,  except  to  note  that 
the  municipality  providing  its  own  police 
force  will  be  treated  in  the  same  manner  as 
an  area  government  in  a  regional  municipality 
that  provides  its  own  police  force,  and  they 
will  receive  a  $5  per  capita  grant  towards 
policing  costs. 

The  thing  that  has  been  under  discussion 
for  many  years  is  that  accurate  figures  of 
population  be  used  when  these  grants  are 
being  figiu-ed  out.  There  have  been  amend- 
ments from  time  to  time  to  update  them,  and 
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now  there  is  ministerial  discretion  to  make 
allowances  where  there  are  extenuating  cir- 
cumstances and  population  is  increasing  very 
rapidly. 

iln  my  own  area,  the  city  of  Waterloo  had 
a  28  per  cent  increase  in  population  in  a 
matter  of  five  years,  which  is  a  large  increase. 
I'm  sure  there  are  other  municipalities  around 
the  province,  whether  or  not  they  are  part 
of  regional  governments,  where  population 
figures  are  very  critical  when  it  comes  to  a 
per  capita  grant.  I  think  the  government  has 
always  lagged  a  year  or  two  behind!  when  it 
used  the  Statistics  Canada  population  figures. 
Some  amendments  previously  did  update 
those  to  some  extent,  but  now  we  find  that 
the  previous  bills  are  all  repealed  and  this 
bill  sets  out  a  more  simplified'  formula  for 
the  granting  of  the  unconditional  grant  to 
municipalities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Speaker.  My  comments  about  this  particular 
bill  will  be  fairly  brief  as  well.  I  do  want  to 
come  back  to  a  point  which  was  raised  by 
the  Treasurer  earlier  when  we  were  discuss- 
ing the  kind  of  tax  burden  that  was  borne  by 
the  smaller  municipality. 

During  the  course  of  my  comments,  I  said 
I  was  surprised  at  the  Treasurer's  own  figures, 
although  I  assumed  them  to  be  accurate  since 
they  had  been  prepared  under  the  leadership 
of  Ian  Macdonald  and  the  others  in  the  de- 
partment. But  the  figures  indicated  that,  as  a 
proportion  of  household  income,  the  taxes  in 
the  rural  municipalities  were  twice  as  heavy 
as  the  taxes  in,  say,  the  stable  urban  areas. 

The  Treasurer  notes  that  there  are  some 
remissions  as  to  people  who  live  on  farms  in 
those  particular  areas;  that  is  correct.  I  would 
hope  the  Treasurer  might  look  at  those  figures 
in  more  detail  to  look  at  the  net  incidence 
for  people  living  in  rural  areas.  Bnt  even  if 
we  take  that  into  account,  I  think  we  will  find 
that  not  only  is  the  tax  regressive,  but  that 
the  proportion  of  income  taken'  for  property 
taxes  at  the  Ibcal  level  in  rural  areas  and' 
small  towns  is  very  significantly  higher  than 
it  is  in  the  rapidly  urbanizing  or  in  highly 
urban  areas.  That  just  doesn't  make  a  lot  of 
sense. 

'No  matter  how  you  cut  it,  Mr.  Speaker, 
whether  it  is  Tory  politics,  whether  it  is 
equality  of  opportunity,  whether  it  is  decenr 
tralization  and  the  need  to  give  opportunities 
in  the  whole  province,  it  just  doesn't  make 
sense  to  have  a  regressive  tax  that  hurts'  the 
weaker  and  more  stagnant  slow-growth  areas 


of  the  province  more  deeply  than  it  affects 
the  rapid  growth  areas  of  tne  province. 

>As  far  as  this  particular  bill  is  concerned 
and  in  that  same  vein,  I  think  it's  worth  ask- 
ing the  minister  why  it  is  he  d^oesn't  take  the 
opportunity  now  to  do  away  with  the  staged 
grant  and  simply  have  one  level  of  grant  for 
all  municipalities  that  have  not  regionalized. 
It  has  now  been  acknowledged  that  whether 
your  population  is  100  or  4,999  you  get  the 
same  grant.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Treasurer 
why  he  couldn't  have  taken  this  particular 
opportunity  maybe  to  equalize  them  all,  if  he 
wanted  to  have  the  programme  at  all,  at  the 
$7.50  or  $8  mark  rather  than'  have  this  tax. 
Is  he  saying  that  the  costs  of  rurming  a 
mimicipality  of  10,000  people  appear  to  be 
that  much  heavier  that  it  requires  an  extra  $1 
or  so  per  capita?  I  recognize  there  is  a  stag- 
gering, there  is  a  notch  system,  so  that  there 
is  n6  inequity  between  the  municipality  of 
5,001  and  a  mimicipality  of  4,999;  but  that 
question  ought  to  be  answered. 

iSecondly,  since  he  didhi't  answer  it  last 
time,  perhaps  I  can  ask  the  Treasurer  to  con- 
sider very  seriously  whether  there  are  not 
means  of  integrating  this  grant  with  the  other 
grants,  because  once  again  the  $7  or  so  that 
people  get  is  only  a  very  small  proportion  of 
total  expenditures. 

Thirdly,  the  Treasurer  could  indicate 
under  what  circimistances  he  wishes  to  use 
the  discretionary  powers  that  are  put  in  here 
to  make  grants  or  loans  to  a  municipality 
whose  property  tax  is  unduly  increased  by 
reason  of  circumstances  of  an  unusual  or 
exceptional  nature.  In  the  past,  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  that  has  meant  is  that  a  municipality 
which  got  into  trouble  through  regional  gov- 
ernment and  which  was  able  to  put  up 
enough  political  pressure  on  Queen's  Park, 
came  down  here  and  talked  to  the  minister 
and  get  some  money  out  of  the  slush  fund. 
That  applied  to  regional  municipalities  and 
to  area  municipalities  within  the  regions. 

I  suppose  the  minister  will  argue  this  is 
simply  bringing  other  municipalities  into  line, 
but  I  would  like  to  know  under  what  cir- 
cumstances he  wants  to  use  it.  Is  it  political? 
Has  he  got  some  idea?  Is  it  a  contingency? 
How  will  he  report  to  the  Legislature  when 
he  uses  these  particular  powers?  Will  he 
report  at  the  time  the  decisions  are  made 
and  not  simply  at  some  time  years  after 
the  decision  is  made  in  the  form  of  the 
public  accounts  or  in  the  following  year's 
estimates? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  participation? 
The  hon.  member  for  Essex-Kent. 
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Mr.  Huston:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
speak  very  briefly  on  this,  though  it  has 
probably  been  touched  on  already. 

The  problem  as  far  as  police  cost  goes 
in  municipalities  seems  to  be  that  they  are 
losing  some  of  the  funds  they  did  receive 
for  enforcing  certain  regulations  and  laws, 
liquor  control  and  so  forth.  They  have  been 
losing  some  of  these  funds,  such  as  part  of 
the  fine. 

The  cost  of  policing  is  getting  to  a  point 
now  that  it  is  one  of  the  major  items  in  the 
budget  of  many  towns  and  cities. 

I  am  concerned  about  it.  There  is  an 
increase  of  $2  per  capita,  but  with  the  esca- 
lation of  just  the  regular  cost  increase  in 
salaries  and  so  forth  of  the  police  force, 
without  adding  any  extra  expenditures,  this 
really  doesn't  cover  those  expenses. 

It's  a  matter  of  great  concern  for  many 
people  in  areas  where  they  have  their  own 
police  forces.  Some  of  them  may  only  be 
seven  or  eight-men  police  forces  but  it  is 
quite  a  burden  on  the  municipality.  In  fact  in 
some  of  the  areas  I  have  figured  out  it  seems 
to  run  to  about  $30  per  capita.  If  you  figure 
the  average  family  as  3.5  persons,  you  are 
running  to  a  little  over  $100  a  year  on  your 
taxes  for  police  protection.  It  is  getting  to  a 
point  of  being  a  high  expense  on  the  munic- 
ipality. 

It  is  something  that  the  minister  is  going 
to  have  to  keep  in  mind  as  to  grants  for  this 
purpose.  I  suppose  if  everybody  behaved 
themselves  we  wouldn't  need  these  forces. 
However  it  seems  that  isn't  the  case,  although 
I  do  sometimes  wonder  whether  we  need 
them  all  the  time,  day  in  and  day  out  and 
double  shifts;  and  whether  we  need  them  as 
much  as  we  have  them  on  hand. 

I  sometimes  wonder— this  is  a  matter  for 
the  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Kerr).  I  recall  one 
time  when  they  were  taking  a  count  on  a 
highway  as  to  what  speed  they  would  have 
in  this  certain  area,  they  clocked  all  the 
cars  using  the  road  and  when  they  came 
back  they  found  out  80  per  cent  of  the  cars 
were  going  43  miles  an  hour.  They  came 
to  the  conclusion  they  would  put  the  speed 
limit  at  40  miles  an  hour,  rather  than  30 
which  was  what  a  lot  of  people  wanted.  The 
view  was  that  there  was  no  use  trying  to 
enforce  it  if  80  per  cent  of  the  people  were 
going  to  drive  at  a  certain  speed. 

I  suppose  this  is  part  of  our  system  of 
trying  to  enforce  things  that  the  public 
won't  accept.  We  are  just  fighting  against 
ourselves  and  it  will  demand  more  police. 
Maybe    we    are    going    to    have    to    look    at 


what  the  majority  of  the  people  will  accept 
and  try  to  be  guided  by  that  in  some  of  our 
laws  in  order  to  try  to  keep  the  police  costs 
down. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  any  other  member 
like  to  speak  before  the  minister  replies? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  has  been  discussed 
under  the  preceding  two  bills,  as  the  oppo- 
sition spokesmen  have  pointed  out,  and  I 
don't  think  there  is  any  point  in  my  repeat- 
ing the  need  to  have  a  variety  of  grants, 
some  of  which  are  related  to  population, 
some  of  which  are  related  to  growth,  some 
of  which  are  related  to  expenditure  assess- 
ment and  such  like.  That  is  the  reason,  of 
course,  we  haven't  washed  out  these  per 
capita  grants,  to  answer  the  question  of  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you.  In  the  same  spirit, 
the  minister  had  mentioned  that  in  the  previ- 
ous debate.  How  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  have  done  the  next 
best  thing,  quite  frankly,  by  greatly  reduc- 
ing the  number  of  categories— from  40-odd  to 
a  fraction  of  that  number.  This  greatly  sim- 
plifies the  administration  and  greatly  in- 
creases the  comprehension  of  recipient  mu- 
nicipalities, I  think  this  is  quite  a  good  step 
forward. 

Insofar  as  the  discretion  is  concerned,  these 
statistics  are  all  available  on  a  regular  basis. 
We  prepare  voluminous  municipal  statistics, 
showing  among  other  things  the  amount  of 
provincial  grants  under  different  headings.  It 
enables  the  Treasurer  of  the  day  to  take 
into  account  extraordinary  population  devel- 
opment, which  one  of  the  members  has  drawn 
to  my  attention,  and  perhaps  other  inequities 
from  exceptional  circumstances.  It  may  be  the 
member  for  Thunder  Bay  has  a  good  point  in 
drawing  our  attention  to  what  is  obviously 
quite  a  small  increase  in  the  grants  to  Mani- 
touwadge. 

Beyond  that,  as  legislation  and  regulations 
are  changed  we  have  encountered  a  couple 
of  instances  where  grave  injustices  would  be 
done  without  this  kind  of  emergency  pro- 
vision. I  am  thinking  of  the  loss  of  tax 
revenues  from  cottage  properties  on  lands 
owned  by  Indian  bands.  One  of  several  mu- 
nicipalities had  come  to  us  for  relief  in  those 
circumstances.  This  is  the  reason  for  that. 

All  the  grants  made  under  these  extraor- 
dinary circumstances,  of  which  there  are  just 
a  handful,  are  published  and  I  certainly 
accept  the  responsibility  for  making  those 
grants  available  on  the  advice  of  my  own 
officials. 
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Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 


bill. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 


Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 


The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill     52,     the     Municipal     Unconditional 
Grants  Act,  1974. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
NIAGARA  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  60,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Niagara  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Yes,  I 
would  like  to  speak  on  Bill  60,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Niagara 
Falls  Act. 

As  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  city 
of  Niagara  Falls  had  requested  the  minister 
to  make  amendments  to  the  Regional  Munic- 
pality  of  Niagara  Act  back  in  January  of  this 
year.  They  asked  that  consideration  be  given 
to  allow  them  to  go  back  to  election  of  mu- 
nicipal officials  at  large  within  the  munici- 
pality. They  received  a  reply  from  the  minis- 
ter on  Jan.  28,  1974.  He  said  the  ministry 
would  not  go  along  with  their  proposal,  that 
there  would  be  no  amendments  to  the  bill 
and  refused  the  request  from  the  city  of 
Niagara  Falls.  I  guess  it  was  on  this  basis 
that  they  thought  the  present  ward  system 
was  the  final  word  of  the  officials  of  the 
ministry;  they  thought  this  would  be  a  con- 
tinuing policy  of  the  ministry,  to  have  ward 
systems  throughout  every  regional  munici- 
pality within  the  province. 

Apparently,  they  were  a  little  shocked  and 
amazed  at  the  present  bill  that  has  come 
before  the  Legislature.  I  believe  they  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  ministry  deploring  its  failure 
to  at  least  notify  the  city  of  Niagara  Falls 
that  the  Treasurer  had  changed  his  mind  and 
brought  in  an  amendment  to  the  bill. 

I  suppose  the  question  is:  When  the 
Treasurer  makes  an  amendment  like  this,  why 
doesn't  he  go  back  to  the  municipalities?  Why 


not  go  back  and  consult  with  them  and  find 
out  why  they  made  the  request  in  the  first 
place  for  the  amendment  to  the  bill?  As  I 
understand  it,  before  approval  can  be  given 
to  the  amendment,  it  must  go  to  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board.  I  think  I  can  accept  this 
amendment  to  the  Act.  It  at  least  gives  the 
ratepayers  an  opportunity  to  voice  any  ob- 
jections they  may  have  to  the  bill.  But  I  am 
a  strong  supporter  and  I  believe  in  the  ward 
system  of  municipal  government.  I  hope  this 
isn't  a  trend  back  to  having  officials  elected 
at  large  throughout  a  municipality. 

I've  seen  in  the  past,  in  a  number  of  mu- 
nicipalities where  there  have  been  elections 
at  large,  that  you  can  almost  have  stacked 
voting  within  a  municipality.  You  can  have 
a  certain  clique  elected  from  the  core  of  a 
municipality.  I  am  afraid  this  could  happen 
as  a  result  of  this  bill.  Maybe  if  no  persons 
object  to  it  and  approval  is  given  by  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board,  they  can  go  back 
to  that  old  system  of  electing  municipal 
officials;  which  I  don't  quite  agree  with.  I 
think  that  representation  is  better  when 
people  are  represented  through  a  ward  sys- 
tem of  local  government  administration.  I 
think  it  is  one  of  the  better  systems  and  I 
hope  that  the  Treasm^er  will  continue  to 
support  the  ward  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  discussion  on  this 
bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Very  briefly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
want  to  echo  the  remarks  of  the  member  IFor 
Welland  South;  and  to  say  with  him  that 
the  minister  really  ought  to  be  bringing  in 
a  bill  which  doesn't  orJy  afPect  regional 
Niagara  but  also  aflFects  other  municipalities 
across  the  province  which  currently  have  an 
at-large  system. 

The  problems  with  representation  and  the 
entrenchment  of  vmresponsive,  political  elites 
—I  don't  know  what  you  want  to  call  them— 
in  various  municipalities  across  the  province, 
which  continues  because  of  a  lack  of  a 
ward  system,  is  really  indefensible.  I  know 
the  government  finds  means  of  defending  it, 
and  it  is  very  curious  that  those  who  are  its 
most  ardent  defenders  are  often  those  who 
are  the  beneficiaries  of  at-large  systems. 

It  seems  to  me,  though,  that  in  the  system 
we  have  in  this  province— and  one  which 
people  find  acceptable— where  municipal 
structure  is  determined  by  the  province,  since 
the  mimicipalities  are  the  creatures  of  the 
province,  we  haven't  gotten  into  the  kind 
of  hangups  the  Americans  suflFer  from  with 
local   home  rule   and  an  incredible  kind  of 
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resistance  to  any  change  at  the  municipal 
level  and  any  meddling  by  their  state  gov- 
ernment, the  equivalent  of  our  provinces. 

It  seems  to  me  there  were  certain  interests 
of  the  electorate  which  are  better  repre- 
sented through  the  provincial  charmel  than 
through  the  local  channel.  That's  why,  in 
deciding  the  structure  that  should  exist  at 
the  local  level,  it's  up  to  the  province  to 
ensure  that  local  representatives  reflect  the 
kind  of  responsiveness  you  find  through 
a  ward  system. 

The  only  problem  wdth  this  particular  bill 
is  that  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  has 
become  so  difficult,  so  unpredictable,  so  un- 
responsive and  so  remote  from  any  sensible 
or  sane  public  opinion,  that  one  hesitates 
to  leave  in  its  charge  the  continuation  of 
the  wards  in  regional  Niagara. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  the  member  for  Niagara 
Falls  (Mr.  Clement)? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  a  good  question.  Who 
is   the  member  for  Niagara  Falls? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Gren- 
ville-Dundas. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate  the 
views  expressed  by  the  member  for  Welland 
South  and  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre, 
except  to  say  to  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  that  the  OMB  is  most  responsive  to 
the  needs  of  the  people.  I  feel  that  the 
remarks  that  were  made  tonight  were  un- 
called for— 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  doesn't  have  to 
defend  the  OMB;  they  can  defend  them- 
selves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  I  wonder  why  he 
made  them,  because  the  Ontario  Mimicipal 
Board,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  has  been 
the  body  that  has  protected  the  people  in 
Ontario,   and   will   continue  to  do  so. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure,  under  J.  A.  Kennedy; 
but  not  since  Kennedy  left. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  that  as  far  as 
this  bill  is  concerned,  certainly  the  view  of 
our  government  is  that  the  ward  system 
should  continue  in  this  particular  area  in 
order  that  the  people  may  have  proper  repre- 
sentation. If  they  wish  to  change  to  a  dif- 
ferent type  of  ward  representation,  that  is 
fine;    they    can    do    so    by    applying    to    the 


Ontario    Municipal   Board,    that   is   provided 
for  in  the  Act. 

The  Act  merely  is  to  say  to  the  people  of 
Niagara  Falls  that  their  request  from  the  city 
council  was  reviewed;  and  I  might  say  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Welland  South  we  did  go 
back  to  the  people  in  the  area  and  found 
that  the  request  possibly  did  not  represent 
the  views  of  the  people.  Therefore  I  wish 
to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  House,  that  we  feel  this  bill 
represents  the  views  of  the  people.  Thank 
you. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bUl. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading?  Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  60,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Niagara  Act. 


ONTARIO  LOAN  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  69,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising  of 
Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is 
of  course  the  traditional  one  by  which  the 
government  is  able  to  acquire  sufficient 
revenues  to  maintain  itself  until  the  various 
estimates  of  the  departments  and  ministries 
are  completed.  I  suppose  in  one  way  it  is 
regrettable  to  have  to  pass  this  kind  of  bill, 
because  in  effect  it  makes  rather  superfluous 
the  comments  we  wfll  make  on  various  estim- 
ates to  come. 

I  daresay  there  may  be  some  in  the  min- 
istry who  would  think  our  comments  are 
superfluous  anyway,  but  it  is  certainly  our 
responsibility  to  attempt  to  deal  with  the 
various  estimates  as  they  are  brought  for- 
ward. It  is  apparent,  as  we  probably  have 
another  two  weeks  before  we  adjourn  for 
the  summer,  that  many  of  the  moneys  to  be 
spent  in  nearly  all  the  ministries  that  have 
not  as  yet  come  either  before  the  House  or 
before  the  various  committees,  will  have  been 
committed,  and  the  government  of  course  has 
to  have  some  opportunity  to  deal  with  the 
obligations  before  the  funds  are  voted. 
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I  suppose  that  by  late  October,  November 
or  December,  we  will  still  be  dealing  with 
certain  estimates  and  then,  finally,  will  pass 
formally  the  budget  with  the  usual  traditional 
motions.  By  that  time,  really,  the  moneys  will 
have  been  spent,  and  a  bill  like  this  allows 
the  government  to  deal  with  the  spending  of 
those  funds,  whether  we  make  any  further 
comments  on  the  estimates  or  not. 

It  is  natural  and  usual  that  this  kind  of  a 
bill  is  brought  before  the  Legislature  ap- 
proximately at  this  time  in  the  session,  be- 
cause there  are  many  estimates  which  will 
not  have  been  dealt  with.  We  will  support 
the  bill,  because,  of  course  we  have  no 
efiFective  alternative  to  allowing  the  govern- 
ment to  proceed  in  this  manner,  albeit  it  is  a 
regrettable  one. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  debate?  The  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  it's  a  traditional  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  really  haven't  got  too 
much  to  say  about  it.  I  think  that  during  the 
course  of  the  budget  debate  later  we  might 
come  to  issue  with  the  Treasurer,  who  is 
borrowing  another  million  dollars  here  to 
keep  things  going  with  the  government,  and 
who  in  net  terms  over  the  course  of  this 
year  will  be  borrowing  money.  I  find  rather 
objectionable  his  constantly  reiterated  claims 
about  the  way  in  which  the  government  is 
supposedly  paying  off  debt  in  the  province, 
when  in  fact  tne  budget  indicates  very 
clearly  that  the  publicly-floated  debt  of  the 
province  is  being  reduced  but  that  the  total 
indebtedness  of  the  province  is,  of  course, 
increasing  because  of  the  use  of  internal 
funds  and  funds  from  the  Canada  Pension 
Plan. 

As  I  recall  there  are  a  number  of  pension 
funds  from  which  the  province  borrows  and 
it  is  because  of  this  that  it  has  been  able  to 
reduce  slightly  its  outside  indebtedness  des- 
pite the  increase  in  the  overall  indebtedness 
of  the  province,  I  think  to  the  tune  of  about 
$1  billion  or  so  over  the  last  two  or  three 
years. 

With  those  comments,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  let  this  bill  go  through.  We  will  have 
some  comments  on  the  wisdom  of  various 
estimates  of  the  government,  which  will  be 
made  in  the  interim  during  the  course  of  those 
estimates, 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  com- 
ments? The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  a  few  comments  and 
questions,   I  presume  the  maximum  allowed 


here,  $800  million,  includes  non-budgetary 
borrowing  as  well  as  budgetary  borrowing  so 
that  the  complete  net  cash  requirement  of 
the  province  must  be  taken  care  of.  Per- 
haps the  minister  could  nod  his  head  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  includes  the  borrowing 
of  Ontario  Hydro  which  is  backed  by  the 
province  as  well?  The  minister  shakes  his 
head  "no",  that  Ontario  Hydro  borrowing 
does  not  require  a  piece  of  legislation  such 
as  this,  even  though— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well  I  will  have  to  do 
more  than  nod,  I  will  have  to  explain.  There 
are  two  categories. 

Mr.  Good:  Two  categories.  All  right,  thank 
you.  Then  I  will  confine  myself  to  the  com- 
ments dealing  with  non-public  borrowing, 
which  is  the  only  borrowing  the  province  has 
done  for  about  four  or  five  years. 

We  find  the  minister's  budget  requires  $625 
million  for  his  budgetary  deficit  and  about 
$83  million  for  non-budgetary  deficit,  which 
is  money  given  by  the  province  which  will 
be  returned  over  future  years,  for  a  total  in 
his  budget  of  $708  million  as  being  his  net 
cash  requirement.  To  play  it  safe,  of  course, 
the  Treasurer  said:  "Well,  you  had  better  give 
me  authority  for  $800  million  because  I  don't 
know  how  accurate  my  budgeting  will  be  by 
the  end  of  the  year  and  we  don't  want  to 
go  short.  So  we  had  better  get  authority  for 
$800  million  even  though  we  figure  only 
$708  million  will  be  our  net  cash  require- 
ment." 

It  is  very  interesting  to  note,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  province  has  access  to  $1,044,000,000 
of  non-public  funds  that  it  can  borrow  with 
the  authority  of  this  bill.  In  fact,  I  am  sur- 
prised that  the  Treasurer  has  to  have  the 
authority  of  this  bill  to  borrow  the  money 
that  is  sent  down  here  from  Ottawa  under 
the  Canada  Pension  Plan-$700  million  of 
Canada  Pension  Plan  money  alone  which  is 
given  to  the  province,  on  which  it  pays  in- 
terest, granted,  and  it  goes  back  into  the 
pension— the  teachers'  superannuation  fund— 
there's  $166  million  the  province  can  borrow 
from  that  source-and  the  Municipal  Employ- 
ees' Retirement  Fund-$124  million.  Those 
are  the  major  components  of  the  non-public 
source  of  funds  to  which  the  province  has 
access.  I,  too,  was  amused  the  other  week,  I 
think  it  was  just  a  week  ago,  when  the 
Treasurer  got  up  in  his  place  and  said:  "To- 
day we  are  paying  off  $300  million."  Was  it 
300?  I  forget  what  the  figure  was. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Around  300. 


3094 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  $335  milHon  since 
April  1,  1974. 

Mr.  Good:  The  Treasurer  got  up  and  said: 
"Today  we  are  paying  off  $335  million  of  pro- 
vincial dbbt";  and  what  a  great  day  for  the 
province,  what  a  great  financier  he  was.  Well, 
anyone  who  has  a  source  of  $1,044,000,000 
they  can  borrow  on  one  hand  can  very  easily 
afford  to  pay  off  $335  million  on  the  other 
hand.  In  other  words,  you  are  just  robbing 
Peter  to  pay  Paid  and  setting  yourself  up  as 
a  great  manipulator  of  finance. 

Mr.  Ruston:  That's  like  Stanfield^s  budget, 
eh? 

Mr.  Good:  The  Treasurer  has  Wacky  Ben- 
nett and  his  fimny  money  system  overdbne  a 
hundred  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  John  Turner  can't 
do  it. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Stanfield  and  White  and  their 
funny  money. 

Mr.  Good:  By  $100,000.  He  has  got  it  over- 
done by  nothing.  Well,  the  system  is  going 
to  catch  up  to  him,  because  these  people— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  John  Turner  can't  do  it. 

Mrw  Good:  —from  whom  he  is  borrowing 
money  are  beginning  to  demand- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  Bob  Stanfield  says  he  can. 

Mr.  Good:  —a  bigger  share  of  return  on 
their  money.  He  is  now  tied  to  some  pretty 
hefty  interest  rates  on  the  future  borrowings 
that  he  dbes  through  OMERS,  which  is  only 
just  and  right.  I  believe  he  has  committed 
nimseJf  that  the  mimicipalities  are  going  to 
get  a  piece  of  the  action  on  OMERS  money 
in  the  future,  and  that  is  only  right  too.  So 
I  think  it's  only  fair  that  we  draw  to  public 
attention  the  fact  that  although  the  province 
is  paying  off  its  debts,  it's  borrovdng  larger 
sums  from  sources  available  to  it.  Because 
of  that  it  hasn't  had  to  go  to  the  public  money 
market;  it's  not  because  of  any  extraordinary 
good'  management. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  If  not  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  it's  great  fun  to 
end  this  evening's  session  on  the  most  hilari- 
ous note  I  can  remember  in  many  weeks, 
namely,  the  fact  that  the  Liberaji  financial 
critic,  and  to  some  extent  the  NDP  financial 
critic,  have  both  supported  the  resolution 
passed  by  this  Legislature  on  Friday,  March 


29,  which  was:  "On  motion  by  Mr,  W^hite, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Winkler,  order  that  the 
Treasurer  of  Ontario  be  authorized  to  pav  the 
salaries  of  the  civil  service,"  and  so  forth. 
Notwithstanding  the  kindness  of  the  gentle- 
men- opposite,  this  bill  has  nothing  to  do  with 
that. 

We  have  $1,044,000,000  pouring  in  from 
a  variety  of  pension  plans  established'  by  stat- 
ute in  this  Legislature,  including  OMERS, 
the  teachers'  superannuation,  the  public  serv- 
ice superannuation  fund,  and  of  course  the 
very  large  Canada  Pension  Plan. 

Mr.  Good:  And  federal-provincial  winter 
capital  costs. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  As  these  fundk  are  re- 
ceived by  way  of  cheque  from  these  several 
sources  we  give  them  a  debenture  in  return. 
This  bill,  which  the  Legislature  is  being  asked 
to  approve  now,  is  the  authority  to  issue 
those  debentures.  We  do  borrow  for  Hydro 
in  foreign  markets,  and  in  so  doing  reduce 
the  interest  rate  paid  very  substantially.  Hydro 
borrow  on  their  own  account  in  this  jurisdic- 
tion and  therefore  this  bill  would  not  touch 
those  domestic  borrowings  by  Ontario  Hydro. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Tlie  order  is  for  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  69.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House  or  shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third 
reading?  Third  reading! 

Agreed. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  third  reading,  am 
I  permitted  to  give  a  short  speech? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  it  were  not  10:30  I  might 
permit  it. 

Cleric  of  the  House:  The  motion  is  for 
third  reading  of  Bill  69. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  appreciate  that,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Now  you  see  there  are  new  things 
to  be  said  about  the  bill  in  \'iew  of  the 
comments  that  have  been  made.  The  com- 
ments that  have  been  made  here  indicate 
that  the  government,  and  the  Treasurer  in 
particular,  is  performing  a  sleight-of-hand 
feat. 
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I  wish  he  would  come  clean  about  it,  as 
he  admitted  here  in  the  House,  come  clean 
in  public  as  well.  He  borrows  money  like 
any  other  Treasurer;  and  to  claim  that  he 
reduced  the  public  debt  is  a  sham,  it  isn't 
true.  He  increased  the  public  debt  in  this 
particular  case  by  something  like  $600  million 
or  $700  million,  taking  budgetary  and  non- 
budgetary  boi  rowings  together,  lliat  is  what 
this  bill  is  all  about. 

The  fact  that  he  borrows  from  Canada 
Pension  Plan  and  OMERS  doesn't  change  the 
fact  that  he  is  still  borrowing  just  as  much 
as  if  he  was  borrowing  on  the  public  market. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  third 
reading. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Surely  I  can  take  one 
minute. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  fact  is  we  are  in 
receipt  of  S336  million  more  in  cash  inflow 
than  we  are  spending,  whereas  the  federal 
goverrmient  is  spending  $2  billion  more  than 
it  is  taking  in. 

Mr.  Good:  The  federal  treasury  doesn't 
have  a  billion  dollars  worth  of  Canada  Pen- 
sion Plan. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  we  have  reduced 
our  outstanding  public  debt  from  about  $1.5 
billion  to  $1  billion  in  the  last  15  months. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.   Cassidy:   The  Treasurer  is  increasing 
his   total   indebtedness   though. 

Hon.   Mr.   White:   And  that's  what  I  call 
good  budgeting. 

Mr.    Ruston:    Using    the    federal    pension 
funds. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  69,  An  Act  to  Authorize  the  Raising 
of  Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  ending  on 
that  amiable  note,  tomorrow  I  will  ask  the 
members  of  the  House  to  prepare  themselves 
for  almost  all  of  the  remaining  legislation. 
We  will  begin  by  calling  item  2,  Bill  65; 
and  then  items  5,  6  and  7  on  today's  order 
paper;  and  I  shall  inform  the  members  oppo- 
site  of  the   order   thereafter. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr,  Speaker,  does  the  House 
leader  intend  to  call  Treasury  estimates  after 
the  bills? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  if  we  have  that 
degree  of  co-operation  I  will  be  pleased  to 
call  the  Treasurer's  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mrs.  M.  Scrivener  (St.  David):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wish  to  raise  a  point  of  order.  Yesterday, 
the  member  for  St.  George  (Mrs.  Campbell) 
made  a  statement  in  the  House  concerning 
the  member  for  St.  David,  a  statement  which 
I  believe  to  be  incorrect.  She  said  that  the 
member  for  St.  David  was  giving  out  cheques 
from  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 
Services  to  organizations  in  the  riding  of 
St.  George. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  the  member  for 
St.   George  to  substantiate  her  statement  by 

f)roducing    the    information    for    the    record, 
isting   the  names   of  the   organizations,   the 
places,  and  the  dates  of  the  events. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  regret  to  inform  the  hon. 
member  that  she  does  not  have  a  point  of 
order.  The  hon.  member  for  Etobicoke. 

Mr.  L.  A.  Braithwaite  (Etobicoke):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  introduce  to  the 
House,  36  students  from  Heatherbrae  Middle 
School  in  Rexdale,  who  are  sitting  in  the 
east  gallery.  They  are  with  their  teacher,  Mr. 
Diana.  I  am  sure  the  House  will  join  me  in 
welcoming  them. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  the  mem- 
bers of  this  House  will  want  to  welcome 
another  36  students  who  have  come  some 
1,250  miles  to  visit  the  Ontario  Legislature. 
They  hail  from  the  Evergreen  School  in 
Kenora,  and  they  are  ably  assisted  and  ac- 
companied by  their  teacher  Miss  Jane  Steme- 
rowicz. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr,  Speaker, 
I  beg  leave  to  introduce  to  this  House,  and 
trust  that  you  and  the  House  will  welcome, 
36  students  from  Franklin  Horner  Middle 
School  from  the  great  and  emblazoned  riding 
of  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of  privilege,  I 
would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  that  my 
colleagues,  the  member  for  Windsor- Walker- 
ville  (Mr.  B.  Newman)  and  the  member  for 
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Downs  view  (Mr.  Singer),  are  today  celebrat- 
ing the  15th  anniversary  of  their  election; 
and  my  colleagues,  the  member  for  Welling- 
ton South  ( Mr.  Worton )  and  the  meniber  for 
Kent  (Mr.  Spence),  the  19th  anniversary  of 
their  election,  just  a  day  or  two  ago.  I  knew 
you  would  be  concerned  with  that.  And  may 
they  long  serve;  may  they  long  serve. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  ( Scarborough  West ) :  Why 
would  one  applaud? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  certainly  qualifies  as  a 
point  of  privilege! 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing ) :  I  would  like  to  make  a  personal  state- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker,  and  one  which  I  have 
previously  discussed  with  you. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  the  minister  wake  up 
screaming? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Surely  the  remarks 
made  to  the  House  last  Friday  by  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition,  if  uncorrected,  might  leave 
the  impression  that  I  had  refused  to  meet 
with  the  provincial  Anti-Poverty  Coalition 
when  they  came  to  Queen's  Park. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  That's  right, 
isn't  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  received  a  letter 
from  the  coalition  on  April  16  asking  me  to 
meet  with  constituents  from  my  riding  and 
others  on  Friday,  June  7.  I  replied  to  that 
letter  on  May  13  advising  their  provincial 
co-ordinator  that  I  would  be  happy  and  will- 
ing to  meet  with  their  respresentatives  and 
my  constituents  at  1  p.m.  on  Friday,  June  7. 
My  office  advised  them  that  I  would  meet  a 
delegation  in  my  office  to  discuss  the  housing 
situation  and  any  concerns  they  might  have 
in  that  regard,  and  the  reason  for  that  was  I 
had  moved  my  office  from  the  time  of  writing 
to  the  Whitney  Block. 

Subsequent  to  that,  we  received  a  tele- 
phone request  that  I  join  with  other  members 
of  the  cabinet  to  meet  in  the  office  of  the 
Minister  for  Community  and  Social  Services 
(Mr.  Brunelle)  for  this  meeting  but,  because 
of  other  commitments  which  I  and  members 
of  my  staff  faced,  I  informed  them  that  we 
should  discuss  the  housing  concerns  that  they 
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had  in  my  oflBce,  which  is  a  short  30-second 
walk  from  this  buildiiig. 

I  was  in  my  oflSce  along  with  members  of 
my  staff  at  1  p.m.  on  Friday,  June  7,  waiting 
for  the  delegation  which  did  not  appear.  I 
was  ready  and  willing  to  meet  with  members 
of  the  Anti-Poverty  Coalition.  They  knew  I 
was  waiting  to  meet  with  them  but  for  rea- 
sons which  they  have  never  divulged  to  me 
they  apparently  decided  not  to  keep  the 
appointoaent. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to 
inform  the  House  of  a  correction  that  needs 
to  be  made  to  the  statement  I  gave  in  the 
House  last  week  concerning  daycare  services 
for  children. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Has  the 
Minister  of  Housing  invited  them  back?  Has 
the  minister  written  and  re-invited  them? 
Let  him  show  a  little  courtesy.  Write  them 
again  and  ask  them  to  come. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  member  would 
aflFord  this  minister  a  little  courtesy. 

interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  As  the  statement  outlined, 
the  government  has  decided  to  modify  maxi- 
mum staff  ratios  on  a  percentage  basis.  The 
nxmibers  quoted  in  the  statement  reflected 
the  percentage  changes  applied  to  the  staff- 
ing ratios  listed  in  section  12  of  regulation 
160  under  the  Day  Nurseries  Act,  as  pub- 
lished! in  the  revised  regulations  of  Ontario, 
1970.  The  percentage  changes  should  instead 
have  been  applied  to  the  ratios  published  in 
regulation  547  of  1971. 

Two  ratios  are  affected'  thereby.  For  chil- 
dren undter  18  months,  the  correct  ratio  is  not 
more  than  four  children  per  staff  member  and 
for  children  between  18  months  and  two 
years  of  age,  the  correct  ratio  is  not  more 
than  six  children  per  staff  member.  The  other 
ratios  quoted  in  the  statement  last  week  were 
correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  other  ones  are  the  import- 
ant ones. 


gations    that   files   within   my   ministry   were 
destroyed  or  burned. 

Mr.  Roy:  They  were  just  lost,  eh? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  did  a  very  intensive 
investigation  and  I  am  pleased  to  advise,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  no  files  relating  to  the  Ste. 
Marie-among-the-Hurons  project  have  been 
destroyed  by  anyone  in  my  ministry.  If  the 
hon.  member  has  any  information  to  the 
contrary,  I  should  be  pleased  to  receive  it. 

My  own  inquiries,  however,  have  deter- 
mined that  the  only  matter  remotely  con^ 
nected  with  the  files  of  the  Ste,  Marie-amouig- 
the-Hurons  project  relates  to  the  transfer  of 
files  from  Midland  to  Toronto  when  the 
director  of  the  historical  sites  branch  was  re- 
located in  Toronto  some  time  ago.  Therefore, 
it  seems  only  reasonable  that  he  should  have 
ready  access  to  his  own  files. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  part  of  the  decentraliza- 
tion of  the  ministry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  un- 
fortunate but  when  an  hon.  member  of  this 
House  raises  a  question  of  possible  impro- 
priety without  first  checking  his  facts,  it 
brings  no  credit  to  him  and  it  certainly  is 
misleading  to  the  public. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  we  check  up  by  ask- 
ing the  ministry? 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  don't  need  the  editorializ- 
ing. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  do  the  best  we  cam  with 
the  information  we  have  available. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  The 
opposition  members  have  a  big  research  bud- 
get now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  hope  that  he  would  see 
fit  to  apologize  to  my  staff  for  the  false  alle- 
gations which  he  has  raised  and  the  inference 
of  wrong-doing  on  their  part. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  trying  to  muzzle 
the  opposition. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  If  the 
minister  vdshes  further  information,  I  will  be 
glad  to  provide  him  with  anything  I  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Right.  I  will  be  waiting. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


DESTRUCTION  OF  RECORDS 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday 
the  member  for  Kitchener  made  certain  alle- 


MINIMUM  WAGE  RATES 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  an  announcement  which 
I  think  will  be  of  interest  to  the  House. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon.  Min- 
ister of  Labour. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  wish  to  announce 
changes  in  the  province's  minimum  wage 
structure.  The  last  change  in  the  minimum 
wage  was  made  on  Jan.  1,  1974.  Since  that 
time,  economic  pressures  have  continued  to 
build,  requiring  a  complete  review  of  the 
minimum  level.  EflFective  Oct.  1,  the  minimum 
wage  will  be  set  at  $2.25  for  those  workers  in 
general  indaistry,  at  $2.50  for  construction 
workers  and  at  $1.90  per  hour  for  students 
under  18  years  of  age.  An  information  sheet 
setting  out  the  changes  in  great  detail  is  be- 
ing distributed  to  the  members. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  assure  the  Legisla- 
ture that  the  minimum  wage  will  be  continu- 
ally under  review  and,  if  circumstances  war- 
rant, I  may  be  recommending  further  in*- 
creases  in  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Why  not 
on  July  1? 

Mr.  Roy:  They  will  be  getting  a  nickel 
more. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  the 
Environment. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


AIR   POLLUTION   AT   NIAGARA   FALLS 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  the  plant  of 
Cyanimid  of  Canada  Ltd.  in  Niagara  Falls 
has  been  a  major  source  of  air  pollution  in 
that  area  for  some  time.  Because  of  economic 
conditions  in  the  industry,  my  ministry  has 
had  difficulty  in  bringing  the  company  under 
a  pollution  abatement  programme.  Over  the 
past  several  years,  the  company  has  chosen 
to  shut  down  pollution  centres  in  the  plant 
rather  than  install  abatement  equipment. 
The  company  was  given  several  extensions 
to  its  control  order  in  the  hope  that  the 
economic  situation  for  the  company  would 
improve  and  it  would  be  able  to  carry  out 
the  abatement  programme  on  the  remaining 
pollution  centres. 

As  a  result  of  these  difficulties,  the  com- 
pany was  scheduled  to  cease  operations  as 
of  June  30,  1974.  A  few  weeks  ago  the 
company  approached  my  ministry  asking 
for  a  further  two-year  extension  to  the  con- 
trol order.  This  request  was  made  because 
of    increased    demand    for    the    company's 


products,  resulting  in  an  improved  economic 
condition  for  the  company.  The  executives 
of  the  company  were  advised  that  any  con- 
sideration of  their  request  would  be  con- 
tingent on  getting  the  pollution  abatement 
programme  under  way  immediately,  and  that 
because  of  our  past  experience,  a  guarantee 
would  have  to  be  provided  that  the  company 
would  carry  out  the  pollution  abatement 
programme  as  set  forth  by  my  ministry. 

As  a  result  of  that  meeting,  negotiations 
with  the  company  were  undertaken  and  re- 
sulted in  the  following  agreement,  which  I 
feel  will  bring  about  the  desired  result  in 
pollution  abatement.  This  agreement  is  the 
first  of  its  kind  that  I  am  aware  of.  Through 
it  we  are  able  to  get  the  pollution  abate- 
ment programme  imder  way  to  the  benefit  of 
the  citizens  in  the  Niagara  Falls  area  and, 
at  the  same  time,  to  protect  the  more  than 
250  jobs  in  the  Cyanimid  of  Canada  plant. 
Under  the  agreement,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
pany is  to  place  the  sum  of  $1.5  million  in 
escrow  imder  the  control  of  my  ministry.  This 
money  will  be  released  in  stages  as  the 
pollution  control  equipment  is  purchased 
and  made  operational  as  set  forth  in  the 
control  order.  In  this  way,  the  $1.5  million 
wiU  be  worked  down  to  a  minimum  of 
$100,000,  which  will  remain  until  the  com- 
plete pollution  abatement  progranmie  is 
operational.  At  that  time,  the  final  $100,000 
will  be  released  to  the  company.  If  at  any 
time  the  company  decides  to  halt  the  abate- 
ment programme,  the  remaining  money  will 
be  forfeited  to  the  province. 

The  company  has  also  agreed  to  pay  for 
the  installation  of  an  air  pollution  index 
station  complete  with  backup  instrumentation 
and  telemetering  to  be  located  in  the  city 
of  Niagara  Falls  at  a  site  to  be  selected 
by  my  ministry.  The  installation  is  to  be 
completed  by  the  ministry  by  the  end  of 
August  of  this  year  and  maintained  and 
operated  by  ministry  personnel.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  pleased  with  these  arrangements,  for 
they  represent  a  reasoned  approach  to  the 
problem  and  achieve  our  desire  for  improved 
air  quality  in  the  community  while  pre- 
serving the  jobs  of  the  people  employed 
at  the  plant. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Premier,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  he  aware  of  the 
opinion  provided  to  the  public  accounts 
committee  by  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown 
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that  Mr.  J.  A.  Kennedy,  a  commissioner  of 
the  Ontario  Northland  Transportation  Com- 
mission, is  in  conflict  of  interest  with  respect 
to  certain  expenditures  arrived  at  by  the 
commission;  and  is  he  prepared  to  remove 
Mr.  Kennedy  fmm  his  responsibilities  in  that 
commission  because  of  the  opinion  expressed? 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  That  is 
a  sneaky  one. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  received  a  letter  from  two  members  of  the 
public  accounts  committee,  which  was  just 
handed  to  me  as  I  came  into  the  Legislature, 
with  some  reference  to  this.  I  will  be  looking 
into  it  and!  discussing  it  with  the  minister 
and  the  chairman  of  the  commission.  I  have 
no  comment  beyond  that  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Do  the 
Premier's  guidelines  with  regard  to  conflict 
of  interest  apply  to  commissioners  of  the 
various  commissions  in  government?  Is  there 
any  reason  to  suspect  or  believe  that  it  would 
not  apply  in  its  general  terms? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  was  actually  quot- 
ing a  portion  of  the  legislation  which  prob- 
ably should  cover  it.  The  question  of  the 
guidelines,  as  it  relates  to  ministers  and  par- 
liamentary assistants,  of  course,  is  not  covered 
by  a  statute.  I  would  assume,  just  from  the 
question  that  was  asked  and,  I  assume,  from 
the  quotation  from  the  Deputy  Attorney 
General,  that  this  is  covered  by  the  legisla- 
tion; but,  as  I  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
looking   into   it   later   today  or   tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  it  also  be  possible  for 
the  Premier  to  look  into  recapturing  the  funds 
that  were  paid  by  the  commission  to  an  indi- 
vidual in  direct  conflict  under  these  circum- 
stances? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  sufficiently  aware  of  the  actual  informa- 
tion. As  I  say,  I  will  be  discussing  it  with 
the  minister  and  the  chairman  of  the  com- 
mission and  will  make  some  observation  some 
time  tomorrow  or  Thursday. 

LEAD  SURVEYS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  the  Environment:  Since  he  tabl^ 
information  yesterday  indicating  that  not  only 
Canada  Metal  but  25  other  companies  have 
lead  emission  readings  that  are  as  much  as 
50  times  above  the  safe  levels  prescribed  by 
his  own  ministry,  can  he  explain  why  he  has 


not  announced  today  specific  actions  to  close 
down  at  least  the  major  polluters,  since  their 
levels  of  emissions  are  so  far  above  the  levels 
standardized  by  the  ministry  itself? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  looked  at  the  state- 
ment and  the  examples  I  released  yesterday, 
he  would  realize  we  were  talking  about  soil 
testing  and  vegetation  testing.  If  we  look  at 
the  total  picture  of  all  the  companies  we 
have  surveyed,  most  of  them  have  abatement 
control  programmes  and  most  of  them  have 
co-operated— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Like  Cyanimid? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Is  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  asking  me  about  lead  right 
now? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  I  am. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  All  right.  We  have 
done  soil  testing  and  vegetation  testing  on  a 
continuing  basis;  this,  as  he  knows,  is  an 
accumulative  situation  in  the  soil.  We  have 
abatement  control  orders  on  most  of  these 
companies,  and  many  of  these  companies  have 
installed  abatement  equipment.  If  the  hon. 
member  will  read  the  material  that  goes  with 
the  statement  I  released  yesterday,  he  will 
see  that  many  of  these  companies  now  have 
reduced  their  lead  emissions  a  great  deal. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  a  supplementary: 
Since  the  minister's  predecessor  closed  down 
Canada  Metal  and  was  stopped  by  the  courts 
because  of  insufficiency  of  evidence,  and  since 
the  minister  now  has  the  evidence  that  he 
tabled  before  the  Legislature  yesterday,  how 
can  he  now  indicate  that  the  policy  of  the 
government  is  to  allow  these  major  polluters 
to  continue  without  the  abatement  proceed- 
ings having  been  brought  into  effect,  rather 
than  simply  under  the  day-to-day  good  graces 
of  the  minister  allowing  them  to  continue? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
abatement  programmes  in  all  these  indus- 
tries. You  will  notice  that  one  of  them  with 
readings  over  the  acceptable  level  doesn't 
even  handle  lead.  As  the  hon.  member  knows, 
we  have  an  inter-ministerial  committee  work- 
ing now;  they  will  be  reporting  to  me,  prob- 
ably within  the  next  week  to  10  days,  and 
will  be  making  certain  recommendations  in 
their  report.  The  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
Miller),  of  course,  also  has  another  subcom- 
mittee of  medical  people  working  on  this 
matter  too. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  read  this  carefully  and  I  can't 
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believe  some  of  it.  In  the  case  of  Tonolli  Co. 
of  Canada  Ltd.,  the  minister  says  in  his  state- 
ment that  a  phytotoxicology  survey  made  in 
1973  indicated  an  improvement  of  lead  levels 
in  soil  and  vegetation  and  that  further  abate- 
ment strategy  will  be  developed,  and  his 
figures  show  that  the  parts  per  million  for 
Tonolli  in  August,  1973,  was  11,250  when 
600  is  considered  excessive,  would  the  min- 
ister explain  to  me  how  he  can  sit  now  and 
do  nothing  about  such  a  company  in  the  face 
of  that  evidence? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said 
about  that  company  and  the  other  com- 
panies, the  lead  levels  now  are  coming  down 
as  a  result  of  their  abatement  programmes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary, can  the  minister  describe  to  the 
House  the  dangers  that  aflFect  the  people 
living  in  the  area?  Is  it  dangerous  or  not? 
Surely,  if  it  is  dangerous,  he  cannot  permit 
these  lead  levels  to  continue  without  shutting 
down  the  polluters?  I  can't  see  an  alterna- 
tive. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  as  I  have  said, 
many  of  these  companies  now  come  within 
our  limitations  on  their  stack  emissions.  And 
let  me  make  it  very  clear  to  the  hon.  mem- 
ber that  as  far  as  the  medical  profession  is 
concerned,  I  wish  they  would  actually  come 
to  some  sort  of  a  general  agreement  on  it 
themselves. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  do  the  minister's 
own  people  say? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:   My  own  people?  Our 
problem  is  to  decipher  where  the  problems 
a:re,  how  much  lead  is  there- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  the  minister's  pre- 
decessor closed  them  down. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Yes,  and  the  hon.  mem- 
ber knb^vs  what  happened  in  the  courts. 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  we  had  a  level  of  30,000 
parts  per  million  in  July,  1973,  in  the  case  of 
Toronto  Refiners-  and  Smelters,  and  600  is 
considered  excessive,  does  the  minister  not 
recognize  that  it  is  impossible  that  the  levels 
are  now  acceptable  in  those  major  plants? 
How  then  does  he  allow  them  to  keep  oper- 
ating at  full  capacity?  How  then  doesi  he 
accept  the  material  that  has  been  given  to 
him  all  th;is  time  by  the  air  management 
branch? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Well,  as  I  say,  at  least 
our  ministry  hasi  been  looking  at  these  for 
some  time  and  all  of  these  companiesi  have 
abatement  programmes. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  If  the 
minister  would'  talk  less  and  do  more- 
Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  does 
the  minister  not  recognize  that  he  is  engaged 
in  a  persistent  public  health  hazard,  spon- 
sored by  his  ministry,  agreed  to  by  his  minis- 
try despite  its'  own  documentation,  and  that 
the  figures  he  has  tabled;  are  the  greatest 
single  indictment  of  his  ministry?  When  is 
the  minister  going  to  do  something  about  lead 
in  the  metropolitan  areas  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I've 
said  before,  we  are  very  concerned  about  the 
peoplte  living  in  those  areas. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  he  has  done  nothing. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  We  have  an  inter- 
ministerial  force  I'ooking  at  it  now.  One  thing 
the  member  forgets  is  that  this  is  an  accumu- 
lated lead  situation,  accumulated  on  the 
foliage  and  on  the  ground- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Accumulative  for,  those  who 
ingest  it  as  weU. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —and!  the  member  is 
just  taking  the  readings  as  he  wants  to  inter- 
pret them  himself. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  That's  exactly  how  he's 
interpreting  them— the  way  he  wants  to.  That's 
an  accumulation. 

Mr,  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Either  the  minister  should  Kit 
new  standards  or  he  should  close  it  down.  It 
is  irresponsible,  totally  irresponsible. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order. 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  doesn't 
know  what  he's  talking  about. 

/Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  There  have  been  five 
supplementaries.  Ih  the  circiunstances  I  think 
one  more  would)  be  reasonable. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  thank  you. 
Surely,  the  minister  would'  realize  that  we  are 
not  simply  interpreting  those  figures  to  suit 
ourselves.  We  are  interpreting  them  on  the 
basis  of  the  standards  that  his  department 
has  set. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Surely  he  is  aware  of 
that? 

Is  he  prepared  to  do  two  things?  Is  he 
prepared  to  spend  public  moneys  to  bring 
about  a  reduction  in  the  level  of  pollution, 
and  to  replace  the  soil  that  is  contaminated? 
Or  is  he  prepared  to  step  aside  and  let  the 
member  for  Leeds  (Mr.  Auld)  take  over  in 
that  job  again,  where  at  least  he  was  pre- 
pared to  close  them  dovm? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Shame!  No,  no.  Never!  Not  on 
vouir  life! 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
now  waiting  for  the  interministerial  task  force 
which  should  be  reporting  to  me— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  nonsense,  he  is  forever 
preparing  reports. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  It  is  not  a  lot  of  non- 
sense. 

Mr.  Renwidc:  The  whole  ministry  is  rotten. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  whole  ministry  should  be 
scrapped.  The  whole  ministry  is  rotten. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Does  the  member  want 
to  listen  or  doesn't  he  want  to  listen?  If  he 
doesn't  want  an  answer,  that's  fine. 

Otaterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Get 
the  lead  out  of  your  plants. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  of 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Soci^d  Develop- 
ment if  she  is  prepared  to  make  a  further 
correction,  or  let's  say  an  interpretive  state- 
ment on  her  previous  statement  on  daycare. 
Would  she  meet  the  substantial  objections  ex- 
pressed by  the  community,  most  particularly 
by  the  Association  for  Early  Childhood  Edu- 
cation, which  has  contacted,  I  believe,  all 
members  of  the  Legislature,  expressing  its 
concern  that  the  policies  in  the  minister's 
statement  will  in  fact  substantially  reduce 
the  quality  of  daycare,  even  though  there  is 


an  additional  infusion  of  dollars,  by  increas- 
ing the  ratios  along  wdth  the  removal  of 
training  requirements  for  staff,  to  the  extent 
that  according  to  that  association  daycare  is 
"on  the  brink  of  becoming  institutional  care 
only,  providing  a  policing  role"? 

If  I  may  ask  a  second  question  associated 
with  it,  Mr.  Speaker:  Can  she  make  a  state- 
ment which  would  clarify  the  confusion  that 
seems  to  be  involved  with  the  policy  minister 
and  the  minister  who  sits  directly  to  her  left, 
in  charge  of  the  specifics  of  the  programme, 
indicating  that  the  staff  in  the  ministry  is 
not  prepared  to  implement  the  policy— and  as 
a  matter  of  fact  the  former  director.  Miss 
Elsie  Stapleford,  says  that  policy  has  not 
even  been  decided  yet? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Rirch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  my  hon. 
colleague,  policy  has  been  established.  It 
was  enunciated  here  in  the  House.  If  the 
member  requires  any  further  clarification,  I'd 
be  very  happy  to  see  that  he  receives  it. 

We  realized  that  it  would  be  arbitrary, 
that  there  were  changes,  but  this  was  a  very 
careful  policy  that  is  the  result  of  a  two- 
year  study.  And  we  believe  that  it's  almost 
impossible  to  satisfy  everyone,  because  there 
are  so  many  different  philosophies  in  the 
care  and  education  of  young  children— and 
it  was  only  after  a  great  deal  of  delibera- 
tion, a  great  deal  of  consultation  with  many 
people  involved  in  the  provision  of  daycare 
services  across  this  province- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  nuts.  Did  the  provincial 
secretary  consult  with  Barbara  Chisholm? 
Did  she  consult  with  Elsie  Staplefwd? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  have  been  in  con- 
sultation wdth  a  great  many  people. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on.  The  minister 
consulted  wdth  the  private  operators  of 
Mini-Skools. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  And  it  was  a  policy- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  her  tell  us  about  Mini- 
Skools. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  wish 
the  minister  could,  let's  say,  be  a  little  more 
forceful  in  her  answer  and  maybe  even  over- 
come the  interjections. 

Could  she  explain  why  the  two-year  study 
that  she  referred  to  in  her  very  brief  answer 
has,  as  far  as  I  know,  not  been  made  public? 
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Would  she  undertake  to  table  that,  at  least  so 
that  we  can  compare  those  recommendations 
with  the  specifics  of  her  very  lengthy  policy 
statement? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps 
I  did  give  a  brief  answer  but  it  is  a  little 
difficult  to  make  oneself  heard  when  there 
are  so  many  interjections. 

Mr.    R.    D.    Kennedy    (Peel    South):    They 

have  no  manners. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  member  referred  to 
the  concern  expressed  by  someone  in  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services.  I  caimot  speak 
for  their  feelings.  Tliis  was  a  policy  state- 
ment. The  committee  that  was  formed  was 
initiated  by  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development.  It  was  a  cabinet  com- 
mittee and  it  is  a  confidential  cabinet  report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  that  won't  wash. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  It  was  a  confidential 
cabinet  report  which  was  the  basis  for  estab- 
lishing policy  for  daycare  services. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Confidential?  Not  with  daycare. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  with  daycare. 

Supplementary:  I  would  ask  the  minister  to 
reconsider. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  minister  what 
could  possibly  be  a  matter  of  state  security 
about  a  study  relating  to  the  provision  of 
daycare  services  which  would  allow  the  min- 
ister to  deny  us  its  contents?  In  answering 
that,  could  the  minister  table  in  the  House 
the  submissions  she  received  from  Barbara 
Chisholm,  the  acknowledged  expert  in  this 
area,  from  the  Association  for  Early  Child- 
hood Education,  from  Elsie  Stapleford,  who 
won't  support  it  because  the  minister  is 
violating  her  standards  and  she  has  run  it? 
Could  the  minister,  finally,  tell  us  how  much 
would  be  benefited  in  financial  terms  by  the 
private  day  school  operators,  thus  telling  us 
something  about  a  group  called  Mini- 
Skools  Ltd.  in  the  process,  by  the  watering 
down  of  the  staff-child  ratio? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  those  were  three 
supplementaries,  which  makes  five  altogether. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  so. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  am  sure  my  hon.  col- 
league realizes  that  when  policy  is  to  be 
established  within  a  policy  field  a  great  deal 


of  information  has  to  be  presented  to  the 
ministers  involved  in  coming  to  a  decision  on 
such  policies.  A  great  deal  of  information  has 
to  be  put  in  front  of  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  to  this  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  And  this  is  confidential 
information. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Confidential?  That's  rubbish. 
Forgive  me  for  interjecting  but  it  is  rubbish. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  table  the  report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  won't  wash. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  It  is  an 
embarrassment  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier,  who  must  have  been  following  this 
exchange,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he  will  give  per- 
sonal consideration  to  the  decision  taken  by 
the  policy  secretary  that  the  paper  in  support 
of  policy  on  daycare  be  made  public  and 
tabled  in  this  House.  Surely  it  is  a  matter 
that  the  whole  community  is  concerned  with, 
and  not  only  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
and  the  taxpayers.  Will  he  undertake  to  give 
it  some  further  consideration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  always 
prepared  to  consider  anything  that  is  reason- 
able. I  would  only  point  out  to  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  that  this  government  func- 
tions as  other  governments  in  a  democratic 
society  on  the  basis  of  our  cabinet  system. 
There  are  representations  made  to  us,  reports 
and  information  are  prepared,  and  decisions 
are  made  on  matters  of  policy.  If  the  mem- 
ber for  Brant  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  is  suggest- 
ing that  all  material  considered  by  cabinet- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  asking  about  just 
this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —be  made  public,  I  can 
tell  him  categorically  now  that  that  is  not  a 
possibility. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  wasn't  what  the  minis- 
ter was  asked  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 

am  always  prepared  to  consider  any  reason- 
able request. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Well,  there 
is  nothing  more  reasonable  than  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  But  I  would  have  to  say 
to  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  the 
chances  of  having  confidential  cabinet  mate- 
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rial   tabled   in   this    House   are   very   limited 
indeed. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  are  not  asking  for  con- 
fidential government  material. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  has  already  re- 
vealed that  it  exists. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
I  may:  Surely  the  material  for  an  announce- 
ment about  daycare  services  in  Ontario  can- 
not be  considered  confidential,  unless  the 
material  indicated  the  benefit  to  the  private 
sector  that  this  announcement  would  have  as 
opposed  to  the  benefit  to  those  who  require 
subsidy  in  the  public  sector.  Otherwise,  why 
would  the  government  sit  on  this  information 
which  is  clearly  in  the  public  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  the 
leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  has  a 
hangup  on  organizations  within  the  private 
sector,  some  of  which  he  was  familiar  with 
in  a  more  direct  sense  at  one  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  tried  to  make  it  public; 
tried  to  get  it  into  the  public  sector. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  only  say  to  him 
that  ho  policy  developed  by  this  government 
relates  to  people  or  organizations  or  institu- 
tions being  in  or  out  of  the  private  sector. 
Policy  is  developed  on  what  is  best  for  the 
general  public  of  this  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  a  red  herring. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  that  includes  people 
in  the  daycare  centre  programme. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Then  table  it. 

MtJ  Lewis:  Table  the  report  and  prove  us 
wrong. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position? The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 


HYDRO  OIL  PURCHASES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Ener^.  On  what  basis  does 
Ontario  Hydro  establish  a  cost  of  oil  per 
barrel  at  the  wellhead  of  $11.49  over  the 
next  few  years,  with  such  projection  to  in- 
flate the  cost  to  the  consumers  of  Ontario  by 
$50  million  a  year  and  result  partly,  there- 
fore, in  the  increase  of  15  per  cent  a  year 
over  the  next  five  years?  How  does  Hydro 
arrive  at  those  figures? 


Mr.  Havrot:  The  hon.  member  is  well 
oiled  on  that  one,  isn't  he? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  En- 
ergy ) :  I  think  we're  confusing  two  different 
subjects,  Mr.  Speaker;  perhaps  I  can  deal 
with  them  separately. 

First  of  all,  the  decision  on  Lennox  was 
taken  as  long  ago,  I  think,  as  1968;  and  at 
that  point  in  time,  six  years  ago,  the  decision 
was  taken  to  use  oil  vs  coal.  At  that  point  in 
time,  there  were  studies  done  which  indicated 
that  oil  would  be  cheaper  than  coal;  that  was 
the  reason  to  proceed  with  an  oil-fired  plant 
at  Lennox,  the  first  unit  of  which  is  to  come 
into  production  next  year. 

The  decision  was  taken  on  Wesleyville  on 
much  the  same  basis  and  reviewed  during 
the  course  of  the  last  12  months.  Mainly  on 
the  basis  of  environmental  costs,  it  was  deter- 
mined to  proceed  with  oil  as  well. 

How  does  Hydro  arrive  at  a  figure  of 
$11.80  or  whatever  it  is  by  the  year  1979? 
That  is  Hydro's  best  estimate  of  today's  costs 
projected  forward.  Give  or  take  price  control 
arrangements  by  the  government  of  Canada, 
and  in  terms  of  inflationary  trends,  in  terms 
of  the  action  of  the  OPEC  states,  in  terms  of 
Canadian  and  worldwide  shortages  of  petro- 
leum by  the  early  1980s,  particularly  here  in 
Canada,  I  would  suspect  that  $11.80,  other 
than  control  by  the  government  of  Canada, 
may  be  a  conservative  figure. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  by  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, if  the  minister  is  therefore  positing 
that  any  government  in  this  countr\'  from 
now  on,  will  enter  into  an  agreement  within 
the  next  11  or  12  months,  that  amounts  to 
$11.80  per  barrel  in  1979,  is  the  minister 
now  finally  prepared  to  step  in  to  take  back 
some  of  the  increase  from  the  oil  companies 
to  provide  subsidies  to  the  consumers  of 
Ontario  to  offset  the  $50  million  per  year 
which  Ontario  Hydro  is  now  calculating  into 
our  hydro  rates?  Surely  there  has  to  be  some 
offset  here,  or  the  consumers  are  choked  at 
both  ends. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  F  don't 
think  I  or  the  hon.  member  has  any  idea 
what  the  pricing  arrangements,  what  the 
royalties,  what  the  taxation  levels  may  be  in 
1980.  It  is  pure  guesswork. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Well, 
then,  how  does  Hydro? 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  guess. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  say  at  this 
moment,  as  the  member  well  knows,  that  the 
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increase   in   Saskatchewan,  for  example,   was 
not  taken  by  the  companies;  it  was  taken  100 
per  cent  by  a  Socialist  government- 
Mr.  Lewis:  More  than  100  per  cent.  More 
than  100  per  cent! 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —that  is  ripping  oflF 
the  consumers  of  this  province.  And  the  hon. 
member  doesn't  like  to  be  reminded  of  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  federal  budget 
would  have  taken  another  $800  million  oflF 
the  companies. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  suppleipentary,  since 
Ontario  Hydro  is  asking  for  a  .15  per  cent  a 
year  or  so,  for  five  years,  which  the  min- 
ister himself  has  admitted  is  unacceptable, 
and  part  of  that  component  is  an  additional 
$50  million  a  year  paid  to  the  oil  companies, 
why  doesn't  the  minister  take  a  royalty  from 
the  ojl  companies  and  turn  it  back  to  pro- 
tecting the  consumers  from  increased  hydro 
rates?..     j>  v, 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we 
thought  that  that  money  was  all  going  to  he 
paid  to  the  oil  companies,  it  would  be  one 
cup  of  tea.  The  fact  is  that  an  awful  lot  of 
it  is  being  paid- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  To  Peter  Lougheed. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  —in  the  form  of 
royalties  and  taxes  to  the  producing  prov- 
inces, of  which  the  hon.  member's  Socialist 
friends  in  Saskatchewan  are  the  biggest  rip- 
off  artists  of  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  money  is  being  paid  to  the 
companies  selling  it  here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  about  Lougheed?  Has 
the  minister  ever  heard  of  Peter  Lougheed? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  hope  the  government  of 
Alberta  reads  that  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 


ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT 
LEGISLATION 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment,  if  I  may:  Am  I  right  in 
thinking  that  the  minister  has  received  sev- 
eral score  briefs  on  the  green  paper  on 
environmental  impact  legislation,  and  would 
he  make  those  briefs  public  so  that  they  could 
become  part  of  the  public  discussion  before 
he  tables  that  legislation? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
only  one  problem.  Many  of  those  submissions 


were  made  by  individuals  throughout  this 
province  and  they  made  submissions  on,  the 
basis  that  it  was  going  to  the  ministi^!  only. 
I  would  feel  that  it  would  be  very  inappro- 
priate to  release  those. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  are  state  secrets  too. 

Mr.  Renwick:  To  extract  information ;  from 
this  government  is  impossible. 

Mr.   Lewis:   A  supplementary:  When  is  it 

the  minister's  intention  to  table- 
Mr.  Renwidc:  What  right  has  the  ministry 

to  do  that  on  a  private  and  confidential  :b«i8is? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —the  legislation  on  thisi  matter? 
And  were  those  briefs  sent  to  him-— I  tiiink 
clt>se  to  200  of  them— as  private  aj^  cQpfi- 
dential  d^ocuments?  ',  '    *'   " 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  th^jib. were 
179  briefs.  We  have  done  an  evahiatkm  of 
them  and  at  the  time  when  legi$ktidn  is 
introduced  I  will  be  quite  glad  to-^liscuss 
this-  ... 

Mr.  Lewis:  When  will  that  be? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  soon  as'  possible. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Within  the  next  10  days  or  so, 
or  will  it  be  in  the  fall?  ' 

Mr.  Foulds:  Neither. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  soon  as  possible.  Be- 
fore the  end  of  June— hopefully. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sometime  in  July,  I  iirider- 
stand.  . 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  Prior  to  the 
introd'uction  of  his  legisfetion,  would  the  min- 
ister be  prepared  to  publicize  the  salient  con- 
cerns that  were  discussed  in  all  the  179  briefs 
that  the  minister  received,  so  that  there  could 
be  some  public  discussion  on  the  major  poli- 
cies or  the  major  concerns  that  were  comriion 
to  most  of  the  briefs?  Has  he  done  any 
graphic  charts  on  the  things  that  were  dis- 
cussed mainly  in  the  briefs? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  would 
expect  that  when  I  make  a  statement  jto  intro- 
duce the  legislation  I  will  cover  that  par- 
ticular point. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sear- 
borough  West. 


EENT  CONTROL 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  one  last  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Housing.  When  does  he  intend  to 
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introdiuce  the  rent  control  legislation,  of  which 
he  spoke  so  eloquently  ana  feelingly  in  the 
last  24  hours? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Tlie  one 
that  wakes  him  up  in  the  middlie  of  the  night. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
refer  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  one  that  gives  him  night- 
mares. 

Hod.  Mr.   Handleman:   — hon.  member  to 
both  newspapers  rather  than  just  one.  If  he 
reads  the  two  of  them  together- 
Mr.    I.    Deans     (Wentworth):     Misquoted 
again. 

Hod.  Mr.  Handleman:  —I  think  he  would 
get  a  balanced  version  of  my  presentation 
yesterday  in  which  I  pointed'  out  the  problems 
of  rent  control  and  some  of  the  pressures 
which  might  justify  it.  There  is  no  legislation 
being  planned  to  be  presented  to  the  House 
now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary, 
was  the  minister  aware  that  in  a  matter  of 
the  last  few  weeks  in  various  representative 
areas  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  Hillhurst  In- 
vestments jumped  its  rent  21  per  cent  on  a 
two-bedroom  apartment;  Greenwin  25  per 
cent;  Meridian  22  per  cent;  Delzotto  27  per 
cent;  Cadillac  26  per  cent;  LanedorfF,  a  man- 
agement company,  35  per  cent?  Does  he  not 
considier  these  increases,  parallel  to  his  own 
statement,  to  be  entirely  imacceptable  £md 
worthy,  therefore,  of  some  form  of  rent 
control  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
rather  look  at  a  pattern  of  rent  increases  over 
two,  three  or  four  years  rather  than  a  single 
rent.  It  is  quite  possible  that  one  of  those  at 
25  per  cent  is  the  first  increase  over  a  period 
of  four  years.  I  would  like  to  look  at  them. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  They  will  be  doubled  by 
then. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Here  comes  the  apologist. 
This  minister  is  just  like  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr. 
Clement). 

Mr.  Deans:  I  can  understand  why  the  min"- 
ister  wakes  up  screaming. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  dbn*t  want  to  play 
the  numbers  game  with  the  hon.  member.  He 
is  very  good  at  the  numbers  game. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handlenum:  He  makes  numbers 
meet  his  own  conclusions  and  I  would  rather 
study  them  carefully  to  ascertain  whether  or 
not  there  is,  in  fact,  any  blame  on  the  per- 
son who  is  raising  the  rents. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  can  always 
apologize  oflF  the  top  of  his  head  for  the  in- 
dustry every  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  There  is  no  ques^ 
tion  whatsoever  that  the  statement  was  made 
at  the  conference  yesterday  that  investment 
in  rental  properties  today  is  not  a  good  in- 
vestment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  ques>- 
tion:  Is  the  minister  not  of  the  opinion  that 
the  recent  increases  in  rent  are  something  that 
is,  let's  say,  associated  with  an  increase  in 
cost  over  a  number  of  years?  Surely  it  will 
direct  itself  to  the  ministers  attention  that 
the  vacancy  rate  is  going  to  be  practically 
zero  by  autiunn  of  this  year  and  that  the 
pressure  for  increased  rent  is  going  to.  be 
irresistible  and  that  the  25  per  cent  increases 
are  going  to  be  nothing  compared  with  what 
the  people  are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  in 
the  fall?  How  can  he  justify  to  the  House  his 
feeling  that  recent  increases  are  simply  in  the 
general  trend  of  inflation? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Supply  and  demand. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Talk  about  the  private  sector; 
are  those  people  captives! 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't 
say  that  the  recent  rent  increases  were  simply 
a  reflection  of  inflation.  It's  quite  obvious 
they  are  the  reflection  of  a  number  of  factors 
and  one  of  them  is  the  vacancy  rate,  or  what 
appears  to  be  the  vacancy  rate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Including  exploitation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  And,  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  absolutely  no  sense  in  fiuther  exacer- 
bating the  vacancy  rate  by  putting  in  con- 
trols which  would  make  it  even  worse.  In 
our  view,  there  has  to  be  an  accompanying 
supply  incentive  in  order  to  bring  any  kind 
of  stabflization  measure  in  rents. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary:  May  I  ask 
the  minister  whether  he,  since  the  govern- 
ment obviously  is  not  about  to  introduce 
general  legislation,  would  support  a  move  to 
allow  major  municipalities  to  have  the  in- 
dependent power  to  establish  rent  review  and 
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control  mechanisms  within  and  for  their  own 
municipalities 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
government  has  received  only  one  such  re- 
quest. It's  very  well  known  the  city  of  To- 
ronto has,  in  fact,  requested  such  legislation 
and  it's  being  studied  in  my  ministry  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  no- 
Mr.    Speaker:    The   hon.   member   for    St. 
George. 

Mr.  Deans:  —they  received  the  request 
from  Ottawa  a  number  of  years  ago— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  it  was  turned  down. 

Mrs.  M.  CampbeU  (St.  George):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  minister  advise  tliis 
House  just  what  factors  he  is  going  to  take 
into  consideration  and  how  long  will  it  be 
before  he  takes  some  step,  either  by  way  of 
a  rent  review  board  or  by  way  of  controls? 
What  are  the  factors  he  is  going  to  consider? 

An  hon.  member:  I  thought  the  Liberals 
opposed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I've  just  spent  the 
last  five  minutes  explaining  those  factors. 
They  include  such  things  as  supply,  return 
on  investment,  the  size  and  the  nature  of  the 
increase- 
Mr.  Singer:  Ask  Arthur  Wishart. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  -the  length  of  time 
over  which  the  increases  have  taken  place, 
and  a  variety  of  other  factors. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  have  been  quite  a 
number  of  supplementaries  which  I  believe 
is  a  reasonable  number.  Does  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  have  further  ques- 
tions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications  has  the  an- 
swers to  previous  questions. 


BREACH  OF  TRUST  BY  HIGHWAYS 
EMPLOYEES 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Yesterday  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  inquired  as  to  the  comments  made 
by  Judge  Kenneth  Fogarty  concerning  the 
sentencing  of  two  provincial  government  high- 
ways employees;  and,  in  supplementaries,  the 
question  was  asked  what  action  is  being  taken 
by  the  ministry  with  regard  to  the  firm  in- 
volved, namely  Dibblee  Construction. 

'Mr.  Speaker,  Dibblee  Construction  was 
taken  over  by  Ashton  Oil  Canada  Ltd.  on 
Sept.  30,  1973.  The  management  of  the  com- 
pany has  been  changed.  The  president  who 
was  mentioned  in  the  court  proceedings  is  no 
longer  with  the  firm  and  there  has  been 
virtually  a  complete  change  in  the  executive. 

No  contracts  have  been  awarded  to  Dibblee 
since  the  conviction  date  of  May  16,  1974, 
because  they  have  not  been  the  low  bidders. 
We  have  five  carry-over  contracts  still  out- 
standing with  the  firm  which  we  do  not 
intend  to  cancel,  and  no  further  action  against 
the  company  is  contemplated  at  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  discussed  the  matter  with  the  At- 
torney General  (Mr.  Welch)  in  order  that  they 
might  at  least  consider  following  the  sugges- 
tion made  by  the  judge  that  further  prosecu- 
tions should  be  considered? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Obviously. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  At- 
torney General  and  I  are  discussing  that  now 
—at  this  very  moment. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Good. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  didn't  see  the  Attorney 
General  in  his  place  and  of  course  I  was 
surprised.  So  there  he  is— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  so  quiet  today. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  wondered 
who  the  minister  was  talking  with. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sort  of  an  elderly  page! 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Could  the  minister  advise 
us  if  he  has  reviewed  the  contents  of  these 
five  carry-over  contracts  to  make  sure  there 
was  no  impropriety  in  their  awarding  an  the 
first  place  and  no  problem  in  that  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
being  done  at  the  present  time  by  the  minis- 
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try  officials.  We  had  a  lengthy  discussion  on 
the  subject  this  nvoming. 

Mr.  Roy:  May  I  have  one  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  this?  In  view  of  the  fact 
that  this  matter— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  can't  hear  the  member. 

Mr.  Roy:  —is  being  investigated  by  the 
Attorney  General's  office— the  Crown  attor- 
ney's office  in  Ottawa— can  we  expect  a  state- 
ment either  from  this  ministry  or  from  the 
Ministry  of  the  Attorney  General  as  to  why 
charges  were  not  laid  against  the  company 
in  relation  to  tiiis  transaction? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
believe  there  will  be  a  statemwit  coming 
from  me  on  this  matter.  The  history  of  this 
is,  I  believe,  well  known.  It  goes  back  to 
1967  at  which  time  the  matter  of  the  irregu- 
larities was  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions. AH  of  the  information  was  turned 
over  to  the  Attorney  General's  department  at 
that  time  to  carry  out  a  complete  investiga- 
tion and  as  a  result  of  that  investigation  the 
charges  against  the  two  government  em- 
ployees were  made.  Now,  whether  there  are 
charges  laid  elsewhere  or  why  they  were  not 
laid  would  be  a  matter  to  be  discussed  with 
the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

East. 


REDISTRIBUTION  OF  ELECTORAL 
DISTRICTS 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Premier.  In  the  light  of  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  redistribution  commission 
and  the  great  concern  expressed  by  the 
franco-Ontarian  community  in  the  Ottawa 
area  to  me  personally— and  I  am  sure  to  the 
Premier  shortly— and  in  the  light  of  the  fact 
that  my  leader  and,  I  suppose,  the  leader  of 
the  NDP  are  opposing  fragmentation  of  the 
franco-Ontarian  community,  can  I  tell  these 
people  that  we  have  the  Premier's  support 
in  opposing  the  fragmentation  of  the  franco- 
Ontarian.  community  in  the  Ottawa  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  one 
has  to  be  very  careful- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  relationship  to  com- 
ments on  what  part  and  what  position  the 
Premier  or  perhaps  even  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  or  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 


cratic Party  take,  with  respect  to  the  in- 
dependent commission  dealing  with  redistri- 
bution. The  commission  was  established  by 
resolution  of  this  House  and  supported  by 
all  parties  in  the  House,  if  memory  serves  me 
correctly.  The  commission  is  totally  in- 
dependent. It  received  no  encouragement, 
advice,  etc.,  from  this  side  of  the  House. 
Whether  it  did  from  the  other  side,  I  haven't 
the  foggiest  idea  but  I  would  like  to  think 
not.  When  I  say  one  would  like  to  think  not, 
that  doesn't  mean  they  didn't  try.  I'm  quite 
prepared   to   acknowledge  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  not  sure,  Mr.  Spfeaker, 
without  consideration,  that  for  me  to  say  I 
would  be  prepared  to  prevail  on  the  com- 
mission as  it  relates  to  any  particular  situation 
would  be  appropriate.  I  think  it  i&  :fair  to 
state  that  there  are  other  members— on  both 
sides  of  the  House,  incidentally— who-  feel 
there  should  be  some  chaliges  made  in  the 
commission's   recommendations.         - 

I  recognize  the  report  has  been  unanimous- 
ly approved  by  the  members  of  the  Liberal 
Party,  with  total  acceptance  of  it,  with  the 
possible  exception  of  the  member  for  Ottawa 
East- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  And  the  member  for 
Kitchener,  too. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  assuming  that,  but 
I  do  have  to  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon:   The  Premier  is  wrong 
there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  discussing  this  im- 
portant matter  with  members  of  our  own 
caucus,  I  am  sure  there  will  be  submissions 
made  to  the  commission  which  the  members 
feel  would  be  more  practical  and  would  im- 
prove the  representation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have,  I  think,  traditionally 
over  the  years  shown  great  sensitivity  in  terms 
of  programmes,  public  statements,  etc.,  with 
respect  to  the  franco-Ontarian  community.  In 
fact,  if  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East 
would  like  to  review  some  of  the  correspon- 
dence from  the  franco-Ontarians  as  it  relates 
to  my  own  involvement,  I  would*  be  dtelighted 
to  share  it  with  him. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  However— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Perhaps  I  would  be  de- 
lighted to  share  it  with  him.  I  can  only  sav 
that  I  am  reluctant— it  has  nothing  to  do  with 


TimrjlMl^AU  1974 


3111 


the  question  raised  by  the  Hon.  member  in  a 
particular  sense— to  say  at  this  moment  with- 
out careful  consideration— 

.Mr,  Bff.  F.  Nixon:  We  ought  to  set  this  to 
music,  .,  ; 

Hon.'  Mr.  Davis:  —that  I  am  prepared  to 
take  i  'particular  part  in  the  functioning  of 
what  is  an  independent  commission  related'  to 
redistribution. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  Does  the 
member  want  us  to  send  him'  over  a  towel? 

Mr.  Roy:  I  appreciate  it's  an  indtependfent 
commission  and  the  political  future  of  any 
particular  candidate  should  not  be  a  factor  in 
this  matter,  but,  it  seems  to  me  that— 

Mr.  Speaker:  What  is  the  question? 

Mr.  Jessiman:  Cry,  cry  some  more. 

Mr.  Roy:  My  question  to  the  Premier  is 
simply  this:  Is  he  not  concerned  that  the 
Ottawa  area,  where  there  has  traditionally 
been  a  riding  which  has  represented  that 
grouping  of  the  franco-Ontarian  community, 
is  being  fragmented  into  four  different  rid- 
ings? That's  what  I  would  like  the  Premier 
to  dot— to  express  his  concern. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  want 
to  restate  what  I  said. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  just— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  observe  to  the 
member  for  Ottawa  East  that  while  this  gov- 
ernment has  demonstrated,  I  think,  very 
conclusively  its  interest  in  the  franco-Ontarian 
community  as  part  of  the  total  community  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario— and  many  other 
groups— I  think  it  would  be  doubtful'  if,  as 
Premier  of  the  province- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —I  were  to  go  on  record 
here  in  this  House  as  saying  that  a  particular 
riding  should  be  treated  in  a  particular  sense 
—because  I  could  multiply  that  by  117. 

Mr.  Roy:  There  is  a  particular  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  With  respect,  Mr.  Speaker, 
one  can't  have  redistribution  of  this  magnitude 
without  many  considerations^,   without  many 
members  having  very- 
Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  can  exempt  mine. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  this  is  the  only  place, 
Mr.  Speaker,  where  I  might  question  the  wis- 
dom of  the  redistribution  commission. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixo^l:  That  and  Brampton. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  say  that  seriously. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  understand  Brampton  is 
a  pocket  borough. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member 
for  Brant  suggests  that  Brampton  is  a  pocket 
borough;  I  would  only  say  this— 

Mr.  Deans:  Whose  pocket  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  -if  it  is,  with  100,000  and 
some  population,  it  is  a  very  large  pocket. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  may  be  10,000  votes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  while  not 
being  unsympathetic  at  all  to  the  situation,  as 
I  said  and  I  say  it  again,  I  am  reluctant  as 
head  of  government  to  go  on/  record  as  saying 
I  will  approach  the  commission!  or  express  a 
point  or  view  as  it  relates  to  a  particular 
problem. 

I  think  the  commission  has  the  sensitivity, 
the  knowledge  and  the  insight  which  will  be 
based  on  the  submissions  provided  by  the 
many  members  of  this  House,  to  take  a  look 
at  some  of  the  questions  which  have  been 
raised.  This  is  the  function  of  the  commission 
and,  as  I  say,  it  is  independent.  I  can  attest 
to  this;  it  has  functioned  very  independently. 
I  would  be  reluctant  to  appear  to  erodie  that 
particular  situation. 

Mr.  Roy:  May  I  ask  one  question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  any  further  supple- 
mentaries  would  only  constitute  a  dtebate.  We 
have  had  a  reasonable  discussion  on  this. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  ask 

one- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 

worth. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  I  should  be 
entitled' to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to  ask— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  Sit  down. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  never  gets  a  chance. 
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Mr.  Roy:  All  I  want  to  know  is  if  the  com- 
mission hearing  will  be  public?  Will  they  be 
held  in  Ottawar 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order!  Orderl  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth. 


OPERATION  OF  TRAVEL  AGENCIES 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations.  At  what  stage  are  the 
discussions  and  inquiry  the  minister  indicated 
was  being  carried  out  into  the  operations  of 
travel  agencies  at  this  point?  When  can  we 
expect  legislation  governing  travel  agencies 
and  when  can  we  expect  there  will  be  a 
bonding  arrangement  or  some  form  of 
arrangement  to  guarantee  that  those  people, 
particularly  studtents,  who  have  entered  into 
agreements  with  travel  agencies  for  trips  out 
of  the  country  will  be  protected  from  future 
financial  loss? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  ( Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations ) :  Mr.  Speaker, 
those  discussions  are  continuing  within  my 
ministry  right  now,  with  various  associations 
within  the  industry  and  with  various  indi- 
viduals within  the  industry. 

It  is  my  hope  this  summer  to  develop  the 
financial  alternatives  that  would  give  the  pro- 
tection to  the  consumer  that  we  all  hope  to 
achieve  either  through  bonding  or  some- 
thing else,  although  bonding  doesn't  seem  to 
be  the  answer.  I  would  hope  to  be  able  to 
introduce  legislation  early  in  the  session  this 
fall  so  that  we  don't  have  a  repetition  of  this 
type  of  situation  next  spring. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary:  Is  it  the  inten- 
tion of  the  minister  to  make  any  representa- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  many  students  who 
lost  their  money  as  a  result  of  bankruptcies 
which  occurred  prior  to  the  spring  break 
this  year  and  who  have  not  yet  been  able 
to  recover  any  of  the  $300  they  aU  deposited 
on  their  trip  to  Europe,  from  the  Hamilton 
area  directly  related  to  the  Cardinal  travel 
agency? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  re- 
spect, I  don't  understand  the  question  in  its 
terms.  Is  it  whether  I  will  make  representa- 
tions on  behalf  of  those  students? 

Mr.  Deans:  To  get  the  money  back. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Representations  to 
whom? 


Mr.  Deans:  There  has  been  a  long  delay 
in  receiving  even  a  portion  of  the  money 
that  was  paid  by  those  young  people  on  a 
trip  which  never  took  place  because  of  the 
problems  that  developed.  Is  the  minister  pre- 
pared to  make  representations  to  expedite  it 
before  the  bankruptcy  court,  I  beheve,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  there  will  be  payment 
made  to  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I'm  still  not  clear  on 
the  member's  question.  I'm  not  trying  to  beg 
it.  Does  he  mean  make  representation  to  the 
trustee  in  the  bankruptcy?  My  ministry  would 
have  no  status  in  that  particular  matter  by 
making  a  representation  on  behalf  of  all  the 
students. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  they  would  make 
the  representations  in  the  filing  of  the  proofs 
of  claim  which  are  required  under  the  Act, 
and  that  they  would  do  that  individually. 
If  any  of  the  member's  students  have  not 
obtained  a  proof  of  claim  from  the  trustee 
in  that  particular  bankruptcy,  if  the  hon. 
member  will  speak  to  me  afterwards  I  will 
enter  into  a  discussion  as  to  how  we  can 
assist  them  in  obtaining  those  and  getting 
them  filed. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Following  the  earlier  questions  which  I 
had  raised  on  this  subject  as  well,  is  the 
minister  of  the  opinion  now  that  it  is  pos- 
sible to  legislate  against  what  he  had  called 
"ineptness  or  embezzlement?"  Secondly,  is 
the  minister  of  the  opinion  that  some  pri- 
ority for  claim  as  a  secured  creditor  could 
be  one  means  of  dealing  with  this  situation 
where  there  are  assets  otherwise  available? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  were  two  supplemen- 
taries. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  speaking 
to  the  question  in  reverse,  I  suppose  that  we 
could  eventually  create  provincial  legislation 
that  says  that  these  people— the  individuals 
who  make  the  deposits  —  are  preferred  cred- 
itors. That,  of  course,  would  have  absolutely 
no  e£Fect  insofar  as  the  federal  bankruptcy 
law  is  concerned.  We  can  declare  them  what 
we  want;  it  doesn't  mean  a  thing. 

It  would  seem  to  me  the  only  way  that  the 
travelling  public,  particularly  the  younger 
groups,  the  students,  can  be  protected  is  to 
have  some  compulsory  plan  and  also  imme- 
diately being  able  to  follow  it  up  with  a 
type  of  plan  whereby  the  deposits  are  put 
into  a  locked  trust  account  and  cannot  be 
used  by  the  travel  agent  until  certain  require- 
ments  have   been   met,   i.e.,   confirmation  of 
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the  flight,  wherein  the  moneys  are  paid  and 
the  balance  remaining  goes  out  to  the  agent 
for  his  efiForts. 

We  are  looking  into  it  in  other  jurisdic- 
tions. They  have  a  variety  of  plans,  but  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  that  is  the  only  way 
it  can  be  done.  If  we  could  work  with  the 
federal  air  transport  people  under  their  legis- 
lation and  ever  get  legislation,  for  example, 
at  the  federal  level  that  says  every  collector 
of  such  fare  is  deemed  to  be  an  agent  of  the 
carrier,  we  might  have  the  problem  licked 
very,  very  quickly.  I  can  see  the  hon.  mem- 
ber agreeing  with  me,  because  he  appreciates 
why  we  would  be  doing  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 


CLOSING  OF  PELHAM 
SECONDARY  SCHOOL 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Education.  Can  he 
indicate  to  the  Legislature  any  progress  that 
has  developed  since  receiving  a  petition  in 
the  Legislature  from  the  concerned  citizens 
on  the  closing  of  the  Pelham  Secondary 
School?  As  the  final  school  term  ends  in 
June  of  this  year,  has  the  minister  taken  any 
active  part  in  having  the  issue  resolved  so 
that  the  Pelham  Secondary  School  will  con- 
tinue to  meet  the  educational  needs  of  that 
community? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  as  my  friend  may  recall, 
we  discussed  this  matter  in  the  House  a 
week  ago.  It  certainly  was  after  that  petition 
had  been  presented.  The  Lincoln  county 
board  of  education  asked  the  Niagara  South 
board  if  they  would  be  willing  to  consider 
some  arrangement  that  might  make  it  pos- 
sible for  some  of  their  students  to  go  to  the 
Pelham  school.  I  think  that  was  the  situa- 
tion. One  of  the  constituent  townships  in 
the  Lincoln  board  made  presentations  to  that 
board,  and  as  a  result  the  Lincoln  board 
decided  to  meet  the  Niagara  South  board- 
As  I  understand  it,  there  is  another  meeting 
to  take  place  between  the  Niagara  South 
board  and  the  Lincoln  board.  Our  regional 
director  of  education  will  represent  us  at 
that  meeting. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  aware  that  in  previous 
years  the  students  in  that  particular  part  of 
Lincoln  county  attended  that  school  in 
Pelham? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Oh,  yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  very  much  aware  of  that.  As  I  have  said 
many  times,  if  the  two  boards  wish  to  get 
together  and  work  out  some  arrangement, 
be  it  a  boundary  change  or  a  situation  where 
the  Niagara  South  board  would  take  students 
from  a  part  of  the  Lincoln  board  area  and 
the  Lincoln  board  would  pay  for  those 
students,  that  kind  of  arrangement  might 
make  a  difference  in  the  attendance  pat- 
terns in  the  area;  and  therefore  a  difference 
in  what  happens  in  the  schools. 

I  must  point  out  to  you,  however,  that 
there  is  a  school  very  close  to  Pelham  called 
the  E.L.  Crossley  Secondary  School,  which 
has  a  capacity  of  about  1,500  and  has  less 
than  1,000  pupils  in  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur.  There  are  about  60  seconds  remain- 
ing. 


HUMAN  RIGHTS  COMMISSION 
INVESTIGATION 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker;  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour:.  Has  the 
Minister  of  Labour  been  able  to  get  an 
answer  to  the  question  I  raised  on  Friday 
with  regard  to  the  complaint  filed  with  the 
Human  Rights  Commission  by  former  deputy 
police  chief  Herman  Scamati  and  the  sub- 
sequent effects  on  the  investigating  human 
rights  officer,  Mr.  Bruce  Lenton,  the  regional 
supervisor  in  Thunder  Bay? 

Hon.  Mr.  MaoBeth:  I  believe  the  member 
for  Port  Arthur  asked  me  to  look  into  this 
toward  the  end  of  last  week.  I  did  so.  I 
had  some  information  yesterday,  but  I  was 
not  completely  satisfied  that  I  had  the  en- 
tire story.  I  received  a  telegram  today  from 
the  member,  as  he  knows,  asking  that  the 
matter  be— 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  sent  it  yesterday. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  It  was  sent  yesterday 
—well,  I  received  it  today.  I  had  a  further 
10-minute  briefing  on  the  matter  just  before 
I  came  into  the  House  and  I  decided  the 
matter  was  too  important— there  are  the  lives 
of  two  people  involved  here,  the  police  chief 
and  one  of  our  staff— to  come  to  a  conclusion 
on  the  information  I  had.  So  I  am  continuing 
the  investigation,  Mr.   Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  is  a  few  seconds 
left.  The  hon.  member  for  Downs  view. 
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FEDERAL  AID  FOR  MAINTENANCE 

;;  01?  PROVINCIAL  police  forces 

'Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 

of  ^Ke  Solicitor  General. 
'■'II 
Mr.':R.   F.    Huston   (Essex-Kent):    He   was 
waiting  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  should  be  a  short  one. 

An  hon.  member:  It's  his  anniversary. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Secretary  for  Justice  a 
few  days  ago,  or  a  few  weeks  ago,  said  the 
Solicitor  General  was  familiar— 

NIr.  Speaker:  But  there  should  be  a  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  there  is— 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  ( Dovercourt ) :  Get  to  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  —with  the  position  of  the  prov- 
ince insofar  as  the  claim  from  Ottawa  about 
provincial  police  costs  along  the  line  of  a 
similar  demand  made  by  Quebec.  Is  the  min- 
ister able  to  tell  us  the  position  of  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario  in  this  regard?  Is  it  taking 
the  same  position  as  is  the  Province  of 
Quebec? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes  or  nol 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  the  most  definite 
answer  we  have  had  today. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  know  that  says  something 
for  backing  questions  up.  We  should  do  that 
more  often. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 

Presenting  reports.  ^ 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


PBOVINCIAL  PARKS  MUNICIPAL  TAX 
T  ASSISTANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax 
Assistance  Act,  1974. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  broadens  the 
definition  of  provincial  parks  to  include  wil- 
derness   areas,    historical    parks,    and    parks 


operated  under  the  Niagara  Parks  Act,  the 
St.  Clair  Parkway  Commissions  Act  and  the 
St.  Lawrence  Parks  Commissions  Act.  At  the 
same  time  the  authority  to  make  similar  grant 
payments  under  the  Niagara  Escarpment 
Plannine;  and  Development  Act  and  the  Park- 
way Belt  Planning  and  Development  Act  has 
been  transferred  from  those  Acts  to  the  Pro- 
vincial Parks  Municipal  Tax  Assistance  Act. 

Under  this  bill  municipalities  receive  a 
payment  of  $5  per  acre  for  the  first  100 
acres  and  $2  an  acre  beyond  this  to  a  maxi- 
mum of  10,000  acres.  The  payments  for  the 
commission's  parks  will  come  from  their  funds 
and  the  other  payments  will  come  from  funds 
specifically  appropriated  by  the  Legislature. 
I  will  be  taking  this  bill  through  the  legis- 
lative process. 


CORPORATIONS  TAX  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Corporations 
Tax  Act,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to 
bring  into  force  the  changes  to  the  Corpora- 
tions Tax  Act,  1972,  announced  in  the  budget 
on  April  9,  1974,  namely,  a  flat  $50  paid-up 
capital  tax  for  family  farm  corporations  and 
for  mortgage  investment  corporations;  the 
disallowance  of  the  deduction  from  income 
of  mining  royalties  and  mining  taxes;  a  uni- 
form 33%  per  cent  depletion  allowance  in 
respect  of  oil  or  gas  wells  and  mining  re- 
sources; the  repeal  of  the  three-year  exemp- 
tion for  mining  companies;  a  small  business 
incentive  deduction  for  companies  eligible  for 
the  small  business  deduction  under  section 
125  of  the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada;  spe- 
cial flow-through  tax  treatment  for  mortgage 
investment  corporations;  and  the  repeal  of  the 
mine  and  mill  allowance  in  the  calculation  of 
paid  up  capital  tax  of  mining  companies. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


SHORELINE  PROPERTY  ASSISTANCE 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  78,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Shoreline  Property  Assist- 
ance Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 
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Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  reviewed  this  particular  bill 
as  much  of  the  application  of  this  particular 
Act  has  taken  place  in  my  particular  riding. 
I  think  individuals  and  the  communities  are 
quite  happy  with  the  Act,  and  certainly  with 
these  new  provisions  in  the  amendment.  I 
think  we  can  certainly  support  this  particular 
bill. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  will  certainly  support  the  bill.  But  I  do 
want  to  make  some  comments  with  regard  to 
some  problems  that  are  being  encountered  by 
people  who  supposedly  will  benefit  under  this 
Act  as  it  is  presently  enforced,  and  who  to 
this  date  have  not  yet  received  any  money. 

I  had  representation  made  to  me  as  late  as 
last  week  by  a  particular  resident  in  what  was 
fonnerly  Saltfleet  township.  Saltfleet  town- 
ship, as  the  minister  will  recall,  sujffered  con- 
siderable damage  during  the  flooding  for 
which  this  particular  bill  was  supposed  to 
bring  about  some  restitution.  This  person 
came  to  see  me  because  from  the  day  the 
flooding  occurred,  which  caused  total  under- 
mining of  his  home  and  almost  complete 
destruction  of  his  property  on  the  lake  side, 
he  has  been  fighting  to  try  and  get  the  money 
paid  to  the  contractor  who  undertook  the 
work;  and  it  hasn't  yet  been  paid. 

He  has  had  a  number  of  communications 
with  the  town  involved,  Stoney  Creek.  He 
has  had  communication  with  the  ministry.  I 
have  had  communication  with  the  town.  We 
have  communicated  jointly  with  the  ministry 
and  we  still  haven't  had  the  builder  paid. 
There  is  no  point  in  bringing  forth  legisla- 
tion intended  to  resolve  some  major  financial 
difficulty  for  people  if  they  are  not  able  to 
get  their  hands  on  the  money  to  pay  their 
bills. 

What  has  happened  to  this  individual  is 
that  the  gentleman  undertook  to  rebuild  or 
to  build  the  breakwater  and  did  the  work 
as  he  was  asked  to  do.  He  did  it  well.  It 
withstood  this  year's  problems  but  the  town- 
ship—it's now  a  town;  the  former  township— 
for  reasons  which  I  cannot  understand  has 
been  unable  to  send  the  cheque, 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  the  minister  would, 
in  the  normal  course  of  his  duties,  discuss 
this  with  whosoever  is  in  charge  of  payment 
under  the  Act  and  see  whether  this  is  an 
isolated  incident,  something  which  has  been 
occurring  perhaps  in  this  one  isolated  com- 
munit\-.  Maybe  the  difficulty  lies  right  there 
rather  than  here  at  Queen's  Park  for  all  I 
know. 


All  I  can  tell  you  is  that  over  a  month  ago 
we  were  told,  when  we  asked  the  clerk- 
treasurer  of  the  municipality,  that  the  pay- 
ment would  be  made  within  two  weeks.  As 
late  as  Sunday  afternoon  it  still  hadn't  been 
made,  so  there's  something  wrong.  It  just 
isn't  working  the  way  it  was  intended  to 
work  and  I  ask  seriously  that  the  minister 
consider  making  some  maior  change  to  the 
administration  of  it,  if  that's  required,  in 
order  to  ensure  that  people  who  should  be 
benefitting  are  benefitting. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
wishing  to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  hon.  member  for 
Essex  South  said  this  is  a  housekeeping  bill 
to  help  the  municipalities  and  the  people 
involved  as  far  as  administration  is  con- 
cerned. It  certainly  should  speed  up  the 
matter  of  the  municipalities,  which  in  the 
past  had  to  discharge  forthwith  the  moneys 
provided  to  them  by  the  shoreline  owner 
affected.  In  this  case,  we  now  say  at  any 
time. 

I  am  not  familiar  with  the  matter  brought 
forth  by  the  member  for  Wentworth  but  I 
will  give  my  commitment  to  the  hon.  member 
that  certainly  we  will  look  into  this  matter 
and  we  will  endeavour  to  resolve  this. 
Whether  it's  the  municipality's  or  the  prov- 
ince's fault,  I  am  not  sure,  but  I  will  under- 
take to  find  out  and  get  back  to  the  member 
in  due  course. 

The  bill  itself,  as  I  said  before  is  strictly 
to  ensure  that  the  property  owner  with  a 
problem  is  facilitated  and  that  the  munici- 
pality also  has  similar  attention  paid  to  its 
needs. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  78,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Shoreline 
Property  Assistance  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  M.  Gaimt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  we  get  into  the  committee  of  the 
whole  House,  I  vwuld  like  to  introduce  to 
the    House    34   grade    8    students   from   tlie 
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Howick  Central  School  plus  six  of  their 
piarents;  I  believe  this  is  their  first  visit  to 
the  Legislature  and  on  behalf  of  all  the 
niembers,  I  extend  to  them  a  wami  welcome. 

Clerk   of   the   House:    The   second   order, 
Hoijj^  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


„  I^U^flCIPAL  ELECTIONS  ACT,  1972 

Hbiise  in  committee  on  Bill  65,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Municipal  Elections  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  65,  An  Act  to  amend 
The  Municipal  Elections  Act,  1972.  When 
we  rose  last  we  were  considering  an  amend- 
ment by  the  member  for  Downsview  to  item 
12(b)  of  section  5, 1  believe.  Any  further  dis- 
cussion on  it? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Carried'! 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, with  respect  to  the  amendment  that  has 
been  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Downsn 
view,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  passage  of 
this  amendment  would  be  a  satisfactory  way 
of  dealing  with  the  particular  problems  that 
have  been  discussed  in  the  House,  earlier  in 
committee,  and  certainly  in'  the  media. 

Now  we  are  of  a  view  that  the  amendinent 
which  my  colleague  has  suggested  would  das- 
enfranchise  no  one;  and  would!  of  course  en^ 
courage  what  we  believe  is  the— 

W&r.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riveixlale):  That's  a 
switch  from  the  first  stand  of  the  Liberal 
Party  on  this  bill. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —particular  thing  that 
should  happen,  which  is  to  make  Canadian 
citizenship  the  criterion.  We  are  prepared  to 
accept  the  idea  of  what  could  be  called  a 
grandfather  clause,  because  that  will  at  least 
self-correct  the  situation  over  a  number  of 
years.  We  would  prefer  that  the  matter  of 
Canadian  citizenship  be  the  only  criterion. 
But  we  think  in  order  to  accommodate  a 
segment  of  our  population  that  has  had  the 
tradition  of  voting,  and  also  to  spur  on  the 
government  to  eventually  have  Canadian  citi- 
zenship as  the  sole  criterion,  that  this  amende 
ment,  as  proposed  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview,  is  an  eminently  reasonable  one. 
I  hope  the  minister  will  be  able  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you.  I 
think  that  the  acceptance  of  this  amendment 
would  add  a  great  deal  of  confusion  to  the 
electoral  system.  I  think  it  would  be  wrong 


to  have  people  allowed  to  vote  provincially 
and  not  allowed  to  vote  municipally;  and 
that's  what  this  amendment  would  effectively 
db. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  But  you  wanted  the  landed 
immigrants  to  vote  in  that  situation. 

Mr.  Deans:  Wait  a  minute,  wait  a  minute. 
I'm  saying  it  would  be  the  opposite;  that  they 
would  be  permitted  to  vote  provincially,  for 
provincial  governments,  but  not  permitted  to 
vote  municipally,  for  mimicipal  governments. 

Mr.  Singer:  T^e  one  statute  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  right;  but  it  requires  a 
clear  indication  of  government  policy.  You 
dbn't  do  it  piecemeal. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
You  can  only  do  one  bill  at  a  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  Now  if  the  government's  of  a 
mind  to  make  a  major  change  to  the  electoral 
policies  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  then  let  it 
be  done  in  a  raticmal  way. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  depending  a  lot  on 
the  Tory  government. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  let's  not  confuse  everyone 
by  permitting  them  to  vote  in  one  election 
and  not  in  another.  That's  what's  wrong  with 
the  federal  government  Act  too,  by  the  way; 
people  don't  know  from  day  to  day  whether 
they  are  permitted  or  not  permitted  to  vote. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  Therefore  we  have  nothing  but 
confusion  at  election  time.  This  election  we're 
currently  in,  in  fact,  is  one  of  the  most  con- 
fusing elections  we've  come  through. 

Mr.  E.  R,  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Is  the 
member  for  Wentworth  a  Canadian  citizen? 

Mr.  Deans:  Of  coiu-se  I  am. 

Mr.  Good:  Is  he?  Well  I  just  wondered. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why?  Would  it  have  made  any 
difference  to  the  member  if  I  weren't? 

Mr.  Singer:  We  might  have  had  an  Act  to 
disenfranchise  Ian  Deans. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  is  just  a  landed  immi- 
grant. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  a  strange  thing  about  landed 
immigrants,  you  know.  I  think  we've  all  been 
landed  immigrants  at  some  point,  either  indi- 
vidually or  by  our  forebearers  coming  here. 

Now  let's  go  on  for  a  moment.  One  of  the 
major   areas    of   confusion   in   this    particular 
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eliection   is   that   people  dont   really  under- 
stand who's  entitled  to  vote  and  who  isn't. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right, 

Mr,  Deans:  If  you  change  it,  as  is  being 
suggested  by  the  hon.  member  for  Downs'- 
view,  we're  going  to  have  yet  another  factor 
of  confusion  in  more  elections^— 


Mr.  Deans:  What  I  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  is 
this- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  is  a  split  in  your 
caucus. 

Mr.  Deans:  —that  if  the  government  wants 
to  bring  forward  a  policy  statement  and 
some  general  legislation- 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  what  a  lot  of  rot  that  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  this  general? 


is. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  suggest  that  if  the  govern- 
ment- 
Mr.  Good:  No  one  will  be  affected. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  no  one  will  be  affected,  then 
why  make  the  change? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  oppose  it? 

Mr.  Deans:  Obviously  it  is  intended  to 
affect  someone.  And  for  the  Liberals  to  sit 
and  say  that  no  one  is  going  to  be  affected 
by  their  change  makes  their  change  ridiculous. 
If  they  don't  see  any  affect  on  anyone,  then 
why  make  the  change  at  aU? 

Obviously  it  is  their  intention  to  disenfran- 
chise asi  many  people  as  they  possibly  can, 
and  that  is  evident  by  their  attitudte. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  yes! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  evident  by  your  atti- 
tude. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Wentworth 
was  better  on  the  fire  force. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  Liberals  now  realize  that 
in  the  position  they  first  took,  when  they 
were  about  to  disenfranchise  every  British 
subject,  and  this  is  about  a  week  and  a  half 
later,  they  made  a  drastic  error.  Now  they're 
trying  to  recoup  their  losses. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  That's 
right. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  That's  right. 
Mr.  Deans:  Well,  it's  too  late  for- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  hon.  member  could 
vote  against  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  going  to  vote  against  it, 

Mr.   Cassidy:    The  minister  as  well. 


Mr.  Deans:  —dealing  with  all  elections  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  provincial  and  mu- 
nicipal, then  we  will  at  that  point  consider 
whether  it  is  appropriate  to  establish  Cana- 
dian citizenship  as  the  only  criterion.  But  I 
want  to  point  out  that  the  kind  of  proposal 
the  Liberals  are  bringing  in  at  this  point  will 
add  nothing  but  confusion  to  an  already 
confused  electoral  process.  And  at  this  stage 
in  time,  the  last  thing  we  need  is  to  make 
further  diflBculty  in  the  current  elections  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Beyond  that,  there  is  something  that 
bothers  me  about  it:  I  don't  quite  under- 
stand how  we  suddenly  became  so  anti- 
British- 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Deans:   I'll  never  understand  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  don't  either. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  maybe  we  should  ex- 
plain that  to  you. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  understand  how,  over- 
night- 
Mr.  Renwick:  I  don't  understand  how  the 
Tory  party  coidd  become  anti-British. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Particularly  the  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas  (Mr.  Irvine). 

Mr.  Deans:  Mark  you,  I've  got  to  say  the 

minister  is  equally  responsible.  I  don't  under- 
stand how  this  can  be. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  pro-Canadian. 
Maybe  you  should  be. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  is  value  in  the  British 
connection. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  the  French  connection. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  we  have  suggested  makes 
much  more  sense.  If  we  are  going  to  deal 
with  elections- 


Mr.   Chairman:    Order,  please.   The  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth  has  the  floor. 


Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon:  That  has  already  been 
defeated. 
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Mr.  Singer:  You  can't  talk  about  that  until 
the  next  session. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  has  been  dealt  with, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  we  are  going  to  deal  with 
any  amendment  dealing  with  the  eligibility 
to  vote,  then  let's  broaden  the  eligibility. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  Let's  not  further  restrict  it. 
Let's  give  an  opportunity  to  participate  to 
people  who  have  established  themselves  and 
who  have  established  their  stake  in  the  future 
of  the  community.  Let's  encourage  them  to 
participate,  rather  than  discourage  them  from 
participating.  That's  exactly  what  will  occur 
as  a  result  of  the  amendment  offered  by  the 
Liberal  Party;  people  will  get  to  the  point 
where  they  will  be  so  frustrated  and  unable 
to  understand  what  it  is  we  are  all  about  they 
will  simply  opt  out  from  voting  altogether. 

We  have  a  very  low  voting  percentage  in 
municipal  elections.  There  are  very  few 
municipal  elections  in  which  more  than  35 
or  40  per  cent  of  the  total  eligible  voters 
turn  out.  Let's  not  further  restrict  it  and 
make  it  an  even  smaller,  more  elitist  group 
that  chooses  the  representatives.  If  a  person 
pays  taxes,  has  established  his  landed  immi- 
grant status  and  is  obviously  committed  to 
remaining  in  the  country;  if  he  is  eligible  to 
purchase  property- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  One  of  the  elitists  known 
as  citizens. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  is  eligible  to  pay  for 
every  single  service  provided  to  property; 
and  if  he  is  not  only  eligible,  but  is  required 
to  pay  his  or  her  share  of  the  cost  of  operat- 
ing any  municipality,  then  that  person  should 
be  entitled  to  vote  to  choose  who  it  is  that 
will  make  the  decisions  with  regard  to  the 
disposition  of  the  taxes  that  he  pays. 

That's  the  argument  I  make.  There  is 
ample  opportunity  for  change.  Mimicipal 
electors  should  be  allowed  to  vote  because 
they  are  taxpayers  and  because  the  taxes  they 
pay  are  directly  related  to  the  property  they 
live  in,  whether  they  own  it  or  rent  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  suggest  that  should  be  one 
of  the  criteria  in  an  enlightened  society, 
rather  than  establishing  some  game  that 
forces  people  to  become  Canadian  citizens 
in  order  to  cast  a  ballot  when  in  fact  they 
are  going  to  be  asked  to  pay  their  share  of 
the  costs  regardless. 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  missed  the 
debate  on  this  last  week.  I  apologize  to  the 
minister  for  not  having  been  here.  I  under- 
stand that  he  heeded  the  cautions  of  the 
NDP,  and  therefore  he  managed  to  save  his 
place  in  the  cabinet,  by  preserving  the  British 
connection,  so  to  speak,  and  by  deciding  that 
he  would  withdraw  his  own  amendment— 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio ) :  Don't  you  worry  about  my  place  in 
the  cabinet.  I  wouldn't  want  you  to  get 
unduly  upset. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What's  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Don't  get  unduly  upset. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  wasn't  sure  whether 
to  wish  that  the  minister  would  go  ahead 
with  his  amendment  and  lose  his  seat,  or 
whether,  as  a  colleague  in  the  Legislature, 
to  hope  that  he  would  see  the  wisdom  that 
was  coming  from  this  side.  We  were  simply 
telling  you  what  your  own  cabinet  would  tell 
you;  and  I  know  that  the  minister  got  the 
advice  from— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  should  be  very  grateful 
to  us. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Seldom  is  it  that  the  wisdom 
comes  from  this  side  that  tells  a  minister 
how  he  can  hang  on  to  his  seat. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Very  seldom. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  no,  a  little  more  often 
than  that— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  more  since  you  have 
begun  agreeing  with  the  mossbacks. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  are  rescuing  ministers 
every  day  of  the  week  from  their  own  in- 
eptitudes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Do  you  want 
to  speak  on  Mr.  Singer's  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  talk  about  the  amendment  a  bit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Not  just  a  bit? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  just  a  bit,  yes.  I  must 
say  that  while  I  regret  the  government's  vote 
on  the  amendment  put  forward  by  myself 
and  the  member  for  Yorkview  (Mr.  Young). 
I  regret  perhaps  even  more  the  vote  of  the 
Liberal  Party  in  also  refusing  to  go  along 
with  it.  The  member  for  Kitchener  has  sug- 
gested I  make  a  few  comments  about  that.  I 
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think  it  is  in  order  to  put  in  an  alternative 
to  what  we  have  here  in  the  amendment 
that  is  currently  before  the  Legislature. 

It  is  very  curious  to  me  that  the  opposition 
party,  the  Liberal  Party,  a  party  which  tradi- 
tionally has  been  the  party  of  people  newly 
coming  to  Canada— Italians  in  my  area,  the 
Portuguese  and  other  groups  like  that— should 
so  deliberately  turn  its  back  on  these  new 
Canadians  and  should  deliberately  have  de- 
cided to  vote  against  our  amendment. 

Mr,  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  did  deal 
with  that  matter. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  realize  that;  yes,  I  know. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  was  voted  on  by  the 
House  and  discharged;  so  we  are  dealing 
with  Mr-  Singer's  amendment. 

Mr.'li.'  F.  Nixon:  It  was  debated  and  voted 
on  while  you  were  away. 

Ml"'    Cassidy:    I    am    aware    of   that,    Mr. 

Chairman,  but  the  point  I  am  making- 
Mr.  Chairman:  It  may  not  be  brought  up 

again, 

Mr.    Cassidy:    —is   that   not   only   did   the 
Liberal  opposition  turn  its  back  on  those  new 
Canadians- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  is  still  out  out  of  order.  It 
is  defiance. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —out  of  reward  for  those 
years  of  support  they  have  had  from  them, 
but  now  they  intend  to  go  even  further.  They 
intend- ;to  go  even  further,  Mr.  Chairman,  at 
a  time  when  at  the  federal  level  we  have 
State  'Secretary  Hugh  Faulkner  telling  the 
country  he  thinks  the  number  of  years  to 
qualify  .for  citizenship  should  be  reduced. 

Mr.  'Singer:  That  is  an  illogical  statement. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  Liberal  Party— which  is 
not  to  be  confused  with  the  other  one— this 
Liberal  Party  would  restrict  its  colleagues  in 
Ottawa  who  would  expand— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Who  do  you  think  asked 
him  to  do  it? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  not  your  group,  as  far 
as  I  know. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  You 
would  have  knovm  if  you  had  been  here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  curious  that  we  didn't 
hear  a  word  from  the  Liberal  opposition  dur- 


ing the  course  of  the  debate  while  I  was 
here,  about  seeking  to  bring  the  franchise 
at  the  municipal  level  into  line  with  the 
provincial  level. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  spoke  on  precisely 
that  point.  It  is  too  bad  you  missed  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  didn't  talk  about  the 
anomalies  that  were  outlined  by  the  member 
for  Wentworth,  not  at  all.  They  didn't  even 
see  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Yorkview 
doesn't  agree  with  you.  He  voted  for  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  some  kind  of  blind 
wis'h  on  their  part  to  disenfranchise  British 
subjects  and  not  to  do  anything  else  about 
it.  Now  they  have  sought  to  rescue  them- 
selves with  the  grandfather  clause  which  has 
been  recommended  by  the  member  for 
Downsview. 

I  happen  to  think  as  well,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  we  can  afford  to  and  that  we  ought  to 
be  generous  vdth  the  municipal  franchise. 
We  ought  to  recognize  the  fact  that  under 
the  system- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  is  back  on  the  defeated 
motion  again.  He  continues  to  defy  you, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy  —proposed  by  the  government, 
it  will  take  most  newcomers  to  Canada 
anywhere  from  five  and  a  half  to  eight  years 
before  they  are  entitled  to  vote  for  any  level 
of  government.  They  might  possibly  be  ac- 
cepted in  the  local  commimity  association, 
but  that's  all.  Over  a  very  lengthy  period 
of  time  they  would  have  no  say  and  no 
participation  in  community  life.  That  could 
be  the  entire  time  that  a  child  of  a  newly 
arrived  family,  be  he  British  or  something 
else,  would  be  in  primary  school.  He  would 
see  his  parents  disenfranchised  over  that  en- 
tire period  of  time,  not  just  at  the  federal 
level  and  the  provincial  level  but  also  at 
the  local  level. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  would  be  five 
Christmases. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  find  the  flip-flop  that  the 
Liberals  have  once  again  performed  in  say- 
ing: "No,  you  can't";  and  now:  "Yes,  you  can; 
provided  you  were  here  before  a  certain 
date,"  is  simply  unjustifiable.  I  can't  support 
their  amendment,  but  I  do  plead  with  the 
government- 
Mr.  Singer:  We  were  counting  on  you  too. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —that  the  Minister  ^^•ithout 
Portfolio    talk    further    with    the    Treasurer 
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(Mr.  White).  The  Treasurer  did  seem  rather 
generously  inclined  to  some  of  the  proposals 
that  were  being  made  from  this  party.  I 
would  hope  that  this  time  a  year  hence  we 
would  see  an  acceptance  by  the  government 
of  the  proposals  put  forward  by  this  party 
to  give  landed  immigrants  the  right  to  vote 
at  the  municipal  level  after  they  have  been 
in  the  country  for  over  a  year  or  so. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  big  guns  are  coming 
to  present  the  justification. 

Mr.  Renwidc:  This  is  not  particularly  a  big 
gun.  I  just  want  to  indicate  a  point  to  the 
minister  when  he  is  giving  consideration  in 
the  future  to  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
we  can  establish  a  test  for  voting  purposes 
that  will  be  consistent  at  the  provincial  level 
and  at  the  municipal  level— and  I  have  in- 
dicated that  consistency  itself  is  not  a  virtue 
if  you  exclude  large  numbers  of  persons  by 
being  consistent. 

I'm  going  to  recommend  to  him  that  he 
give  consideration  to  a  definition  which  ap- 
peared in  a  bill  which  we  passed  here  quite 
recently— strangely  enough,  dealing  with  busi- 
ness corporations— which  had  in  it  a  definition 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  eminently  reason- 
able for  covering  the  problem  of  making  cer- 
tain that  the  largest  possible  numbers  of 
persons  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  be  en- 
titled to  exercise  their  franchise  at  the  munic- 
ipal level,  and  indeed  at  the  provincial  level. 
I  refer  to  a  section  which  we  added  to  the 
first  section  of  the  Business  Corporations  Act 
a  week  or  so  ago  when  we  debated  the 
amending  Act,  Bill  56.  Section  23(a)  was 
added  to  that  Act  to  define  resident  Cana- 
dian. 

The  term  resident  Canadian  was  defined 
to  mean:  "An  individual  who  is  a  Canadian 
citizen  or  who  has  been  lawfully  admitted 
to  Canada  for  permanent  residence  and  who 
is  ordinarily  resident  in  Canada." 

It  seems  to  me  that  makes  a  very  mean- 
ingful definition  if,  for  electoral  purposes,  we 
were  to  refer  to  a  person  being  a  resident 
Canadian,  meaning  an  individual  who  is  a 
Canadian  citizen  or  who  has  been  lawfully 
admitted  to  Canada  for  permanent  residence 
and  who  is  ordinarily  resident  in  Ontario. 
That  test  would  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
arguments  which  we  have  been  putting  for- 
ward. It  would  eliminate  the  question  of 
whether  or  not  you  have  to  introduce  this 
weird  grandfather  clause  with  respect  to  Brit- 
ish subjects.  It  would  enlarge  the  electorate 


to  take  into  account  those  persons  who  have 
made  a  commitment  to  Canada  and  live  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Surely  that  is  the  way  in  which  we  must 
look  at  the  electoral  qualifications.  We  must, 
of  necessity,  vote  against  the  Liberal  amend- 
ment because  that  is  a  restrictive  amend- 
ment. The  Liberal  Party  seems  wedded  to 
some  form  of  restrictive  legislation  and  its 
members  seem  to  think  that  because  the 
Secretary  of  State,  Hugh  Faulkner,  has  now 
come  up  with  something  called  a  suggestion 
that  Canadian  citizenship  can  be  available 
after  three  years- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Hugh  Faulkner  said  he 
was  going  to  do  it.  He  will,  too. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —that  is  going  to  be  the 
criteria.  I'm  simply  saying  to  my  Liberal 
colleagues,  and  to  those  with  sanity  and  sense 
within  the  Liberal  caucus— of  whom  there  are 
a  minuscule  number- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Riverdale  is 
not  being  parliamentary  at  all. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —as  well  as  in  the  Tory 
party— that  the  real  test  should  be  something 
along  the  lines  of  that  definition  of  resident 
Canadian  to  which  I  have  referred.  We  will 
therefore  divide  on  this— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  the  NDP  will,  we  will. 
The  member  is  supporting  the  government. 
What  can  the  member's  party  do?  The  mem- 
ber is  supporting  the  government. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to 
make  it  quite  clear  that  should  the  Liberals- 
Mr.    Breithaupt:    The    member's    got    five 
members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —try  to  get  through  on  a 
voice  vote  on  this  matter  we  would  be 
dividing  on  it.  It  would  be  consistent  with 
their  inconsistency  on  this  issue  that  they 
would  not  want  to  stand  and  be  counted. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  suggest  that  we  believe  that  people 
coming  to  this  country  who  make  a  mean- 
ingful commitment  to  Canada— I  think  those 
were  the  words  used  by  the  hon.  member 
who  just  sat  down- 
Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  member  mean  the 
fatuous  one? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —should  become  citizens. 
Right. 
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We  believe  in  the  importance  of  making 
that  meaningful  commitment  which  is  to 
become  a  citizen  of  our  nation.  It  involves 
taking  an  oath  of  allegiance,  as  the  member 
is  aware.  It  means  there  is  a  commitment  to 
permanent  residence.  It  means  there  is  a 
commitment  to  the  traditions  of  our  nation, 
and  surely  a  commitment  to  share  in  its 
future. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  I'm  not  disputing 
that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Anyone  who  argues 
against  the  value  of  accepting  citizenship  has 
got  to  be  fatuous  in  the  extreme. 

Attempting  to  make  a  point,  which  is 
absolutely  unacceptable,  or  to  argue,  in  this 
House  of  all  places,  that  a  devotion  to  Canada 
is  somehow  made  meaningless  by  not  ac- 
cepting citizenship,  is  simply  arguing  that 
black  is  white,  or  perhaps  even  that  white  is 
black. 

I  would  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
the  amendment  put  forward  is  reasonable 
indeed.  I  don't  like  the  phrase  grandfather 
clause.  This  usually  comes  from  the  represen- 
tatives or  the  spokesmen  of  labour  unions 
who  are  trying  to  protect  some  kind  of  vested 
interest.  Perhaps,  in  fact,  that  is  what  we're 
attempting  to  do  here,  because  we  believe 
that  in  all  the  elections  in  this  province,  and 
in  fact  in  this  country,  the  chief  criteria 
ought  to  be  citizenship.  That  is  a  commit- 
ment made  to  this  nation  in  permanence  and 
by  means  of  an  oath. 

It  is  true  we  are  dealing  only  with  the 
municipal  franchise  Act  but,  as  has  been 
pointed  out,  you've  got  to  start  somewhere. 
This,  of  course,  is  the  first  opportunity  we 
have  had  in  this  session  to  express  these 
views,  which  we  have  expressed  consistenetly 
ever}'  time  this  matter  has  been  raised. 

I  would  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  those  who  speak  of  confusion  must  surely 
miss  the  point,  basically,  that  to  avoid  con- 
fusion we  should  make  it  clear  that  Cana- 
dian citizenship  is  necessary  to  participate  in 
the  democratic  process  at  any  level  in  our 
proN'ince,  in  our  municipalities  or  in  our 
natioR.  The  government  of  Canada,  with 
support  of  all  three  parties— or  all  five  parties 
or  however  many  there  are— has  taken  this 
step,  using  one  procedure  requiring  Canadian 
citizenship  for  participation  in  the  federal 
democratic  process  as  of  1975.  We  feel  that 
since  there  are  a  larger  number  in  this  prov- 
ince than  any  other  area  of  those  people  who 
have  come  particularly  from  various  areas 
of    the    Commonwealth  —  England,    Scotland 


and  Northern  Ireland  particularly— who  have 
been  here  for  many  years,  fought  in  two 
wars,  have  participated  in  the  life  of  our 
nation  and  who  have  considered  themselves 
citizens  all  these  years  they  should  not  be 
disenfranchised. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  a  switch. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  the  other  hand,  we 
should  make  it  clear  that  those  who  come  in 
the  future  will  participate  in  our  dempcratic 
process  whether  they  come  from  France,  or 
Italy,  or  Japan,  or  Germany,  or  England,  only 
if  they  are  prepared  to  become  citizens.  And 
there  is  no  apology  to  be  madte;  it  simply 
means  that  we  undierstand  the  meaning  of 
citizenship  and  accept  its  responsibilities., 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  would  just  Hke  to  addi  my 
comments.  I  feel  I  have  listened  to  some 
pretty  hairy  arguments  on  my  left  before  but 
none  more  so  than  today;  I  hope  the  minister 
will  recognize  the  complete  lack  of  logic  in 
the  argmnents  that  have  been  put  forward. 
One  of  the  first  that  was  mentioned  by  the 
member  for  Wentworth  was  that  we  have 
such  a  poor  turnout  of  municipal'  voters  now; 
well  surely  we  shoukln't  cut  out  some  who 
otherwise  would  be  eligible. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  you  were  doing 

the  other  day. 

Mr.  Deacon:  But  it's  interesting  that  the 
very  poor  turnout  of  municipal  voters  is 
definitely  related  by  surveys  to  the  lack  of 
authority  that  is  given  to  mimicipalities— 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  a  wonder  you  do  so 
well  at  the  time  of  year  that  you  insist  on 
holding  the  election. 

Mr.  Deacon:  —since  90  cents  out  of  every 
dollar  comes  in  the  form  of  conditional  grants 
from  the  provincial  government. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Be  careful,  the  m«nber 
for  Riverdale's  leader  is  going  to  come  in  and 
reverse  him. 

Mr.  Deacon:  And  when  people  see  Aeir 
municipal  governments  having  soiiie  real 
control,  having  some  real  direction,  some  real 
power  over  their  local  affairs  and  their  local 
pocketbooks,  then  I  can  see  that  situation  will 
change.  But  I  don't  agree  with  keeping  some 
people  in  a  position  to  vote  just  because  of 
that. 

I  do  also  want  to  bring  up  this  matter  of 
the  commitment  to  Canada  which  has  been 
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raised  by  my  leader.  I  know  of  many  landed 
immigrants  from  other  than  the  British  Isles 
who  nave  been  here  for  15  or  20  years  and 
they  have  very  specifically  not  chosen  to  take 
out  Canadian  citizenship  because  they  had  in 
mind  benefits  they  could  derive  in  the  future 
by  going  back  to  their  own  native  landls.  They 
have  not  made  a  commitment  to  this  country. 
They,  have  not— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  iTiey  make  their  fortune 
and  go  back  home. 

Mr,  Renwick:  There  are  Canadian  citizens 
who  have  not  made  the  commitment  to  this 
country-^who  will  leave  to  go  to  the  United 
States  and  the  Bahamas  and  you  know  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  come  onl 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

M^.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  should'  be  disenfran- 

Mr.Deacon:  They  have  come  to  this  count- 
try  iri  oi-der  to  benefit  from— 

Mia  Renwick:  Just  a  fantastic  argument. 

A^  hon.  member:  Don't  you  understand 
what  you  are  doing? 

Mr.  Deacon:  —the  opportunities  that  are 
prevaltent  here.  Those  who  really  have  built 
this  country  are  those  who  became  citizens, 
who  cut  their  ties  with  their  home  land  and 
said:  "This,  Canada,  is  my  country,"  and 
who  dbnot  feel  they  have  got  to  keep  their 
feet  in  another  land  or  some  basis  in  another 
land.  ,  ■   , 

Mr;  R.  F.  Nixon:  Or  their  heart. 

Mi*.  Deacon:  Now  we  love  all  British 
people.  We  love  people  from  all  lands  surely. 
Maybe  we  should  be  looking— 

•  Mr.  Lawlor:  You  don't  have  to  get  senti- 
mental. 

Mr.  Deacon:  —some  day  to  having  world 
citizenship  instead  of  this  specific  Canadian 
citizenship,  but  why  do  we  continue  to  dis'- 
criminate? 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  love  everybody,  but  we 
don't  want  all  of  them  here.  That  is  what  you 
are  saying. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  be  maudlin. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Now  the  amendment  brought 
in  by  my  colleague  from'  Downsview  makes 
great  sense,  because  in  the  past  we  have  not 
encouraged  people  to  become  Canadian  citi- 
zens if  they  already  were  British  subjects.  As 


has  been  mentioned,  we  have  encouraged 
these  people  to  participate,  knowing  they  are 
considered  to  be  Canadians  in  many  ways. 
To  suddenly  change  the  rules  for  these  people 
who  have  voted,  who  have  participated  in  so 
many  ways  understanding  they  were  just  the 
same  as  Canadian  citizens,  would  be  wrong. 
Therefore  I  think  the  amendment  madfe  by 
my  colleague  makes  real  sense. 

But  as  my  leader  said,  we  have  no  qualms 
about  the  matter  in  the  future.  The  rule 
should  be  that  when  people  are  citizens  they 
vote,  but  not  before.  We  are  particularly 
pleased  that  the  minister  in  Ottawa  has  re- 
sponded to  our  suggestion,  madie  during  the 
debate  when  this  biH  was  originally  intro- 
duced, that  the  term  no  longer  be  five  years 
but  be  reduced  to  three.  We  are  confident 
that  after  July  8,  that  will  be  put  into  effect. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  going  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  spirit 
of  sweet  reasonableness,  I  would  like  to  try 
now  to  come  to  the  gut  fallacies  in  the 
Liberal  Party  position.  When  you  analyse 
what  the  Liberal  Party  is  saying,  it  is  that 
they  want  to  perpetuate  in  Canada,  in  the 
electoral  system  at  the  municipal  level  and 
therefore  ultimately  at  the  provincial  level, 
a  distinction  between  those  citizens  who 
were  bom  in  Canada  and  those  citizens  who 
were  not  born  in  Canada. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  true. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  Listen.  Apart  from 
those  who  hold  public  ofiBce  and  apart  from 
those  who  serve  in  the  armed  forces,  I  do 
not  know  of  any  requirement  that  requires  a 
Canadian  citizen  to  take  an  oath  of  allegiance. 
If  that  Canadian  citizen  is  a  citizen  bom  in 
Canada  there  is  nothing  which  requires  him 
to  swear  an  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  Crown. 
It  may  well  be  that  by  virtue  of  being  bom 
in  Canada,  he  is  subject  to  the  requirement 
of  allegiance  whether  he  swears  the  oath  or 
not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  correct.  By  Act  of 
Parliament. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  he  can't  take  out 
citizenship  elsewhere,  without  swearing  an 
oath. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  I'm  simply  saying  is  that 
let  us  not— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  talk  about  revealing 
inconsistency,  but  you  are  talking  absurdities. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  point  I'm 
making  is  that  the  Liberal  Party  wishes  to 
distinguish  within  the  class  of  persons  called 
Canadian  citizens  those  who  take  the  oath  of 
allegiance  and  those  who  don't.  The  ones  they 
want  to  impose  a  special  obligation  on  are 
those  Canadian  citizens  who  were  not  born 
in  Canada  but  come  to  Canada  and  are  given 
the  grant  of  citizenship  in  the  country. 

All  right.  That  would  be  fine  if,  in  fact, 
the  history  of  immigration  in  Canada— which 
fortunately  is  for  practical  purposes  a  federal 
matter,  although  there  is  some  constitutional 
responsibility  provincially— was  an  open-door 
kind  of  policy,  the  brotherly  love  view  ex- 
pressed by  the  member  for  York  Centre;  that 
we  love  everybody  of  all  nations  and  all 
nationalities.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
during  the  course  of  time,  when  the  Con- 
servative Party  has  been  in  power  in  Ottawa 
since  Confederation,  and  when  the  Liberal 
Party  has  been  in  power  in  Ottawa  since 
Confederation,  there  has  not  been  in  Canada 
an  open-door  policy.  Let's  not  confuse  it 
with  some  form  of  brotherly  love. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  have  people  from 
Chile,  from  Hungary,  from  Africa,  from 
Uganda,  from  all  the  European  countries- 
Mr.  Renwick:  The  immigration  policy  of 
Canada  has  been  dictated  by  severe  self- 
interest .  within  Canada,  no  question  whatso- 
ever. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  not  fair  and  you 
know  it.  • 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  self-interest  may  at 
times  express  itself  in  some  form  of  inter- 
national.  altruism  but  those  occasions  are  few 
and  far  between  and  those  are  dictates  of  a 
very  constrained  self-interest. 

All  right,  now  the  logic  of  what  I  say  is 
very  clear.  Let's  not  kid  ourselves.  The  self- 
interest  which  has  dictated  the  immigration 
policy  of  Canada,  whether  it  reflects  itself  in 
altruistic  ways  or  not  in  altruistic  ways,  or 
whether  it  is  because  of  the  pressure  of 
foreign  events  on  Canada,  the  Canadian 
people  have  allowed  certain  persons  who  fall 
\vithin  the  category  of  political  refugees  to 
come  into  the  country,  but  the  long-term 
policy  is  economically  determined. 

All  I'm  saying  is  that  if  Canada,  in  its 
restrictive  immigration  policy,  invites  people 
to  come  to  Canada  by  making  application 
to  come  to  Canada,  we  may  be  in  one  very 
selfish   sense    saying   we   are    granting   them 


some  kind  of  privilege  because  they  can't 
come  here  as  or  right.  There  is  also  no  ques- 
tion that  when  th^y  come,  they  come  be- 
cause we  want  them  to  come;  because  that 
very  self-interest  which  dictates  that  policy 
has  created  the  atmosphere  in  which  the 
applications  are  processed,  and  the  persons 
arrive  in  Canada  and  stay  here. 

All  right;  I  am  not  prepared  to  suggest  for 
one  single  moment  that  the  person  who 
makes  the  kind  of  commitment  to  Canada 
by  becoming  a  landed  immigrant  under  the 
immigration  policies  of  the  Canadian  govern- 
ment with  the  potential  at  some  later  point  of 
becoming  a  Canadian  citizen,  is  in  any  differ- 
ent category  from  the  member  for  Victoria- 
Halibiurton  (Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson)  who  was 
bom  here  and  whose  roots  go  back  a  long 
time.  He  may  be  very  proud  of  the  fact  that 
his  roots  go  back  a  very  long  time.  The  per- 
sons who  come  here  for  permanent  residence 
from  other  countries  are  very  proud  of  their 
background  and  very  proud  to  come  to 
Canada  and  make  that  commitment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  they  will  proudly 
become  citizens. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Basically,  Mr.  Chairman, 
what  I  am  saying  is  the  Liberal'  Party  cannot 
get  off  the  hook  because  the  Secretary  of 
State  of  Canada,  in  the  course  of  a  federal 
election  campaign,  says  that  he  thinks  it 
would  be  a  goodi  idea  to  reduce  the  require- 
ment from  five  years  to  three  years.  You 
can't  run  the  government  that  way.  There 
has  been  no  meeting  of  the  cabinet  in  Ot- 
tawa, there  is  no  assurance- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  meets  every  week. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —that  the  Liberal  Party  is 
going  to  be  in  power  and  when  the  event 
occurred"— 

ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

IMr.  Renwick:  I  am  not  saying  who  is  going 
to  win. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  David  Lewis  says  he  is 
not.  The  member  is  not  suggesting  that  Stan- 
field  is  going  to  win? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Along  about  10  o'clock  on 
July  8  we'll  know  the  answer  to  that  parti- 
cular conund'rum.  All  I  am  saying  is  that  the 
Liberal  Party  can't  get  off  the  hook  in  this 
House  for  the  position  which  they  have  t^en 
on  this  debate  because  Hugh  Faulkner,  the 
federal  member  from  Peterborough,  makes 
the  ridiculous  statement,  which  he's  got  no 
authority  to  make,  that  he  thinks  it  would  be 
a  good'  idea  that  the— 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Of  all  of  the  arrogance  one 
can  conceive  that  is  ultimately  inherent  in 
the  Liberali  Party,  the  ultimate  arrogance  is 
a  suggestion  that  because,  prompted  by  this 
Liberal  party,  Hugh  FauUcner  makes  the 
statement,  that  that  somehow  becomes  law 
and  that  we  should  be  governed'  by  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  Let  us  understand 
what  we  are  talking  about.  We  are  talking 
about  the  Liberal  Party  which  came  in  and 
introduced  an  amendment  which  would  have 
eliminated  the  franchise  for  a  substantial 
number  of  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  no,  the  amendlment 
came  from  the  government.  We  were  pre- 
pared to  support  the  amendlment. 

Mr.  Renwidc:  Wait  a  minute.  We  are  going 
to  take  all  afternoon,  but  the  record  is  going 
to  be  so  clear  on  this  issue  that  nobody  can 
be  confused  by  it  except  the  Liberal  Party. 

The  Liberal  Party  wish  to  restrict  the  elec- 
toral franchise  on  the  mimicipal  level;  my 
friend,  the  member  for  Gren/villfe-Dundlas,  the 
minister  who  is  responsible  for  this,  almost 
fell  into  the  trap.  He  did  fall  in,  but  he  had 
the  grace  to  withdraw  his  amendment.  He 
had  the  grace  to  understand  that  you  can 
never  ever  support  a  suggestion  from  the 
Liberal!  Party  without  being  involved  in  an 
ultimate  policy. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  when  we  had 
the  vote  on  our  subamendment,  my  friends  on 
the  right  tried  a  procedural  game  to  avoid  the 
vote  on  the  subamendment  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  was  out  of 
order.  We  just  pointed'  that  out. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  went  through  that.  We've 
had  the  vote,  the  minister  withdrew  his 
amendment,  the  minister  promised  that  he 
would  review  this  whole  question  of  elec- 
toral franchise  at  the  municipal  and  provincial 
level- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  You  believe  him  but  you 
don't  believe  Hugh  Faulkner. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —which  is  a  point  made  by 
my  colleague,  the  member  for  Wentworth, 
that  you  have  to  think  about  these  problems. 
And  now  the  Liberal  Party,  disguising  it  as  a 
motion  from  my  friend— although  the  friendl- 
ship  gets  strained  on  occasion— the  member 
for  Downsview,  has  now  introdiiced  a  grand- 
father clause;   has  put  an  arbitrary  date  on 


those  British  subjects  who  happen  to  be  able 
and  entitled  to  vote  in  municipal  elections. 

That  is  the  arrogance  of  the  Liberal'  Party. 
No  one  with  any  sense  could  possibly  sup- 
port the  amend'ment  proposed  by  the  member 
for  Downsview.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
that  we  know— and  my  friends  in  the  Tory 
Party  know  —  that  the  Liberal'  caucus  is 
divided  on  this  issue.  They  are  putting  up 
some  kind  of  a  brave  front  to  rescue  the 
aftermath  of  a  serious  mistake  which  they 
made  when  this  bill  first  came  in.  And  they 
were  tipped  onto  this  by  the  member— I 
remember  the  Friday  moming  when  the 
member  for  Hamilton  Mountain  (Mr.  J.  R. 
Smith)  raised  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  has  not  been  back 
since. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  thought,  why  does  he 
have  to  introduce  this  question.  I  must  say  to 
the  member  for  Hamilton  Mountain,  even 
though  has  has  never  been  in  his  seat  since 
that  time,  that  we  are  delighted  that^- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Wherever  he  is. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —he  raised  it,  because  it 
has  clarified  a  fundamental  diflFerence  in 
philosophy  and  outlook  toward  the  persons 
who  have  come  to  Canada  on  the  part  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party,  as  distinct  from  the 
attitude  which  is  adopted  in  their  own 
supreme  arrogance  by  the  Liberal  Party, 
whether  it's  at  the  provincial  level  or  at  the 
federal  level. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry  to  have  gone 
on  so  long,  but  it  was  absolutely  essential  to— 

Mr.  Singer:  So  are  we. 

An  hon.  member:  We  are  not  sorry. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —clarify  the  basic  realities 
of  the  debate  which  is  taking  place  in  this 
assembly. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  a  fatuous  inter- 
jection. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Mr. 
Chairman,  may  I  take  this  opportunity  to 
intervene  and  to  introduce  to  the  members 
of  the  Legislature  a  group  of  25  grade  8 
students  from  St.  Hilary's  Separate  School 
in    Red   Rock   under   the   leadership'  of  Mr. 


JUNE  11,  1974 


3125 


Roliert  Bahlieda  and  Serina  Covello.  Will  you 
welcome  them? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  understand  the  mem- 
ber is  taking  all  those  kids  out  to  dinner 
tonight, 

Mr.  Stokes:  Not  yet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  t(j  make  my  remarks  as  brief  as  possible 
because  we  have  had  pretty  extensive  dis- 
cussions I  believe.  But  there  are  some  points 
I  feel- 

Mr.  Deans:  You  certainly  messed  this  up 
right  at  the  beginning.  Don't  get  involved 
an\'  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —should  at  this  time  be 
brought  forward  again  for  the  benefit  of  those 
who  weren't  here  when  we  discussed  this 
mattei  the  second  time. 

Mr,  R.  F.  Nixon:  Like  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Like  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  and  possibly  the  member  for 
Wentworth,  I  am  not  sure. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  want  to  make  it  clear  to  all,  it  is  not 
the  intent  of  this  government  nor  do  I  be- 
lieve is  it  the  intent  of  the  Liberal  Party,  to 
disenfranchise  any  person.  As  I  mentioned, 
and  it's  in  Hansard  in  writing,  although  we 
were  making  an  amendment,  there  was  no 
doubt  that  there  would  be  further  amend- 
ments necessary.  I  believe  if  you  check 
Hansard  you  will  find  that  that  is  a  correct 
statement. 

I  have  listened  to  both  the  Liberal  Party 
and  the  NDP  at  all  times.  I  think  really  the 
member  for  Hamilton  Mountain  did  us  all 
a  favour  in  getting  this  matter  out  in  the 
open  and  making  sure  that  everyone  knew 
that  we  do  have  a  very  confused  system  of 
elections,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  at  this 
time.  To  make  it  worse,  I  believe,  would  be 
to  take  xip  the  Liberal  amendment  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  agree  with  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  undertook  in  the  last 
discussions  we  had  concerning  this  Act  that 
I  would  partake  in  a  study  to  try  to  obtain 
uniformity.  I  still  sa}-  that,  that  this  govern- 
ment wil]  do  so. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  the  municipal 
committee  has  studied  it  and  made  recom- 
mendations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  do  not  see  any  reasons 
to  proceed  now  with  an  amendment  which 
would  create  more  confusion  in  the  minds 
of  the  electors.  I  think  it  was  very  obvious, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  that  a  lot  of  people 
did  not  know  that  after  1975,  if  they  were 
British  subjects,  they  could  not  vote  in  a 
federal  election  in  Canada  unless  they  were 
Canadian  citizens.  That's  been  brought  quite 
clearly  home  to  me,  and  I  think  to  other 
members  of  this  House.  But  I  do  believe  one 
of  the  main  criteria  also  is  to  be  a  Canadian 
citizen. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  just  a  cop-out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  think  anyone 
would  take  exception  to  that.  I  say  again  to 
the  hon.  members,  that  we  must  review  this— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth  certainly  takes  exception.  The  mem- 
ber for  Went  worth  said  he  was  an  elitist. 

Mr.  Deans:  Did  I? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —system  of  elections  at 
all  levels,  and  we  will  do  so.  Therefore,  I 
have  to  say  that  the  government  will  not 
accept  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member  for 
Riverdale  has  spoken  nauseously  and  end- 
lessly, let  me  say  a  word. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  he  spoke  rather  well. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  the  time  has  come 
whereby,  by  the  present  phrasing  of  the 
amendment,  we  could  start  the  reform  that 
is  necessary.  I  fail  to  understand  the  mock 
anger  engendered  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale  and  his  sudden  discovery  about  the 
evil  things  that  the  Liberals  are  supposed  to 
have  done.  I  would  call  to  his  mind,  and 
particularly  the  mind  of  the  member  for 
Yorkview— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  are  wracked  by  a  guilt 
complex. 

Mr.    Singer:    —that    when    we    sat   on    the 
select  committee  on  election  law- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Give  in  gently, 

Mr.  Singer:  —a  motion  was  proposed  along 
the  same  lines  as  is  presently  before  the 
House.  It  was  supported  by  the  Liberal  mem- 
bers of  that  committee;  it  was  supported  by 
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the  NDP  membere  of  that  committee,  one  of 
whom  was  the  hon.  member  for  Yorkview, 
and  it  was  supported  by  the  now  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bemier). 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  the  leader  ought 
to  reverse  the  poUcy. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Tory  majority  of  the  day 
on  that  committee  did  not  support  it.  So  that 
idea  found  favour  in  the  minds  of  several 
members  of  the  NDP  at  that  time,  and  it  is 
a  consistent  approach  that  we  have  taken.  I 
think  the  idea  makes  good  sense,  Mr.  Chair- 

Mr.    Deans:    We    thank    you    for    that. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  obvious  that  the  inclusion 
of  the  qualification  at  the  end  of  the  amend- 
ment, as  it's  now  written,  does  not  disqualify 
or  disenfranchise  anyone.  I  fail  to  follow  the 
convoluted  remarks  of  the  member  for  River- 
dale  when  he  says  that  the  test  should  be 
landed  status.  Whether  they  are  here  tem- 
porarily or  in  transit  to  another  jurisdiction, 
if  thfey  haven't  got  the  faith  in  Canada  to 
apply  for  and  becrane  Canadian  citizens,  why 
should  they  have  a  right  to  vote  in  Canadian 
elections? 

Mr..  Renwick:  Why  disenfranchise  them 
for  from  three  years  to  five  years? 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  as  simple  as  that.  They 
make  this  argument  about  the  importance  of 
municijyal  voting.  They  haven't  made  it  with 
equal  fiirce  about  the  importance  of  provin- 
cial voting  or  federal  voting- 
Mr.  Renwick:  That  isn't  the  point. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  pay  sales  tax.  They  pay 
incomfe  tax.  They  pay  all  sorts  of  other  taxes. 
But  r  Would  think  that  the  least  that  should 
be  lequired— 

Mr.'Lawlor:  That  is  not  what  we  are  talk- 
ing '  about. 

Mr.  Singer:  —is  a  commitment  to  Canada 
in  the  form  of  applying,  at  the  earliest  op- 
portunity, for  Canadian  citizenship.  That's 
logical;  it's  sensible.  It's  in  keeping  with  the 
mood  of  this  country.  I  would  urge  all  mem- 
bers of  the  House  to  accept  the  amendment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  the  minister  believes 
in  it  too. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  an  oc- 
casion hke  this  I  love  to  have  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  have  had  the  first,  second, 
third,   fourth,  fifth,   sixth  and  seventh. 


Mr.  Renwick:  It  may  be  eminently  reason- 
able and  eminently  sensible,  but  it  is  emi- 
nently and  pre-eminently  insensitive  to  per- 
sons' feelings.  The  importance  of  the  fran- 
chise to  people  is  so  important  that  you  can- 
not take  it  away.  I  had  the  honour  to  be 
canvassing— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  are  not  taking  it  away. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  are  we  taking  it  away 
from? 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  are  taking  it  away. 

Mr.  Singer:  From  whom? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  From  people  who  are  not 
here. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  are  taking  it  a^vay,  on 
the  date  that  you  put  in  here,  from  persons 
who  would  be  British  subjects  when  they 
came  here,  without  adequately  dealing  with 
the  present  problem. 

Mr.  Singer:  People  who  are  not  here  yet. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Make  it  next  week. 

Mr.  Singer:  Not  yet  here  now.  What  are 
you  talking  about? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Or  Aug.  1. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  talk  about  what 
the  major  wing  of  the  Liberal  Party  in  Ot- 
tawa has  done. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  are  we  taking  anything 
away  from? 

Mr.   Renwick:    I   had   the  privilege   to   be 
canvassing  last  week  for  my  colleague,  the 
sitting    member    and    the    continuing    sitting 
member  for  Broadview  in  the  federal  House- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right,  all  right.  I 
knocked  on  a  door,  and  a  woman  came  to 
the  door.  She  said:  "I  am  a  British  subject 
and  I  have  been  a  British  subject  all  my 
life.  I  have  been  in  this  country  since  the 
Second  World  War."  She  said:  "I  am  not 
going  to  vote  in  this  election  because  they 
are  going  to  take  away  my  franchise  in  the 
next  election." 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh! 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  All  I'm  saying- 
Mr.   Singer:    She's  not  going  to  vote  be- 
cause she  doesn't  want  to  become  a  Cana- 
dian citizen. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  —is  that  the  one  thing  which 
usually  brings  Liberal  governments  to  their 
knees  is  insensitivity,  and  we'll  have  no  part 
of  this  kind  of  insensitivity. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  mean  people  matter 
more? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  know 
I  think  the  phrase,  "people  matter  more," 
is  an  important  one  to  toss  into  this  debate 
at  this  time.  I  would  say  to  that  lady  who 
has  lived  here  for  almost  30  years,  that  she 
apparently  does  not  seem  to  feel  that  Cana- 
dian citizenship  is  as  important  as  my  col- 
leagues do.  It  is  certainly  her  privilege  not 
to  take  out  Canadian  citizenship,  if  that  is 
a  decision  she  may  wish  to  make.  But  it  is 
also  our  privilege,  as  citizens  of  Canada,  if 
the  federal  government  so  decides— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  wouldn't  say  that  to  her, 
standing  on  her  doorstep. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —or  as  residents  of  On- 
tario, to  set  certain  rules  for  the  conduct 
of  our  own  elections  within  the  province. 

We  think  that  citizenship  is  the  criterion 
for  the  right  to  vote.  The  fact  of  paying 
taxes  on  one's  income  surely  is  not  as  im- 
portant as  the  enjoyment  of  the  ability  to 
earn  that  income  within  our  society.  I  be- 
lieve that  commitment  can  work  both  ways. 
There  is  nothing  magical  about  having  to 
pay  taxes;  one  might  almost  say  that  persons 
who  have  that  ability  should  be  pleased  to 
be  involved  in  our  community  and  our  so- 
ciety. I  don't  think  anything  flows  from  the 
argument  of  the  simple  payment  of  taxes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  have  seen  them  dancing 
in  the  street  about  that  one  too. 

Mr.   Breithaupt:   I  feel  that  citizenship  is 

an  important  decision- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  They're  full  of  jubilation,  all 

the  way  to  the  tax  office. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —upon  which  voting 
should  be  based.  I  think  that  the  individuals 
who  have  chosen  to  reside  within  our  prov- 
ince and  who  decide  to  become  citizens  of 
Canada  are  the  persons  who  should  vote. 

The  member  for  Riverdale  has  suggested, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  are  disenfranchising 
persons;  persons  who,  presumably,  have  not 
yet  arrived  in  Canada.  I  don't  see  how  that 
is  possible.  Surely,  if  he  wished  to  follow 
that  argument  to  a  conclusion,  which  would 
therefore  disenfranchise  no  one,  we  could 
cause  this  Act  to  be  brought  into  force  at 
some  date  in  the  future;  possibly  on  the  same 


date  as  the  federal  amendments  which  will 
require  citizenship  to  vote  in  a  federal  elec- 
tion. I  believe  that  is  a  soimd  amendment; 
I  believe  it  is  a  positive  one.  It  is  pro- 
Canadian;  it  is  not  anti  anything  else.  I 
think  that  persons  have  the  opportunity  and 
time- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  NDP  in  Ottawa  voted  for 
it,  too. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  of  course,  that  was 
the  next  point  I  was  going  to  raise,  because 
it  seemed  to  me  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  It  seems  to  me  that  we  are 
straying  a  bit  from  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —consistency  is  something 
which  we  have  not  seen  in  the  party  to  our 
left. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Riverdale  is 
the  one  to  the  left. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  member  for  Downs  view 
is  the  distraction;  that's  the  trouble. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  told  you  he  was  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  hope  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  will  take  the  opportunity  of 
following  the  debate  in  Hansard  so  that  if 
we  carry  on  at  some  greater  time  he  will,  I 
think,  be  able  to  add,  I  would  judge  from 
his  comments  on  the  educational  point  of 
view,  some  things  which  I  think  are  of  value. 

I  must  say  I  have  enjoyed  the  comments 
of  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  as  he 
suggests  there  is  some  educational  value  in 
the  franchise  at  the  municipal  level.  How- 
ever, on  balance,  I  feel  the  citizenship  mat- 
ter is  the  more  important.  As  a  result,  I 
would  hope  we  will  see  the  House  support 
the  amendment  that  has  been  made. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Those  in  favour- 
Mr.   Deans:    No,   no;    we   are   not  at  that 
point  yet. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  River- 
dale has  to  speak  again. 

'Mr.  Singer:  He  has  to  have  the  last  word. 

Mr.  Deans:  When  people  talk  of  a  com- 
mitment, I  think  you  have  got  to  stop  and 
understand  what  kind  of  a  commitment  we 
are  talking  about.  It  is  a  tremendous  com- 
mitment, a  great  burden,  for  people  to  pack 
up,  sell  off  all  of  their  belongings,  and  travel 
from  one  country  to  another.  When  a  person 
chooses  to  become  an  immigrant  and  re- 
ceives  landed   immigrant   status,    I   want   to 
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tell  ybu  that  he  has,  or  she  has,  taken  on  a 
tremendous  commitment;  and  made  a  tre- 
mendous commitment  in  moving  from  one 
country  to  another. 

Mr.  Deacon:   That's  right;  they  have. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  want  anybody  to  try 
and  make  out  that  by  getting  Canadian  citi- 
zenship you  have  suddenly  made  an  even 
greater  commitment  than  the  one  you  origi- 
nally made.  You  haven't. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Lots  of  them  go  back. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  right,  lots  go  back;  but 
lots  go  back  after  having  attained  Canadian 
citizenship  too.  Oh  yes.  In  fact,  there  are 
any  number  of  people  who,  upon  retirement, 
leave  this  country  and  go  to  the  United 
States  to  live;  or  go  to  other  countries  to 
live.  They  are  Canadian  citizens  but  they 
go  there,  nevertheless.  Okay? 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  E.  P.  Taylor 
goes  down  to  the  Bahamas. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Down  where  it  is  warm. 

Mr.  Deans:  Their  sense  of  commitment, 
I  suppose  by  Liberal  interpretation  is  some- 
what less,  and  maybe  it  is. 

Mr.  Rreithaupt:  But  they  are  not  going 
to  vote,  are  they? 

Mr.  Deans:  But  what  is  bothering  me  is 
this. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  E.  P.  Taylor  flies  up  for 
every  municipal  election. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  we  can  fool  around 
with  this.  It  is  nice  to  have  a  little  bit  of 
an  argument  in  the  Legislature  from  time 
to  time.  But  I  do  believe  that  while  people 
should  become  Canadian  citizens— and  I  have 
continuously  urged  people  coming  to  the 
country  that  they  should  do  that— they  should 
do  it  because  they  want  to  be  Canadian 
citizens;  not  simply  so  that  they  can  vote. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  being  able  to  vote 
is  important.  But  they  should  be  Canadian 
citizens,  because  it  is  desirable  to  be  a  Cana- 
dian citizen,  because  they  want  to  give  up 
whatever  their  citizenship  previously  was 
and  attach  themselves  permanently  to  Can- 
ada. Now  by  saying  that  they  must  do  it 
at  the  end  of  the  fifth  year  in  order  that 
they  can  vote,  really  makes  the  vote  more 
important  than  the  citizenship. 

I'm  suggesting  to  you  that  when  people 
come  here  and  live  in  the  country  and  work 
in    the    country    and    own    property    in    the 


country  and  pay  taxes  in  the  countr>'.  we 
should  give  serious  consideration  as  to 
whether  or  not  they  should  be  entitled  to 
cast  a  ballot  in  an  election  for  a  government 
that  is  obviously  going  to  have  considerable 
jurisdiction  over  what  they  are  able  to  do. 
Being  a  Canadian  citizen  or  not  being  a 
Canadian  citizen  doesn't  stop  them  from 
doing  any  other  thing  in  this  country.  They 
can  own  property.  They  can  travel  back  and 
forth  from  coast  to  coast;  from  north  to 
south.  They  can  get  on  and  oflF  every  rail- 
road. Nobody  asks  them  whether  or  not  they 
have  Canadian  citizenship. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  East  to  west. 

Mr.  Singer:  Go  to  the  movies  and  buy 
books. 

Mr.  Deans:  They  can  do  anything— and 
they  are  expected  to  live  up  to  the  same 
laws  as  everyone  else.  They  are  expected 
to  be  responsive  to  the  laws  that  we  make. 
If  you  want  to  say  that  a  person  need  be 
in  the  country  for  a  period  of  time  before 
being  eligible  to  vote- 
Mr.  Singer:  Does  the  member  know  any 
country  in  the  world  that  gives  you  the  right 
to  vote  tmless  you  are  a  citizen?  Any  country 
in  the  world? 

Mr.  Deacon:  They  are  not  a  Canadian. 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine. 

Mr.  Singer:  None. 

Mr.  Deans:  Of  course  I  think  you've  got 
to  understand  that  not  many  countries  in 
the  world  are  made  up  the  same  way  as 
Canada.  Not  many  countries  in  the  world 
have  encouraged  immigration  to  the  same 
extent  as  Canada. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  member's  col- 
league said  we  have  a  restrictive  polic>-. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  talking  about  in  the  past. 
There  are  not  many  countries  which  have 
encouraged  immigration  to  the  extent  that 
Canada  has. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  what  the  niem- 
ber's  colleague  was  talking  about. 

Mr.  Deacon:  They  are  all  over  the  world. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Liberals  have  a  guilt 
cxjniplex  about  this. 

Mr.  Deans:  Anyhow,  what  I'm  saying  to 
you  is  this,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Liberals  are  chattering 
away  defending  themselves. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  air  of  sorrowful 
sensitivity  is  unbelievable. 

Mr.  La:wlor:  Did  you  ever  see  them  so 
sensitive  about  anything?  They  made  a  boo- 
boo;  shut  up  and  take  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  I'm  saying,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  that  if  it  were  to  be— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Which  way  is  the  leader 
of  the  NDP  going  to  tell  the  member  to  vote 
after  all  those  speeches? 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  member  knows  as 
well  as  I  do  that  my  leader  doesn't  do  that. 
He's  not  like  the  Liberal  leader. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member's  leader 
didn't  tell  him  that  he  reversed  it  last  week. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  did  not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  reversed  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  he  didn't. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  a  matter  of  fact  he 
went  out  and  gave  the  message  to  reverse 
the  member's  colleague's  decision. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  make  the  decisions  col- 
lectively not  individually,  not  the  leader. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Except  that  only  one 
person  attends  the  NDP  caucus. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  the  leader.  Anyway,  aside 
from  that,  even  if  my  leader  came  in  and 
said  that  he  would  prefer  to  see  it  the  way 
the  Liberal  Party  wanted  it,  I  would  still 
differ  from  it. 

Some  Hon.  members:  Oh! 

Mr.  Deans:  Okay?  I  think  what  we're  look- 
ing at  is  whether  or  not  it's  desirable  in 
Ontario  to  change  the  rules  that  have  existed. 
If  it's  desirable,  then  it's  desirable  to  change 
all  of  the  rules.  It  should  be  a  matter  of 
government  policy  that  the  rules  related  to 
elections  and  voting  should  be  changed  in 
their  entirety.  It's  not  desirable  to  pick  on 
one  particular  segment  and  say  we're  going 
to  change  that  rule,  but  we're  not  changing 
any  other.  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  Liberal  amendment,  as  I  said  earlier, 
is  only  going  to  add  further  confusion.  It 
will,  in  fact,  reduce  the  numbers  of  people 
eligible  to  vote  in  municipalities. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  way. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  the  amount  of  participa- 
tion by  Canadian  citizens  now,  in  voting  in 
municipal  elections,  is  deplorably  small. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Those  in 
favour  of  Mr.  Singer's  motion  will  please 
say  "aye."  Those  opposed  will  please  say 
"nay."  In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  we  stack  this  to  any 
possible  future  vote? 

Mr.  Singer:  No;  no  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Stack  it?  This  is  a  matter 
of  principle! 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  we  don't  want  it  stacked. 

An  hon.  member:  Stack  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  let's  have  it  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Mr.  Singer 
has  moved  that  in  section  5  the  words  "or 
other  British  subject"  be  deleted  where  they 
appear  in  item  12(b)  and  item  13(b),  and 
adding  the  words  "provided  that  no  person 
who  was  on  June  6,  1974,  entitled  to  vote 
by  reason  of  being  a  British  subject,  shall 
lose  such  entitlement  by  virtue  of  provisions 
of  these  sections." 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Singer's 
motion  to  amend  section  5  of  Bill  65,  which 
was  negatived  on  the  following  vote. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  19,  the  "nays"  are  59. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 
and  the  section  carried. 

Section  5  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  on  a  later 
section  of  this  bill;  and  if  so  which  section? 
The  member  for  Waterloo  North?  Which 
section? 

Mr.  Good:  Section  10. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  10? 

Sections  6,  7,  8  and  9,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

On  section  10: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North  on  section  10. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to 
the  minister  carrying  this  bill,  section  10  is 
one  of  several  sections  in  the  Act  that  per- 
petuate, and  in  fact  intensify,  the  practice 
that  has  been  established  in  the  Election  Act 
which  is  creating  hardships  at  the  municipal 
level  with  the  municipal  clerks.  When  the 
Election  Act  was  first  introduced  the  pro- 
cedures imposed  upon  the  clerk  also  had  an 
interacting  relationship  with  assessment  data 
held   by  the   regional   assessment  offices.   At 
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that  particular  time  clerks  in  many  of  the 
mmiicipalities  began  to  realize  that  they 
would  be  doing  a  lot  of  the  work  involved 
in  keeping  enumeration  lists,  and  then  relat- 
ing the  information  to  the  regional  assessment 
offices  that  rightfully  should  have  been  done 
by  the  assessment  oflBcers. 

In  this  particular  section,  Mr.  Chairman, 
you'll  note  that  a  procedure  is  followed,  and 
the  clerk  corrects  any  gross  or  manifest 
errors.  The  clerk,  or  the  secretary  of  the 
school  board  for  separate  school  supporters 
as  the  case  may  be— prior  to  the  printing  or 
reproduction  of  the  list  required  under  sec- 
tion 22,  and  after  he  has  corrected  the  list 
or  the  part  thereof— shall  forthwith  notify 
the  assessment  commissioner  of  such  correc- 
tions. But  then  he  says  here:  "showing  the 
appropriate  assessment  roll  number  against 
each  such  correction." 

Well  really,  the  municipal  clerks  are  not 
interested  in  keeping  the  assessment  rolls  up 
to  date.  That  is  the  difiBcult  part— keeping  the 
assessment  rolls  up  to  date  for  the  regional 
assessment  officers  —  and  another  instance 
where  the  municipal  clerks  are  going  to  have 
to  do  the  day-to-day  work  of  the  regional 
assessment  offices. 

I  think  a  lot  has  been  said  by  the  munici- 
pal clerks  in  the  past  on  this  particular  sub- 
ject. This  is  repeated  in  many  sections  in  the 
bill,  and  I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister's 
comment  on  this  criticism  of  this  particular 
section,  especially  the  last  phrase  which  the 
clerks  would  like  to  see  deleted,  where  it 
says:  "showing  the  appropriate  assessment 
roll  number  against  each  such  correction." 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it*s 
obvious  that  it  would  be  difficult  to  correct 
the  roll  unless  you  corrected  the  errors  and 
related  them  to  the  assessment  roll.  It  may 
make  more  work  for  the  clerk.  But  if  there 
are  errors,  I  think  the  clerk  has  an  obligation 
on  behalf  of  the  people,  as  well  as  the  assess- 
ment commissioner,  to  make  sure  we  have  the 
people  on  the  list,  and  that  they  are  properly 
enumerated  and  numbered.  I  don't  think  there 
is  anything  wrong  in  having  the  clerks  add 
the  roll  numbers.  I  recognize  this  is  extra 
work,  but  I  really  believe  it  facilitates  the 
whole  operation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Ren  wick:  I  am  curious  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  gross  or  manifest  error.  In  fact  the 
explanatory  note  is  a  little  bit  misleading 
because  it  refers  only  to  gross  or  manifest 
errors    in    the   preliminary   list,    and   in   fact 


provides  for  this  sort  of  correction  not  only 
in  this  instance  but  also  when  it  is  not  in 
conformity  with  the  requirements  for  the 
polling  subdivision.  I  was  just  wondering 
what  evil  was  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  ministry  that  led  it  to  permit  this  kind 
of  correction  to  be  made  in  the  voting  list 
when  it  is  so  dependent  upon  the  enumera- 
tion system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  sometimes 
the  enumerators  make  errors  in  the  list.  Many 
municipalities,  to  my  knowledge,  are  aware 
of  the  fact  that  certain  people  have  been  left 
oflF  the  voters'  list.  If  they  are  aware,  why 
don't  they  notify  the  assessment  office  imme- 
diately, rather  than  let  it  go  until  a  later 
date?  What  we  are  saying  is  that  many  times 
there  may  be  several  apartments  or  several 
houses  in  a  street  inadvertently  left  off  the 
list.  The  fact  that  the  people  in  those  houses 
are  not  on  the  list  is  what  we  call  a  gross 
error. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  a  point  that  I,  too, 
was  interested  in,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  I 
can  understand  how  a  street  might  be  left  off, 
or  there  might  be  a  printing  error  which 
would  leave  off  a  page,  or  something  like  this. 
I  was  following  the  views  of  the  member 
for  Riverdale  in  thinking  that  if  we  are  re- 
ferring to  leaving  off,  say  the  names  of  per- 
sons in  one  household,  is  that  to  be  con- 
sidered sufficient  to  fit  into  this  definition? 
Or  is  there  something  much  larger  which  is 
presumed  to  be  covered  by  this  case? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
can  be  one  or  two  or  more.  It  is  a  matter, 
in  a  smal  municipality  or  a  large  muni- 
cipality, that  if  you  are  aware  erf  certain 
people  left  off,  I  think  we  shouldl  correct 
it  as  quickly  as  possible;  that's  all. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  a  matter,  really,  of 
an  obvious  error  rather  thao  the  size  of  the 
numbers  of  persons  involved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes.  An  obvious  error, 
that  is  right. 

vMr.  Good:  Getting  back  to  my  point,  I 
think  the  minister  misimderstandis.  "niere  is 
considerablte  difference  between  the  formality 
and  the  permanence  of  an  assessment  roll  for 
tax  purposes  and  the  keeping  of  a  list  for 
voting  purposes,  the  enmneration  for  voting 
purposes. 

The  assessment  roll  is  the  starting  point  for 
the  clerk  and  the  municipal  clerks  want  to 
keep  this  thing  as  simple  as  possible.  They 
make  a  correction.  They  make  several  cor- 
rections and  they  enter  them  on  the  voters' 
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list.  Their  voters'  list  is  up  to  diate.  Why 
should  it  be  their  responsibility  to  co- 
ordinate that  with  an  assessment  roll?  That's 
the  assessment  function.  Let  the  assessors  do 
the  job. 

The  province  took  the  assessment  away 
from  the  municipalities  and  now  it  wants  to 
give  the  function  of  keeping  it  up  to  date 
back  to  the  municipal  clerks.  This  is  what 
the  clerks  are  complaining  about.  You  took 
it  away  andi  now  you  are  giving  the  stickv 
part  of  it  and  all  the  work  part  of  it  back 
to  the  nmnicipality  to  do  again.. 

(Mr.  Deacon:  And  after  getting  it  into  an 
awful  messs  in  the  meantime. 

IHon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  that  matter  is 
entirely  unrelated  to  what  we  are  talking 
about  here. 

Mr.  Good:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  we  could  also  refer 
to,  I  might  say,  is  there  could  be  a  printing 
error  which  would  be  quite  obviously  wrong 
and  therefore  we  would'  correct  it.  Whether 
or  not  it  is  the  function  of  the  clerk  to 
correct  it,  or  whether  the  assessment  system 
is  right  or  wrong,  I  say  to  you  I  think  the 
clerk  has  an  obligation  to  assist  the  assess- 
ment oflBce  if  there  is  an  error  as  obvious  as 
we  say. 

Mr.  Good:  At  the  end  of  the  whole  thing 
he  says,  on  the  assessment;  "Here  is  the 
corrected  roll,  fix  it  up,  put  your  numbers 
on  it."  He  can't  do  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Fair  enough. 
Section  10  and  11  agreed  to. 
On  section  12: 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand'  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  has  some  comments)  on 
section  12. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman.  I 
think  I  may  want  to  put  an  amendment  to 
section  12  but  possibly  I  might  ask  the  minis- 
ter for  some  expl'anations  first.  Under  sec- 
tion 12,  paragraph  3,  the  last  day  for  filing 
applications  for  revision  of  the  primary  lists 
is  given  as  the  secondi  Friday  preceding 
nomination  day. 

I  haven't  got  my  notes'  with  me  now  but 
I've  checkedi  with  the  minister's  staff  here 
and  nomination  day,  according  to  the  Act 
we  passed  in  1972,  is  21  days  before  the 
actual  election  day.  The  second  Friday  pre- 
ceding nomination  day  will  be  therefore  an- 
other 10  days  prior  to  that.  That  means  the 


revision  of  the  electoral  list  will  be  comr 
pleted  or  the  possibility  of  getting  your  name 
revised  on  the  electoral  list  will  be  over  ap- 
proximately 31  days  before  the  actual  elec- 
tion. 

This  creates  some  really  severe  problems, 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  far  as  the  way  the  muni- 
cipal elections  are  carried  on  and  particularly 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  so  many  people  for 
various  reasons  don't  vote— the  turnout  in 
municipal  elections'  is  so  low— and  related'  to 
it  is  the  pace  of  the  campaign. 

As  the  minister  knows,  w©  are  now  facing 
a  federal  election  which  is,  I  believe,  27 
days  away  and  yet  in  many  parts  of  the 
province  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  cam- 
paign is  even  on  apart  from  what  you  see 
in  the  newspapers.  The  local  candidates 
sometimes,  apparently  deliberately,  are  hold*- 
ing  back  on  the  campaign-  until  the  last  three 
weeks  because  they  recognize  that  a  60-day 
campaign  is  too  long. 

At  the  fedteral  level,  however,  it  is  normal 
that  by  the  time  you've  gone  15  or  20  days 
into  that  campaign,  you  at  least  have  can- 
didates who  are  selected  at  the  municipal 
level.  In  the  city  of  Ottawa,  which  is  the 
second  largest  city  in  the  province,  it  has 
been  normal'  until  recently  that  nobody  begins 
campaigning  pretty  much  until  nomination 
day.  The  candidates  may  make  announce^ 
ments  in  the  week  or  so  prior  to  that  day 
but  their  election  meetings,  their  workers, 
their  leaflets  and  so  on  are  all  concentrated 
in  a  period  of  two  or  three  weeks.  If  you 
want  to  take  Toronto  and  Hamilton,  as  two 
large  cities  in  particular,  there  is  usually 
some  Grey  Cup  fever  to  be  gotten  over  with 
in  those  two  cities  before  anybody  can  con- 
centrate seriously  on  the  mimicipal  election. 

We  suggested  previously  that  the  day  of 
the  municipal  election  should  be  changed 
from  the  first  Monday  in  December  because 
of  weather  conditions  and  other  things.  The 
minister,  coming  from  Grenville-Dundas,  will 
know  the  problems  we  have  in  eastern  On- 
tario with  weather,  and  the  problems  are 
even  more  severe  in  the  north.  But,  never- 
theless, this  provision  is  going  to  be  extra- 
ordinarily confusing.  The  provision  bill  is 
in  this  section  12. 

What  is  going  to  happen  is  that  somebody 
who  is  not  on  the  original  voters'  list  will 
wake  up  to  the  fact,  or  will  find  out  through 
the  candidate  or  committee  rooms  of  the 
candidate,  after  the  date  for  revisions  of  the 
list  has  past. 

In  a  federal  or  in  a  provincial  election 
that  would  mean  that  they  would  lose  their 
vote  under  the  Municipal  Elections  Act.  They 
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have  the  right  to  vote  by  swearing  in,  by 
actually  going  to  the  polls.  I  can't  recall 
whether  they  have  to  go  down  to  see  the 
clerk  or  whether  they  can  clear  at  the  poll 
itself.  Can  the  minister  remind  me?  I  can't 
remember  how  the  procedure  works? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  have  the  swearing 
in  at  the  clerk's  or  with  the  returning  oflBcer, 
one  or  the  other. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  At  the  clerk's  or  with  the 
returning  oflBcer.  Well  now,  our  experience 
in  1972  in  Ottawa  with  that  particular  pro- 
cedure was  that  it  was,  in  certain  cases,  al- 
most a  disaster.  You  had  people,  who  because 
there  is  no  three-hour  rule,  coming  home 
from  work  at  4:30  or  5  and  not  having  too 
much  longer  left  to  vote.  They  went  home 
to  have  supper  and  maybe  they  didn't  leave 
themselves  too  much  time,  or  they  came  in 
and  found  they  weren't  on  the  list,  so  there 
was  a  backup  of  people  trying  to  swear  in. 

We  had  people  rushing  down  to  city  hall 
to  get  themselves  sworn  in  there.  We  had 
poll  clerks  and  other  election  oflBcials  who 
naturally  were  not  too  famihar  with  the  pro- 
cedure and  who  were  swamped,  as  well.  It 
is  quite  natural  the  backup  of  people  who 
want  to  swear  in,  with  the  forms  that  need  to 
be  filled  out  and  that  kind  of  thing  from  the 
time  when  most  people  went  to  vote,  is  in  the 
last  hour  that  the  polls  are  open.  All  of  tliis 
happens  with  inexperienced  people  at  a  con- 
fusing time  of  year  in  elections  that  are 
rather  confusing  anyway. 

For  that  matter,  it  is  probably  fair  to  argue 
that  many  of  the  people  who  come  in  wanting 
to  be  sworn  in  because  they  find  that  they 
are  not  on  the  list,  are  upset  at  being  left 
oflF  the  list.  They  are  rather  mad  at  the  whole 
system.  They  may  be  peripheral  voters  any- 
way. That  is,  they  may  be  not  the  kind  of 
electorate  one  would  like  to  see  in  a  democ- 
racy where  everybody  takes  a  sober  and 
serious  interest  in  public  aflFairs  and  listens 
to  CBC  faithfully  every  day  of  the  year. 
Most  people  aren't  like  that,  let's  face  it. 

So,  some  of  these  people  may,  in  fact,  be 
in  a  position  where  there  is  a  danger  of  tlieir 
being  turned  oflF  voting  in  elections  generally. 
They  say,  "Look,  I  went,  I  tried  to  swear  in; 
then  I  found  they  left  me  oflF  the  list.  What 
kind  of  system  is  this  anyway?  You  can't 
beat  city  hall;  I've  had  it;  they  are  all  a 
bunch  of  bums."  Maybe  we  are  all  a  bunch 
of  bums,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don't  like  to  think 
so,  though,  and  I  would  even  give  that  credit 
to  the  members  of  the  government  opposite. 
I  think  the  people  who  practise  politics  in 
this  country  generally  try  to  do  so  honour- 


ably, even  if  they  may  be  misguided  at  times. 
I  don't  think  we  can  use  this  kind  of  pro- 
cedure which  threatens  to  bring  this  system 
into  disrepute. 

When  the  Municipal  Elections  Act  was 
originally  passed,  it  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  clerk  the  last  day  for  revisions.  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  way  to  handle  this  would  be 
possibly  to  have  two  deadlines— one  would 
be  a  deadline  to  be  the  last  date  for  revisions 
that  were  to  be  printed  on  the  revised  lists; 
the  other  one  would  be  the  last  date  for 
revisions  that  would  be  given  in  typewritten 
form  or  some  other  easily  used  form  to  the 
poll  clerks  on  election  day.  That  would  per- 
mit the  workers  for  a  candidate  or  other 
people  as  individuals  to  make  sure  that  they 
are  on  the  list  beforehand  and  not  to  have 
the  uncertainty  about  going  through  an  un- 
familiar procedure  in  swearing  in. 

But,  if  you  leave  it  for  an  entire  month— 
and  that  is  what's  being  proposed  here— you 
are  going  to  have  a  lot  of  confusion  and  a 
lot  of  people  needlessly  deprived  of  the  vote. 
Before  I  propose  any  amendments,  would  the 
minister  make  some  comments  on  the  reasons 
for  this  proposed  amendment?  Whether  he 
holds  to  it  strongly  or  whether  he  hoped  for 
some  sort  of  alterations  such  as  those  I  have 
suggested? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  men- 
tioned at  the  outset  when  we  introduced  the 
bill,  this  bill  was  discussed  very  fully  with 
the  clerks,  the  treasurers,  the  assessment  com- 
missioners, the  derk-administrators,  and  the 
municipal  liaison  committee.  Everyone  had 
a  full  opportunity  to  have  their  views  ex- 
pressed in  regard  to  the  amendments  neces- 
sary. These  amendments  reflect  their  views 
of  the  best  ways  to  administer  the  elections 
and  the  enumerations. 

I  see  no  reason  to  change  it.  I  don't  know 
what  the  amendment  is  that  the  member  is 
about  to  bring  before  the  House.  In  any 
event,  it  would  seem  to  me  if  all  those  people 
have  agreed  and  we,  the  government,  feel 
it's  reasonable  to  have  this  particular  amend- 
ment made,  I  don't  see  why  we  want  to  put 
forth  another  date  to  confuse  the  issue,  if 
there  is  any  confusion.  I  don't  see  it  at  all.  I 
would  like  the  member  to  elaborate  on  his 
amendment  if  he  wants  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  I  would  do  right  now, 
Mr,  Chairman,  would  be  to  move  that  section 
12,  subsection  3,  simply  be  deleted  so  that 
we  will  return  to  the  situation  that  exists 
under  the  Municipal  Elections  Act  as  at  pres- 
ent. At  present,  as  the  minister  knows  and  as 
it  says  in  the  notes,  "The  derk  is  empowered 
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to  fix  the  last  filing  date  for  revisions  to  the 
preliminary  list  of  electors."  I'm  not  ready 
with  the  amendment  yet,  but  that  would  give 
some  flexibility.  I  felt,  when  the  Act  came 
through  originally  two  years  ago  the  prefer- 
able position  would  be  that  in  legislation  we 
spelled  out  that  revisions  could  be  made  to 
the  list  up  until  a  period  of  time  very  close 
to  the  actual  election  day— say,  three,  four 
or  five  days  so  that  as  many  people  as  pos- 
sible would  be  covered  by  a  revisions  process 
rather  than  having  to  be  covered  by  a  swear- 
ing-in process. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  say  to  the  minister  that, 
had  he  convened  a  group  of  people  who  had 
been  candidates  in  the  last  election  and  asked 
them  to  consider  the  points  in  detail,  they 
might  have  been  able  to  come  up  with  a 
different  set  of  answers  than  a  group  who 
were  predominantly  the  people  who  have  to 
administer  the  Municipal  Elections  Act,  just 
as  he  would  agree  with  me,  if  he  gave  it  into 
the  hands  of  the  administrators  they  might 
quite  plausibly  argue  that  the  poll  shouldn't 
be  opened  past  5:30  in  the  evening  because 
it's  easier  to  get  poll  clerks  and  deputy  re- 
turning officers  if  you  don't  make  them  sit 
into  the  evening. 

We  keep  the  polls  open  in  the  evenings 
because  that's  necessary  for  the  convenience 
of  the  electorate.  I'm  saying  that  it's  desirable 
to  keep  the  revisions  open  as  long  as  possible 
because  that's  necessary  for  the  convenience 
of  the  electorate  and  in  order  to  ensure  the 
maximum  participation  in  the  municipal  elec- 
tions process. 

That's  particularly  important  because  of 
the  fact,  of  which  the  minister  is  aware, 
that  a  lot  of  people  are  for  various  reasons 
turned  off  by  municipal  elections.  They  don't 
participate  to  a  high  extent.  In  my  area,  we 
had  a  municipal  election  two  months  after 
the  federal  election  in  1972.  While  70  per 
cent  or  75  per  cent  of  the  electorate  par- 
ticipated in  the  federal  campaign  by  voting, 
when  it  came  to  the  municipal  campaign  in 
the  same  area  less  than  half  that  number  of 
people  bothered  to  get  out  and  vote.  That's 
true.  Those  differences  are  true  in  many, 
many  parts  of  the  province.  I  don't  think 
there's  a  single  part  of  the  province  where 
the  participation  is  nearly  as  high  as  it~is 
in  provincial  or  federal  campaigns. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  have  three  times 
that  they  can  apply  for  revision.  This  date 
that  we  are  stating  here  doesn't  mean  that's 
the  final  time.  They  have  the  revisions  to 
the  preliminary  lists  when  they  can  apply 
to  have  their  name  put  on.  They  can  apply 


also  to  the  derk  to  be  added  to  the  list.  They 
can  swear  at  the  time  of  voting  and  be  added 
to  the  list  to  be  eligible  for  voting  the  day 
of  the  election.  So  we  have  three  times— plus 
this  particular  day  here— I  don't  know  why 
we  would  want  another  day. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  the  minister  explain 
those  amendments  that  would  be  covered 
under  the  review  section  21(a)  where  the 
clerk  is  aware  of  gross  errors  in  the  list?  Is 
that  what  he  is  referring  to,  or  is  he  simply 
referring  to  the  general  power  of  the  clerk 
to- 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  general.  I  am  talking 
about  the  general  qualifications  for  revisions 
to  the  list. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  problem,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  that  that  isn't  spelled  out  and  nailed  down. 
People  understand  what  a  revision  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Sure. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  it  at  the  federal 
level;  they  have  it  at  the  provincial  level. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  certainly  do  under- 
stand it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  understand  what  a  re- 
vision is,  but  there  is  no  procedure  that  is 
spelled  out  here  and  that  is  spelled  out  in  the 
Act;  if  I  recall  it  correctly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Oh  yes,  it  is  right  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  can  go  and  they  can  get 
a  certificate  that  entitles  them  to  vote.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  we  have  to  ensure  that 
the  clerk  is  going  to  be  prepared  for  that; 
that  the  availability  of  the  certificate  process 
is  made  available  and  accessible.  We  have 
to  ensure  that  people  have  to  appear  in  per- 
son—or can  they  do  it  by  telephone? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  no;  they  have  to  do 
that  in  person. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  have  to  be  there  in 
person.  This  is  a  matter  which  is  dealt  with 
very  clearly  by  the  local  municipal  people; 
and  I  wouldn't  want  to  have  anyone  suggest 
that  the  local  municipalities  are  not  capable 
of  handling  the  revisions  or  adding  anyone 
to  the  election  list. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  wor- 
ried about  the  local  people  being  able  to 
handle  the  revisions  either;  but  you  have  an 
example  here  where— 
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fibnv  Mr.  Irvine:  You  seemed  to  indicate 
they-'coiildti't. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  is  that? 

Honr.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  seemed  to  indicate 
that  you  weren't  prepared  to  accept  that 
they  could. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  mw  saying,  though,  that 
the  present  provisions  state  that  the  clerk 
is  empowered  to  set  the  last  filing  date  for 
revisions.  If  the  minister  is  concerned  that 
some  dates  were  set  too  early— that  they 
were  being  set,  let's  take  Oct.  15,  rather 
than  Nov.  3  or  4— then  he  could  have  set  a 
minimum  time  and  said  the  revision  list  has 
got  to  be  open  at  least  until  a  month  before 
election  day;  and  that  would  be  acceptable. 

(But  it  is  curious  that  a  government  that 
speaks  of  autonomy  and  discretion  on  the 
part  of  municipalities,  would  take  away  from 
municipalities  the  discretion  to  dt>  this;  and 
tell  them:  "Okay,  close  the  list  on  a  certain 
day,  and  after  that  day  you  cannot  in  any 
way  revise  the  list.  No  matter  if  you  have  a 
computer  that  can  spew  the  whole  thing  out 
in  24  hours;  it  dioesn't  matter.  You  do  it  our 
way,  because  that  is  what  we  are  putting 
into  the  law." 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  missed  the  whole 
point. 

iMr.  Chairman,  how  cam  the  municipalities 
who  want  a  cutoff  date  keep  going  on  and 
on  and  on  without  having  the  list  finalized 
at  some  particular  date?  It  dbesn't  make  any 
sense. 

I  am  surprised  that  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  is  talking  the  way  he  is.  It  is 
a  matter  of  necessity.  The  list  has  to  be 
finalized'  on  one  day;  not  on  three  or  four 
other  dates.  But  it  is  also  a  matter  of  neces- 
sity that  those  who  are  left  ofiF  have  the 
right  to  be  qualified;  and  w©  have  that  right 
in  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  point  is  that  one 
assumes  that  the  preliminary  lists  are  reason- 
ably accurate;  that  they  have  90  per  cent 
or  95  per  cent  of  the  people  on  them.  There- 
fore, for  the  purposes  of  deciding  the  size  of 
polls,  and  whether  you  need  an  extra  table 
in  the  hall,  for  the  purposes  of  the  people 
who  are  canvassing— if  anybody  is  canvassing 
in  that  particular  campaign^-for  all  those  pur- 
poses, the  preHminary  lists  suffice.  The  final 
lists  are  certainly  not  needed  three  weeks  or 
3%  weeks  before  the  election.  They  are  not 
needed  for  nomination  day,  because  at  nom- 
ination day  the  candidates  can  be  given 
copies  of  the  preliminary  lists'— and  then  the 
amendments  can  be  given  to  them  later,  or 


the  revised  lists  can  be  given  to  them  at  a 
later  time;  soinetime  during  the  course  of  the 
campaign. 

As  I  recall,  somewhere  in  here,  it  is  per- 
mitted for  an  agent  of  the  elector  to  go  for- 
ward to  the  revision  in  order  to  have  that 
elector's  name  added  to  the  list,  or  changed' 
on  the  List.  The  minister  rxxls  his  head. 

iNow,  that  is  a  great  convenience  for  the 
elector.  It  means  that  more  electors  get  on, 
because  there  are  people  in  the  business  of 
ensuring  those  electors  get  on  by  canvassing; 
and  that  kind  of  thing. 

I  have  headied  campaigns  where  we  went 
in  with  50  or  100  names  at  a  time.  I  said: 
"Look,  you  have  missed  these  people;  would 
you  please  put  them  on?"  And  the  clerk  or 
the  returning  officer  knew  that  we  weren't 
playing  games;  we  weren't  trying  to  pad  the 
lists  or  anything.  So  he  said:  "Fine;  I  accept 
your  list.  I  wdl  see  that  they  all  get  on."^ 
And  those  people  got  their  right  to  vote. 

Now,  nobody  in  their  right  mind  is  going 
to  be  carrvassing  seriously  in  a  municipal 
campaign  31  days  before  the  election  is  held. 
You  just  don't  do  it— in  the  same  way  as 
some  of  you  people  have  been  canvassing 
for  federal  candidates  in  this  federal  cam- 
paign, more  than  30  days  before  July  8. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Just  a  minute.  I  under- 
stood that  the  member  campaigns  365  days 
of  the  year. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  we  do  that  too  but 
not  dt>or  to  door.  The  minister  has  been 
reading  my  publicity  in  the  Ottawa  Journal. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  right,  I  have. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Anyway,  no  candidate  or  can- 
vasser is  going  to  be  doing  a  serious  can- 
vass until  after  the  day  on  which  an  agent 
can  take  these  names  in  on  behalf  of  the 
electorate.  The  elector,  if  he  wants  to  avoid 
swearing  in,  is  going  to  have  to  go  downi  to 
city  hall  on  his  own.  Maybe  that  is  quite 
easy  in  the  town  of  Prescott. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  thinking  about 
Ottawa,  Toronto.  It's  all  of  Ontario's  we're 
thinking  about. 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  If  we  are  thinking 
about  Ottawa,  though,  for  somebody  who 
doesn't  have  transportation,  it  can  be  as 
much  as  a  50-  or  60-minute  journey  from, 
say  CaldKvell  Ave.  or  from  the  south  end 
of  the  city  to  city  hall  to  get  themselves  on 
the  list.  There  is  no  other  way  to  do  it  dur- 
ing that  periodi  of  30  days  when  the  cam- 
paign is  active.  Or  they're  told  to  go  and 
swear  in.  They  say,  "What's  this  swearing  in? 
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Do  I  have  to  have  somebody  with  me?  Will 
you  go  with  me?"  they  say  to  the  candidate. 
The  candidate  says,  "Look,  Tm  sorry,  I  can't 
go  with  you.  I've  too  many  other  things  to 
do." 

All  this  could  be  avoided  if  the  minister 
would  simply  agree  to  take  out  subsection  3 
and!  to  leave  the  discretion  in  the  hands  of 
the  local  municipality;  or  to  amend  subsec- 
tion 3  to  state  that  the  last  day  for  the  filing 
of  applications  for  revision  of  the  preliminary 
list  will  be  the  second  Friday  preceding 
nomination  day  or  such  later  day  as  may  be 
fixed  by  the  council  of  the  municipality. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  trying  to  be  reasonable 
about  this.  I  am  not  trying  to  polarize  the 
House  or  anything  Kke  that.  I  just  know  from 
experience  that  this  is  an'  unhelpful  amend- 
ment which  is  being  made  and  with  great 
respect  I  think  the  Municipal  Liaison  Com- 
mittee was  thinking  more  of  the  problems  of 
administering  the  thing  and  getting  the  lists 
out,  and  off  their  hands  than  of  the  problems 
6i  greatest  access  for  the  electorate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Muni- 
cipal Liaison  Committee  is  composed  of 
elected  people  and  they  have  the  advice  of 
those  who  are  working  with  them  as  ap- 
pointed officials.  There  is  absolutely  no  way 
I  could  agree  to  having  the  municipalities  in- 
dividually determine  what  date  they  might 
have  as  the  last  day  because  what  we  are 
trying  to  get  is  uniformity.  We  were  talking 
about  uniformity  not  long  ago  in  the  House 
today  and  if  we  left  it  up  to  each  munici- 
pality to  determine  a  certain  day  I  think  it 
would  be  the  most  confused  issue  we  ever 
had  before  us.  No,  I  can't  accept  that;  I'm 
sorry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Hold  on,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
the  first  place  we  have  had  the  system  for 
two  years  by  which  the  municipality  and  the 
clerk  fixed  the  day.  Chaos  does  not  seem  to 
have  ensued.  In  the  second  place,  the  elec- 
tion day  is  fixed  and  it's  universal  throughout 
the  province;  no  problem.  One  assumes  the 
province  does  not  intend  to  put  ads  across 
the  province— the  minister  shakes  his  head; 
okay— the  province  is  not  going  to  be  telling 
the  people,  "Make  sure  your  name  is  on  the 
voters'  list  before  the  end  of  October."  Even 
if  it  did,  people  are  not  going  to  get  tuned  in 
or  politicize  the  election  until  after  that  day. 
The  last  day  for  revision  is  going  to  come 
and  go  without  particular  notice. 

Ever>43ody  is  entitled  to  vote  —  or  almost 
everybody   is   entitled   to   vote— in    only   one 


place  and  therefore,  as  far  as  revfeions  are 
concerned,  there  is  no  particular  confusion 
from  them.  If  Ottawa  wants  to  leave  it  open 
until  the  Friday  before  election  day,  Prescott 
wants  to  have  it  on  the  second  Friday  before 
nomination  day  and  Toronto  wants  to  have  it 
on  Nov.  16,  they  will  take  what  steps  they 
need  to  take  to  inform  their  own  electorates. 
It's  not  going  to  be  of  any  particular  con- 
fusion to  people  in  other  areas  of  the 
province. 

If  the  minister  wishes,  as  I  suggested,  to 
make  this  the  minimum,  so  that  it .  shall  be 
the  second  Friday  preceding  nomination  day 
or  such  later  day  as  may  be  fixed  by  the 
clerk,  that  will  be  fine  and  it  might  be  a 
better  way  of  doing  it  than  what  I  suggested. 
I  really  reject  the  rigidity  of  the  minister  on 
this  particular  thing.  I  think  since  ifc  doesn't 
change  what  anybody  has  to  do  but  since  it 
permits  municipalities  which  want  to'  be  more 
responsive  to  their  electorate  to  be  ttiore 
responsive  surely  it  is  the  kind  of  amendment 
which  can  easily  be  accepted  by  a  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  Lam  not 
going  to  belabour  the  point  but  I  think  one 
thing  has  to  be  pointed  out:  We  do  have 
certain  areas  governed  by  regional  govern- 
ment. Suppose  one  area  municipality  has  a 
date  which  was  entirely  different  from  the 
municipalitv  that's  a  few  miles  away  from  it. 
I  would  think  there  would  be  nothing  but 
absolute  confusion,  which  I  think  destroys  the 
argument  in  which  vou  said  there  wouldn't 
be  confusion.  I'm  sure  there  would  be  con- 
fusion. 

No,  I  won't  accept  the  amendment.  I  think 
we've  had  some  pretty  expert  advice.  I  ap- 
nrfcjate  the  views  of  the  hon.  member,  but 
I  don't  believe  that  he's  thinking  this  out  as 
clearly  as  maybe  some  other  people  who've 
spent  many  hours  on  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I've  spent  many  hours,  Mr. 
Chairman,  fighting  elections  at  the  local  level. 
I'm  working  from  that  experience  and  from 
the  kinds  of  frustrations  that  we  have  had  in 
every  municipal  campaign  that  I've  seen  over 
the  question  of  the  revision  of  voters'  lists. 
If  anything,  the  thing  that  gives  the  most 
anguish  and  provokes  the  most  anper  among 
electors  is  the  fact  they're  left  off  the  voters' 
list  and  when  they  trv  to  get  on  that  they 
run  into  bureaucracy  and  they  run  into 
people  who  won't  co-operate. 

In  future,  with  this  amendment  they're 
going  to  run  into  people  who  cannot  co-oper- 
ate. I  know  what  has  happened  here.  The 
minister  who  was  so  bold  as  to  strike  British 
subjects  off  the  voters'  list  a  few  days  ago 
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has  been  given  his  orders  by  the  Treasurer. 
He  has  been  told  very  explicitly  not  to 
amend  the  bill  by  one  jot  or  tittle,  no  matter 
what  amendments  are  put  forward,  no  matter 
how  strong  those  amendments  are  or  no 
matter  how  well  founded.  He  has  his  orders 
and  hes  sticking  to  them.  It's  like  the  bad  old 
days  when  the  minister  was  a  parliamentary 
secretary  and  when  he  and  the  hon.  member 
for  York  East  (Mr.  Meen)  used  to  carry 
through  bills  and  couldn't  even  change  a 
comma.  You've  been  demoted. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  When  you  come  up  with 
an  amendment  that  makes  sense,  Til  accept 
it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  somebody  else  could  carry 
on  the  debate,  Fll  just  write  out  the  amend- 
ment here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Don't  make  that  one  be- 
cause I'm  not  going  to  accept  it. 

Mr.  Chaiiman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener. 

Mr.  Brcithaupt:  I  just  have  one  question, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  that  is  with  respect  to 
the  setting  up  of  the  timings.  I  can  accept 
the  view  with  respect  to  some  continuity 
and  consistency  so  that  there  is  a  common 
provincial  time  across  the  province  for  doing 
this  kind  of  thing  that  is  set  out  in  section  12. 
My  question  is  what  did  the  advisers  to  the 
minister  consider  would  be  a  reasonable 
time?  is  the  time  sequence  set  out  with  re- 
spect to  this  matter  of  the  second  Friday 
sufficient  in  the  opinion  of  the  minister  and 
his  advisers  to  get  the  job  done?  Are  you 
cutting  the  time  constraint  too  closely,  or 
will  there  be  a  fairly  acceptable  way  of 
completing  this  work  within  that  time  frame? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reply 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Kitchener,  that  is 
the  date  which  is  most  acceptable  to  those 
people  who  work  in  the  administering  of  the 
Municipal  Elections  Act.  As  I  mentioned  be- 
fore, we've  checked  with  a  lot  of  people 
and  I  believe  tiiis  is  the  date  that  gives  the 
latest  date  possible.  It  doesn't  make  it  too 
short  a  time,  but  does  give  the  latest  date. 
So  I'm  sticking  to  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  a 
triumph  of  bureaucracy.  It's  the  classic  kind 
of  thing  to  say,  "No,  we  can't  do  it."  When 
1,800  people  come  into  a  food  store  at  4:30 
on  a  Saturday  afternoon  and  they  close  the 
doors  saying,  "We're  sorry,  we  close  at 
4:30,"  that's  the  kind  of  mentality  which  is 
exemplified   here.    It's   just   monumental   bu- 


reaucratic stupidity.  People  have  said,  "It 
takes  this  long  to  get  the  lists  out  and  we 
can't  do  it  in  any  other  way."  They  simply 
ignore  any  concept  of  service  to  the  people 
that  they're  meant  to  represent.  That's  really 
what  is  happening  here  with  this  particular 
amendment.  It  is  a  stupid  amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  all 
recognize  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  is  an 
expert  and  I'm  not  taking  that  away  from 
him.  The  only  thing  is  I  would  just  appre- 
ciate it  if  he  would  not  waste  the  time  of 
the  House  and  other  members  by  repeating 
himself  so  much.  He  has  made  his  point. 
If  he  wants  to  bring  in  an  amendment,  let 
him  bring  it  in. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  12(3) (2a) 
be  amended  by  inserting  after  the  word 
"day,"  the  words  "or  such  later  date  as  may 
be  fixed  by  the  council  of  the  municipality.*'^ 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  final  comment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  would  just  plead  with  the  minister 
to  consider  that  amendment  seriously.  I 
know  he  has  rejected  it  about  two  or  three 
times,  but  it  is  a  sensible  amendment.  For 
municipalities  that  don't  want  to  be  aflFected, 
it  changes  nothing  from  the  intent  of  the 
original  amendment  to  the  bill  proposed  by 
the  minister.  For  those  that  do  have  a  con- 
cern, or  in  areas  where  the  council  wishes 
to  try  to  ensure  that  as  many  people  as 
possible  are  picked  up  on  the  election  list, 
it  gives  them  that  opportunity  which  they 
don't  have  now. 

Also,  during  the  month  when  the  cam- 
paign is  active,  for  anybody  who  wants  to 
be  sure,  ahead  of  the  actual  polls,  that  they 
will  be  entitled  to  vote,  it  avoids  the  neces- 
sity for  them  of  having  to  go  to  city  haH 
in  person  during  working  hours,  or  whatever 
other  arrangements  are  made,  in  order  to  get 
on  the  list. 

It  is  a  sensitive  and  sensible  kind  of 
amendment,  and  I  would  really  ask  the  min- 
ister to  accept  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  with  re- 
spect to  this  amendment,  I  am  thinking  of 
my  own  conmiunities  and  how  this  might 
be  developed.  I  cannot  really  see  how  the 
citizens  of  Kitchener  might  have  one  certain 
date  with  respect  to  this  process  and  the 
citizens  of  Waterloo,  in  my  colleague's  rid- 
ing, might  have  another  date  in  a  commu- 
nity that  is  served  generally  by  one  set  of 
media.  I  think  the  confusion  would  be  too 
great  and,  because  of  the  greater  confusion 
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that  would  result,  I  cannot  see  us  supporting 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  the  amendment 
of  Mr.  Cassidy  to  section  12. 

Those  in  favour  of  the  amendment  will 
please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 

Section  12  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  other  dis- 
cussions or  questions  on  any  other  part  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  On  section  16,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  16? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  14,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Section  13  agreed  to. 

On  section  14: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  not  exactly  sure  at  what 
point  to  raise  this.  I  don't  think  it's  covered 
specifically  under  "revision",  except  that  all 
of  these  paragraphs  that  deal  with  revision, 
I  would  suggest,  are  pretty  useless,  given  the 
fact  that  there  will  be  virtually  no  revisions 
during  the  period  prior  to  31  days  before 
the  actual  election. 

What  I  want  to  say  is  that  since  the  mini- 
ster has  insisted  on  making  the  revisions  so 
early,  then  an  amendment  ought  to  be  put 
forward  at  some  point  to  permit  a  person 
to  apply  by  agent,  as  well  as  personally,  to 
have  his  entitlement  to  vote  by  certificate  if 
he  misses  the  revision.  Maybe  the  minister's 
people,  who  are  more  familiar  with  the  Act 
than  I  am,  could  work  out  the  necessary 
amendment.  But  I  wonder  whether  the  mini- 
ster would  accept  that  kind  of  an  amend- 
ment, which  would  take  care  of  people  who 
want  to  ensure  that  they  are  entitled  to  vote, 
but  who  missed  the  revision  because  it  comes 
too  early  and  don't  want  to  go  through  the 
imcertainty  of  the  swearing-in  process. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  whether  the  hon.  member  is  referring 
to  the  actual  advance  poll  or  what  he  is  re- 
ferring to.  I  think  he's  got  two  issues  here. 
In  section  14,  we  are  talking  of  having  a 
person  apply  personally,  or  by  his  agent,  to 
have  his  name  on  the  preliminary  list.  He 
didn't  clarify,  to  my  mind,  whether  he  is 
referring  to  the  name  being  entered  on  the 


preliminary  list  or  whether  he  is  talking  about 
the  actual  voting. 

If  he  is  talking  about  the  actual  voting, 
certainly  he  can't  do  it  unless  he  is  there  in 
person.  And  that  certainly  seemed  to  me 
to  be  implied  by  the  statement  made  by  the 
member,  that  he  wanted  someone  else  to  vote 
for  the  person.  Would  he  like  to  clarify  his 
statement  a  bit  more? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure.  Under  section  14  some- 
body who  wants  to  have  a  revision  oa  the 
preliminary  list  may  do  so  in  person— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Or  by  agent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Or  by  agent;  that's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Okay? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  that  preliminary  list  re- 
vision process  closes  down  on  approximately 
Nov.  3  or  Nov.  4;  that  is,  31  days  before  elec- 
tion day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  talking  about  what  is 
going  to  be  the  norm,  which  is  that  most 
people  who  are  left  off  the  preliminary  list 
won't  discover  that  fact  until  after  the  date 
for  revisions  on  the  preliminary  lists  has 
passed.  Do  you  follow  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  then  have  two  courses 
open  to  them.  One  is  that  they  can  go  in 
person  to  the  clerk  in  order  to  get  a  certifi- 
cate that  entitles  them  to  vote,  and  the  other 
is  that  they  can  swear  in  at  the  polling 
station.  For  various  reasons  many  people,  I 
suspect,  will  be  reticent  or  reluctant  to  go 
through  the  swearing-in  process. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why?  They  don't  understand 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why  not? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  not  used  at  the  federal 
or  provincial  level  in  municipalities  and  they 
are  afraid  that  they  might  be  knocked  out 
and  not  permitted  to  vote  because  of  some 
technicality.  They  may  have  experienced  in 
the  municipality  from  the  previous  election 
that  swearing  in,  although  permitted,  didn't 
work  effectively  and  that  some  people  lost 
their  vote  when  they  went  in  to  vote,  confi- 
dent that  they  could  get  it  through  the 
swearing-in  process. 

Therefore,  these  people  will  want  to  have 
a  certificate.  They  will  be  saying  to  candi- 
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dates'  agents  or  other  people  like  that,  "Look, 
I  will  vote,  provided  I  can  be  ensured  that 
I  have  the  right  to  vote."  We  can  introduce 
an  amendment  to  the  Act,  since  it  is  before 
the  House  now,  which  would  permit  the 
certificate  to  be  granted  when  it  is  filled 
in  by  the  voter,  or  when  it  is  submitted  by 
an  agent,  and  not  just  by  the  voter  himself 
or  herself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  How  would  you  verify 
it?  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understood  the  mem- 
ber, he  said  that  the  application  would  be 
submitted  by  the  agent  of  the  person  wish- 
ing to  vote.  Then  by  whom  is  the  application 
sworn  and  by  whom  is  it  verified? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Under  the  revisions  process, 
under  subsection  2  (2a)  of  this  section,  "An 
application  made  under  this  section  and  duly 
signed  by  the  applicant  may  be  filed  by  the 
applicant  or  by  his  agent  on  his  behalf."  I 
think  there  is  a  penalty  clause  somewhere 
in  the  Act  which  has  a  fine  or  a  penalty  for 
providing  false  information.  An  application 
for  a  certificate  would  likewise  have  to  be 
presumably  signed  by  the  applicant  and  then 
either  filed  by  the  applicant  personally  or 
by  his  agent  on  his  behalf. 

If  the  minister  says  that  there  are  prob- 
lems about  verification,  then  those  problems 
are  presumably  equally  difficiJt  in  this  sec- 
tion 14  which  you  suggested  here.  Yet  I 
haven't  heard  anybody  suggest  that  there  is 
a  problem  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
only  difference  in  section  14,  as  we  have 
it  now  to  what  it  was,  is  the  changing  of 
the  wording  "filing  complaints"  to  "filing 
applications."  That  is  the  only  difference  in 
the  section. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  it  goes  beyond  that,  Mr. 
Chairman.  That  is  section  13. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  exactly  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Previously  in  section  14  a 
person  could  have  his  agent  apply  on  his 
behalf  to  get  his  name  changed  on  the  re- 
vised list.  This  section  14  says  that  he  must 
personally  sign,  although  he  can  still  submit 
it  by  an  agent.  We  don't  object  to  that; 
that's  fine. 

What  I  am  saying  is  that  during  the  31 
days,  or  most  of  the  31  days,  when  a  person 
is  entitled  to  get  the  right  to  vote  through 
a   certificate  process   at  the  clerk's  office,  at 


the  city  hall,  he  should  be  able  to  do  that 
by  means  of  an  agent  as  well  rather  than 
having  to  go  down  personally.  I  don't  see 
why  that's  inconsistent.  Since  he  can  get  on 
the  revised  list  through  an  agent,  why  can't 
he  get  on  to  a  certificate  process  through 
an  agent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  are  not  talking  to 
the  bill  if  you  are  talking  to  section  14, 
which  I  believe  you  are.  That  is  not  dealing 
with  voting  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  talking  about  how 
people  get  certificates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  are  talking  about 
nothing  really. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  ( Timiskaming ) :  Hear, 
hear;  as  usuaK  ;   <: 

Mr.  Cas^dy:  I  am  sorry,  I  don't -think  the 
minister  understands.  I  think  he  is  deliberate- 
ly trying  to  misunderstand  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  I'm  telling  the  mem- 
ber he  is  not  talking  about  section  14. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We're  spending  an  awful  lot 
of  time  on  this  bill  and  most  of  it  is  because 
the   minister  is  being  so  obtuse. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  is  not  talk- 
ing about  section  14,  that's  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I'll  put  an  amendment 
to  section  14,  Mr.  Chairman,  whidi  will  do 
what  I  would  have.  I  would  ask  the  House 
to  bear  with  me  or  else  I  would  ask  that  the 
section  be  stood  until  after  the  supper  break 
so  that  I  can  put  the  section  forward,  which- 
ever the  minister  prefers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  can  do 
whatever  he  likes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Put  it  forward.  The 
member  is  not  talking  to  the  bill  at  all. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  we  can  wait  while 
the  member  writes  the  amendment.   Sure. 

Mr.  Chairman:   We're  on  section   14. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'll  have  to  go  and  get  a  copy 
of  the  Act,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  other  com- 
ments on  section  14? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  comments  on  section 
14,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  is  going  to 
put  an  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  would  like  to  put  one. 
I  have  to  get  a  copy  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  on  sec- 
tion 15? 

Section  15  agreed  to. 

On  section  16: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  While  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  is  reviewing  section  14,  per- 
haps we  couldl  turn  to  section  16,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  would  just  like  to  raise  a  point  which 
concerns  me,  as  it  concerns  my  colleague 
from  Waterloo  North,  with  respect  to  sec- 
tion 10. 

It  would  appear  here  that  this  amendtment 
is  going  to  require  the  clerk  to  show  the 
appropriate  assessment  number  for  any  of 
the  deletions  or  additions  or  changes  which 
are  going  to  be  made  to  the  voters'  list.  I  can 
undierstandl  that  there  are  some  logistical  dif- 
ficulties in  attempting  to  do  this,  but  it  also 
seems  to  me  that  it's  the  clerk's  function  to 
deal  with  the  voters'  list  as  a  voters'  list  and 
not  attempt  to  turn  it  into  some  kind  of  an 
assessment  roll. 

ll  think  that  if  we,  in  the  Legislature,  are 
attempting  to  make  the  election  proceedings 
as  simple  and  as  straightforward  as  they 
should  be  then  this  should  be  the  primary 
concern  that  we're  giving  to  the  clerk.  The 
problems  of  assessment  do  not  directly  con- 
cern us,  as  we  are  looking  to  the  best  way 
of  developing  a  voting  list  for  an  election. 

As  a  result,  I  don't  think  that  this  matter 
of  the  assessment  roll  number  should  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  clerk  when  he  is  pre- 
paring a  voters'  list.  It  may  well  be  that  the 
result  of  that  voters'  list— the  completed  list 
itself— sh'idul'd  be  then  given  to  the  assess- 
ment fujictionaries  within  regional  governr- 
ment  or  wherever  they  may  reside  and  they 
may  ha've  some  responsibilities  which  flow 
from  the  receipt  of  an  amended,  or  a  com- 
pleted, or  a  changed'  voters'  list. 

However,  to  make  the  assessment  roll  cor^ 
rection  a  function  of  the  clerk,  I  somewhat 
question.  Ttn  wondbring  if  the  minister  can 
advise  me  why  he  feelS'  it  is  worthwhile  to 
put  in  those  last  several  lines  in  what  will  be 
section  28  and  have  it  under  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  clerk,  rather  than  having  it 
under  the  responsibility  of  the  assessment 
portion  of  the  municipal  ofiice. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes.  I  would'  be  happy 
to,  Mr.  Chairman.   It's  not  a  matter  of  cor- 


rection, it's  a  matter  of  clarification,  making 
sure  that  we  have  the  right  assessment  roll 
number  and  the  name  opposite  that  number. 
It's  not  a  correction  whatsoever.  It's  a  mat- 
ter of  assisting  the  assessment  commissioners 
and  all  those  involved  to  see  that  we're  talk- 
ing about  the  same  roll  number  and  the  same 
person,  where  there  might,  in  other  words, 
be  an  error. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  minister  is  using  this 
then  as— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  A  verification. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —a  checking  function, 
rather  than  the  view  I  was  suggesting,  which 
was  making  it  the  responsibility  of  tile  clerk 
when  it  should  more  properly  be  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  assessment  officer  to  correct 
his  or  her  documents  as  they  may  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It's  a  verification  pro- 
ced'ure  which  we  feel  is  necessary  for  the 
clerk  to  ensure  that  the  proper  name  and 
roll  number  is  given  to  the  assessment  com- 
missioner. 

(Section  16  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  prepared? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  be  prepared  to  see 
section  14  passed,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  will 
make  my  amendment  on  section  18. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 
ISection  14  agreed  to. 
Section  17  agreed  to. 
On  section  18: 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  still  writing  it  out,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  I  would  move  that  section  18 
of  Bill  65  be  amended  by  dteleting  the  words 
"on  oath"  in  line  4  of  subsection  1  (1),  and 
by  inserting  a  new  section  la  as  follows: 
i(la)  An  application  made  under  this  sec- 
tion and  duly  signed  by  the  applicant  may 
be  filed  by  the  applicant  or  by  his  agent 
on  his  behalf. 
For    technical    reasons    in    the    amendment 
I  have  had  to  take  out  the  question  of  an 
oath  because  you  cannot  swear  an  oath  at  a 
distance;  you  have  to  be  there  in  person. 

What  I  am  trying  to  do  here  is  to  ensure 
that  people  can  get  the  right  to  vote  as 
simply  and  directly  as  possible.  The  usual 
means,  as  the  minister  knows,  is  \vith  the 
aid  of  a  representative  of  one  of  the  candi- 
dates, who  would  come  around,  let  the  per- 
sons know  that  they  are  ofi^  the  list,  and  help 
them  to  do  it. 
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The  procedure,  according  to  this  amend- 
ment, would  then  be  that  there  would  be  a 
form,  a  few  copies  of  which  would  be  given 
to  candidates  and  which  would  be  available 
to  be  taken  around  to  people  who  are  sick 
and  so  on.  The  form  would  be  filled  in  so 
that  somebody  would  state,  "I  am  a  Canadian 
citizen  or  otherwise  qualified  to  vote.  I  live 
at  such  and  such  an  address.  I  am  left  off  the 
list."  And  they  would  sign  it.  Then,  with  that 
signature  their  agent  could  then  take  it  in  to 
the  city  hall  and  a  certificate  could  be  issued 
for  that  particular  elector. 

It's  still  not  as  convenient  a  procedure  as 
one  would  like  to  see,  but  it  is  still  better 
than  what  is  provided  here,  where  the  elector 
personally  goes  down  to  the  town  hall  to 
see  the  clerk. 

As  for  the  protection— I  know  the  minister 
is  liable  to  talk  about  this— the  protection 
against  impersonation  here  is  the  same  as 
the  protection  against  impersonation  for  any 
other  elector.  If  an  agent  of  a  candidate  or 
if  a  returning  oflRcer  suspects  that  somebody 
is  impersonating  at  the  poll,  and  they  hap- 
pen to  have  got  their  right  to  vote  under 
this  particular  section,  then  somewhere  in 
the  Act  there  is  the  right  to  challenge  an 
elector,  and  I  presume  that  somewhere  in 
the  Act  an  elector  who  is  challenged  can  be 
made  to  swear  that  he  is  who  he  says  he 
is. 

If  that  is  the  case,  then  there  is  that  pro- 
tection right  at  the  polling  station.  If  agents 
are  suspicious,  they  would  keep  particular 
watch  for  people  who  were  voting  on  the 
basis  of  certificates,  rather  than  on  the  basis 
of  the  voters'  list.  I  will  write  that  out, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Perhaps  the  minister  can  make 
some  comments. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn't 
expect  the  hon,  member  to  stop  so  quickly. 
In  any  event,  the  requirement  of  the  oath 
from  the  elector  wishing  to  get  a  clerk's 
certificate  states  that  the  elector  must  per- 
sonally apply  for  a  certificate  and  take  the 
oath.  I  think  that  is  the  key  of  the  whole 
section.  I  think  that  is  probably  what  the  hon. 
member  doesn't  agree  with.  But  we  do  feel 
it  is  necessary  to  have  that  in  there.  I  state 
again  that  we  wish  to  see  the  section  stand 
as  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  will  just  finish  writing 
this  out,  Mr.  Chairman.  But  just  to  comment 
on  that,  though,  you  don't  insist  on  an  oath 
being  taken  when  somebody  is  applying  for 
a  revision.  They  can  just  sign  their  name  and 
an  agent  can  take  it  down  to  the  people  do- 
ing the  revisions;  that's  fine,  there  is  no  prob- 


lem. But  after  31  days  before  the  election, 
at  a  time  when  people  start  to  get  interested 
in  the  election,  you  insist  that  they  do  it  per- 
sonally and  with  the  oath. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  vote  can  always  be 
challenged,  as  you  mentioned  before, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  correct.  But  the  point 
is,  though,  that  somebody  who  gets  on  the 
list  by  means  of  revision,  and  who  is  fraudu- 
lent, can  be  challenged  at  the  polling  station 
itself.  Somebody  who  gets  on  the  list  by  this 
procedure,  as  I  have  proposed  to  amend  it, 
can  also  be  challenged  at  the  polling  station. 

I  happen  to  have  a  bit  more  faith  in  people 
than  the  minister.  When  you  consider  that 
we  permit  people  to  walk  into  a  polling 
station  and  to  swear  the  oath,  it  seems  ludi- 
crous to  me  that  we  don't  permit  people 
simply  to  sign  their  name  and  say,  "Yes,  I 
am  who  I  say  I  am,"  and  to  send  it  down. 

I  don't  understand  the  point  of  principle 
on  which  the  minister  is  acting,  and  I  would 
suggest  that  he  consult  with  his  officials  and 
ask  whether  there  is  any  serious  objections 
within  the  ministry  to  this,  because  I  can 
see  none. 

Mr.  Chairman:  While  the  member  is  writ- 
ing out  his  amendment,  are  there  anv  com- 
ments or  questions  on  section  19? 

Section  19  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Section  20? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  put  this 
in  before  we  go  on  too  far? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  19  has  been  car- 
ried so  we'll  wait. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  The  member  is  not 
very  well  prepared. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Here's  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  18  of  Bill 
65  be  amended  by  deleting  the  words  "on 
oath"  in  subsection  1(1)  and  by  adding  a 
new  section  la  as  follows: 

(la):  An  application  made  under  this  sec- 
tion and  duly  signed  by  the  applicant  may  be 
filed  by  the  applicant  or  by  his  agent  on  his 
behalf. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  do  hope  you  can  read  it, 
Mr,  Chairman. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those   in    favour    of   this 
amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay," 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
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I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 

Section  18  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  know  how  you  could 
have  come  to  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  now  on  section  20. 
Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or  amend- 
ments on  any  other  section? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Section  29. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Twenty-nine.  Is  there  any- 
thing before  section  24  on  which  the  minister 
has  an  amendment? 

Section  20  to  23,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  24: 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  to  make  to  section  24  because 
of  the  date  which  we  have  in  the  bill  at  the 
present  time  being  June  15.  I  have  to  change 
that  by  amending  that  particular  section  by 
deleting  15  in  line  3  thereof  and  substitut- 
ing therefor  28,  in  order  to  provide  adequate 
time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  amendment 
carry? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister  explain  why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  should  explain,  I  think, 
to  the  members  what  this  is  for.  It  is  to 
enable  the  city  of  Ottawa  in  particular,  to 
bring  forth  the  necessary  bylaw  in  time  to 
go  ahead  with  its  request  for  voting  machines 
and  procedures.  Therefore,  at  this  late  date, 
June  15  doesn't  seem  to  be  adequate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  has  the  mini- 
ster consulted  with  the  city  of  Ottawa,  or 
Metro  Ottawa,  in  order  to  find  out  whether 
the  two- week  period  is  sufficient? 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Are  there  other  municipali- 
ties which  expressed  any  interest? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  not  to  my  knowledge. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  there  any  reason  why  the 
minister  couldn't  make  it,  say,  July  30,  just 
in  case? 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine:  The  only  reason,  I  sup- 
pose, is  my  staff  spoke  to  the  city  and  they're 
quite  happy  with  June  28.  I  feel  they  will 
have  a  bylaw  passed— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  agree.  They're  very  eflS- 
cient  up  there. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —by  the  end  of  next  week 
but  we  wanted  to  make  sure  they  had  enough 
time.  I'm  quite  confident  they  are  satisfied 
so  I  think  probably  the  members  of  the 
House  should  be,  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  amendment  carry? 
Carried. 

Section  24,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 
Sections  25  to  28,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

On  section  29: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one 
point  to  raise  with  respect  to  section  29  by 
which  we  are  amending  section  54  of  the 
Act.  My  comments  made  earlier  have  dealt 
with  the  ascribing  of  the  assessment  number 
which  I  felt  was  more  the  responsibility  of 
the  assessment  ofiScer  than  of  the  clerk.  The 
minister,  in  his  comments  on  the  earher  sec- 
tions, has  suggested  that  this  is  only  done 
as  a  matter  of  verification.  I  can  accept  those 
views  with  the  hope  there  will  be  some  possi- 
bility, therefore,  of  ensuring  that  no  further 
errors  would  occur  and  that  those  persons 
who  are  added  or  who  are  changed  are  veri- 
fied at  that  point. 

There  is  one  matter,  with  respect,  that  I 
would  refer  to  in  section  29  and  that  is  the 
matter  of  furnishing  a  copy  of  the  declaration 
to  the  assessment  office.  I'm  wondering  if 
that  has  the  possibility  of  making  information 
available  to  a  candidate  which  would  only 
othenvise  be  made  available  as  the  result  of 
a  judge's  order? 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  might  contravene 
the  right  of  an  individual  to  conceal  his  or 
her  decision  as  to  whether  or  not  to  vote  in 
the  first  place.  I  am  just  raising  the  point  as 
something  which  the  minister  may  consider. 
It  may  be  that  this  amendment  is  satisfactory, 
but  I  think  that  is  something  the  minister's 
staff  might  consider  because  they  may  find 
that  the  possibility  of  some  abuse,  which 
could  occur,  is  som.ething  which  is  worthy  of 
some  further  thought. 

If  I  might,  Mr,  Chairman,  just  make  one 
point  with  respect  to  section  28,  it  seems  to 
me  in  this  matter  the  clerk  at  his  discretion 
is  able  to  provide  a  polling  place  in  a  nursing 
home  or  institution  where  20  beds  or  more 
exist.  I'm  wondering  if  we  really  are  doing 
this  in  the  proper  way.  It  seems  to  me  it 
might  well  be  more  important  to  leave  this 
as  a  mandatory  matter  and  not  a  discretionary 
matter  so  that  we  can  be  assured  that  each 
of  these  locations  is  going  to  be  properly 
serviced. 
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By  making  the  amendment  in  section  28,  is 
it  the  intention  of  the  minister  to  have  the 
clerk  in  the  municipality  include  outside  areas 
within  the  polling  place  so  that  that  poll 
located  in  these  premises  would  serve  a 
larger  area,  or  is  there  a  possibility  that  a 
poll  located,  shall  we  say,  .next  door,  might, 
as  a  result,  mean  that  a  number  of  persons 
who  should  otherwise  vote  are  not  being  able 
to  vote?  I  think  there  is  some  merit  in  keep- 
ing a  mandatory  requirement  to  establish  a 
poll  there,  which  could  serve  not  only  the 
people  in  that  building  but  others  in  the 
block  or  so  around  as  a  normal  poll.  It  could, 
therefore,  accomplish  both  points. 

It  is  not  the  case  that  I  would  put  the 
municipalities  to  the  expense  of  having  a  poll 
only  to  serve  that  area,  but  rather  that  you 
could!  use  those  premises  as  the  polling  sub- 
division, thereby  accommodiating  the  people 
who  residtei  there  and  the  persons  in^  the 
general!  area.  I  realize,  of  course,  that  I  hadn't 
suggested  that  I  would  be  making  a  com- 
ment on  section  28;  but  I  would  appreciate 
the  minister  giving  that  some  thought  so 
that  we  are  certain  that  personsi  who  are  in 
a  home  such  as  this  are  not  going  to  be 
denied  the  opportunity  to  vote  perhaps 
through  some  honest  oversight  on  the  part 
of  the  clerk. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  assure  the  hon.  member  that  I  do  not 
believe  anyone  would  be  dteprived^  of  their 
vote.  It's  permissive;  that's  quite  right.  The 
idea  of  having  those  surroundSng  residients 
vote  in  a  nursing  home  really  doesn't  appeal 
to  me.  I  feel  that's  not  the  proper  place  to 
have  a  number  of  electors  coming  to.  There 
would  be  undue  confusion  in  my  mind.  I 
would  think  a  poll  should  be  established  for 
those  persons  only  in  that  particular  nursing 
home,  and  that  is  what  we  have  here  now. 

Mr.  B'reithaupt:  The  suggestion  I  had  made 
was  only  for  the  point  of  showing  we  were 
trying  to  get  the  best  of  both  worlds  so 
that  those  persons  would  vote.  But  I  can 
understand  that  there  might  be  some  incon- 
venience otherwise  in  effect  to  invite  the 
public  living  in  that  poll  to  use  that  premise— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  so. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —so  long  as  we  were  as- 
sured that  every  encouragement  is  given  to 
have  persons  living  in-  these  various  institu- 
tions to  still  feel  part  of  the  community  by 
having  the  opportunity  and  being  encouraged 
to  vote. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  can  give  the  member 
that  assurance. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  Then  I  presume  your 
amendment  is  satisfactory. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  can  give  the  rnember 
that  assurance. 

'Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman:  Why  dbes  the 
minister  make  it  mandatory  that  there  be  a 
pol'ling  booth  established,  say,  in  Westminster 
Hospital  in  Londoni  and  not  in  Victoria  Hos- 
pital, which  is  a  general  hospital.  Why  is  it 
mandatory  in  an  old  people's  home  and  not 
in  a  nursing  home?  I  don't  understand  the 
reasoning  why  one  is  "shall"  and  the  other 
is  "may." 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  differ- 
ence is  where  there  is  a  permanent  residency 
in  a  hospital,  we  feel  there  has  to  be  a  poll. 
Where  there  is  a  general  hospital  and  you 
have  people  of  varying  degrees  of  sickness, 
I  do  not  think  it  is  wise  to  have  a  poll.  That 
was  not  the  case  in  the  past  nor  will  it  be 
now. 

We  say  there  should  be  a  poll,  though, 
in  certain  cases  which  are  spelled  out  in  the 
Act  and  I  believe  you  have  read  that.  But 
you  have  brought  the  question  up  before 
and  I  answered  you  that  wC  did  not  believe 
that  it  was  right  or  necessary  to  have  a  poll 
in  nursing  homes. 

Mr.  Good:  Nursing  Homes?  With  great 
respect,  a  nursing  home  is  asi  much  a  per- 
manent residence  as  are  many  old  people's 
homes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Good  Quite  often  it  is,  and  many  are 
combined  into  a  combination  of  the  two. 

Mr.  Chairman  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  is  exactly  the  point, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  should  consider.  I 
quite  agree  that  the  institutions  that  are  cov- 
ered by  the  word  "shall"  should  so  properly 
be  incmdied,  there  is  no  question  about  that. 
The  matter,  though,  of  referring  to  another 
location  where  chronically  ill'  or  infirm  per- 
sons residue,  perhaps  should  be  given  some- 
what greater  prominence. 

It  may  well  be  that  that  should  be  a  re- 
quirement—in other  words  that  that  should 
be  a  "shall"  rather  than  a  "may."  Certainly 
persons  who  are  resident  there  and  have  been 
there  for  some  time,  especially  in  a  home 
for  extended  care,  have  every  likelihood  to  be 
closer  to  the  former  group  than  they  would 
have  to  the  general  hospital  situation.  So 
possibly  some  further  thought  could  be  given 
on  that  particular  point. 
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Hon.    Mr.    Irvine:    We    will    give    further 
thought  to  it,  I  assure  you. 
Section  28  agreed  to. 

On  section  29: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  just  had  the  opportunity  of  looking  at  the 
various  forms  that  are  prescribed  by  the 
minister  under  the  Election  Act  of  1972,  and 
which  presumably  will  basically  carry  for- 
ward under  the  new  Act.  I  must  say  that  they 
are  quite  curiously  inconsistent.  They  simply 
bear  out— and  I  will  put  it  on  the  record— 
the  points  that  I  have  been  making. 

In  the  first  place  a  person  who  is  left  off 
the  preliminary  list  but  then  gets  into  the 
revision,  makes  a  statement  and  that's  it— 
and  it  can  be  taken  in  by  the  agent. 

In  the  second  place  a  person  who  wants  to 
get  his  certificate  to  vote  has  got  to  fill  in 
that  form  in  triplicate,  has  got  to  carry  it 
out  in  a  way  with  which  he  is  not  familiar— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  section  are  you 
talking  to? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  talking  about  section  29, 
which  refers  to  the  process  of  getting  the 
right  to  vote  at  the  poll.  The  minister  erred 
in  telling  us— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Wait  a  minute.  You  are 
on  the  wrong  Act  or  something. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  no.  Section  29  refers  to 
section  54,  and  section  54  is  the  section 
that  allows  a  person  who  represents  himself 
to  be  an  elector  to  apply  to  the  deputy  re- 
turning oflBcer  at  the  polling  place  in  order 
to  get  the  right  to  vote. 

Hon.   Mr.   Irvine:   The  amendment.   I  am 
afraid- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  29  amends  section  54. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order,  I  think  we  should  talk  to  section 
29  which  says: 

The  deputy'  returning  officer  shall  fur- 
nish a  copy  of  each  such  declaration  to 
the  clerk,  who  shall  in  turn,  after  endors- 
ing thereon  the  appropriate  assessment  roll 
number,  furnish  it  forthwith  to  the  assess- 
ment commissioner. 
I  don't  relate  your  comments. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  I  am  making  is 
the  word  "declaration".  That  is  what  first 
drew  my  attention  to  go  back  into  the  Act. 


When  somebody  comes  to  the  poll  they  don't 
have  to  swear  an  oath— they  may  make  a 
declaration,  and  that  is  different.  When  some- 
body gets  a  name  put  on  the  revised  list  of 
electors  they  make  a  statement,  but  they  are 
being  forced  to  swear  an  oath  in  person  at 
city  hall,  on  a  form  in  triplicate,  and  to  take 
a  copy  of  the  original  form  down  to  the  vot- 
ing station  if  they  want  to  get  on  the  list 
in  those  31  days  between  the  closing  of  the 
revised  list  and  the  actual  election  date. 

That's  just  silly,  Mr,  Chairman.  The  mini- 
ster's argument  that  he  had  to  have  an  oath 
from  somebody  who  got  their  name  through 
a  certificate  process  at  city  hall  doesn't  wash. 
He  doesn't  require  an  oath  from  somebody 
who  goes  in  person  to  the  polling  booth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why  don't  you  stay  on 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  on  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  you  are  not. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  on  the  fact  that  you 
are  requiring  a  declaration  from  people  if 
they  want  to  get— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  isn't  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  mentioned  in  the  amend- 
ment. You  could  have— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  isn't  mentioned  at  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure.  "A  copy  of  each  such 
declaration  to  the  clerk,"  and  it's  a  declara- 
tion. The  word  is  there  in  plain  English,  and 
the  word  is  not  "oath"  because  an  oath  is 
not  required.  That's  the  point  I  wish  to  make 
before  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  talking  about  the 
deputy  returning  officer. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  minister  can  read  Eng- 
lish, it  says  that  the  deputy  returning  officer 
will  send  a  copy  of  each  such  declaration, 
and  those  declarations  are  the  declarations 
made  by  the  electors  who  come  into  the  pol- 
ling station  to  get  the  right  to  vote  because 
they  have  been  left  off  the  list  beforehand. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  talking  about  the 
deputy  returning  officer,  not  about  the  actual 
person.  That  is  the  point. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  but  does  the  minister 
understand  that  it's  the  declaration  which  is 
made  by  the  voter  that  is— 

Hon.    Mr.   Irvine:    Oh,   absolutely. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  You  understand  that. 
Okay.  That  is  the  point  I  wanted  to  make. 
I  just  think  you  are  making  a  mistake  with 
this  whole  procedure.  We  have  passed  it 
now,  but  it  is  in  error.  You  are  going  to 
deny  people  the  right  to  vote  because  they 
will  be  confused  by  the  awkward  procedures 
that  have  been  created  by  the  minister. 

Section  29  to  33,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  or 
questions  on  any  other  section  of  this  bill? 

On  section  34: 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Just  one  brief  comment 
on  section  34,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  this  new 
change,  the  eflFect  is  to  exempt  copies  of 
declarations  from  the  provisions  requiring 
items  to  be  placed  in  the  ballot  box  by  the 
deputy  returning  oflBcer.  It  would  seem  prac- 
tical to  me  that  those  items  should  go  into 
the  ballot  box. 

The  information  is  privy,  and  I  think  that 
following  the  comments  which  I  made  on 
section  29— information  such  as  that  dealing 
with  the  administration  of  the  election  by 
persons  who  are  given  certain  responsibilities 
—should  all  be  properly  included  in  the 
items  which  are  locked  in  the  ballot  box. 
They  will  of  course,  be  subsequently  dealt 


with    and    eventually   destroyed   pursuant    to 
the  other  provisions  of  the  Act. 

I  would  think  that  it  would  be  worthwhile 
to  have  those  items  all  locked  up  so  that 
they  are  secured,  so  that  there  is  no  danger 
of  them  falling  into  hands  of  persons  who 
are  not  and  should  not  be  authorized  to  see 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  34  cany? 

Section  34  to  37,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments  or  questions 
on  any  other  section  of  this  bill? 
On  section  38: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  the  minister  explain 
to  us  the  timetable  under  section  38?  And, 
when  a  new  election  is  held,  say,  eight  or 
11  months  after  the  previous  election,  how 
people  who  were  not  on  the  former  prelimi- 
nary list  of  electors  will  get  themselves  on 
to  the  new  list?  And  up  to  how  long  before 
the  holding  of  the  new  election  they  will  be 
enabled  to  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  we  should  now  take  it  as  being  6 
o'clock. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 


JUNE  11,  1974  3145 


CONTENTS 

Tuesday,  June  11,  1974 

Personal  statement,  Mr.  Handleman  3099 

Daycare  services,  statement  by  Mrs.  Birch  3100 

Destruction  of  records,  statement  by  Mr.  Bemier  3100 

Minimum  wage  rates,  statement  by  Mr.  MacBeth  3100 

Air  pollution  at  Niagara  Falls,  statement  by  Mr.  W.  Newman  3101 

Conflict  of  interest,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Lewis 3101 

Lead  surveys,  questions  of  Mr.  W.  Nevraian:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Lewis  3102 

Daycare  services,  questions  of  Mrs.  Birch  and  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Lewis  3104 

Hydro  oil  purchases,  questions  of  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Lewis,  Mr.  Cassidy  3106 

Environmental    impact    legislation,    questions    of    Mr.    W.    Newman:     Mr.    Lewis, 

Mr.  Renwick,  Mr.  Good SIO? 

Rent  control,  questions  of  Mr.  Handlemian:  Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon,  Mr.  Deans, 

Mrs.    Campbell    3107 

Breach  of  trust  by  highways  employees,  questions  of  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon, 

Mr.  Roy  3109 

Redistribution  of  electoral  districts,  questions  of  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Roy  3110 

Operation  of  travel  agencies,  questions  of  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Deans,  Mr.  Breithaupt  ..  3112 

Closing  of  Pelham  Secondary  School,  questions  of  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Haggerty  3113 

Human  Rights  Commission  investigation,  questions  of  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Foulds  3113 

Federal    aid   for   maintenance   of   provincial   police   forces,    questions   of   Mr.   Kerr: 

Mr.  Singer  3114 

Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax  Assistance  Act,  bill  intituled,  Mr.  Irvine,  first  reading  ..  3114 

Corporations  Tax  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  Meen,  first  reading  3114 

Shoreline  Property  Assistance  Act,  bill  to  amend,  Mr.  White,  second  reading  3114 

Third  reading 3115 

Municipal  Elections  Act,  bill  to  amend,  in  committee  3116 

Recess,  6  o'clock   3144 


No.  76 


Ontario 


Hegislature  of  d^ntario 

Beliates! 


OFFICIAL  REPORT  —  DAILY  EDITION 

Fourth  Session  of  the  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature 


Tuesday,  June  11,  1974 

/  Evening  Session 


Speaker:  Honourable  Allan  Edward  Reuter 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  QC 


THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER 

PARLIAMENT  BUILDINGS,  TORONTO 

1974 


10 


Price  per  session,  $10.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto 


CONTENTS 


( Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back  of  this  issue. ) 


3149 


LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr,  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Chair- 
man? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  The  member  for 
Algoma. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  May  I  take  the  liberty  to 
introduce  a  school  from  Wawa?  There  are  37 
students  from  St.  Joseph's  School  in  Wawa 
and  Sister  Anne  Brotherton  who  is  in  charge 
—also  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Rody  and  Frank 
Nicoletta,  who  are  teachers,  are  with  them. 


MUNICIPAL  ELECTIONS  ACT,   1974 
(concluded) 

On  section  38: 

Mr.  Chairman:  At  6  o'clock,  I  beheve  sec- 
tion 38  was  under  discussion.  Are  there  any 
further  comments  on  that  section?  The  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Yes.  I  was 
asking  the  minister  to  explain  what  the  time- 
table would  be  and  when  a  person  had  to  be 
resident  in  the  municipality  in  order  to 
qualify  to  vote  in  a  new  election  or  by- 
election  which  is  referred  to  under  this 
particular  section. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Chairman,  the  amendment  before 
us  is  on  a  recommendation  from  the  munici- 
pal liaison  committee.  It  is  to  clarify  the 
provisions  related  to  the  preparation  of  a 
voting  list  and  the  provision  of  the  prelimin- 
ary list  of  electors  for  a  new  election.  The 
preliminary  list  must  be  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  preparations  of  the  list  and 
other  qualifications  for  regular  elections. 

We're  not  making  any  changes  or  bringing 
in  anything  new  in  the  way  of  elections, 
other  than  making  sure  that  by-elections  are 
subject  to  the  qualifications  of  the  regular 
election.  We  have  now  before  us,  in  the 
Municipal  Elections  Act,  a  provision  that  un- 
less a  new  preliminary  list  of  electors  has 
been  furnished  by  the  assessment  commis- 
sioner prior  to  the  holding  of  a  new  election, 
the  polling  list  used  at  the  last  regular  elec- 
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tion  shall  be  the  preliminary  list  of  electors 
to  be  used  for  the  preparation  of  the  polling 
list  for  a  new  election. 

In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Act 
requires  that  such  preliminary  list  of  electors 
for  a  new  election  is  to  be  subject  to  revi- 
sion as  if  it  were  a  preliminary  list  of  electors 
under  Section  24  of  the  Act.  There  is  no 
provision  to  require  a  preliminary  list  of 
electors  for  a  new  election  that  is  subject  to 
all  provisions  of  the  Act  concerning  regular 
elections. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  make  sure 
that  we  have  uniformity  in  regard  to  where 
you  have  a  new  election  because  of  the  death 
of  a  candidate.  The  qualification  period  at 
this  time  for  an  election  would  be  the  period 
of  qualification  for  the  last  regular  election, 
plus  the  period  terminating  or  the  Thursday 
after  the  polling  day  at  which  the  new  elec- 
tion was  declared  necessary  owing  to  the 
shortage  of  candidates  elected  to  office. 

Under  subclause  2  of  the  new  subsection 
4  of  section  90  of  the  Act,  for  new  elec- 
tions to  fill  a  vacancy  resulting  from  a  void 
election,  the  qualification  period  would  be 
the  period  of  qualification  for  the  last  regular 
election  plus  the  period  terminating  on  the 
date  at  which  the  court  rules  the  election 
void. 

Subclause  3  is  for  new  elections  or  by- 
elections  to  fill  other  councils  and  school 
board  vacancies.  The  qualification  period 
would  be  the  period  of  qualification  for  the 
last  regular  election  plus  the  period  term- 
inating on  the  date  of  the  passing  of  a  by- 
law requiring  a  by-election. 

Subclause  4  for  new  elections  held  in  the 
case  of  bylaws  or  questions  submitted  to  the 
electors  on  the  order  of  the  OMB,  the  quali- 
fication period  would  be  the  qualification 
period  for  the  last  regular  election  plus  the 
period  terminating  on  the  date  that  the  OMB 
ordered. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  answer  to  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre,  what  we're  trying  to  do 
in  this  case  is  to  ensure  that  the  electors  are 
aware  that  the  same  qualifications  are  neces- 
sary for  a  new  election  as  applied  to  the 
regular  elections.  I  believe  this  is  a  step  in 
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the  right  direction.  It  has  been  requested,  as 
I  mentioned,  by  the  Municipal  Liaison  Com- 
mittee plus  the  clerks,  plus  the  people  who 
administer  the  Act.  I  feel  there  is  nothing  out 
of  order  whatsoever,  but  if  the  member  would 
like  to  enlarge  on  his  views  I  would  be  happy 
to  hear  from  him. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  fine.  I  appreciate  the 
consultation  that's  gone  in.  I  trust  the  minis- 
ter realizes  that  these  things  ultimately  have 
to  go  through  the  scrutiny  of  the  Legislature 
as  well.  They're  not  a  corporate  kind  of  state 
yet— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  hope  not. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  hope  not  too.  The  last 
one  of  those  that  was  in  operation  was  in 
Italy  back  in  1943. 

Mr,  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  how  long— in  the  case  of  a  vacancy 
which  occurs  under  the  new  subclause  3, 
which  is  the  one  which  is  probably  best  used 
as  an  example— how  long  would  it  be  be- 
tween the  date  of  the  passing  of  the  bvlaw 
for  an  election  and  the  actual  holding  of  the 
election?  What  would  be  the  period  of  delay 
or  the  period  of  interval  in  that  case? 

'Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  have 
to  ask  my  staff  as  to  the  actual^  time.  I  am 
not  aware  of  it  but  I  will  find  out  for  you. 
While  we  are  doing  that  would  you  care  to 
proceed? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  Maybe  we  can  get  a 
figure  in  a  minute.  The  reason  I  raised  it 
once  again,  is  that  I  am  talking  now  for  the 
record  for  the  next  revision  of  the  Act,  be- 
cause I  now  know  I  have  talked  to  deaf  ears 
for  this  time. 

If  I  can  give  an  example  of  the  ward  that 
I  used  to  represent  in  downtown  Ottawa, 
the  rate  of  turnover  of  people  in  that  ward 
is  anywhere  between  20  to  35  per  edit  per 
annum;  depending  on  the  particular  area  of 
the  ward  one  happens  to  be  in.  There  is  a  very 
high  level  of  transients,  which  is  typical'  of 
areas  of  downtown  Toronto  as  well. 

It  doesn't  mean  that  everybodly  there 
moves  once  every  three  years.  It  does  mean, 
though,  that  there  is  a  section  of  the  popida- 
tion  which  is  highly  mobile.  Often  they  move 
within  a  fairly  limited  area;  that  is  they  may 
come  back  three  or  four  yeans  later  to  the 
same  street  they  lived  on  once  before.  Btit 
they  do  move  from  place  to  place. 

In  other  cases  they  move  into  town  and 
out  of  town;  they  have  government  jobs; 
they   have   foreign   service  jobs;   their  com- 


pany sends  them  abroad;  they  go  away  to 
study;  and  that  kind  of  thing.  I  have  a 
suspicion  that  in  this  case  in  particular,  the 
process  of  registering  and  to  vote  by  certi- 
ficate rather  than  putting  them  on  the  voters 
list  through  revisions,  is  going  to  be  quite 
an  inadequate  one. 

If  you  could  imagine  an  election  where 
people  really  got  quite  excited'— I  know  that 
doesn't  happen  very  often  at  by-elections— 
but  where  people  really  wanted  to  get  in  to 
vote  and  where  the  by-election  was  held, 
say  a  year  after  the  last  municipal  election, 
imagine  the  circumstances  if  in  every  poll 
as  many  as  20  per  cent  of  those  people 
voting  were  seeking  to  fill  out  the  forms  that 
were  necessary  and  had  to  make  their 
declaration  in  order  to  vote.  The  system 
would  simply  break  down.  Now  I  am  really 
putting  this  on  the  record  because  I  think 
the  minister  is  going  to  have  to  change  that 
at  some  future  time.  Blit  perhaps  his  officials 
can  give  him  that  figure  we  are  looking  for 
as  to  the  number  of  days  which  elapse  be- 
tween the  calling  of  the  by-election  and  the 
holding  of  the  by-election.  Have  you  got  that 
now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  endeavour  to 
get  that  for  you. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  endeavour  to  get 
that  for  you.  I  haven't  got  it  yet  but  they 
are  working  it  out. 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  Can  you  give  me  an 
approximate  time?  Is  it  about  40  days  or  45 
days  or  60  days? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  rather  give  you 
the  figures  exactly,  if  you  don't  mind. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  see.  Can  tiiey  db  an  ap- 
proximate figure  then?  I  am  not  going  to 
quibble  over  four  or  five  days  out  of  the  way. 
I  don't  really  have  any  other  questions  about 
the  procedure.  Perhaps  if  the  Chairman  wants 
we  could  finish  up  the  remaining  sections. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  information  requested 
isn't  vital  to  the  amendments,  we  could  prob- 
ably pass  them  anyway. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  38,  subject  to 
that  condition,  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

'Section  38  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  a  later  section  of  the  bill? 
If  so  which  section? 
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Sections  39  to  43,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  as  amendted 
be  reported. 

Bill  65,  as  amendted,  reported!. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Now  then,  we'll  just  get 
that  bit  of  information. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  we 
clarify  something  for  myself  and  the  staff? 
Are  you  talking  about  the  time  limits  be- 
tween the  vacancy  of  an  office  and  when  it 
must  be  filled,  or  is  the  member  talking  about 
those  who  vote? 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Act  refers  in.  the  new  sub- 
clause 3  to  the  passing  of  the  bylaw  by  the 
council.  That  is,  as  I  recall,  the  bylaw  declar- 
ing that  the  vacancy  exists:  and  calling  the 
election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  There  is  no  time  limit. 
I  am  sorry— I  misunderstood  the  member  in 
the  first  instance.  There  is  no  time  limit  to 
that.  The  council  can  pass  the  bylaw  when 
and  if  they  see  fit. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  but  having  passed  the 
bylaw,  how  long  does  it  then  take  to  hold 
the'  election?  What  is  the  minimum  time  in 
which  you  can  hold  the  election? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  will  have  to  get  that. 
I  have  not  got  the  Municipal  Act  with  me 
and  that  is  why  I  am  asking  my  staff. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  that  vital  to  this  bill? 
Can  the  information  be  provided  later  to  the 
hon.  member?  Will  that  suffice? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  am  just  putting  this  on 
the  record  for  future  reference,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. But  I  would  like  to  get  the  information 
and  have  it  on  the  record  before  we  close 
off  on  this  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  As  the  Municipal  Act 
reads,  Mr.  Chairman,  right  now  there  is  no 
specific  diay.  It  can  be  one  month,  two 
months,  three  months  or  more  from  the  time 
of  the  bylaw,  depending  on  each  new  muni- 
cipality. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  the  point  I  want  to 
make,  simply  then,  is:  Let's  assume  that  one 
month  is  about  the  minimum,  I  think  that's 
about  the  practical  minimum  that  you  can 
have  given  the  fact  that  the  nomination  day 
is  21  days  before  election  day.  You  obviously 
can  be  assured  a  period  of  21  days  if  those 
provisions  of  the  Act  are  to  be  followed. 

The  date  for  revision  of  the  list  is  31  days 
before  the  holding  of  the  election;  and  you 


could  theoretically  have  an  election  a  year 
after  the  last  election,  using  the  preliminary 
list  from  the  previous  election  and  with  no 
time  permitted  for  revision  at  all. 

In  an  area  like  mine,  that  would  mean 
that  20  per  cent  or  25  per  cent  of  the  elec- 
torate would  be  effectively  disfranchised,  or 
have  very  great  difficulty  in  getting  the  right 
to  franchise  because  of  the  way  in  which 
the  Act  has  been  set  up. 

That's  the  point  I  wanted  to  make  on  the 
record.  I  hope  the  minister  and  his  staff  look 
at  that  for  the  next  time  this  bill  comes  for- 
ward, given  the  fact  they  refused  to  be  at 
all  flexible  this  time. 

Hon.  W.  Newman  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report  one  bill  with  a  certain  amend- 
ment and  ask  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  committee  begs  to 
report  one  bill  with  a  certain  amendment 
and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


ONTARIO  WATER  RESOURCES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  W.  Newman  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  35,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  carry?  The 
hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Not 
before  we  have  a  little  discussion,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

This  bill's  main  purpose,  of  course,  is  to 
implement  a  transfer  of  responsibility  from 
the  ministry  to  the  six  regional  offices  across 
the  province.  In  each  of  the  six  regional  of- 
fices there  shall  be  a  director  appointed  by 
the  minister.  I  suppose  to  simplify  the  ex- 
planation to  some  extent,  we  might  consider 
there  will  be  a  "package  unit"  consisting 
of  experts  in  all  the  environmental  fields  in 
each  of  the  six  regional  offices. 

Two  of  these  offices,  Mr.  Speaker,  are 
located  in  northern  Ontario  at  Thunder  Bay 
and  Sudbury;  there  is  one  in  eastern  Ontario 
at  Kingston;  and  the  others  are  at  Toronto, 
Hamilton  and  London. 

As  well  as  the  six  regional  offices,  at  which 
location  there  will  be  a  director  in  charge 
of  the  land,  air  and  water  aspects  of  envi- 
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ronmental  protection,  there  will  be  23  dis- 
trict offices,  I  believe  it  is,  located  throughout 
the  province,  which  I  understand  will  have 
certain  other  provincial  officers.  I  suppose 
some  will  be  related  to  air  management 
where  the  need  is  greatest  for  air  manage- 
ment, some  to  water  and  some  to  land. 

I  would  hope,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  great 
care  has  been  taken  to  ensure  a  uniformity 
of  enforcement  by  the  six  directors  across 
the  province,  because  the  whole  success  of 
the  enforcement  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act  is  going  to  bear  very  heavily  upon 
the  way  in  which  the  six  directors  look  after 
their  jobs  across  the  province.  The  23  district 
offices  that  will  be  established,  I  suppose, 
will  supplement  the  work  that's  done  in  the 
regional  office. 

I  notice  in  my  own  region  of  west  central 
Ontario  that  the  main  office  will  be  in  Hamil- 
ton, and  there  will  be  an  office  in  Cambridge 
and  another  in  Welland.  I  am  not  sure  what 
aspects  of  environmental  protection  will  be 
carried  on  in  the  smaller  district  offices, 
whether  there  will  be  air  management  per- 
sonnel as  well  as  water  and  waste  manage- 
ment people,  or  whether  it  would  just  be 
air  management  in  some.  But  it  is  interesting 
to  note  that  the  air  management  office  is 
evidently  going  to  be  closed  in  the  city  of 
Waterloo  and  something  opened  in  the  city 
of  Cambridge.  We  went  through  this  a  few 
years  ago  when  the  province  took  over 
assessment  and  moved  the  major  assessment 
functions  down  to  the  city  of  Cambridge  as 
well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): What  have  they  got  that  Kitchener 
hasn't  got? 

Mr.  Good:  The  responsibility  given  to 
these  directors  is  very  great,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  the  powers  the  minister  can  give  these 
directors  are  almost  imlimited. 

One  thing  that  I  don't  see  mentioned  in 
any  of  the  Acts  before  us  tonight— although 
there  are  amendments  in  other  Acts  that  deal 
with  the  same  principle— deals  with  decentra- 
lization. Perhaps  there  is  provision  in  the  long 
overdue  and  long  awaited  regulations  under 
part  6  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Act. 

Will  the  enforcement  of  noise  regulations, 
if  and  when  we  ever  get  them,  also  be  done 
on  a  district  or  regional  basis?  I  would  pre- 
sume that  eventually  they  will  be,  although 
up  to  now  I  can't  see  anything  in  print  that 
would  indicate  how  this  would  be  handled. 

Some  of  the  other  matters  dealt  with  in 
this  bill,  as  well  as  the  establishment  of  the 


directors  in  the  six  regions  and  the  giving 
of  powers  to  the  directors,  concern  the 
method  of  financing.  I  understand  that  ac- 
cording to  the  bill  there  will  be  a  change  in 
the  method  of  financing  water  and  sewer 
projects  across  the  province.  It  is  a  slightly 
different  method  from  those  works  estab- 
lished before  April  1,  1974,  and  those  that 
would  be  established  after  April  1.  New 
works  will  no  longer  be  set  up  by  borrowing 
on  trust  funds  to  be  controlled  as  they  were 
with  the  old  OWRC.  Everything  will  be 
handled  through  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White) 
and  the  consolidated  revenue  of  the  province. 
In  other  words,  this  one  big  pot  of  money 
which  is  controlled  by  the  Treasurer  with  his 
unlimited  borrowing  powers  through  the 
Canada  Pension  Fund  and  all  the  other  funds 
that  we  discussed  last  night  under  that  bill, 
will  now  come  into  play;  and  the  Treasurer 
will  keep  books  for  the  financing  of  all  the 
water  and  sewage  projects  across  the  province 
as  well. 

The  employee  liability  is  limited  in  another 
section  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  so  that  while 
the  liability  of  the  Crown  for  acts  done  by 
the  employees  still  exists,  the  employee  him- 
self is  exempt  from  any  legal  liability  if  he 
has  acted  in  good  faith. 

In  that  regard,  provision  is  made  to  limit 
the  liability  of  the  minister  when  an  em- 
ployee in  the  course  of  his  inspection  or  in 
the  course  of  his  duty  causes  damage.  The 
bill  previously  provided  that  the  Crown  was 
liable  for  any  damage  or  actual  cost  occasion- 
ed thereby.  That's  the  way  the  Environmental 
Protection  Act  read,  and  I  presume  the  Water 
Resources  Act  was  the  same.  Now  that  part 
is  going  to  be  eliminated  so  that  the  liability 
of  the  Crown  for  the  acts  of  a  provincial 
officer  will  revert  to  the  liability  that  exists 
under  the  common  law. 

To  me  this  would  mean  that  as  a  person 
who  has  been  affected  by  some  act  of  a 
provincial  officer,  I  would  have  to  go  through 
the  proceedings  of  a  suit  against  the  Crown 
to  be  compensated  for  any  damages.  If  that 
is  the  correct  interpretation,  I  don't  think 
it  is  as  good  a  system  as  we  had  before  where 
the  liability  of  the  Crown  was  for  any  dam- 
ages or  actual  costs  occasioned  by  a  provin- 
cial officer.  I  don't  think  the  onus  should  be 
on  an  individual  to  have  to  prove  through  a 
civil  suit  that  he  has  received  damages  by 
an  inspecting  provincial  officer.  If  my  inter- 
pretation of  that  part  is  correct,  I  would  be 
against  that  particular  change. 

Licensing  will  now  be  required  for  \\'ater- 
works  operators  as  well  as  sewage  works 
operators.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  also  limited 
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liabilities  which  come  into  effect  where  a 
minister  or  a  director  is  subject  to  the  liability 
of  a  false  statement  made  by  an  employee. 
The  offence  is  limited,  so  that  it  only  applies 
to  false  statements  knowingly  made.  That  is 
fine,  we  accept  that. 

I  am  concerned  about  two  things:  First  of 
all,  that  there  should  be  a  standardization  of 
the  functions  of  these  six  oflBcers,  because 
actually  they  are  going  to  be  responsible  for 
the  implementation  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Act.  We  don't  want  to  see  happen 
here  what  has  happened  across  the  province 
with  the  carrying  out  of  the  regulations 
under  the  private  sewage  section  of  the  Eli- 
vironmental'  Protection  Act.  Up  until  now, 
and  I  hope  the  situation  isi  being  corrected, 
one  medical  oflBcer  of  health  has  required 
what  the  medical  oflBcer  in  the  next  county 
wouldn't  allow.  I  \A'Ould  hope  that  there  will 
be  standardization  of  effectiveness!  across  the 
province. 

The  minister  must  realize  that  he  is  still 
going  to  be  responsible  to  answer  to  this 
Legislature  for  the  way  in  which  these 
directors  carry  out  their  duties  in  the  various 
parts  of  the  province.  With  that  warning 
in  mind,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  support  the 
bill  as  it  reads  and  hope  that  the  minister 
will  answer  the  questions  I  put  forward  in 
my  remarks. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  We 
have  examined  the  bill  and  find  no  objec- 
tions, although  the  member  for  Riverdafe  has 
some  comments  to  make  on  one  point. 

Mr.  J,  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  I  would  prefer  to  make  my  com- 
ments by  putting  the  bill  into  committee. 
I  think  this  is  the  kind  of  bill  where  there 
are  two  or  three  matters,  and  one  of  parti- 
cular interest  to  my  colleague  the  member 
for  Sudbury  East  (Mr.  Martel),  and'  that  is 
the  question  that  is  raised  by  the  immunity 
granted  in  section  30  of  the  bill,  which,  of 
course,  is  granted  as  well  in  a  correlative 
section"  27  of  Bill  37,  which  we'll  imdoubtedly 
be  dealing  with  later  on.  I  will  ask  when  the 
bill  is  read  the  second  time  that  it  go  into 
committee,  and  we  will  ask  the  two  or  three 
questions  and  deal  with  the  questions  arising 
under  section  30  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
who  wish  to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 


Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment): Mr.  Speaker,  regarding  the  uniformity' 
of  the  organization,  the  whole  idea  of  our 
decentralization  of  the  ministry  was  to  set 
up  the  regional  ofiBces  on  a  standlardized 
basis  throughout  the  province.  This  is  what 
we  are  heading  for.  Realizing,  of  course, 
that  I  have  to  answer  for  the  regional  oflSces 
throughout  the  province,  we  have  had  them 
in,  we  have  discussed  this,  and  we  do  have  in 
each  regional  office  an  expert  on  air,  water 
and  soil  who  can  be  called  upon  so  that  we 
can  get  clbse  to  the  people. 

As  far  as  the  liability  of  the  individual  is 
concerned,  we  have  had  cases  where  in- 
dividual inspectors  have  gone  into  plantsi  to 
inspect  them  and  there  have  been  charges 
laid  against  them.  So  what  we  are  doing  in 
this  bill,  if  I  interpret  it  correctly,  is  we  are 
taking  the  liability  from  an  employee  going 
into  a  plant,  wherever  it  may  be,  and  re- 
questing it  to  shut  downi  the  particular  opera- 
tion for  half  an  hour  to  take  tests.  We 
eliminate  him  from  any  liability  but  we  don't 
eliminate  the  Crown  from  the  liability. 

What  we  are  really  saying,  in  effect,  is 
that  some  of  our  employees  have  had  some 
very  diflficult  times  when  they  have  gone 
into  plants  in  the  past  and  we  want  to  make 
sure  that  they  are  properly  protected  so  that 
they  can  go  in  without  any  fear  of  intimida- 
tion, and  go  in  and  do  their  job,  as  long  as 
they  d^  it  in  a  proper  manner  and!  in'  ac- 
cordance with  the  legislation. 

I  think  that  answers  the  two  questions; 
and  on  the  other  questions  that  the  member 
for  Riverdale  will  raise,  probably  when  we 
go  into  committee  on  it,  he  might  want  to 
raise  some  further  items  under  certain  sec- 
tions. 

iMotion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bill,  I  understand,  will 
go  to  committee  of  the  whofe?  Committee  of 
the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 


ENVIRONMENTAL   PROTECTION 
ACT 

(Hon.  W.  Newman  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  37,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  1971. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 
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Mr.  Good:  This  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  re- 
quires the  same  amendments  to  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  so  that  the  minister 
can  set  up  the  regional  directors  across  the 
province,  and  many  of  the  provisions  are 
very  similar,  that  is,  dealing  with  the  per- 
sonal Hability.  This  bill  also  contains  a  sec- 
tion which  strikes  out  the  word^  "and  the 
Crov^Ti  is  liable  for  any  damage  or  actual 
costs  occasioned  thereby,"  and  mis  relates  to 
damage  occasioned'  by  a  visit  by  a  provincial 
officer  to  a  plant. 

'Previously,  the  Crown  was  liable  for  any 
damage  or  actual  costs  occasioned  by  that 
particular  oflBcer's  actions  within  that  plant. 
They  want  to  strike  that  out  and,  according 
to  the  explanatory  note  in  section  25,  the 
only  redress  would  be  that  it  would'  revert 
to  the  liability  that  exists  under  common 
law,  which  I  suppose  could)  mean  that  dam- 
age would  have  to  be  proved'  and  a  civil 
suit  would  have  to  result.  I  suppose,  first  of 
all,  you'd  have  to  get  permission  to  sue  the 
CrowTi  to  recover  damages.  Previously,  dam- 
ages were  automatically  paid,  vmder  section 
25,  if  they  could'  be  proved  to  have  been 
incurred. 

iThe  other  provisions,  Mr.  Speaker,  are 
similar  to  the  previous  Act  and  we  wall  sup- 
port it.  But  Id  like  to  hear  some  further 
discussion  on  that  particular  aspect  of  this 
bill,  which  is  section  25. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  So  far  as  this  party  is  concerned, 
we  have  no  intention  of  sending  this  bill  into 
committee.  That  being  the  case,  perhaps  a 
little  indulgence  might  be  accorded  with  re- 
spect to  several  aspects  that  arise  within  the 
bill  itself. 

The  appointment  of  the  directors  is  reiter- 
ated in  this  far-flung  piece  of  legislation. 
Subsection  2  of  section  2  of  the  bill,  though, 
would  indicate  that  the  minister  is  conferring 
upon  himself  the  power  to  limit  the  authority 
of  any  particular  director. 

Is  there  any  particular  reason  why  that  is 
embodied  in  the  legislation?  I  would  take  it 
that  the  minister's  intention  is  to  have  pre- 
cisely the  same  powers  devolved  upon  each 
one  of  the  directors,  but  has  he  perhaps 
some  notion  of  what  kind  of  limitations  he 
might  invoke  in  that  particular  section? 
Otherwise,  why  would  you  bring  it  into  being 
at  all,  if  they  were  to  be  all,  pari  passu,  on  an 
equal  status? 


The  other  area  which  I  would  like  to  men- 
tion—and we'll  get  into  it  far  more  deeply 
as  we  go  through  Bill  35— has  to  do  with  the 
personal  liability  sections— no,  I  think  on  that 
particular  one,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  probably 
can  get  the  main  points  out  as  we  go  through 
on  committee.  This  clause  exactly  duplicates 
the  clause  in  the  previous  bill. 

Turing  to  section  28  of  this  bill  you  say: 
"No  person  shall  knowingly  give  false  infor- 
mation in  any  application,  return  or  statement 
made  to  the  minister,  a  provincial  ofiicer  or 
any  employee  of  the  ministry  .  .  ." 

That  apparently  wasn't  covered  at  a  pre- 
vious time.  If  the  minister  turns  his  attention 
to  it  in  reply— why  did  he  feel  that  particular 
spelling  out  of  what  I  thought  was  very  well 
understood  was  needed?  Why  is  that  set  out 
now  in  the  legislation?  Why  does  he  feel  it 
is  so  necessary? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  May  I  answer,  in  re- 
verse order,  the  member  for  Lakeshore. 
Under  section  28  we've  added  the  word 
"knowingly"  to  the  phrase  "give  false  infor- 
mation," because  it  is  possible  for  someone 
to  give  a  provincial  oificer  wrong  informa- 
tion- 
Mr.  Lawlor:   Has  it  actually  happened? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —thinking  it  is  correct. 
So  we  just  said  "knowingly"  giving  false  in- 
formation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Has  the  ministry  been  given 
false   information  on  some  occasions? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  As  the  courts  will  attest 
to,  yes.  So  we  said  "knowdngly  give  false  in- 
formation." 

The  other  part  you  asked  about  was  sec- 
tion 2,  subsection  2— limitation  of  authority 
of  a  director. 

These  limitations  are  on  the  region  that  he 
is  in  charge  of.  This  is  the  limitation  of  the 
authority  that  we  are  referring  to  in  section 
2,  subsection  2. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  there  different  authority  in 
different  regions? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No.  It  is  just  to  spell  it 
out  region  by  region. 

The  member  for  Waterloo  North  was  ask- 
ing about  section  25  of  the  Act,  and  striking 
out  "and  the  Crown  is  liable  for  any  damage 
or  actual  costs  occasioned  thereby."  The  rea- 
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son  lor  this  being  in  here,  although  there  has 
been  some  discussion  about  this,  is  that  it  may 
be  necessary  for  one  of  our  inspectors  to  go 
into  some  plant  or  industry  and  say:  "I  must 
shut  down  this  part  of  your  operation  for  an 
hour  while  we  do  some  necessary  testing."  It 
was  possible,  I  suppose,  that  because  we've 
shut  them  down  for  an  hour,  or  half  an  hour, 
even  in  the  line  of  duty,  we  could  be  sued. 
We  feel  that  in  order  to  do  a  fair  job  here 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  we  should  be 
able  to  go  into  plants  and  deal  with  these 
particular  problems.  We  don't  feel  we  should 
be  liable  when  we  need  to  do  this  for  testing 
purposes. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The   motion    is    for   second 
reading  of  Bill  37.   Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


PESTICIDES  ACT 

Hon.  W.  Newman  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  39,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pesticides 
Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  provisions  of 
the  amendment  to  the  Pesticides  Act  are 
similar  to  the  provisions  of  the  two  previous 
bills.  We  have  no  additional  comments  and 
we  will  approve  its  passage. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  we  simply  wish  to  indi- 
cate to  the  House  and  to  Hansard  and  to 
posterity,  to  all  future  generations,  that  we 
have  read  this  particular  bill,  made  note  of 
it  and  find  nothing  that  we  wouldn't  have 
otherwise  found  objectionable  in  the  previous 
bills. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  further  comments? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No,  no  further  com- 
ments. It's  pretty  well  self-explanatory. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  39,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Pesticides  Act,  1973.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 

third  reading? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill   37,   An   Act   to   amend  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  1971. 

Bill  39,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pesticides 
Act,  1973. 

Clerk   of   the   House:    The    second   order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


ONTARIO  WATER  RESOURCES  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  35,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  one  of  the  sections  before 
section  30? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  first 
section  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  to 
explain  is  section  1  of  the  bill  and  the  re- 
definition of  the  term  "cost,"  as  explained 
in  the  explanatory  note,  "to  include  financing 
charges  after  construction.*' 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Certainly.  Was  the  member 
asking  me  to  explain  the  definition  of  cost? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  would  like  an  elaboration 
of  the  explanatory  note  which  says  "The 
definition  of  cost  of  a  project  under  agree- 
ments entered  into  on  or  after  April  1,  1974, 
is  extended  to  include  financing  charges 
after  construction."  I  would  like  to  know 
why  the  change  is  being  made,  what  is  the 
reason  for  it  and  any  other  information  the 
minister  can  give  us  aljout  it. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  reason  for  the 
change  being  made  here,  of  course,  is  the 
reorganization.  "The  definition  of  cost  of  a 
project  under  agreements  entered  into  or  on 
after  April  1,  1974,  is  extended  to  include 
financing  charges  after  construction"  —  and 
the  financing  charges  will  be  blended  in 
with  the  total  capital  cost  of  financing 
charges  to  be  worked  out  on  a  quarterly 
payment. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  On 
a  what?  Quarterly? 
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Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  payments  by  the 
municipality,  the  financing  charges  and 
everything,  will  all  be  blended  in  together 
in  one  and  will  be  payments  made  to  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White),  I  think  on  a  quar- 
terly basis,  as  was  the  case  before  with  the 
sinking  fund  procedure. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  not  my 
intention  to  embarrass  the  minister  and  if  he 
would  rather  write  me  the  explanation  at 
some  future  time,  that  would  be  fine.  As  I 
read  the  section,  it  doesn't  refer  to  financing 
charges  after  construction,  it  says:  "The  cost 
thereof  as  determined  by  the  minister  and 
includes  interest  during  construction  and  such 
engineering  fees  and  other  charges  and  ex- 
penses in  connection  with  construction  as  the 
minister  may  determine,"  and  then  it  goes  on 
to  explain  about  discounts,  commissions  and 
other  charges  and  expenses. 

This  really  is  much  more  than  the  explana- 
tory note  states.  It  allows  an  enlargement  of 
the  cost  to  include  whatever  the  minister  de- 
termines can  be  included  within  the  term 
"cost."  That  seems  to  me  to  be  a  most  un- 
usual grant  of  authority  and  I  don't  under- 
stand why  the  explanatory  note  refers  to 
"financing  charges  after  construction"  when 
the  definition  of  "cost"  has  no  reference  to 
financing  charges  after  construction  at  all. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  think  this  definition 
gives  more  flexibility  to  the  municipalitv  and 
the  ministry  to  work  out  whether  the  financ- 
ing charges  should  or  should  not  be  included 
in  the  cost,  but  they  can  certainly,  if  so 
desired.  This  can  be  worked  out  between  the 
municipality  and  the  minister. 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  one  point,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Since  all  the  financing  is  going  to  be  done 
through  the  provincial  Treasurer,  what  pro- 
vision is  made  as  to  rate  of  interest?  Before 
the  fund  was  set  up  the  claimants  knew  that 
it  was  going  to  take  40  years  to  retire  the 
capital  debt,  after  which  the  plant  was  sup- 
posedly written  off  and  had  fulfilled  its  use- 
fulness over  40  years.  It  didn't  belong  to  the 
municipality  effectively,  because  that  was 
considered  the  life  of  the  plant.  But  now  that 
there  is  no  formal  agreement  as  far  as  setting 
up  a  sinking  fund  for  retirement  is  concerned, 
what  will  be  the  actual  financial  procedure? 
Will  it  be  figured  out  on  an  amortized  capital 
cost  arrangement?  And  how  would  the  in- 
terest rate,  for  instance,  be  negotiated  be- 
tween the  Treasurer  and  the  municipality  on 
entering  into  a  capital  project? 


Hon.  W.  Newman:  It  is  my  understand- 
ing—and I  can  be  corrected  on  this— we  are 
using  the  provincial  interest  rate  on  these 
when  we  are  building  the  project. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  At  the  time  of  nego- 
tiation with  the  municipality  on  the  overall 
costing  of  it.  We  will  be  using  the  provincial 
rate  of  interest  at  that  point  in  time. 

Mr.  Good:  What  does  the  minister  mean? 
The  rate  that  the  government  pays  Canada 
Pension  Plan  funds  or  the  rate  paid  to 
OMERS  funds,  or  what  is  the  provincial  rate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Newman:  The  rate  we  borrow 
money  at.  The  rate  that  we  pay  for  borrow- 
ing money. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  the  point,  the  govern- 
ment pays  different  rates  to  different  funds 
from  which  it  borrows.  It  hasn't  done  any 
public  borrowing,  but  the  rate  at  which  you 
borrow  from  OMERS  is  different  from  the 
rates  at  which  you  borrow  from  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan  fund.  I'm  just  wondering  how 
you  establish  it. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  It's  the  province's 
average  rate  per  calendar  year. 

Mr.  Good:  Average  rate  per  calendar  year. 
I  see.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill  then? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  a  later  section 
of  the  bill? 

On  section  5: 

Mr.  Renwick:  On  section  5,  I  know  the 
minister  has  referred  to  the  decentralization 
of  the  ministry  and  the  appointment  of  di- 
rectors in  various  areas.  But  of  course  that 
isn't  stated  in  section  5  of  the  bill,  which 
enacts  the  new  section  8  of  the  Act. 

If  there  is  a  principle  in  the  bill  this  is 
one  of  the  major  ones.  The  clause  pretty 
much  gives  the  minister  the  authoritv-  to  do 
whatever  he  wants  in  respect  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  directors,  both  in  terms  of  geographi- 
cal allocation  and  of  duties  and  responsi- 
bilities with  respect  to  the  Act. 

I  would  like  the  minister  to  tell  me— not 
his  advisers— how  he  sees  the  reorganization 
of  the  ministry  to  provide  for  the  appointment 
of  the  various  directors.  Presumably  they  are 


JUNE  11,  1974 


3157 


all  in  efFect  already,  so  it's  a  matter  of  de- 
scribing them  to  us,  because  I  notice  that  the 
last  section  of  the  Act  but  one,  section  36, 
provides  very  clearly  that  whatever  has  been 
done  since  April  1,  1974,  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  done  under  this  Act  as  amended. 

Let  me  have  a  clear  statement  from  the 
minister  as  to  what  he  wants  to  achieve  by 
this  reorganization,  given  that  the  language 
of  new  section  8  is  capable  of  interpretation 
of  any  kind.  He  can  appoint  one  director.  He 
can  appoint  40  directors.  He  can  limit  them 
geographically.  He  can  limit  them  in  terms  of 
their  responsibilities  and  duties.  He  can  do 
anything  he  wants. 

We  don't  mind  granting  such  vast  author- 
ity to  a  minister,  particularly  a  minister  such 
as  himself  with  his  immense  integrity,  but  I 
think  that  the  record  should  show  a  clear 
statement  by  him,  as  minister,  of  what  he  is 
trying  to  achieve  by  this  section  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr,  Chairman,  what 
we're  trying  to  achieve  by  this  reorganization 
of  the  ministry  into  the  various  regions  of  the 
province  is  to  have  a  regional  director  in 
each  region  who  will  have  the  authority  to 
fully  carry  out  the  functions  that  were 
originally  carried  out  here  in  Toronto.  In 
other  words,  he  will  have  experts  in  the  field 
under  his  direction  and  they  will  be  able,  at 
that  regional  office,  to  carry  out  the  same 
functions  that  were  carried  out  in  Toronto 
before. 

Mr.  Coed:  Pollution  abatement  programmes 
and  stop  orders? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  That's  right.  The  re- 
gional director  will  have  the  right  to  move 
into  an  area  where  there  are  problems.  Rather 
than  to  have  to  come  back  through  Toronto, 
he  will  have  the  authority  with  his  staflF  there. 
If  there  is  an  abatement  programme  needed 
in  that  region,  he  will  have  the  authority  to 
do  it.  He  will  have  the  authority  to  issue 
stop  orders.  He  will  have  the  overall  author- 
ity to  make  sure  that  things  are  working  well 
in  that  area. 

When  a  problem  arises— and  this  is  some- 
thing we  will  be  getting  into  later  on  in  the 
year  when  we  get  out  of  here— we  want  to 
acquaint  the  members  with  the  regional  offices 
—not  so  much  the  ones  in  Toronto,  since  they 
know  where  they  are,  but  the  other  regional 
offices— so  they  will  know  exactly  what  facili- 
ties are  there  and  available  for  them. 

Each  regional  office  really  will  be  a  self- 
contained  unit  that  will  be  able  to  deal 
specifically  with  matters  in  that  region  and 


not  have  to  be  coming  back  here.  Mind  you, 
I  will  have  the  ultimate  responsibility  to 
answer  for  their  actions,  but  in  each  region 
of  the  province  the  authority  will  be  there 
to  carry  out  all  the  programmes  that  are  now 
being  carried  out  within  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  accept  what 
the  minister  says  at  its  face  value.  My  only 
comment  is  that  I  really  don't  understand 
why  new  section  8  of  the  Act  doesn't  say 
that.  There's  not  one  word  about  appointing 
regional  directors.  It  means  that  the  province 
is  being  divided  up  into  various  regions  and 
the  minister  has  a  director  for  each  region; 
the  directors  are  then  responsible  to  the  min- 
ister and  the  minister  accepts  overall  respon- 
sibility. The  bill  doesn't  say  that. 

Earlier  this  afternoon,  we  had  the  same 
kind  of  situation  under  the  Municipal  Elec- 
tions Act,  which  referred  to  something  called 
"gross  and  manifest  errors".  The  minister 
didn't  know  what  "gross  and  manifest  errors" 
meant. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  He  should. 
He  perpetrates  them  every  day. 

Mr.  Renwick:  When  we  questioned  him  he 
explained  to  us  what  he  intended  and  we 
thought  it  was  within  the  bounds  of  the 
English  language  to  describe  accurately  what 
you  want. 

The  minister  says  you  want  to  decentralize 
the  ministry  by  appointing  regional  directors 
with  authority  and  responsibility  to  deal  with 
the  problems  subject  to  the  overall  responsi- 
bility of  the  minister.  But  we  are  asked  to 
pass  a  bill  which  says: 

The  minister  shall  appoint  in  writing 
such  employees  of  the  ministry  as  he  con- 
siders necessary  as  directors  in  respect  of 
such  sections  of  this  Act  and  in  respect  of 
such  of  the  regulations  or  sections  thereof 
as  are  set  out  in  the  appointments. 

(2)  The  minister,  in  an  appointment 
pursuant  to  subsection  1,  may  limit  the 
authority  of  a  director  in  such  manner  as 
the  minister  considers  necessary  or  ad- 
visable. 

I  simply  defy  anybody  reading  that  section  of 
the  bill  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  what 
the  minister  is  doing  is  appointing  regional 
directors.  If  some  other  member  of  the  Legis- 
lature believes  that's  what  that  section  means, 
I  would  like  him  to  explain  it  to  me. 

Mr.  Good:  They  have  already  done  it.  That 
is  the  only  section  they  can  find.  They  have 
given— 
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Mr.  Renwick:  This  is  the  section  because 
all  the  explanatory  note  says  is  "Explanatory. 
Complementary  to  new  section  8  of  the  Act." 

If  you  want  to  appoint  regional  directors 
why  don't  you  say  that?  Why  don't  you  say, 
"The  minister  shall  appoint  in  writing  such 
employees  of  the  ministry  as  he  considers 
necessary  as  regional  directors  with  respect 
to  the  various  regions  of  the  province"?  It 
defeats  me  how  legislative  draftsmen  can 
come  up  with  language  such  as  that  to  reflect 
the  very  clear  and  simple  statement  which 
the  minister  made  as  to  the  purpose  of  the 
biU. 

I'm  just  expressing  my  frustration  and!  ex- 
asperation about  the  kind  of  legislation,  the 
unclear  kind'  of  legislative  draftsmanship, 
which  we  are  being  faced'  with  in  bill'  after 
bill  in  this  assembly. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate your  comments.  Not  being  one  of  the 
legal  profession  myself  I  think  I've  spelled 
out  clearly  that  we  want  some  flexibility  in 
the  Act  when  dealing  with  the  directors. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  as  a  lawyer,  if  I  may 
say  so,  Mr.  Minister,  that  you  don't  have  any 
authority  to  appoint  regional  directors  undler 
that  section.  I  think  it  is  that  bad,  I'm  not 
taking  it  to  court— I've  more  to  db  vdth  my 
time— I  simply  say  that  a  ministry  such  as 
yours  can't  afford  inaccuracy  on  what  you  are 
about. 

We  have  enough  trouble  with  the  statutes 
of  this  minister  already  without  being  faced 
with  perpetuating  this  kind  of  ambiguity  in 
the  statute. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  5  stand  as 
part  of  the  bfl'l? 

Mr.  Good:  One  further  question  on  that 
particular  section:  Can  the  mimster  tell  me 
what  authority  the  director  would'  have  in 
regard  to  his  relationship  with  the  medical 
officers  of  health  responsible  for  the  private 
sewage  installations  in  the  area  with  whom 
the  ministry  has  made  agreements  to  carry  on 
the  work,  say,  over  a  three-  or  five-  or  10-year 
period'?  Wfll  there  be  anything  other  than 
supervision  or  professional  help?  Or,  under 
your  agreements  with  the  regional  health 
officers,  is  their  power  supreme  even  over  the 
director  as  it  relates  to  private  sewage? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  We  are  talking  now 
about  part  7  of  the  Environmental  Protec- 
tion Act  but  I  will  be  glad  to  answer  your 
question.  Part  7  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act  became— 


Mr.  Good:  I'm  talking  about  the  directors. 
Do  they  have  any  power  over  them? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  regulations  which 
have  been  passed  throughout  the  Province  of 
Ontario  under  part  7  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Act,  of  course,  will  be  monitored 
by  our  regional  and  district  staffs  to  make  sure 
we  have  a  standard  arrangement.  In  the 
meantime,  we  have  agreements  with  the 
health  units  to  carry  on  the  service  under  the 
regulations  set  out  by  the  province  under 
part  7. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  minister  answer  my 
question  directly?  Wfll  the  regional  directors 
have  ultimate  authority  over  the  health  offi- 
cers in  charge  of  carrying  out  part  7  of  the 
Act? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Are  you  talking  about 
long  term? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Or  short  term?  At  the 
present  time  we  have  agreements  with  most 
of  the  health  units  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
to  carry  on  the  service  carried  out  undter 
part  7  of  the  Act. 

There  are  cases  in  which  we  have  been 
ofi"erin;g  a  service  from  our  regional  offices  to 
help  them  out  with  some  of  the  problems  they 
have.  The  one  service  the  health  units  can- 
not carry  out  at  this  point  of  time  and  which 
must  be  done  by  our  stafiF  is  the  new  aerobic 
system  which  was  approved'  by  the  ministry, 
I  believe,  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago.  We 
insist  on  looking  at  those  installations  untfl 
there  is  sufficierrt  staff  trained  to  deal  with 
those  particular  systems. 

Mr.  Good:  You  stfll  didn't  answer  my  ques- 
tion of  whether  the  director  has  ultimate 
authority  over  the  regional  health  officer. 
That's  what  I  want  to  know.  Does  he  or 
doesn't  he? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Yes,  under  part  7  of  the 
Act;  they  wall  be  carrying  out  our  part  7  of 
the  Act.  That  is  correct;  the  MOH  wfll.  If 
there  is  a  problem  I  guess  it  wfll  go  to  our 
regional  district  office  to  be  dealt  with. 

Mr.  Good:  The  regional  director  then  would 
deal  with  complaints  in  various  areas  with  the 
medical  health  officer? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Yes,  and  they  do.  We 
have  been  working  and  co-operating  together 
very  well. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  ask  the  minister  a  question  with 
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regard'  to  issuing  permits  for  septic  tanks. 
Will  that  come  under  your  director  in  the 
region  in  which  he  is  located? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  At  the  present  time,  we 
are  asking  the  health  units  to  carry  on,  on  an 
interim  basis.  We  are  prepared  to  make  long- 
term  agreements  with  the  health  units  or  the 
county  council,  whichever  they  want  to  do. 
We  feel  that  eventually— and  we  are  looking 
ahead  perhaps  three  years— it  should)  be  the 
responssibility  of  the  elected  representatives!  in 
the  county  or  the  region  or  whatever  it  may 
be.  They  should  decide  where  they  want  this 
responsibility  to  lie,  whether  they  take  it  on 
themselves,  whether  they  want  the  health 
units  to  do  it  or  whether  they  would'  like  the 
Ministry  of  the  Environment  to  do  it. 

'But  we  are  prepared  to  entei-  into  agree- 
ments at  the  present  time,  and  have  been 
with  various  health  units,  to  carry  on  the 
service  for  various  period's  of  time.  They  are 
doing  a  good  job  and  they  are  operating 
undbr  our  regulations. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  5  then  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Section  5  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  a  later  section? 
Which  section? 

Mr.   Lawlor:   Section  9,  Mr.   Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  9? 
The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  going 
to  ask  the  hon.  minister  to  perform  a  func- 
tion that  I  am  sure  he  has  never  in  his  bom 
life  performed  before.  I  wish  the  minister 
to  become  the  Ariadne  to  my  Theseus.  I 
would  ask  the— 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  there  is  one  minister  who 
understands  that  it  is  the  Minister  of  the 
Enviroimient. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment well  knows,  Ariadne  supplied  a 
thread  to  Theseus  in  order  to  get  out  of  the 
Minotaur's  clutches  in  the  labyrinth  in  Crete 
several  years  ago.  And  I  am  in  the  same 
labyrinth- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breitbaupt  (Kitchener):  This 
government  was  in  power  then  too,  wasn't 
it? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  are  as  much  in  a  laby- 
rinth now  as  they  were  then. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  all  a  myth  anyway. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  so  lost  in  the  interstices 
of  your  precious  legislation. 

If  you  take  9— and  it  refers  to  subsection 
1  of  section  20  as  amended.  That's  probably 
the  most  labyrinthine,  Minotaurish,  purblind 
amendment  that  we've  ever  had.  Take  a  look 
at  it  some  day.  Section  70  extends  over  half 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  Ontario  in  the  year 
1971.  What  I  am  trying  to  do  is  perhaps 
half  a  dozen  things,  but  the  first  one  is  to 
locate  where  in  the  1971  amendment  under 
section  70,  to  which  reference  is  made  here— 

Mr.  Breitbaupt:  It  is  1972. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  I  read  it  in  that  particular 
legislation,  subsection  3  of  section  70  has 
nothing  whatsoever  to  do  with  this— there  is 
no  such  wording.  That's  No.  1.  I'm  sorry, 
I've  got  a  different  No.  1  now. 

Mr.  Breitbaupt:  Perhaps,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  is  because  the  reference  is  to  1972  and 
not  to  1971. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  that  helps.  I  am  dealing 
with  1972,  if  the  hon.  member  would  only 
listen- 
Mr.  Breitbaupt:  No,  you  said  1971. 
Mr.  Lawlor:  —to  the  roar  of  the— 
Mr.  Breitbaupt:  You  referred  to  1971. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It's  1972  I  am  on.  Let's  not 

get  waylaid.  No  more  Liberal  tricks.  No  more 
double  dealing.  No  more  playing  around  in 
equivocations  such  as  we  have  had  to  put 
up  with— 

Mr.  Breitbaupt:  You  have  only  got  four 
members  so  you  can't  force  a  vote. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —since  the  inception  of  this 
House.  You've  been  raising  one  nitpicking 
point  after  another,  reversing  yourself— 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  For 
Heaven's  sake,  they  never  double  deal.  But 
I  won't  talk  about  the  bottom  of  the  deck. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Your  image,  your  credibility 
to  the  New  Democratic  Party  is  failing  slight- 
ly. Maybe  it  will  get  out  to  the  public  of 
Ontario  too.  So— 

Mr.  Breitbaupt:  Not  likely. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  -Breitbaupt,  don't  seek  to 
correct  me  on  these  occasions.  I  know  I  am 
wrong. 

An  hon.   member:   He  enjoys  it. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  Where  in  section  70  of  the 
1972  chapter  1  amendments  does  this  clause 
appear?  If  you  look  at  section  20  I  can  see 
no  remote  relationship  to  the  factors  involved 
here  having  to  do  with  the  common  law— 
the  resort  to  the  common  law  in  order  to 
take  a  petition  of  right  proceeding  against 
the  Crown. 

As  I  read  section  20,  beginning  in  the  1970 
statutes— ignoring  for  the  moment  the  1972; 
as  I  say,  I  can't  find  its  interrelationship— it 
is  simply  a  section  that  gives  "the  commis- 
sion, its  employees  and  agents"  the  right  at 
any  time  for  its  purposes,  and  "without  con- 
sent and  without  compensation,"  to  enter 
into  lands  and  buildings.  It  is  a  search  pro- 
vision. In  subsection  2  it  says: 

The  commission  and  its  employees  and 
agents  may  for  its  purposes,  without  con- 
sent and  without  compensation,  lay,  main- 
tain, repair,  alter  or  replace  such  pipes 
and    appurtenances   thereto. 

All  these  claxxses  have  to  do  with  entry  upon 
lands  and  the  safeguarding  of  the  Crown, 
in  this  particular  regard,  from  liability.  And 
so,  not  to  prolong  the  agony,  I  would  ask 
the  minister  to  precisely  designate  for  me  the 
justification  for  section  20. 

Secondly,  where  is  section  20  amended  in 
the  1972  statute?  I  can  see  amendments  to 
every  other  conceivable  section  all  the  way 
through,  but  I  can  see  no  reference  at  all 
to  section  20,  as  amended.  Where  is  this 
done? 

Thirdly,  if  it  is  done,  then  does  the  clause 
in  question,  where  some  alteration  is  made, 
have  a  direct  reference  to  subsection  3,  as 
you  set  out  here? 

I  have  never  caught  out  during  the  period 
of  my  time  in  this  House,  try  as  I  may,  the 
legislative  draftsmen  for  the  eternal  refer- 
ences of  this  kind.  Therefore,  like  banking, 
I  find  that  my  account  is  short.  I  say  it 
simply  must  be  me. 

It  is  a  sense  of  high  maturity  and  respon- 
sibility when  you  go  in  and  find  your  bank 
account  short  and  know  that  it  can't  possibly 
be  anybody  but  yourself.  To  try  and  blame 
it  on  the  bank  by  way  of  error,  of  course, 
would  be  quite  beside  the  point.  When  I 
have  ever  attempted  to  do  that,  I  have 
always  found  that  I  am  wrong  and  they  are 
right.  No  doubt  Mr.  Alcombrack  and  crew 
are  right  in  this  particular  situation.  But 
prove  it  to  me,  please. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
have  left  me  somewhat  confused  here,  but  I 
am   going  to  read  this   to  you  so  that  you 


will  understand.  I  will  read  what  is  in  the 
present  Act  and  I  am  going  to  read  what 
is  in  the  revised  Act,  and  my  interpretation 
of  it  as  given  to  me  by  legal  experts.  Under 
the  present  Act  it  says: 

The  minister  and  his  employees  and 
agents  may  at  any  time  for  his  purposes, 
without  consent  and  without  compensa- 
tion, enter  in  the  lands  or  buildings  of  the 
province  or  of  any  municipality  or  of  any 
person,  or  into  any  highway  or  road  under 
the  jurisdiction  and  control  of  any  pubhc 
authority,  or  into  any  boat  or  ship  to 
which  the  regulations  under  clause  n  of 
subsection  1  of  section  62  apply,  and  may 
make  such  surveys,  examinations,  investi- 
gations, inspections  or  other  arrangements 
as  he  considers  necessary,  and,  except  as 
provided  in  subsection  3,  the  Crown's  lia- 
bility for  any  damage  occasioned  thereby. 
RSO  1970,  chapter  332,  section  20,  sub- 
section 1,  1972,  clause  1,  subsection  72 
and  73. 

All  we  have  changed  in  the  revised  Act  is 
that  we  have  crossed  out  the  words:  "and, 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  3,  for  the 
Crown's  liability  for  any  damage  occasioned 
thereby." 

Now,  the  explanation  that  I  have  for  this, 
if  I  might  just  read  it  to  you— because  I  was  a 
little  bit  confused— is  as  follows: 

Section  20(1)  in  the  Act  authorizes  the 
minister  and  his  employees  and  agents  to 
enter  lands  or  buildings  to  make  examina- 
tions and  investigations.  Under  the  amend- 
ment the  liability  of  the  Crown  for  the  acts 
of  the  minister,  his  employees  and  agents 
will  revert  to  the  liability  that  exists  under 
the  common  law  [namely  for  trespass,  neg- 
ligence or  exceeding  authorityl.  Section 
20(3)  of  the  Act  requires  the  restoration  of 
any  lands  or  buildings  that  are  disturbed 
by  the  exercise  of  the  powers  in  section 
20(1)  of  the  Act. 

What  it  means  is  that  if  we  go  in  and  do 
some  work  in  an  area,  the  way  I  understand 
it  is  that  we  must  go  back  and  restore  it.  If 
we  have  to  dig  up  some  property  and  do 
some  restoration  work,  we  must  do  it.  But  as 
to  the  first  part,  the  liability  of  the  Crown  is 
under  common  law. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  fairly  helpful.  Really, 
what  the  minister  is  saying,  as  I  read  it,  is 
that  the  wording  as  amended  by  the  Statutes 
of  Ontario,  1972,  chapter  1  section  70,  is 
redundant  because  the  draftsman  has  been 
putting  that  particular  phrase  or  clause  in  all 
the  way  through  the  legislation.  By  way  of 
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repetition,  his  mind  having  got  into  a  groove, 
hiccoughing  at  the  same  syllables,  he  puts 
it  in  here  and  it's  not  necessary. 

But  if  it  isn't  necessary,  why  does  he  put 
in  that  wording  at  the  end  of  section  9  in 
the  amendment  of  1972?  Because  I  think  he 
will  agree  with  me  that  there  is  no  reference 
in  the  amendments  of  1972  to  section  20, 
subsection  1  or  3  in  regard  to  this  particular 
legislation. 

Isn't  he  overdrafting,  if  we  can  put  it  that 
way?  Again  I'm  back  to  my  banker.  One  does 
this  overdrafting  once  in  a  while,  but  it's  not 
very  common  to  find  it  in  legislation. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  May  I  just  find  out 
what  it  is  the  member  wants  to  know?  Then 
I  will  be  back  on  the  last  part  of  section  9 
if  the  member  wants  to  go  on  to  another  sec- 
tion for  a  moment. 

Mr.  Good:  That  will  just  add  to  the  con- 
fusion, Pat. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  further  infor- 
mation on  section  9? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Apparently  under  the 
Government  Reorganization  Act  the  word 
"commission"  has  been  removed  and  the  word 
"ministrv"  has  been  put  in  its  place.  That's 
my  interpretation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  that  is  a  horrendous 
thing. 

Mr.  Good:  Government  Reorganization  Act? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thanks,  Ariadne.  That's  very 
nice  of  you  tonight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  9  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill?  Section  9  agreed  to. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Where  did 
the  member  get  that  Ariadne? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  When  I  was  at  school  there 
was  a  funny  story  about  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  on  a  later 
section  of  the  bill'  then? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Section  21. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
21?  ^       ^ 

The  member  for  Riverdale  on  21. 

Sections  10  to  20,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  21: 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  take  it  that  probably  the 
conundrum  of  the  redefinition  of  cost  in  sec- 


tion 1  which  we  dealt  with  a  little  whale  ago 
—and  which  I  didn't  understand)  dtespite  me 
minister's  explanation— is  related  to  project 
agreements  entered  into  after  April  1,  1974, 
where  section  21  deals  with  tnose  project 
agreements  entered  into  before  April  1,  1974. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  financing  of  projects 
entered  into  before  that  date  is  restricted,  so 
far  as  financing  costs  are  concerned,  to  the 
question  of  whatever  the  sinking  fundi  base  is 
that  is  established)  by  the  debenture.  The 
real  change  in  the  definition  of  costs  relates 
to  getting  away  from  a  sinking  fund-only 
basis  for  debenture  issue  to  other  kinds  of 
financing  by  way  of  debentures. 

I  don't  know  whether  I'm  right  and  I  don't 
really  know  whether  my  thinking  about  it  is 
all  that  important,  but  it  does  seem  to  me 
that  section  21  and  the  correlative  section, 
section  22,  are  related  somehow  or  other  to 
the  kind  of  financing  charges  which  can  be 
charged  in  as  costs  of  projects  with  respect 
to  agreements  entered  into  before  April  1, 
1974. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  way  I  understand 
section  21,  the  amendments  limit  the  financ- 
ing of  projects  under  sinking  fund  methods  to 
those  prior  to  April  1,  1974.  After  April  1, 
it  will  be  done  on  the  other  basis  of  the 
financing  we  were  talking  about  earlier. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  21  then  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. In  the  reorganization  of  the  financing 
sections  undfer  this  bill  for  water  and  sewer 
works,  is  there  any  change  in  government 
policy  as  it  relates  to  the  amount  of  the 
project  that  would  be  paid  for  by  the  govern^ 
ment  in  the  form  of  a  grant?  I  believe  tiie 
policy  is  now  that  the  government  would 
subsidize  to  the  extent  that  no  one  would 
pay  more  than  $120  a  year  for  water,  I  think, 
and!  $130  for  sewage;  or  something  of  that 
nature.  Has  there  been  any  change  in  that 
principle  of  your  financial  arrangements? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No,  the  subsidy  arrange- 
ments have  not  been  changed.  We  still  have 
up  to  a  maximum'  of  75  per  cent,  or  $120  for 
water  and  $130  for  a  sewer  connection. 
There's  been  no  change  in  that, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  21  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  21  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Did  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale  mention  22? 
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Mr;  Renwick:  No,  25,  26  andl  27. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Anything  before  25  then? 
'Sections  22  to  24,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
Op  section  25: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Would  the  minister  Ifet  us 
have  for  the  record  the  explanation  given  to 
him  or  available  to  hin>  asi  to  the  significance 
of  the  accounting  change,  with  respect  to  the 
consolidated  revenue  fund,  reflected  in  sec- 
tion 25  and  in  the  subsequent  sections  26 
and  27? 

I  don't  purport  to  understand  them,  but 
presumably  certain  reserve  funds  and  debt 
retirement  funds  are  going  to  be  abolished 
and  a  newly  designated  reserve  account  in 
the  consolidated  revenue  account  is  to  be 
designated  for  the  same  purposes  but  to  pro- 
vide the  minister  with  some  consddierable 
degree  of  authority  as  to  how  he  allocates 
the  moneys  and  the  use  of  the  moneys 
credited  to  that  account. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Actually  we  will  still 
keep  the  books  in  the  ministry  on  what  is 
owed  and  what  is  not  owed.  The  payments 
will  be  made  directly  through  the  Treasurer 
and  out  of  the  treasury. 

To  explain  section  25,  the  basis  of  this 
amendment  is  the  principle  that  moneys  re- 
ceived under  project  agreements  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reserve  accounts  shall  be  deposited  in 
a  consolidated  account  in  the  consolidated 
revenue  fund  with  the  Treasurer,  rather  than 
the  minister,  in  a  bank  trust  account.  The 
Treasurer  shall  determine  the  interest,  if  ap- 
plicable, to  such  consolidated  account,  which 
I  touched  on  earlier.  The  minister  shall  con- 
tinue to  keep  the  accounts  for  the  reserve 
account  purpose  so  as  to  show  all  debits  and 
credits  in  respect  thereof. 

(The  principle  of  these  amendments  is  to 
set  up  a  consolidated  account  in  the  consoli- 
dated revenue  fund  under  the  control  of  the 
Treasurer  to  replace  the  Ontario  water  re- 
sources debt  retirement  account  which  was 
under  the  control  of  an  investment  com'- 
mittee.  The  consolidated  account  is  to  be 
accredited  with  amounts  received  from  the 
municipalities  under  project  agreements  en- 
tered into  before  April  1,  1974,  on  account  of 
debt  retirement  and  the  intere'st.  This  will  be 
transferred  to  the  Treasurer. 

'Does  that  explain  it  to  you? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  these  sections  then 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Sections  25  to  27,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comment,  ques- 
tion or  amendment  on  any  section? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  would'  like  an  explanation 
of  section  28. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  28. 
On  section  28: 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  plumbing  section. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What's  that  plumbing  section 
all  about?  We  don't  want  any  plumbers  in 
this  province. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  explanation  for 
section  28  of  the  bill  is: 

The  amendment  provides  that  the  minis- 
ter will  determine  the  changes  that  may  be 
■necessary  in  standard's  of  the  Canadian 
Standards  Association  with  req)ect  to 
plumbing  when  they  are  adbpted  in  the 
regulations. 

The  minister  will  be  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  with  the 
change  of  the  administration  of  plumbing  to 
that  ministry.  He  will  actually  be  carrying 
out  the  enforcement  of  that  work. 
Does  that  explain  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill  then? 

Section  28  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Next  section? 
Section  29  agreed  to. 
On  section  30: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  30;  all  right,  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  My  remarks  on  section  30 
will  apply  equally  well— or  at  least  the  ex- 
planation I  obtain  from  the  minister  will 
apply  equally  well,  I  presume— to  section  27 
of  Bill  37,  which  has  already  passed  third 
reading,  but  which  restates  this. 

Up  to  now,  of  course,  I've  been  speaking 
about  matters  of  which  I'm  knowledgeable. 
I'm  now  going  to  speak  on  a  matter  about 
which  I'm  not  knowledgeable  because  the 
only  information  I  have  about  it  is  from  my 
colleague,  the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East 
(Mr.  Martel),  who  is  engaged  this  evening, 
in  the  standing  committee  on  social  develop- 
ment   with    the    estimates    of    the    Ministry 
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of  Community  and  Social  Services  and  can- 
not be  here. 

He  tells  me  he  understands  the  reason  for 
the  amendment  of  this  section  is  the  Ross 
Mackenzie  case,  which  was  before  the  deputy 
minister  for  a  hearing.  There  were  various 
allegations  made  with  respect  to  bribery,  or 
alleged  offers  of  bribes,  in  coimection  with 
certain  functioning  of  the  ministry.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  basic  allegation  was  that 
Mr.  Belyea  was  asked  to  move  and  did 
move  the  testing  point  from  Happy  Valley 
further  away  to  Valley  East  and  upwind  so 
that  it  was  not  possible  to  ever  get  a  reading 
that  would  be  adverse  to  the  International 
Nickel  Co.  at  that  time.  My  colleague  from 
Sudbury  East  tells  me  that  to  the  extent  that 
he  knows  about,  a  Mr.  Gagnon  is  now  the 
person  who  has  replaced  Ross  Mackenzie.  Mr. 
Gagnon,  as  is  the  custom  of  the  ministry, 
had  a  former  association  with  International 
Nickel  Co. 

I  take  the  drift  of  what  my  colleague  is 
saying  to  be  that  to  the  extent  that  you 
extend  this  kind  of  immunity,  which  is  what 
it  is  in  law,  to  employees  and  officers  of  your 
ministry,  it  will  mean  that  a  Ross  Mackenzie 
situation  can  never  ever  happen  again.  I 
think  my  colleague's  concern  is  that  perhaps 
the  Ross  Mackenzie  situation  indicated  quite 
clearly  that  there  should  be  some  method  by 
which  this  kind  of  behaviour  by  members 
of  the  ministry  could  be  controlled.  We  could 
have  some  method  to  require  them  to  be 
cautious  and  concerned  about  the  way  they 
exercise  their  authority,  rather  than  to  be 
given  in  advance  this  grant  of  immunity. 

The  grant  of  immunity  is  a  fairly  common 
term  in  the  United  States— it's  not  particularly 
common  in  Canada.  To  exonerate  employees 
of  the  ministry  in  advance  by  this  grant  of 
immunity  seemed  to  my  colleague  to  run 
contrary  to  the  public  purpose  that  might 
very  well  have  been  served  by  the  necessity 
of  the  charges  which  were  laid.  V^hether  they 
were  supported  or  not  raises  very  serious 
questions  about  the  kind  of  hearing  that 
was  held  within  the  ministry. 

Will  the  minister  advise  me  whether  or 
not  my  colleague  is  correct  in  indicating 
that  this  change  is  because  of  that  particular 
problem?  If  so,  what  is  the  explanation  for 
bringing  in  this  amendment  at  this  time 
and  what  specifically  does  it  accomplish? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  May  I  assure  you  that 
my  interpretation  of  it  is  that  we  are  trying 
to  protect  our  employees,  wherever  they  may 
be  working,  from  harassment.  This  can  hap- 
pen. They  have  been  threatened  many  times 


and  we  want  to  protect  our  employees  from 
harassment.  As  we  say  in  the  Act,  they  must 
still  act  in  good  faith  in  doing  their  job, 
and  if  they  don't  they  don't  get  any  im- 
munity. If  they  are  acting  in  good  faith 
when  they  go  into  a  plant  and  do  their 
inspection  work,  this  protects  them. 

The  envirormiental  hearing  board  protects 
employees  of  the  ministry  and  Crown  em- 
ployees who  act  under  direction  from  per- 
sonal liability,  which  does  not  of  course 
prevent  actions  against  the  Crown. 

As  long  as  they  are  acting  in  good  faith, 
which  it  says  earlier  on  in  the  Act,  we  are 
saying  that  our  employees  should  not  be 
harassed  and  should  be  allowed  to  go  about 
doing  their  job  within  the  various  plants. 
We  have  had  some  experiences  where  staff 
have  had  a  certain  amount  of  harassment; 
I  don't  think  it's  fair  to  ask  staff  to  go 
through  that.  I  think  if  anybody  had  to 
answer  for  it,  the  liability  is  on  the  Crown 
and  us  at  the  ministry.  But  to  my  knowledge 
it  was  to  stop  any  harassment  of  employees. 
This  is  the  main  purpose  of  this. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Then  has  this  anything  to 
do  with  the  Ross  Mackenzie  case? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No. 

Mr.  Renwick:   Nothing  whatsoever? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  was  the  specific  situa- 
tion which  led  you  to  bring  it  in  at  this 
particular  point  in  time?  Were  there  specific 
instances  of  harassment  that  led  your  min- 
istry to  believe  they  had  to  have  this  pro- 
tection, or  is  it  just  some  sort  of  generalized 
view  that  you  have  about  it? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  We  actually  had  cases 
of  charges  being  laid  against  some  of  our 
stafiF. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Can  you  give  us  examples  of 
the  kind  of  charges  which  have  been  laid? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  can  in  a  second,  if 
you  would  just  let  me— 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  would  like  to  have  them. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  will  give  you  a  good 
example.  The  head  of  our  waste  management 
branch,  Mr,  Wes  Williamson— I  am  not  sure 
I  have  got  these  just  right,  because  I  get  legal 
terms  that  I  am  not  that  clear  about-because 
he  issued  a  permit  for  a  sanitary  landfill  site 
which  really  allowed  garbage  to  go  into  the 
site,  he  was  charged  for  issuing  a  permit  for 
allowing  a  contaminate  to  go  into  a  sanitary 
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landfill  site.  That  is  one  example;  and  I 
think  we  have  one  other  example.  Do  you 
want  the  other  example? 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  you  could;  I  think  it  is 
interesting  to  have  them  available. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Sure,  I  think  maybe  I 
can  get  it  for  you  here. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Good:  You  guys  are  really  grasping  at 
straws. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Pardon  me.  What  did  you 
say? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Apparently  there  is  a 
letter  from  a  company,  and  I  wouldn't  like 
to  mention  the  company,  which  inferred  that 
there  would  be  certain  charges  laid  against 
certain  employees  if  we  did  certain  things. 
I  am  not  just  too  sure  of  the  details  of  it. 
The  idea  was  to  protect  our  employees.  They 
have  had  some  rough  times  in  some  of  the 
plants,  from  time  to  time,  when  they  go  in. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill  then;  section  30? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  was  wondering  about  your 
people  who  had  been  actually  placed  under 
the  terms  of  the  Petty  Trespass  Act,  as  a 
result  of  their  going  into  plants,  etc.  You 
have  given  one  instance.  Have  you  any  in- 
stances of  the  Criminal  Gode  actually  being 
utilized  with  respect  to,  say,  trespass?  Second- 
ly, have  you  under  civil  law  been  actually 
sued  in  any  court  for  any  damages,  such  as 
for  the  loss  of  time  or  for  the  loss  of  ma- 
terial, or  in  any  other  way  arising  out  of 
stopping  certain  operations? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  can't  actually  tell  the 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  for  sure  whether 
there  were  any  bills  sent  to  us  for  damages. 
I  believe  there  have  been,  but  I  just  can't 
give  you  the  specific  instances  where  this 
has  happened  because  we  have  walked  in 
and  suggested  they  shut  down  their  plant  for 
half  an  hour.  Most  industries  co-operate. 
They  have  billed  us  but  they  haven't  sued 
us,  I  am  told. 

Mr.  Ghairman:  Shall  section  30— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  take  it  that  the  legislation 
is  not  retroactive,  so  that  if  they  sue  you 
tomorrow— or  perhaps  in  a  day  or  two,  after 
the  proclamation  of  the  legislation— they  will 
be  just  out  of  court. 


I  do  believe  you  do  need  this  clause  in 
this  kind  of  section  in  your  legislation.  I 
would  just  like  to  place  on  the  record  what 
you  are  actually  trying  to  do,  though.  Under 
the  general  rule,  if  the  servant  of  the  Grown, 
either  through  malfeasance  or  misfeasance, 
performs  an  act,  then  that  reflects  back  upon 
the  Grown  and  is  taken  in  an  agency  relation 
as  the  act  of  the  Grown  herself,  or  of  the 
government  itself,  acting  in  a  judicial  capa- 
city. And  therefore  they  bear  the  full  brunt. 

In  order  to  get  around  that— and  for  many 
centuries  you  were  not  able  to  do  that  at  all; 
you  weren't  able  to  take  an  action  against  His 
or  Her  Majesty  in  the  right  of  the  province, 
or  in  any  other  right  for  that  matter.  Only 
by  gradual  accretions,  and  in  the  last  20 
years  mostly,  has  it  been  possible.  Because 
up  to  that  time  if  somebody  petitioned  to  sue 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  province  had  the 
right,  the  final  authority,  as  to  whether  or 
not  they  wished  to  be  sued  or  not  in  that 
particular  context;  and  generally  turned 
thumbs  down  upon  any  proceedings. 

With  the  McRuer  thing  coming  into  effect, 
we  have  got  a  new  piece  of  legislation  onto 
the  books  which  made  the  Grown  as  liable  as 
anybody  else,  just  like  any  other  citizen,  by 
and  large,  with  respect  to  its  various  acts 
which  caused  harm  in  the  community  to  other 
people.  In  order  to  take  your  servants  of  this 
particular  ministry  back  out  of  the  statute 
again,  and!  so  that  their  actions  won't  reflect 
upon  you  to  bear  the  full  burden  of  those 
acts,  you  have  had  to  make  amendments  in 
section  30,  which  are  somewhat  interesting. 

In  subsectioni  2  you  do  have  to  avert  to 
section  5  of  the  Proceedings  Against  the 
Grown  Act,  which  simply  says  in  subsection 
1:  "That  the  Grown  is  subject  to  all  liabili- 
ties in  tort  to  which  if  it  were  a  person  of 
full  age  and  capacity  it  would  be  subject: 
(a)  In  respect  to  .  .  ."—and  tfien  a  whole 
series  of  various.  Then  in  subsection  you 
say: 

No  proceedings  shall  be  brought  against 
the  Grown  imder  clause  (a)  of  subsection 
(1  in  respect  of  an  act  or  omission  of  a 
Servant  or  agent  of  the  Grown,  unless  pro- 
ceedings in  tort  in  respect  of  such  act  or 
kMnission  may  be  brought  against  that  serv- 
ant or  agent  or  his  personial  representative. 

In  other  words,  the  very  act  of  the  agent, 
performed  in  his  personal  capacity,  must  re- 
dound back  upon  the  Grown.  If  he  can  be 
sued  in  his  personal  rights  then  also,  and 
only  also,  can  the  Grown'  be  sued.  In  this 
situation  you  say  your  agents  are  not  to  be 
the  direct  subject  of  either  prosecution  or  of 
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civil  liability  in  tort.  In  this  particular  regard 
then,  you  have  to  circumvent  the  subsection 
which   I   just  finished  reading  while  at  the 
same  time  retaining  your  own  personal  lia- 
bility in  right  of  the  province.  The  same  kind 
of  thing,  curiously,  appears  in'  subsection  4. 
In  proceeding  against  the  Crown  under 
this  section,  an  enactment  that  negatives  or 
limits  the  liability   of  the  servant  of  the 
iCrown,  [precisely  what  you  are  seeking  to 
ido  in  section  30]  in  respect  of  a  tort  com- 
mitted by  that  servant,  applies  in  relation 
to  the  Crown  as  it  would  have  applied  in 
relation  to  that  servant,  if  the  proceedings 
against  the  Crown  had  been  proceedings 
against  that  servant. 

So  the  servant  having  been  excul'pated'  or 
rendered  immunized,  the  negativity  which  is 
mentioned  in  the  section— the  very  word  used 
—would  apply  equally  to  the  Crown,  unless 
you  came  round  by  the  back  door  and'  re- 
imposed  liability  on  the  Crown  in  a  diflferent 
way. 

IThat  is  fine.  But  I  would  like  you  to  tie 
that  in  with  section  9.  Why,  under  that  cont- 
text  then,  do  you  have  to  revert  to  common 
law?  Or  do  you,  as  somebody  who  has  been 
injured  in  tnis  particular  regard  wants  you 
to  take  proceedings,  not  against  the  servant 
but  against  the  Crown  itself? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  then  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  waiting  for  an  answer. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I'll  try  to  answer  the 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore.  Employees  still, 
even  though  they  have  this  immunity,  must 
act  in  good'  faith  when-  they  go  in-  or  they 
don't  get  this  immunity.  I  think  tliat  was 
spelled  out  in  the  legislation  earlier  on.  They 
must  act  in  good  faith  when  they  go  into 
the  plant. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  question  I  asked  was 
does  this  section  mean  that  there  is  a  rever- 
sion to  cormnon  law  liability  under  this  sec- 
tion as  well  asi  section  9,  or  not? 

Hon.   Mr.  Newman:   No,  it  doesn't  under 

this  section. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  is  statutory  liability;  okay. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand'  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  30  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  any  later  section  of  the  bill? 


iSections  31  to  34,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  35: 

Mr.  Good:  Under  section  35,  when  a  per- 
son or  municipality  is  refusedi  a  licence  or 
permit— and  in  this  case  the  refusal  woidd  be 
by  the  regional  director— and  the  appeal  pro- 
vides for  a  hearing  before  the  environmental 
appeal  board,  and:  it  then  names  the  persons 
who  can  be  party  to  the  hearing,  is  this 
appeal  procedure  similar  to  what  it  was  pre- 
viously except  that  the  director  is  substituted 
for  the  ministry? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Exactly  the  same  as 
before,  only  it  is  crossing  out  the  words 
"assistant  deputy  minister,'  and  putting  the 
word  "director"  in;  otherwise,  exactly  the 
same. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  35  then  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Sections  35  to  38,  inclusive,  agreed!  to. 
'Bill  35  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
mittee begs  to  report  one  bill  without  amend- 
ment  and   asks   for  leave   to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  35,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  22nd  order; 
concurrence  in  supply  for  the  Ministry  of 
Natural  Resources. 


CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY, 
MINISTRY  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

Resolution  concurred  in. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  65,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Elections  Act,  1972. 
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MILK  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  ,6,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  support  this  bill.  Actually,  there  are  two 
principles,  I  guess,  contained  in  the  legisla- 
tion. One  deals  with  the  right  of  the  com- 
mission to  collect  on  behalf  of  the  farmer 
where  a  plant  has  underpaid. 

As  I  understand  it,  back  a  while  ago,  there 
was  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the  commis- 
sion had  the  jwwer  to  actually  collect  on 
behalf  of  a  fanner.  I  think  back  in  1970  an 
amendment  was  made  to  the  Act  giving  the 
commission  the  power  to  collect  on  behalf 
of  the  farmer  without  going  to  court.  When 
the  consolidation  took  place,  this  particular 
item  was  overlooked,  and  it  ended  up  that 
the  commission  had  no  power  to  order  pay- 
ment on  behalf  of  farmers,  so  this  is  re- 
establishing that  power,  as  I  understand  it. 

We  would  certainly  support  that  concept. 
The  other  matter  dealt  with  in  the  bill  is 
that  of  bringing  into  line  the  powers  of  field 
men  when  the  regulatory  fimctions  of  the 
commission  were  transferred  to  the  milk 
industry  branch.  It  now  means  that  the  field 
man  of  the  milk  industry  branch  is  on  the 
same  basis  as  a  field  man  was  when  he  was 
working  for  the  commission.  I  think  that  is 
certainly  sensible  and  good  practice.  The 
branch  that  licenses  the  plants  should  be 
able  to  inspect  them  in  its  own  right.  So  we 
support  the  bill  and  the  two  principles  con- 
tained therein. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  My  col- 
league, the  member  for  York  South  (Mr. 
MacDonald),  who  is  the  critic  of  the  Ministry 
of  Agriculture  and  Food,  has  advised  us  that 
in  his  view  we  should  support  the  bill,  and 
that- 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  He  checked 
in  by  telegram. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —the  amendments,  particu- 
larly the  amendment  in  section  2,  is  a  neces- 
sary additional  authority. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  comments? 

The  motion,  then,  is  for  second  reading 
of  Bill  6.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 


Mr.    Speaker:    Shall    the    bill    be    ordered 
for  third  reading? 
Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was   given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion. 

Bill  6,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 


HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman  moves  second  read- 
ing of  Bill  63,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Housing 
Development  Act. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  absence  of  the  member  for 
St.  George  (Mrs.  Campbell)  who  is  in  com- 
mittee, perhaps  I  could  make  a  few  brief 
remarks  with  respect  to  this  bill. 

Apparently  our  critic  was  of  the  view  that 
section  4(9)  of  this  bill  does  give  the  min- 
ister substantial  powers  where  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council  can  in  effect  authorize 
the  power  to  expedite  the  development  of 
various  kinds  of  projects. 

It  is  interesting  to  inquire  of  the  minister 
as  to  whether  or  not  citizens  would  have  the 
right  to  appeal  to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  in  the  event  that  the  municipality, 
with  the  approval  of  the  province,  decided  to 
reduce,  change  or  modify  standards  for  sew- 
age treatment,  building  or  any  of  the  other 
matters. 

In  that  subsection,  I  wander  if  the  min- 
ister can  advise  whether  the  term  "munic- 
ipality" refers  to  a  regional  municipality  or 
to  a  local  municipality. 

Another  matter  under  that  same  subsec- 
tion is  that  the  word  "near"  is  used  in  the 
second  line.  It  is  rather  interesting  that  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  may  author- 
ize any  municipality  "in  or  near  which  a 
housing  project"  etc.  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
can  advise  us  as  to  just  what  the  word  "near"^ 
means  in  this  context?  Are  we  to  assume 
that  this  is  a  municipality  adjacent  to  the 
one  in  which  the  project  is  located,  or 
indeed  one  or  two  blocks  away?  Does  it 
mean  an  adjoining  municipality  or  indeed 
one  farther  away? 

I  hope  that  the  minister  might  be  able 
to  give  us  some  information  with  respect  to 
those  questions. 

Under  section  5,  section  12  of  the  Act  is 
repealed  and  a  new  section  appears.   Under 
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the  substituted  provisions,  municipalities  are 
authorized  to  incorporate  non-profit  housing 
corporations.  We  certainly  agree  that  that 
natural  power  should  be  given  and  encour- 
aged by  the  Ministry  of  Housing.  We  are 
certain,  of  course,  that  the  minister  feels  the 
same  way.  But  in  this  section  there  are  also 
a  couple  of  points  which  I  think  should  be 
considered. 

For  example,  the  section  contains  the 
words,  "persons  of  low  or  modest  income." 
I  think  that  phrase  requires  some  definition, 
and  I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  the 
minister  as  to  what  he  proposes  that  term 
to  mean.  What,  in  the  view  of  the  Minister 
of  Housing,  does  the  phrase  "low  or  modest 
income"  mean? 

There  is  also  the  phrase,  "current  rental 
market."  I  wonder  how  that  "current  rental 
market"  will  be  determined  and  what 
principles  the  minister  is  going  to  use  in  that 
situation. 

Finally,  also  in  that  section,  the  phrase 
"in  the  area"  is  used.  Perhaps  the  minister 
would  be  good  enough  to  define  for  us,  if 
he  is  able  to  do  so,  just  what  that  phrase  is 
going  to  mean. 

With  respect  to  my  comments  on  these 
two  particular  sections,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
would  appear  to  be  a  serious  requirement  to 
define  exactly  the  terms  that  are  supposedly 
going  to  be  beneficial  to  the  citizens  of  the 
province  by  giving  municipalities  these 
particular  responsibilities.  The  minister  has 
dealt  with  them  in  a  very  general  way  by 
setting  out  the  various  phrases  to  which  I 
have  referred. 

I  hope  that  in  his  remarks,  when  the  com- 
ments of  other  speakers  are  completed,  the 
minister  will  be  able  to  define  the  various 
phrases  and  terms  which  he  has  used  so  that 
the  members  of  the  Legislature  will  have 
some  knowledge  as  to  the  real  principles  be- 
hind this  and  how  he  intends  to  implement  it. 

One  other  point  I  would  refer  to  is  the 
matter  of  the  necessary  liaison  throughout 
this  bill  with  the  Provincial-Municipal  Liaison 
Committee.  It  was  my  understanding  that  the 
amendment  that  appears  here  as  section  7  of 
the  bill  was  to  have  been  discussed  at  the 
June  meeting  of  the  PMLC.  Has  that  been 
done,  or  in  fact  am  I  incorrect  when  I  pre- 
sume that  the  next  meeting  of  that  com- 
mittee is  going  to  be  on  Friday? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): On  June  14. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Therefore,  unless  the  bill 
has  been  seen  by  the  committee  or  discussed 


further,  it  is  really  being  brought  before  us 
in  advance  of  the  views  which  the  minister 
might  choose  to  have  from  that  committee. 
I  don't  know  whether  the  members  of  the 
committee  have,  in  fact,  received  copies  of 
this  bill.  But  I  would  be  interested  to  know 
if  the  commitment  which  was  apparently 
made  to  the  PMLC  has  been  met  by  the 
minister  before  we  have  proceeded  with  the 
second  reading  of  this  bill. 

I  would  presume  that  a  bill  like  this  might 
well  proceed  through  the  legislative  stages 
this  evening,  whether  or  not  it  develops  some 
debate  if  the  bill  goes  to  committee.  I  would 
think  that  the  position  we  should  take  is  to 
ensure  that  any  commitment  given  by  the 
minister  has,  or  course,  been  honoured. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  position  of  the 
PMLC  is  that  municipalities  should  have  the 
right  to  bank  land  without  ministerial  ap- 
proval, in  the  same  maimer  as  it  is  done  for 
parks.  I  don't  know  whether  the  minister 
agrees  wdth  that  kind  of  proposal,  but  I 
would  appreciate  hearing  from  him  on  it.  It 
is  my  understanding  that  the  present  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Welch),  when  he  was  the 
Minister  for  Housing,  had  given  a  commit- 
ment to  the  PMLC  that  they  would  hav€ 
this  right,  and  I'd  like  to  hear  from  the 
minister  on  that  subject  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre. 

Mr.M.Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  number  of  things  to  say  about  this 
bill,  including  thanks  to  the  minister  for  some 
co-operation  in  our  comments  before.  I  hope 
for  a  useful  conspiracy  in  maybe  making 
some  useful  changes  to  the  bill  when  we  get 
to  the  committee  stage. 

I  think  I  should  probably  send  over  to  the 
minister  a  copy  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party's  housing  policy,  which  was  adopted  in 
our  convention  in  December,  1972,  and  which 
I  played  some  part  in  writing.  Because  it's 
very  interesting  to  see  a  prophecy  turn  into 
fact.  It's  gratifying,  may  I  say,  to  see  that  the 
government  is  gradually  accepting  the  wisdom 
which  has  been  expressed  from  this  side  of 
the  House,  and  which  was  originally  laid 
down  in  earlier  policies  of  the  NDP  and  in 
that  particular  policy. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Careful,  the  member  may 
break  his  arm. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  was  independent- 
ly arrived  at. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Independently  arrived  at.  It 
just  shows  then— may  I  say  this?— that  the  gov- 
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ernment  in  the  housing  field  has  repeatedly 
tried  to  put  faith  in  the  private  sector.  That 
was  shown  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Comay 
report,  the  behef  that  the  private  sector 
could  probably  handle  it  with  a  bit  of  help. 
The  response  to  the  Comay  report  was  much 
the  same  thing. 

When  the  Ministry  of  Housing  was  set  up 
it  was  given  all  sorts  of  powers  to  look  into 
things  and  to  examine  things  and  to  analyze, 
but  had  no  powers  to  do  anything.  We  said 
from  this  side  of  the  House,  citing  for  ex- 
ample what  had  been  done  out  in  British 
Columbia,  that  the  government  would  need 
those  powers.  And  six  months  later  under 
this  minister,  it  took  those  powers  in  the 
recent  amendments  to  the  Ministry  of  Housing 
Act.  Now,  in  the  area  of  land,  the  govern- 
ment is  also  veering  away  from  the  reliance 
on  the  private  sector,  which  was  reflected  in 
the  announcement  of  the  Ontario  housing 
action  programme,  and  which  is  reflected, 
dare  I  say  it,  in  the  report  on  Housing  On- 
tario, which  the  minister  tabled  in  the  Legis- 
lature just  the  other  day. 

The  doctrine,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  still  reliance 
on  the  private  sector.  It's  fortunate,  therefore, 
that  in  this  bill  a  major  reform  has  been  made 
in  order  to  permit  municipalities  who  so  wish 
to  landbank  on  a  very  large  scale.  One  hopes 
that  the  funds  that  are  necessary  to  help  them 
do  that  are  going  to  be  made  available  with 
the  same  free  hand  that  the  legislative  powers 
appear  to  be  given  in  this  particular  bill.  Be- 
cause I  think  that  it's  safe  to  say  the  munic- 
ipalities are  closer  to  the  problem  and  are 
readier  to  move  into  the  field  of  landbanking 
or  public  land  acquisition  than  is  the  gov- 
ernment. 

The  government  wfll  give  municipalities 
these  powers  to  landbank,  but  there  has  been 
no  consistent  and  coherent  statement  of  policy 
or  adoption  of  policy  by  the  government  on 
what  it  intends  to  do  about  urban  land,  both 
raw  urban  land  and  urban  land  which  is  built 
on,  but  is  either  under-utilized  or  misused 
and  where  a  change  in  use  is  in  order. 

The  minister  is  no  doubt  aware  that  as  far 
as  the  New  Democratic  Party  is  concerned 
we  believe  public  authorities— municipal  and 
provincial  —  should  control  the  urban  land 
market.  And  that  means  the  bulk  of  develop- 
able urban  land,  or  land  coming  into  develop- 
ment in  urban  areas,  should  be  in  public 
ownership.  Rather  than  being  sold,  it  should, 
in  the  main,  be  leased.  Not  only  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  if  I  can  put  these  remarks  down 
in  Hansard  in  the  hope  that  they,  too,  will 
soon   be   fulfilled   in   government  policy,   we 


have  devised  and  adopted  as  government 
policy  a  Crownhold  scheme  of  leasing,  which 
is  designed  to  ensure  that  over  time  the  in- 
creases in  value  arising  out  of  community 
decisions  in  urban  growth  accrue  to  the  com- 
munity and  not  to  individuals. 

I  was  interested  while  reading  the  other 
day  to  find  out  that  the  German  town  of  Ulm, 
somewhere  around  the  beginning  of  the  20th 
century,  in  its  development  of  workers'  hous- 
ing, put  it  out  on  a  long-term  lease  system 
almost  identical  to  the  Crownhold  system  we 
propose  within  the  New  Democratic  Party. 
The  German  scheme  was  to  issue  a  repur- 
chase option  to  the  municipality,  which  would 
allow  it  to  repurchase  any  home  that  a 
worker  no  longer  wished  to  occupy  at  its 
original  value,  plus  the  worth  of  improve- 
ments, minus  any  serious  deterioration  in  the 
value  of  the  property. 

Now,  clearly,  with  the  kind  of  inflationary 
problems  we  have  today  in  the  costs  of  con- 
struction, an  inflationary  element  for  the 
value  of  the  dwelling  needs  to  be  considered 
as  well.  We  have  made  allowance  for  that  in 
the  NDP  scheme  of  Crownholding. 

I  recommend  this  system  to  the  minister  for 
publicly  owned  land,  whether  under  the 
OHC,  or,  for  that  matter,  under  municipal 
ownership.  And  I  recommend  it  to  him,  in 
addition,  for  commercial  and  industrial  land, 
because  I  think  that  we  will  increasingly  find 
—whether  it  is  out  of  principle  as  far  as  the 
NDP  is  concerned,  or  because  it  is  driven  to 
it,  as  far  as  the  government  is  concerned— 
that  there  will  be  pressure  on  the  government 
to  retain  control  of  major  parcels  of  urban 
land  and  to  let  them  be  developed  on  various 
forms  of  long-term  lease. 

In  the  case  of  rental  property-,  whether  it 
is  commercial,  industrial,  or  residential,  we  in 
the  NDP  have  no  particular  objection  to 
straight  60-year,  self-liquidating  leases,  at  the 
end  of  which  time  properties  would  revert  to 
the  public,  lock,  stock  and  barrel  —  all  the 
apartments,  complete  shopping  centres,  the 
whole  bit.  And  I  know  that  the  minister  will 
probably  cringe,  because  he  is  such  an  advo- 
cate of  free  enterprise.  But  I  say  that  lightly » 
This  is  a  valid  form  of  development. 

The  extra  costs  to  the  users— shoppers  and 
the  consumers  of  industrial  products,  or  ten- 
ants on  an  annual  basis— is  minimal.  Tlie 
benefit  to  the  public,  obviously,  is  that  over 
time  it  is  acquiring  an  increasing  stock  of 
oldter  property  that  will  become  quite  sub- 
stantial, either  in  terms  of  re-use  of  the  land, 
recycling  of  the  land,  or  in  terms  of  rehabili- 
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tation  of  properties  which  have  been  in  pri- 
vate hands  for  a  fair  period  of  time. 

I  am  putting  these  ideas  down  as  a  series 
of  forecasts,  and  also  because  in  the  rather 
calm  environment  we  have  thisi  evening,  it  is 
possible  to  put  a  few  suggestions  before  the 
minister  and  have  them  treated  more  recep- 
tively, Mr.  Speaker,  than  they  would  be  dur- 
ing the  heat  of  the  question  period  at  2  p.m., 
when  the  minister,  for  various  reasons,  is 
often  under  the  gun. 

I  put  them,  too,  because,  if  I  can  digress 
a  bit,  the  minister  has  clearly  been  having 
some  severe  difficulties  with  the  problems  of 
the  HOME  plan,  and  the  purchase  option 
contained  in  it.  The  limits  put  on  resales  of 
homes  and:  publicly-owned  land  just  simply 
aren't  effective. 

As  he  knows,  people  are  acquiring  lots 
after  five  years  and'  turning  around  and  sell- 
ing them  at  profits  of  $10,000  and  $15,000. 
Clearly,  when  they  resell  them,  they  are  sell- 
ing them  to  people  of  a  different  income 
group  than  those  for  whom  the  HOME 
homes  were  originally  destined. 

And  that  means  that  in  the  long  term  the 
HOME  houses  are  not  filtering  or  trickling 
down.  They  are  not  even  passing  on  to  people 
of  the  same  relative  income  level,  status,  and 
station  in  life,  and  so  on.  They  are  trickling 
up  to  people  of  a  higher  socio-economic 
status  because  of  the  galloping  inflation  we 
have  had  throughout  the  province  in  the 
home  market. 

I  would  seriously  suggest  to  the  minister 
that,  while  we  would  take  the  credit,  we 
would  be  pleased  to  see  him  adopt  for  HOME 
as  an  experiment,  to  begin  with,  the  kind  of 
Crownhold  ownership  that  we  recommend, 
which  would  involve  lifetime  tenure  and,  in 
fact,  would  even  involve  the  right  to  pass  a 
home  on  to  one's  heirs,  if  one  wished.  It 
would,  therefore,  parallel  what  everybody  ex- 
periences with  freehold  tenure  but  it  would 
involve  a  repurchase  option)  by  the  public 
authority  at  a  price  that  was  related  to  the 
original  price  of  the  land  and'  the  building, 
plus  some  reasonable  allowance  for  any  ini- 
creases  in  construction  costs  that  may  have 
taken  place  over  that  period  of  time. 

In  other  words,  if  the  minister  wanted  he 
could  actually  sell  the  land  to  the  owner  of 
the  home,  although  I  don't  think  he  should 
allow  for  any  inflationary  element  in'  the  re- 
purchase option  on  the  land  and,  therefore, 
I  would  recommend  against  that.  This  is  the 
kind  of  proposal  I  think  he  will'  find  himself 
coming  to  if  he  continues  to  be  propelled,  as 
I  think  he  will  be,  by  the  rather  inexorable 


forces  that  have  been  unleashed  in  the  hous- 
ing market  and  by  the  fact  that  the  only  way 
to  solve  problems  in  the  housing  and  land 
market  is  through  public  ownership. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  ask  the 
minister  whether  he  and  the  government  in- 
tend to  give  to  the  municipalities  real  sup- 
port in  public  land  acquisition,  which  they 
are  now  permitted  to  do  on  a  much  more 
free  basis  than  beforehand  under  section  7  of 
the  amendments  that  we  have  before  us  to- 
night. As  the  minister  knows— and  we  were  dis- 
cussing it  before  this  dfebate  began— a  munici- 
pality previously  could  still  acquire  land  with 
only  10  per  cent  down;  90  per  cent  of  their 
financing  came  from  Central  Mortgage  and 
Housing  Corp.  It  could  acquire  land  even 
outside  of  its  own  boundaries,  which  is  not 
provided  for  in  the  amendments  that  we  have 
here. 

However,  it  couldn't  service  the  land.  It 
couldn't  acquire  land  that  had  been  de- 
veloped, even  if  the  buildings  which  stood 
on  the  land  were  in  disuse  or  disrepair,  or 
ought  to  have  been  cleared  away,  or  were 
worthy  of  renovation.  It  couldn't  subdivide 
or  service  land  in  the  same  way  as  the  powers 
that  are  given  here  allow  it  to.  It  was  subject 
to  the  edicts  of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
as  far  as  its  debt  capability  in  acquiring  the 
land  is  concerned. 

The  OMB  is  a  very  fine  body  on  some 
things.  The  minister  was  rather  surprised,  or 
maybe  it  was  the  member  for  Grenville-Dun- 
das  (Mr.  Irvine),  at  some  somewhat  bitter 
comments  I  made  about  the  OMB  the  other 
night.  I  am  afraid  many  people  who  watch 
the  OMB  nowadays  find  that  it  has  lost  its 
backbone  of  principle  and  it  has  become  in- 
consistent, if  not  incoherent,  in  many  of  its 
decisions  since  the  departure  of  J.  A.  Ken- 
nedy as  its  chairman.  In  fact,  what  we  really 
praised  in  the  OMB  was  not  its  membership 
generally  or  the  process  generally,  it  was  the 
kind  of  attitude  that  was  brought  to  the 
overview  of  municipal  activities  by  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy himself.  I  think  that  probably  many  of 
us  overlooked  the  fact  that,  while  Mr.  Ken- 
nedy was  doing  fine  things  in  and  around 
Metro  Toronto  where  all  the  media  were 
focused,  there  were  some  not  badly  dis- 
astrous decisions  being  taken  in  certain  cases 
elsewhere. 

At  any  rate,  the  OMB  has  had  oversight 
and  has  been  judging  municipal  plans  for 
landbanking  on  the  basis  of  their  debt  capa- 
bility. Since  many  municipalities  are  awfully 
close  to  their  debt  limits  as  established  by  the 
OMB  and  since  there  was  no  declaration  of 
policy  by  the  government,  by  the  Treasurer 
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(Mr.  White)  or  by  the  Minister  without 
Portfolio  for  municipal  aflPairs  or  anybody 
else  as  to  how  high  municipal  borrowing 
could  go  and  for  what  purposes  it  could  be 
allowed  to  stretch  the  limit,  the  municipali- 
ties were,  therefore,  bound  under  guidelines 
which  related  more  to  depression  conditions 
and  to  fears  of  loss  on  such  things  as  land- 
banking  than  to  conditions  in  the  real  world, 
where  for  the  last  25  years  we  have,  like  it 
or  not,  had  varying  degrees  of  inflation  and 
varying  degrees  of  augmentation  of  land 
prices  and  only  temporary  relapses  in  the 
increasing  value  of  land. 

The  OMB's  dead  hand  is  taken  oflF  and,  for 
that,  much  welcome.  The  member  for  Kit- 
chener commented  on  the  Provincial  Munici- 
pal Liaison  Committee.  It  would  be  nice  if 
they  did  have  a  chance  to  have  a  look  at  this 
before  it  was  finally  passed  into  law.  How- 
ever, if  they  don't,  I  think  that  probably  the 
municipal  observers  who  are  here— it's  almost 
crowded  tonight  with  so  many  people  in  the 
galleries— would  agree  that  the  province  has 
with  some  delays,  followed  pretty  closely  the 
brief  that  was  put  to  it  by  the  municipal 
group  in  the  PMLC  last  September. 

Let  it  go  on  the  record  that  it's  as  long  ago 
as  last  September  that  the  municipalities  put 
forward  a  position,  which  it  is  fair  to  call 
quite  radical,  on  municipal  landbanking  to 
the  government  and  that  at  that  time,  accord- 
ing to  my  notes,  because  I  was  there,  the 
province  was  very  reluctant  to  agree  with  the 
thrust  of  their  arguments.  I  don't  remember 
the  conversation  verbatim  but  my  notes  quote 
the  Treasurer  as  noting  the  anti-private  sector 
bias  of  the  municipal  position,  suggesting  that 
the  municipal  position  was  not  particularly 
helpful  and  as  saying  that  the  government 
didn't  comprehend  the  financial  implications 
of  what  the  municipalities  were  suggesting 
but  as  saying  that,  apart  from  that,  he  had 
no  particular  objections. 

The  Treasurer  promised  a  substantive  re- 
sponse in  October.  That  substantive  response 
took  much  longer  to  come  and,  in  fact,  we 
asked  the  then  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 
Development  (Mr.  Welch)  month  after 
month  wouldn't  he  please  do  something.  As 
far  as  I  could  gather,  he  was  bottled  up  in 
some  cabinet  committee  and  he  simply 
couldn't  get  the  troglodytes  of  the  cabinet  to 
agree.  Troglodytes  are  reactionaries,  by  the 
way,  and  there  are  many  in  the  cabinet.  He 
couldn't  get  the  trogs  in  the  cabinet  to  agree 
with  whatever  it  was  he  was  trying  to  get 
through.  The  Treasurer  wasn't  convinced  last 
September  that  the  government  could,  in  fact, 


market  land  more  cheaper  than  developers. 
He  was  worried  about  the  losses  that  might  be 
made  on  municipal  landbanking,  but  then  said 
rather  reluctantly  that  perhaps  the  government 
would  try.  I  am  glad  to  see  that  the  govern- 
ment's position  has  shifted  since  then  and 
that  it  now  has  adopted  at  least  the  legis- 
lative powers  that  were  recommended  by  the 
PMLC. 

This  brings  me  to  the  one  suggestion  made 
for  amendment  that  I  would  make  in  this 
bill,  which  we  will  get  to  on  committee,  but 
which  I  have  already  raised  privately  with 
the  minister  and  which  I  would  put  on  the 
record  at  this  time.  In  the  guidelines  that 
the  PMLC  put  forward,  they  asked  that  mu- 
nicipal EK)wer  to  acquire  land  for  housing 
and  for  integrated  community  development 
be  clarified.  They  asked  to  be  freed  from 
the  need  for  Ontario  Mimicipal  Board  ap- 
provals because  of  the  fact  that  landbanking 
is  self-liquidating  and  that  the  land  they 
acquire  is  also  in  the  nature  of  a  liquid 
asset.  Unlike  a  sewer  or  a  playground  or  an 
arena  or  something  like  that  that  you  can't 
turn  back  into  cash,  if  the  municipality  hap- 
pens to  make  a  mistake,  run  short  and  need 
a  bit  of  dough,  it  can  always  spin  off  a  bit 
of  land  to  a  developer  or  to  some  other 
interested  party.  The  way  these  things  are 
going  these  days  they  can  do  pretty  well  at 
that  too. 

Recently,  in  Ottawa,  the  city  sold  a  num- 
ber of  residential  sites  in  the  west  end  of 
the  city-60  by  100  ft  lots  that  are  con- 
trolled-for  prices  of  up  to  $55,000  bid.  The 
lowest  bid,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  $19,000  and 
that  indicates  the  kind  of  craziness  we've  got 
into  in  the  land  market  and,  for  that  matter, 
indicates  the  fact  that  municipalities  are 
pretty  weU  protected. 

It's  a  kind  of  a  no-lose  situation  as  far  as 
the  public  is  concerned.  There  is  the  prospect 
of  benefitting  the  public  in  terms  of  a  better 
mix  of  housing— more  social  housing;  better 
sites  for  non-profit,  low-rental,  limited  divi- 
dend and  public  housing  projects  with  better 
planning  and  all  of  these  things.  There  is 
also  the  lower  cost  through  the  lower  bor- 
rowing rates  of  municipalities  when  develop- 
ers have  got  to  pay  13  per  cent  or  15  per 
cent  on  the  interim  financing.  Those  are  all 
the  benefits  you  have.  In  the  meantime,  be- 
cause the  land  market  is  so  crazy  right  now, 
the  prospect  of  a  financial  loss  is  negligible. 

The  municipalities  asked  for  a  co-operative 
approach  to  budgeting  for  public  land  ac- 
quisition. They  wanted  the  power  to  go 
beyond  housing  projects,  which  have  been 
mentioned  in  the  Housing  Development  Act 
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which  is,  of  course,  almost  20  or  25  years 
old,  to  mixed-use  projects  that  would  have 
an  integration  of  various  kinds  of  elements. 
From  my  discussions  with  the  minister,  I 
suspect  it  is  more  a  matter  that  the  words 
"housing  project"  were  sort  of  overlooked. 
I  know  what  it  was  the  government  meant; 
it  meant  the  municipalities  could  landbank 
basically  for  housing  since  they  already  have 
the  powers  to  acquire  land  for  industrial 
development   and  things   like  that. 

Ironically  enough,  in  the  city  of  Ottawa, 
for  example,  two  or  three  years  ago  we  were 
acquiring  industrial  land  at  $7,000  or  $8,000 
an  acre,  servicing  it  and  selling  it  at  cost— 
the  cost  of  acquisition  plus  servicing.  We 
were  doing  100  or  200  acres.  Ottawa,  like 
many  other  municipalities,  freely  felt  it  could 
engage  in  industrial  landbajiking  and  yet 
wasn't  involved  in  residential  landbanking  to 
any  extent  at  all.  That  was  certainly  an  in- 
appropriate set  of  priorities. 

As  it  happens  the  definition  of  building 
development  is  changed  in  the  Act.  It's 
changed  for  a  number  of  purposes.  It's 
changed  in  order  to  give  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor in  Council  powers  for  grants  and  loans 
in  the  case  of  the  Ontario  Housing  rehabilita- 
tion or  repair  programme.  At  any  rate,  the 
definition  of  "building  development"  involves 
the  provision  and  repair  and  other  things 
of  "housing  accommodation  with  or  without 
public  buildings,  recreational  facilities,  indus- 
trial and  commercial  buildings  or  space  ap- 
propriate therefor."  In  other  words,  it  is  a 
broad  enough  definition  that  it  would  permit 
acquisition  of  land  for  mixed  development. 

One  of  the  features  of  the  landbanking 
power  given  to  mimicipalities  is  it  makes 
possible  a  project  such  as  the  project  on  Jarvis 
St.,  just  east  of  the  St.  Lawrence  Market, 
which  was  proposed  for  the  city  of  Toronto. 
Land  is  to  be  banked  for  residential  and  other 
kinds  of  development  on  a  site  which  is  al- 
ready developed  but  where  the  buildings  are 
often  over-aged  or  are  industrial  buildings 
which  are  antiquated  and  can  usefully  be 
replaced.  The  municipality  didn't  have  the 
powers  to  acquire  that  land  before  and  now 
it  can. 

I  know  the  minister  wouldn't  argue  that  in 
rebuilding  that  area  Toronto  ought  simply 
to  put  up  highrise  apartments  and  nothing 
else.  That  would  be  Hke  duplicating  Regents 
Park  south,  which  is  an  area  exclusively  of 
housing  and  frankly  we  have  gone  a  long 
way  since  that  time.  One  recognizes  as  one 
goes  through  those  very  dense  communities 
that  other  things  could  and  should  have  been 


built  into  that  community  in  order  to  give  it 
more  of  a  life. 

To  return  to  my  own  city  of  Ottawa,  we 
are  blessed  with  a  number  of  little  corner 
groceries  and  confectioneries  and  that  kind 
of  thing  which  sit  in  the  midst  of  our  resi- 
dential development.  Our  zoning  hasn't 
caught  up  with  what  people  did  as  a  matter 
of  common  sense  or  practice  back  in  the  old 
days  before  zoning  bylaws  came  into  force  on 
a  universal  basis  in  Ottawa  after  the  war. 

Most  of  the  confectioneries  and  grocery 
stores  are  there  because  they  are  non-con- 
forming uses  which  existed  before  the  zoning 
bylaw.  They  wouldn't  be  permitted  to  con- 
tinue if  the  area  was  redeveloped  on  the 
existing  zoning.  There  is  a  friendly  corner 
grocer  who  knows  the  kids  and  keeps  tabs 
on  the  one  who  tends  to  steal  a  bit  and 
sends  home  the  other  one  who  tends  to  stay 
out  too  late  and  that  kind  of  thing.  This  is  a 
very  useful  social  institution. 

In  New  York,  I  am  told,  the  corner  grocer 
is  as  important  to  one  as  the  policeman  and 
the  fireman,  the  banker  and  the  psychiatrist. 
He  probably  fulfils  many  of  the  functions 
of  all  four  of  those  people.  He  keeps  his 
customer's  keys  or  receives  their  parcels;  he 
lets  in  their  friends,  he  keeps  their  lovers, 
their  mistresses  and  their  wives  from  seeing 
each  other;  all  these  functions  are  performed. 

Han.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  member  can 
speak  for  himself. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  more  for  the  minister 
I  was  thinking.  I  am  not  sure  how  it  is  in 
Nepean  but  at  any  rate  these  are  very  im- 
portant social  functions  which  are  achieved 
because  of  an  integration  of  commercial  and 
residential  development.  All  the  thinking  of 
planners  and  people  like  that  these  days  is 
for  a  much  greater  integration  of  various 
land  uses. 

Clearly  you  don't  put  apartments  on  top 
of  a  steel  plant  but  people  are  now  talking, 
for  example,  in  relation  to  the  Metro  centre 
project  of  putting  flatted  factories  in  there 
for  such  industries  as  the  garment  industry, 
boutiques,  leatherworking,  fine  metalworking, 
plastics  and  that  sort  of  thing.  There  is  a 
whole  range  of  light  industry  which  could 
very  usefully  work  in  with  a  development 
like  that. 

There  are  other  areas  of  craftsmen  and 
other  people  who  combine  production  and 
retail  sales  which  can  equally  well  integrate 
within  a  residential  area. 

The  request  that  I  would  make  to  the  min- 
ister would  be  that  when  he  takes  this  bill 
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back  to  his  people  —  I  understand  that  he 
doesn't  intend  to  try  and  put  it  through 
committee  tonight— he  take  out  the  words 
"housing  project"  in  section  7(a)  and  replace 
them  by  the  words  "building  development". 
I  won't  pursue  that  point  any  longer  because 
the  minister  might  feel  I  was  arguing  too 
hard.  But  I  hope  he  will  agree  that  it  is  a 
useful  amendment  and  not  that  unduly  ex- 
tends the  powers  of  the  municipality. 

With  some  reluctance  I  would  agree  to  a 
compromise  position  under  which  where  land 
was  to  be  used  for  non-housing  purposes, 
there  was  a  requirement  that  the  minister  be 
consulted  or  his  approval  sought.  But  I  don't 
think  that  municipalities  are  going  to  misuse 
their  powers  if  they  are  allowed  to  landbank 
for  purposes  that  include  commercial  and  in- 
dustrial, so  long  as  it  is  very  clear  in  the 
housing  programmes  that  they  put  before  the 
minister  that  the  predominant  purpose  is  for 
housing. 

The  next  point  I  wanted  to  raise  was  to 
congratulate  the  minister  again  for  adopting 
an  item  that  I  think  we  originally  talked 
about  in  NDP  pilocy,  but  which  I  am  sure 
he  has  arrived  at  independently  and  not 
through  anything  that  we  necessarily  pro- 
posed. 

The  requirement  that  is  put  in  for  munici- 
palities landbanking,  and  to  obtain  this  power 
that  they  will  now  acquire  to  subdivide  and 
service  land  on  their  own,  is  that  they  have 
either  a  housing  statement  in  their  oflBcial 
plan  or  that  they  have  a  housing  plan  which 
is  approved  by  the  minister. 

A  nounber  of  people  have  pointed  out  that 
the  municipal  action  plans  ought  to  fit  with- 
in the  framework  of  a  provincial  housing 
strategy.  I  have  commented  at  other  points 
about  the  inadequacy  of  the  provincial  frame- 
work and  about  the  problems  when  the  min- 
ister really  believes  that  people  on  low  and 
moderate  incomes  earn  between!  $14,500  and 
$20,000  a  year,  etc. 

In  the  spirit  of  this  evening's  debate,  I 
don't  want  to  pursue  that  particular  point.  I 
think,  though,  that  there  could  be  a  dlanger, 
because  the  province's  statements  on  housing 
have  been  flabby  up  until  now  and  have 
been  essentially  directed  to  people  on  middle 
and  upper  incomes  rather  than  people  on  low 
and  modfest  incomes.  As  the  province  itself 
admits,  only  nine  or  10  per  cent  of  the  senior 
citizens  on  very  low  incomes,  of  families 
around  the  average  industrial  wage  of  $8,500 
a  year,  are  handled  by  the  social  housing  pro- 
grammes of  the  province.  You  have  got  to  do 
something  for  the  rest  of  those  people— for 


people  earning  under  $10,000,  under  $12,000; 
those  in  the  lower  three-fifths  of  the  market. 
Again  in  the  spirit  of  the  evening,  I  would 
just  point  out  to  the  minister  the  number  of 
units  that  he  has  been  talking  about  to  be 
provided  for  those  lower  income  families  in 
particular  is  quite  inadequate  in  relation  to 
their  numbers.  It  also  is  inadtequate  in  rela- 
tion to  the  pent-up  housing  demands  which 
have  been  accruing  in  those  particular  groups 
because  of  the  housing  crisis  and  the  ver}' 
rapid  escalation  in  housing  costs  over  the  last 
few  years. 

What  comes  more  dramatically  to  the  min- 
ister's attention  are  the  cries  of  the  adult 
sons  and  daughters  of  university  professors, 
of  MPPs  and  cabinet  ministers,  of  business 
people  and  others  like  that.  They  have  grown 
up  in  families  where  they  were  used  to  a 
home  environment  in  a  bungalow  in  the 
suburbs,  or  a  house  in  Rosediale,  or  Manor 
Park  or  in  Nepean  or  someplace  like  that; 
and  where  at  the  age  of  24  or  25  the)''  expect 
to  get  the  same  thing  for  themselves. 

'With  a  family  income,  with  both  of  them 
working,  of  maybe  $14,000,  $16,000,  $18,000, 
or  even  $20,000  a  year-it  is  their  clamour  to 
which  the  minister  is  responding.  The  fact 
is  that  in  terms  of  any  reasonable  sense  of 
priority,  young  people  like  that,  young  couples 
like  that,  even  where  there  are  one  or  two 
kids,  can  cope  for  themselves  in  die  housing 
market  as  it  stands;  and  they  can  cope  far 
better  than  people  of  much  lower  income  who 
are  basically  ignored  in  the  minister's  pro- 
posal. 

I  confess  that  sometimes  even  we  in  the 
NDP  tend  to  get  sucked  in  by  that  when  we 
talk  about  what  about  this  poor  couple  that 
wants  to  buy  a  home,  etc.  And  we  are  there- 
fore, to  some  extent,  condoning  the  kind  of 
hedging  carriedi  out  by  young  couples,  who 
haven't  had  their  first  baby,  yet  are  buying 
a  home  with  two  or  three  extra  rooms  more 
than  they  need.  They  wiU  be  therefore  over- 
housed  for  a  period  of  years  in  anticipation 
of  an  increase  in  housing  costs.  Those  people 
are  clearly  aggravating  the  kind  of  problem 
that  the  minister  and  everybody  else  con- 
cerned with  housing  is  experiencing  on  the 
market. 

'Now  the  minister's  policies  must  be  tougher 
about  directing  the  provincial  housing  effort 
to  families  earning  less  than  $12,000  or 
$13,000  a  year;  providing  low-rise  housing; 
providing  housing  close  to  the  ground  for 
families  who  now  have  got  to  be  up  on  the 
22nd  floor  of  an  OHC  unit  in  St.  James 
Town;  providing  some  adequate  access  to 
green  space  for  a  mother-led  family  with  two 
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or  three  kidls  living  on  James  St.  or  LeBretton 
St.  in  the  heart  or  my  riding;  providing  even 
an  adequate  upstairs  duplex  with  parking  all 
around  and  no  green  grass,  just  a  park  wnich 
may  be  five  or  six  blocks  away. 

Those  are  the  kind  of  priorities  the  minister 
ought  to  be  stressing  in  his  provincial  housing 
policy,  Now  I  would  hope  that  when  the 
housing  statements  start  to  come  in  from 
municipalities,  that  he  would  seek  to  ensure 
that  we  get  tough  about  ensuring  as  much  as 
possible  that  their  housing  efforts  go  to  this 
group  of  people  who  are  particularly  under- 
housed,  ill-housed  or  suffering  because  of  the 
very  high  costs  that  they  have  to  bear  in 
today's  housing  market. 

There  is  a  compelling  case,  for  example, 
for  social  housing  through  housing  allow- 
ances, shelter  allowances,  subsidized  housing 
units  or  whatever  you  want,  for  people  who 
are  under  $5,000  a  year.  Some  60  per  cent 
of  thosie  people,  if  I  recall  the  figures  cor- 
rectly earning  undter  $5,000  a  year,  if  they 
are  tenants  pay  more  than  half  of  their  in- 
come in  rent;  not  a  quarter  of  their  income 
in  rent,  but  half.  Something  like  90  or  95 
per  cent  of  tenants  in  the  under  $5,000  group 
pay  more  than  a  quarter  of  their  income  in 
rent. 

Now  the  minister  knows  that  even  on  his 
inflated  salary  as  a  minister,  there  isni't  that 
much  left  over  for  him  at  the  end  of  the 
month  by  the  time  he  takes  into  account  his 
living  expenses  here  and  the  family  up  there— 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Don't  feel  sorry  for 


me. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right,  I  won't  feel  too 
sorr)'  for  the  minister.  I  am  sure  he  makes 
the  occasional  contribution  to  his  party  and 
that  kind  of  thing.  But  when  you  get  down 
to  somebody  who  has  an  income  of  $3,000 
or  $4,000  and  they  are  paying  $1,400  or 
$1,500  or  $1,600  in  order  to  get  a  place  of 
their  own  to  live  in;  and  they  have  to  survive, 
possibly  with  one  or  two  dependants  on  the 
remainder,  and'  suffer  other  insecurities  that 
you  get  when  you  have  tenants;  you  can  see 
that  there  is  a  compelling  need  for  action. 

Yet  there  is  not  that  kind  of  compelling 
attention  given  to  those  problems  in'  the  state- 
ment of  housing  pohcy  proposed  by  the  min^ 
ister. 

Likewise,  without  elaborating  on  it,  there  is 
not  that  kind  of  attention,  say,  for  people  who 
are  tenants  and  who,  if  they  have  families, 
probably  want  to  have  a  more  secure  form  of 
tenure  and  are  earning  up  to  $11,000  or 
$12,000  a  year.  It  is  just  either  barely  men- 


tioned; or  you  say:  "Well,  the  OHC  rent  to 
income  programme  will  dfeal  with  it." 

Only  2,000  units  doesn't  deal  with  it  and 
I  don't  need  to  go  into  that.  The  minister  is 
aware  that  the  lists  in  Toronto  alone  are  five 
times  as  great  as  the  number  of  family  hous- 
ing units  proposed  for  OHC  during  the 
course  of  the  current  year.  Now,  if  you  are 
going  to  use  the  municipal  landbanking 
powers  effectively,  it  seems  to  me  that  you 
have  got  to  toughen  your  policies  and  that 
the  government  can  then  in  turn  go  to  the 
municipalities  and  say:  "We  want  to  make 
sure  that  your  housing  programmes  or  poh- 
cies  that  you  put  forward  aren't  just  a  sop." 
Let's  say  that  10  per  cent  of  the  units  are 
going  to  be  directed  to  people  earning  less 
than  $11,000  or  $12,000  a  year,  but  that  there 
is  a  real  shift  in  your  housing  effort  to  make 
sure  that  we  start  to  achieve  some  equity  in 
housing  opportunity  for  all  income  groups 
rather  than  constantly  providing  housing  for 
the  rich— the  very  rich  and  the  middle  class- 
as  we  so  often  tended  to  do,  particularly  in 
the  last  few  years. 

I've  commented  in  this  Legislature,  and  I 
was  going  to  say  a  few  words- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion ) :  Is  the  minister  taking  notes? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  I  hope  so. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  ( Timiskaming ) :  Notes 
on  what? 

Hon.  Mr.   Handleman:   It  is  the  spirit  of 

the  evening. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I've  commented,  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  the  need  for  a  provincial  approach  to  land. 
I  hope  that  if  the  government  has  decided 
on  decentralization  of  its  policy,  that  it  bears 
carefully  in  mind  the  position  put  before  the 
Municipal  Liaison  Committee.  This  was  that 
for  the  development  of  balanced  and  inte- 
grated communities,  between  a  quarter  and  a 
third  of  all  housing  built  annually  should  be 
on  publicly-owned  land. 

There  should  be  sufficient  municipal  land 
for  that  purpose.  That  means  that  the  $100 
million  or  $50  million  a  year  coming  from 
CMHC  for  municipal  landbanking  will  be 
inadequate.  I  hope  that  the  minister  will  urge 
the  federal  government  to  go  far  beyond 
that,  whatever  its  stripe.  I  know  that  if  a 
New  Democratic  government  is  elected  fed- 
erally they  will  be  very  receptive  to  that  par- 
ticular approach. 

Mr.  Havrot:  That  is  the  joke  of  the  night. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  hope  that  if  the  federal 
government  is  not  sufficiently  receptive,  that 
the  minister  then  looks  at  the  funding  that  is 
available  to  Ontario  for  landbanking  and 
land  acquisition  through  the  funds  that  the 
Treasurer  seems  to  have  under  his  control. 

The  Treasurer  keeps  on  telling  us  that  he 
is  reducing  the  public  debt.  Now,  landbank- 
ing is  a  self-liquidating  exercise.  It  pays  for 
itself.  There  is  no  reason  why  Ontario 
shouldn't  use  some  of  that  borrowing  capa- 
bility that  it  has  got  in  order  to  acquire  much 
more  public  land,  whether  it  be  through  the 
provincial  level  of  government  and  the  OHC 
or  whether  it  be  through  the  municipalities. 

If  anything,  over  the  course  of  five  or  10 
years  the  housing  minister  would  find  that  we 
would  save  the  public  an  awful  lot  of  money 
in  land  cost.  The  Dennis-Fish  report  sug- 
gested we  could  save  something  like  $200 
million  or  $300  million  a  year  nationally— 
$100  million  for  housing  consumers  in  Ontario 
alone.  A  lot  of  that  will  come  back  into  the 
public  benefit  because  of  the  fact  that  social- 
ly-assisted housing  will  be  cheaper  if  we  do 
something  to  bring  the  costs  of  land  under 
control  for  public  acquisition. 

I  asked  the  minister,  and  he  assures  me 
that  municipalities  will  have  the  power  to 
expropriate  land  under  this  particular  bill.  I 
am  glad  to  see  that.  I  think  the  government 
ought  also  to  look— maybe  in  the  next  series 
of  amendments,  because  it's  too  complicated 
to  put  into  these— at  powers  under  which  the 
municipality  or  the  province  can  make  major 
land  acquisitions  without  the  distortions  that 
would  be  created  in  the  market  if  a  munici- 
pality tried  to  acquire  it  in  competition  with 
private  developers. 

You  know  that  if  you  have  three  or  four 
landholders  —  probably  big  developers  who 
hold  land— and  a  fifth  one  comes  into  the 
market,  that  helps  to  drive  land  prices  up 
generally.  That's  one  of  the  reasons  the  land 
t'-ansfer  tax  was  raised  to  20  per  cent  on 
foreign  acquisition  of  land,  in  order  to  cool 
off  some  of  those  people  who  are  competing 
for  land  around  our  major  urban  centres. 

Again  if  I  can  quote  NDP  policy,  we  have 
said  there  should  be  a  technique  for  govern- 
ment in  Ontario  to  freeze  land  values  for  a 
temporary  period  of  time— six  months  or  a 
year— in  a  major  area  around  a  municipality. 
By  a  technique  such  as  homologation— that's 
a  Quebec  technique  with  which  the  minister 
is  apparently  familiar— having  frozen  those 
land  values  it  is  then  possible  to  bring  the 
public  in  for  input  to  make  decisions  about 
where  the  housing  action  areas  will  be. 


Then  you  acquire  the  housing  action  areas 
at  the  frozen  price.  This  is  far  more  economic 
for  the  public  than  acquiring  those  housing 
action  areas  after  a  process  of  public  con- 
sultation while  permitting  the  continuation 
of  a  free  market  in  land. 

If  you  simply  leave  the  free  market  and 
decide  to  designate  a  particular  area,  then 
the  speculative  values  in  land  migrate  to  the 
part  of  the  land  that  you  want  to  buy;  where- 
as if  you  freeze  the  land  values  first,  then  you 
don't  have  to  pay  that  kind  of  price.  That's 
the  problem  the  Treasurer  got  into,  with  the 
Townsend  site  I  think  it  was,  in  Haldimand- 
Norfolk.  Ultimately  he  was  forced  to  accept 
the  site  which  had  been  fixed  up  and  optioned 
by  private  developers,  because  they  had  gone 
in  and  effectively  gotten  a  frozen  price  over 
a  period  of  six  months  or  a  year,  long 
enough  that  the  planning  authorities  in  the 
county,  along  with  the  people  up  here  at 
Queen's  Park— 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  A  sharp  move. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  A  sharp  move. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  not  going  to  comment, 
but  we  suggested  it  be  looked  at  seriously— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  You  know  it  was— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —despite  our  reticence  about 
gettinig  into  bed  with  private  dJevelopers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Getting  into  bed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  At  that  point,  though,  getting 
into  bed  with  the  developers— 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  kick  him  out  of 
bed. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Come  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  I  am  making  is 
that  at  that  particular  time  it  was  to  the 
public's  benefit  to  go  in  with  the  Cherkas 
group,  and  to  give  the  Cherkas'  group  its 
half  million  or  million  dollar  findier's  fee, 
rather  than  pay  the  much  more  inflated 
prices  that  would  have  had  to  be  paid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  that's  not  right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  suggesting  there  should 
be  a  legislative  technique  to  cover  a  situation 
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like  the  Haldiroand-Norfolk  one,  or  to  cover 
other  similar  situations  that  may  exist  in 
urban  areas.  That  should  be  a  suppltement  to 
the  techniques  of  expropriation,  which  are 
unwieldy  and  which  often  leave  the  public 
forced  to  pay  the— let's  see  if  I  can  put  it 
into  words— pay  top  dollar  for  a  site  because 
of  the  fact  that  the  speculative  values  will 
migrate  to  the  site  that  is  expropriated.  There- 
fore you  have  got  to  pay  the  top  value  in 
the  market,  that  was  paid  in  the  private 
market  previously,  for  the  site  you  want  to 
acquire,  rather  than  something  approaching 
the  average  value. 

Rather  than  paying  a  price  which  was 
related  to  the  acquisition  and  carrying  costs 
we  need  to  get  away,  it  seemsi  to  me, 
from  this  view  that  you  always  pay  market 
value  when  the  pubhc  is  acquiring  large 
areas  of  undeveloped  land,  because  the 
market  value  on  small  tracts  of  land  exchang- 
ed in  speculative  market  will  be  far  greater 
than  what  should  be  the  true  market  value 
of  one  of  those  large  tracts.  Yet  you  can't 
establish  a  market  in  the  normal  way  and  in 
the  ways  that  are  used  by  the  land  valuation 
tribunal. 

I  wanted  to  make  two  or  three  other  brief 
comments  on  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  first 
is  that  we  welcome  with  the  clap  of  one 
hand  the  Ontario  home  repair  programme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That  is  a  silent  clap 
if  I  ever  heard  one. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That  is  a  silent  clap. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  with  the  muted  clap  of 
two  hands,  I  think  I  would  say.  Possibly  that 
is  a  bit  stronger  for  the  Minister  of  Housing. 

It's  a  programme  worth  about  $10  million, 
and  it's  covered  under  section  2,  and  I  think 
sections  4  and  5  of  the  Act.  The  $10  million 
is  not  adequate,  and  there  ought  to  be  a 
major  programme  of  renovation  within  the 
Province. 

Once  again  we  have  suggested  within  the 
NDP  that  grants  should  be  made  available 
of  up  to  about  $3,000  for  home  renovation 
on  a  pretty  general  basis.  As  I  recall,  I  think 
we  suggested  that  this  might  be  in  return 
for  Crown-hold  agreements  that  might  be 
such  that  a  person  on  a  low  or  modest 
income  could  have  renovations  made  to  his 
home  for  nothing  in  return  for  a  Crown-hold 
agreement  that  would  ultimately  govern  the 
disposition  of  his  property  and  still  retain 
life-time  tenure  on  the  property.  That's  a 
pretty  good  deal.   It  seems  to  me  that  the 


public  is  becoming  increasingly  prepared  to 
accept  alternatives  to  the  traditional  kind  of 
freehold  tenure,  and  this  would  be  involved 
in  the  proposal  I  have  just  made. 

If  they  accept  condominiimis,  if  they 
accept  them  as  enthusiastically  as  they  do 
the  HOME  Plan,  then  they  would  accept 
this  kind  of  proposal  under  which  you  can 
make  generous  renovation  grants  in  return 
for  a  switch  from  freehold  to  leasehold 
tenure.  But  the  funds  that  are  involved  here 
are  not  adequate  to  cover  the  large  areas 
which  will  not  be  covered  under  the  NIP 
and  RAP  plans,  and  yet  where  certain  kinds 
of  renovation  and  rehabilitation  will  be  re- 
quired  and  be  beyond  people's  means. 

In  echoing  the  member  for  Kitchener,  I 
would  welcome  the  power  of  municipalities 
to  form  non-profit  housing  corporations,  but 
after  the  rather  disastrous  gaps  made  by  the 
minister  in  defining  moderate  incomes  as 
being  between  $14,500  and  $20,000  a  year, 
in  his  housing  paper,  I  would  like  him  to 
put  on  the  record  what  he  means  this  time 
by  low  or  modest  incomes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that's  a  fairly  long  elabora- 
tion on  a  number  of  things  that  we  would 
like  to  see  done,  in  addition  to  what  is  put 
into  this  particular  Act.  As  far  as  the  Act  is 
concerned,  I  hope  that  the  minister  accepts 
our  suggestion  to  change  the  definition  from 
housing  projects  to  building  developments. 
Otherwise  we  welcome  the  bill  for  going 
as  far  as  it  does. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments concerning  Bill  63,  and  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  minister  an  organization  or 
a  group  in  my  own  community  that  is 
directly  involved,  as  far  as  section  3  of  this 
bill  is  concerned. 

First,  I  want  to  bring  to  the  attention  of 
the  minister  problems  that  have  arisen  in 
the  past  with  his  ministry  when  it  came  to 
actual  construction.  I  refer  to  a  project  known 
as  Elizabeth  Gardens  in  the  city  of  Windsor 
in  which  construction  was  extremely  faulty. 

There  was  delay  after  delay,  and  probably 
the  most  important  thing  today,  especially  in 
phases  2  and  3  of  that  project,  is  that  people 
at  this  date  still  have  not  received  the  deeds 
to  their  properties.  I  think  some  sort  of 
legislation  has  to  be  passed  to  make  sure 
that  those  who  have  purchased  properties 
from  the  developer  get  it  within  a  reasonable 
period  of  time. 
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My  prime  comments  concern  section  3.  I 
am  pleased  that  the  minister  is  proceeding 
with  the  bill  at  this  time.  I  would  prefer 
that  it  had  been  discussed  in  the  House 
earUer,  so  that  the  organization  could  have 
carried  on,  rather  than  suspend  its  operations 
for  the  short  period  of  time  for  which  it  has 
suspended  them. 

I  am  referring  to  an  organization,  under 
the  direction  of  Rev.  Robert  Warden,  known 
as  the  Coalition  for  the  Development.  The 
organization's  prime  function  in  the  past  has 
been  to  repair  below-standard  homes  of 
needy  owners.  Not  only  are  the  projects 
and  the  organization  extremely  worthwhile, 
but  the  repairs  that  have  been  carried  out 
have  been  to  rehabilitate  homes  mostly  lo- 
cated in  the  core  of  the  community,  but  not 
necessarily.  Wherever  there  happened  to  be 
needy  senior  citizens  who  otherwise  could 
not  have  afforded  to  redevelop  or  rehabilitate 
their  projects,  this  organization  took  over 
and  did  the  job  for  them.  It  was  so  efficient 
that  it  was  able  to  accomplish  this  work  at 
60  per  cent  of  normal  charges. 

I  speak  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  this 
organization  hoping  that  this  legislation  can 
be  passed  as  quickly  as  possible  so  that 
they  will  have  an  opportunity  to  carry  on 
the  responsibilities  they  have  undertaken,  and 
provide  rehabilitated  properties  to  the  many 
needy  in  the  community. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
that  I  was  going  to  ask  of  the  minister  last 
Thursday  or  Friday,  but  never  had  the  oppor- 
tunity. I  was  going  to  ask:  Are  you  aware 
that  the  Coalition  for  Development  Windsor 
group  that  repairs  below-standard  home.s  of 
needy  owners  and  elderly  persons  ^vill  have 
to  discontinue  its  home  repair  operations— 
operations  that  were  done  for  60  per  cent 
of  what  the  cost  would  be  at  commercial 
rates?  And  I  was  going  to  ask:  Will  the  min- 
ister consider  provision  of  necessary  funds 
so  that  the  organization  can  continue  to 
fulfil  a  definite  void  in  home  renewal  on 
behalf  of  the  elderly  and  needy? 

I  think  that  the  minister  is  advancing  funds 
to  this  organization  so  it  can  carry  on  its 
prosramme.  If  he  is  not,  I  certainly  ask  him 
to  do  so  as  quickly  as  possible  so  that  this 
project  can  be  carried  on  under  section  3 
of  the  bill  which  applies  directly.  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,   just   a  few   comments   with  regard 


to  that  same  item.  I  hope  the  minister  will 
not  get  too  involved  in  regulations  in  this 
matter.  I  think  the  pattern  developed  b>  the 
city  of  Toronto,  with  regard  to  the  Niagara 
St  community,  is  probably  one  of  the  best 
models  that  could  be  followed  where  citizens 
decide  the  priorities  and  how  a  project  is 
going  to  be  carried  out. 

They  actually  volunteer  their  services  to 
help  in  housing  cases  where  insuflBcient  peo- 
ple are  available  in  a  family  to  help  with 
actual  reconstruction  work.  One  remarkable 
job  at  a  cost  of  $400  a  house  was  accom- 
plished in  the  restoration  of  some  600  houses 
declared  unfit  for  continued  habitation.  It 
shows  that  when  you  allow  the  people  them- 
selves to  take  control  it  certainly  saves  a 
great  deal  of  money.  , 

I  am  also  concerned  with  another  aspect 
in  the  Act  and  that  is  with  regard  to  the 
acquiring  of  land.  I  hope  we  will  not  repeat 
what  happened  in  Malvern.  The  cost  of  about 
$2,000  an  acre  for  land,  originally,  to  the  prov- 
ince—and I  am  sure  development  costs  of  not 
many  more  thousands  per  acre  in  addition  to 
that— has  not  meant  any  saving  to  the  people 
at  all.  The  price  for  the  lots  they  are  now 
selling  to  builders  for  development  in  that 
area  works  out  to  $240,000  per  acre;  and 
when  you  go  from  $2,000  an  acre  to  $240,000 
an  acre  on  a  landbank  programme,  it  really 
isn't  doing  much  to  lower  the  price  of 
housing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purport  and 
tenor  of  this  particular  bill  is  simply  to  carry 
into  eflFect  what  was  set  forth,  probably  more 
elaborately  actually,  in  the  budget  of  recent 
date  of  the  Treasurer.  By  and  large  it  is 
altogether  commendable  as  far  as  it  goes  and 
long  sought  for  in  section  after  section. 

My  particular  remarks  on  second  reading 
have  to  do  with  the  weight  of  demand  since 
the  government  is  so  given  over  to  supply- 
demand  concepts  instead  of  long-term  plan- 
ning, or  even  short-term  for  that  matter. 
Where  does  and  to  what  extent— what  impact 
this  may  be  —  what  representations  —  where 
does  the  weight  fall  on  the  minister's  shoul- 
ders with  respect  to  the  several  various  types 
of  entities  and  enterprises  he  has  set  out  in 
the  bill? 

For  instance,  the  joint  housing  project, 
where  does  that  come  from?  Which  munici- 
pality? Where  is  the  clamour?  What  is  the 
noise  in  his  ears  which  brings  this  about?  The 
non-profit  housing  corporation;  to  what  extent 
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does  he  envisage  their  launching  and  their 
being  brought  into  eflFect?  Where,  again,  is 
the  weight  to  be  brought  there? 

In  section  7,  that  all-important  section  on 
land  acquisition,  landbanking  by  municipali- 
ties, it  seems  to  me  the  minister  in  his  own 
demesne  does  not  supply  the  funds  for  that 
particular  purpose;  at  least  if  one  looks  at  the 
beginning  of  the  bill,  section  2,  which  elab- 
orates upon  the  existing  section  2  of  the  Hous- 
ing Development  Act.  The  existing  section 
has  five  subsections  giving  the  minister  the 
various  powers  and  authorities  under  which 
he  acts  in  this  particiilar  regard.  What  he 
does  is  take  section  (e),  alter  it  and  add  an 
(f).  But  where  in  all  that,  as  I  read  it,  does 
he  supply  funds  for  landbanking  through  the 
municipal  setup?  I  quite  recognize  that  the 
federal  government  does  so  and  does  so  on 
some  elaborate  scale.  It  may  be  that  his  sole 
reliance  is  in  that  particular  direction. 

It  seems  to  me  in  simplistic  terms— and 
that's  the  way  I  think  we  are  going  to  have 
to  deal  with  housing  for  the  nonce— that  the 
ministry,  if  it  is  going  to  alleviate  it  and 
make  these  things  effective  in  the  area  of 
landbanking  or  otherwise,  working  through 
the  municipality  or  in  direct  relation— I  think 
direct  relation  is  going  to  be  more  and  more 
in  the  present  and  more  important  as  time 
goes  on— is  going  to  have  to  turn  to  the 
satellite  city  concept. 

The  government  has  done  it  in  a  mis- 
begotten way  in  Pickering.  What  the  minister 
has  to  do  is  have  it  more  far-flung,  provid- 
ing the  transportation  routes  and  picking  up 
that  raw  land  which  is  at  minimal  cost  since 
it  is  sufficiently  far  away  from  the  developers 


as  things  stand.  If  he  had  an  elaborate  policy 
and  a  visionary  one,  I  think  he  would  prob- 
ably announce  something  like  32  or  maybe  40 
satellite  towns  for  this  province  for  the  1985- 
1990  years  as  he  envisages  this  development. 
They  would  be  wholly  done,  in  conjunction 
with  the  private  sector,  of  course,  under  the 
elaborate  supervision  and  planning  of  the 
government  of  Ontario— and  even  in  competi- 
tion with  the  private  sector  in  order  to  keep 
costs  down.  Certainly,  with  respect  to  serv- 
ices, they  would  be  wholly  the  responsibility- 
Mr.  Speaker:  I  bring  the  hon.  member's 
attention  to  the  time. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Since  I  may  never  speak  on 
this  subject  again,  may  I  ask  to  adjourn 
the  debate? 

Mr.  Lawlor  moves  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
move  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  I  would 
like  to  say  on  Thursday  we  will  proceed 
further  with  the  bill  presently  under  dis- 
cussion, although  not  necessarily  as  the  first 
order  of  business.  I  will  also  call,  if  members 
will  mark  the  numbers,  the  items  of  business 
Nos.  8,  12,  13,  16,  17,  18,  21,  and  possibly 
24. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  «at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  before  we  proceed  with  the  regular 
business  of  the  day  I  wish  to  address  you, 
sir,  on  a  point  of  privilege.  I  want  to  draw 
the  attention  of  the  House  to  a  matter  which 
affects  the  rights  conferred  upon  members, 
"by  practice,  precedent,  usage  and  custom", 
under  standing  order  42  of  this  legislative 
assembly. 

Members  have  a  wide-ranging  right  and  re- 
sponsibility to  obtain  information  as  to  policy 
during  meetings  of  the  committees  on  esti- 
mates. However,  I  have  been  obstructed  in 
attempts  to  question  Miss  Stapleford,  a  con- 
sultant with  the  Ministry  of  Community  and 
Social  Services,  on  the  matter  of  daycare, 
even  though  she  has  actually  been  present  at 
the  meetings  of  the  committee.  Miss  Staple- 
ford  has  had  experience  in  the  field  of  child 
care  with  the  ministry  for  almost  30  years 
and  in  my  opinion  could  be  helpful  in  clari- 
fying the  new  policy  regulations  in  this  field. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
would  indicate  the  point  of  privilege  that 
she  wishes  to  bring  forward. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  point  of  privilege,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  simply  this,  that  the  members  of 
this  House  have  a  right  to  inquire  into  matters 
concerning  the  estimates  of  the  various  minis- 
tries  as  we  sit  on  estimates.  The  work  or  that 
committee  has  been  obstructed,  Mr.  Speaker, 
by  the  refusal  of  the  chairman,  the  member 
for  Renfrew  North  (Mr.  Hamilton)  and  the 
Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
(Mr.  Brunelle)  to  permit  questions  to  be  asked 
of  it  as  the  implementing  committee  on  the 
policies  pertaining  to  daycare.  It  was  so  bad 
yesterday,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair  was  challenged  and  the  Chair  refused 
to  put  the  question  to  the  conmiittee. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
That's  right. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  And  the  meeting  had  then 
to  adjourn. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  do  need  to  have  some 
rules  and  some  opportunity  to  carry  out  our 
functions  here. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  undertake  to  look  into 
the  circumstances  as  outlined  by  the  hon. 
member  and  determine  if,  in  fact,  there  was  a 
privilege  that  has  been  breached. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
the  point  of  order,  might  I  ask— 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  was  a  point  of  privilege 
raised  by  the  hon.  member,  who  made  her 
point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  rise  on  a  point  of  order 
then,  and  ask  wnether  the  Speaker  would 
consider  the  possibility  of  reconstituting  the 
House  committee  in  order  that  it  might  study 
the  rules  as  they  apply  to  committees  of  the 
House  and  the  House  itself? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure  the  hon.  member 
will  realize  that  I  have  no  authority  to  re- 
constitute any  committees  of  this  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  House  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  no  authority  to  do  so. 
There  is  no  Speaker's  House  committee  in 
existence  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  C.  J.  S.  Apps  (Kingston  and  the 
Islands):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take 
this  opportunity  of  introducmg  a  distin- 
guished group  of  visitors,  former  graduates  of 
Queen's  University,  led  by  a  former  Speaker 
of  this  Legislature.  Tnese  distinguished 
guests  are  located  in  the  Speaker's  gallery. 
I  thought  the  members  would  like  to  wel- 
come them  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  B.  Gflbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  introduce  35  grade  8  stu- 
dents from  Bruce  Mines  Central  School  and 
also  the  teacher  in  charge,  Mr.  Christenson, 
and  Mrs.  Shaver,  Mrs.  McKale  and  Rev. 
Jewell.  I  want  the  members  to  greet  them  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  introduce  a  group  of  eight 
ladies  from  the  working  English  programme 
on  Sorauren  Ave.  who  are  mainly  immigrants 
to  this  country  learning  English.  They  are 
here  with  their  teacher,  Miss  Mary  Ellen 
Befiori.  They  are  sitting  in  the  east  gallery. 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Soimd):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  take  this  opportunity  to  introduce  21 
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grade  8  students  from   St.   Anne  School   of 
Mattawa,  seated  in  the  west  gallery? 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  introduce  to  you  58 
grade  8  students  and  eight  adults  from  the 
B.  A.  Parker  Public  School  in  Geraldton. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
where  are  all  the  ministers  over  there? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
The  minister  without  Portfolio  (Mr.  Timbrell) 
is  here. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  There  is 
no  loss  there  at  all  then. 

Mr.  Roy:  They've  just  got  the  lightweights 
out  there. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Perhaps 
we  should  introduce  the  ministers. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 


COUNTY  RESTRUCTURING 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  advise  the 
House  on  the  status  of  two  county  restruc- 
turing proposals  we  have  been  considering, 
namely  for  the  counties  of  Prince  Edward 
and  Cbcford. 

Over  the  past  two  years  the  Prince  Edward 
county  council  has  been  considering  a  one- 
tier  strutcure  of  local  government  for  the 
county.  This  spring  our  ministry  prepared  a 
position  paper  outlining  the  advantages  and 
the  implications  of  such  a  reorganization  and 
we  had  several  public  meetings  held  in  the 
area  at  my  request  to  discuss  the  proposal. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Did  they 
endorse  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Following  these  meetings, 
the  county  council  concluded  that  additional 
time  is  needed  for  public  discussion  and  they 
asked  us  by  resolution  not  to  proceed  with 
the  proposals.  As  the  hon.  members  know,  it 
is  the  policy  of  this  government  to  initiate 
restructuring  only  at  the  specific  request  of 
the  local  municipalities,  and  I  have  advised 
the  heads  of  council  in  Prince  Edward  that 
we  plan  no  action  at  this  particular  time. 
However,  we  are  prepared  to  act  on  restruc- 
tiuning  at  a  later  date  if  the  council  concludes 
this  should  be  done. 

In  the  case  of  Oxford,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
councils  of  the  county  and  the  separate  muni- 
cipalities of  Woodstock  and  IngersoU  have 
told  us  they  believe  restructuring  is  desirable 


and  have  asked  us  to  proceed  by  way  of 
certified  resolution.  This  question  has  been 
under  consideration  over  the  past  four  vears 
and  a  joint  mimicipal  committee  last  year 
recommended  restructuring. 

The  province  had  no  direct  role  in  this 
review  until  we  were  asked  recently  to  pre- 
pare a  position  paper  reflecting  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  local  study. 

Although  all  the  municipal  representatives 
do  not  favour  this  move,  a  clear  majority  of 
municipalities,  representing  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  population,  have  indicated 
formally,  by  resolution,  their  desire  to  pro- 
ceed. 

It  is  our  intention,  therefore,  to  introduce 
a  bill  tomorrow  to  restructure  the  county  of 
Oxford.  This  legislation,  however,  will  reflect 
the  requests  of  the  area's  representatives. 

In  particular,  we  have  accepted  the  re- 
quests of  the  county  and  separated  munici- 
palities to  continue  present  police  arrange- 
ments and  to  provide  for  the  appointment  of 
the  first  warden  by  the  county  council  rather 
than  by  the  province. 

I  have  today  sent  letters  to  this  effect  to 
the  heads  of  all  councils  in  Oxford,  and  I 
will  arrange  to  have  staff  of  our  ministry 
meet  with  them  and  their  staff  between  first 
and  second  reading  of  the  bill  to  ensure  that 
all  matters  of  concern  to  them  have  been 
covered. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  add 
that  if  at  any  time  after  they  have  considered 
this  bill  the  city  of  Woodstock,  the  town  of 
IngersoU  and  the  county  of  Oxford,  by  reso- 
lution of  the  councils,  reverse  their  positions, 
the  province  will  not  proceed  further  with 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  what  you  call  tiptoeing 
through  the  tulips. 

ATIKOKAN  HOSPITAL 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health): 
Mr.  Speaker,  members  of  the  Legislature  are 
aware  of  the  recent  visit  of  the  social  de- 
velopment committee  to  northern  Ontario. 

Mr,  Breithaupt:  We  haven't  seen  some  of 
them  since. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  have  forgotten  about  them 
already. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Subsequent  to  this  visit, 
a  decision  was  taken  by  my  ministry  to  ap- 
prove the  request  of  the  township  council 
and  the  hospital  board  for  construction  of  a 
new  25-bed  nospital  in  Atikokan  at  a  cost  of 
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$1.8  million.  The  usefulness  of  such  trips  by 
the  social  development  committee  is  illus- 
trated by  this  decision,  which  resulted  from 
the  awareness  gained  of  the  special  needs  of 
the  area,  including  the  short  construction 
season  for  this  project. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  If  this  is 
the  first  time  they  have  found  that  out  after 
30  years  of  government,  it  is  sad. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Working  drawings  and 
specifications  have  been  submitted  by  the 
hospital  and  are  under  review  by  planning 
consultants  in  my  ministry.  The  consultants 
will  have  some  comments  to  make  to  the 
hospital  regarding  the  plans,  but  a  delay  is 
not  anticipated.  Conceivably,  once  approval 
is  given  the  hospital  could  proceed  by  late 
summer. 

Funds  will  flow  to  the  hospital  in  the  1975- 
1976  fiscal  year.  Interim  financing  has  been 
arranged  by  the  hospital,  and  it  is  their 
estimate  that  this  earlier  start  will  result  in  a 
saving  of  $216,000. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Hear,  hear. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  minister  going  to  give  them 
a  cheque? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


COUNTY  RESTRUCTURING 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  direct  a 
question  to  the  Minister  without  Portfolio 
who  is  in  charge  of  municipal  aflFairs.  How 
can  he  say  that  he  is  proceeding  with  the 
restructuring  of  local  government  in  Oxford 
on  the  basis  of  the  requests  of  the  municipal 
councils  concerned,  when  he  has  in  his 
possession  a  petition  signed  by  a  majority  of 
the  municipal  councillors,  representing  all  of 
the  municipalities,  asking  that  the  govern- 
ment defer  their  action? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
leader  of  the  Opposition  is  not  correct,  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  in  regard  to  who  is 
opposed  to  the  present  restructuring  proposal. 
We  have  examined  very  carefully  the  num- 
bers involved  in  terms  of  those  who  voted 
for  restructuring  at  the  county  level,  those 
who  voted  for  it  in  the  separated  town  of 
Ingersoll,  and  those  who  voted  for  it  in  the 
city  of  Woodstock.  As  far  as  the  county  is 
concerned,  the  rural  municipalities  were 
almost  equally  divided.  Our  figures  show  a 


population  figure  of  22,000-plus  voted  in 
favour;  a  population  figure  of  21,000-plus 
voted  against. 

However,  when  I  went  up  to  Oxford  and 
discussed  the  matter  vdth  them,  I  said  it  was 
a  decision  that  had  to  be  made  by  vote  of  the 
councils  of  the  county,  the  separated  town 
of  Ingersoll  and  the  city  of  Woodstock,  which 
they  did.  The  county  voted  in  favour  by  23 
to  16;  the  separated  town  of  Ingersoll  voted 
in  favour  by  four  to  three;  and  the  city  of 
Woodstock  voted  in  favour  by  six  to  two. 
Therefore,  I  believe  we  have,  without  any 
doubt,  unanimous  consent  to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Unani- 
mous? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Unanimous  consent?  What 
the  devil  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Unanimous? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker:  I  suppose  we  should  pur- 
sue the  use  of  the  word  "unanimous,"  be- 
cause obviously  the  minister  has  used  it  in- 
correctly. It's  anything  but  unanimous  con- 
sent to  go  ahead.  Wouldn't  he  agree  that  it's 
a  very  hairline  victory,  even  for  the  arrange- 
ments the  minister  carefully  laid  down  for 
himself,  since  he  was  there  and  established 
that  it  wasn't  the  municipalities  concerned 
but  the  county  council  that  would  speak  in 
place  of  the  municipalities  that  make  up  that 
county  of  Oxford?  Surely  it  is  a  most  elabo- 
rate formula  that  the  minister  is  using  to 
justify  going  forward  with  a  regional  govern- 
ment that  the  people  don't  want. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
believe  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  again  missed  the  point. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  That's 
par  for  the  course. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  proposal  to  restruc- 
ture a  county  has  to  be  voted  on  by  the 
county  council  and/or  separated  towns  or 
cities  within  that  county. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  So  says  the  minister! 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  said  "unanimous"  be- 
cause the  county  council  voted  in  favour, 
Ingersoll  voted  in  favour  and  Woodstock 
voted  in  favour. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  So  it  is  a  unanimous  vote 
from  Oxford  to  go  ahead? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Three  forms  of  govern- 
ment voted  for  restructuring— 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  twisted  reasoning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  I  would  think  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  would  be  wise  to 
join  with  us  in  this  restructuring. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  won't  join  with  the 
minister.  HI  speak  against  it  and  vote  against 
it 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

MINING  TAX  ACT  AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Treas- 
urer when  the  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Mining  Tax  Act,  which  were  announced  in 
the  budget,  are  expected  to  be  introduced, 
since  apparently  the  tax  was  imposed  as  of 
April  9  according  to  the  Treasurer's  state- 
ment. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Well,  I  am  work- 
ing on  this  almost  daily,  Mr.  Speaker.  There 
are  a  number  of  aspects— some  of  them  are 
in  regulations,  some  in  legislation— most  of 
which  have  been  decided  upon.  I  hope  we 
can  give  it  first  reading  before  we  recess. 
That  vdll  depend  in  part,  of  course,  on  the 
date  of  the  recess.  At  any  rate,  we  are  ad- 
vancing as  fast  as  we  can. 

\fr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  Treasurer  to  report  to  the 
Legislature  on  remarks  allegedly  made  by 
him  during  a  meeting  in  New  York  last 
week,  attended  by  Dr.  Ian  Macdonald,  the 
Premier's  adviser  and  the  former  Deputy 
Treasurer,  and  officials  of  Wood  Gundy  and 
Solomon  and  Bros.,  to  the  effect  that  the 
proposed  amendments  to  the  Mining  Tax  Act 
in  the  1974  budget  were,  at  least  in  part,  a 
mistake  and  would  not  be  acted  upon  as 
announced. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Has 
there  ever  been  an  indication  by  the  Treas- 
urer at  any  time  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Mining  Tax  Act  will  not  be  acted  upon  as 
they  were  first  announced  in  the  budget  here 
in  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No. 

Mr.  Spe^er:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

PETROSAR  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism  if  he 
is  taking  any  position  as  a  minister  to  try  to 


counteract  the  pressures  from  the  Conserva- 
tive Party  of  Canada  to  persuade  the  Prov- 
ince of  Alberta  to  keep  their  polyethylene 
expansion  industry  in  tnat  province,  rather 
than  providing  the  fuel  stock  to  the  Samia 
area  for  the  Petrosar  development,  as  was 
previously  planned  and  expected? 

Hon.  C.  Bennett  Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  our  party  and  our 
government  in  Ontario  have  made  our  posi- 
tion very  clear  as  far  as  locating  Petrosar  in 
Samia  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Roy:  They  are  pretty  quiet  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  I  do  not  think  that  it 
requires  any  further  elaboration  at  this  time. 
I  can  only  say  the  question  likely  arises  from 
a  private  member's  remark  that  was  reported 
in  Samia  some  days  ago. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Isn't 
the  minister  aware  that  the  question  arises 
from  a  statement  made  by  the  Minister  of 
Energy  (Mr.  McKeough)— I  saw  it  on  tele- 
vision last  night— indicating  that  the  spokes- 
man for  the  federal  Conservative  Party, 
George  Hees,  was  misinformed  when  he  indi- 
cated his  support  for  the  govemment  of 
Alberta? 

Can  I  further  ask  the  minister  what  he, 
as  a  minister,  is  doing  in  conjunction  with 
the  Minister  of  Energy  and  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis),  who  are  unfortunately  not  here  to- 
day, in  order  to  change  the  mind  of  the 
Conservative  govemment  of  Alberta,  which 
now  is  evidently  steadfastly  established  on 
the  concept  of  keeping  the  crude  oil  in  that 
province,  rather  than  allowing  it  to  come 
down  here  for  developmental  processing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
made  our  position  very  clear  to  the  Premier 
of  Alberta  that  we  support  the  Petrosar  pro- 
ject here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  My 
ministry,  with  two  or  three  people,  has 
assisted  in  preparing  briefs,  brochures  and 
pamphlets  to  the  govemment  and  the  Na- 
tional Energy  Board  as  to  what  we  believe 
is  the  proper  location  for  the  Petrosar  devel- 
opment. We  still  support  Samia  fully  and 
forcefully.  We  have  made  that  position  very 
clear  to  the  Premier  of  Alberta,  and  we  will 
continue  to  make  it  clear  to  him. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Does  the  govemment  have  any  intention  of 
making  that  clear  to  Stanfield  and  Hees,  and 
not  only  to  Lougheed?  And  why  does  the 
govemment  always  let  the  federal  govemment 
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fight  its  battles  when  it  comes  to  fighting  with 
Alberta? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  pleas- 
ed the  member  should  ask  that  particular 
question  in  regard  to  the  federal  people  and 
why  they're  looking  after  this  problem.  It 
was  suggested  by  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
me  some  weeks  ago  to  the  federal  Minister 
of  Energy  that  maybe  we  in  Ontario  should 
make  our  position  very  clear  to  Alberta.  It 
was  indicated  by  Mr.  Macdonald  that  it 
would  be  better  if  the  federal  government 
would  carry  the  cannon  in  this  particular  case 
and  we  said:  "Fine,  if  you  believe  you  can  do 
a  better  job  of  it,  be  our  guest," 

Mr.  Roy:  It's  obvious  it  can  do  a  better 
job. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  doing  a  better  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  We  are  not  in  a  posi- 
tion to  tell  Mr.  Stanfield  or  Mr.  Hees  or  any- 
one else  what  their  policy  should  be.  We 
shall  enunciate  our  policy  as  the  government 
of  Ontario  and  the  Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Since  the  minister  has 
now  announced  that  it's  government  policy 
to  let  the  federal  government  act  on  behalf 
of  this  province,  surely  the  minister  is  in  a 
special  position  to  calm  down  George  Hees 
and  the  Progressive  Conservative  Party  of 
Canada  who  are  interfering  substantially  with 
the  development  in  the  Samia  area? 

Mr.  Roy:  Why  does  the  minister  support 
them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  I  would  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party 
should  look  at  the  situation  more  on  a  na- 
tional basis  than  singularly,  province  against 
province.  That's  exactly  what  Mr.  Macdon- 
ald's  position  is  in  this  country. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  want  it  in  Samia. 
Where  does  the  provincial  government  want 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  We  have  put  our  posi- 
tion very  clearly  as  a  province.  Mr.  Mac- 
donald's  position  is  to  make  it  on  a  national 
scope  and  he  is  doing  exactly  that.  It's  a 
national  policy  and  should  not  be  province 
against  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  position  of 
Mr.  Hees? 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  minister  supporting  Mr. 
Macdonald? 


Mr.  Speaken  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  It  would  be  a  long  time 
before  I  would  do  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  good  news. 


POLICY  ON  LOTTERIES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations.  It  has  to  do  with  the 
government  policy  on  lotteries. 

First,  can  he  indicate  what  the  problem  is 
with  the  mayor  of  the  town  of  Wnitby  who 
feels  that  his  concept  for  approval  for  a  pro- 
vincial lottery  to  finance  certain  aspects  of 
development  in  that  town  has  been  replaced 
by  government  policy  to  use  the  lottery 
revenues,  if  there  are  any,  to  build  sports 
complexes  in  Burlington?  Is  there  a  govern- 
ment policy  which  would  accept  a  province- 
wide  lottery  concept  for  the  financing  of  any 
programmes,  particularly  the  one  for  flood 
relief  which  was  the  subject  of  a  resolution 
passed  by  the  council  of  the  city  of  Nanti- 
coke  two  days  ago? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  a  particular  project  involving  lotteries 
right  now,  namely  the  Olympic  lottery,  which 
I  believe  will  be  rurming  for  a  period  of  three 
years,  the  proceeds  of  which  are  going  to 
Sports  Ontario  or  for  sports  projects  within 
Ontario. 

Insofar  as  an  overall  provincial  lottery 
policy  is  concerned  on  a  long-time  basis,  we 
are  working  on  that  right  now.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  I  have  a  meeting  tomorrow  morning 
with  someone  in  connection  with  it  as  to  the 
various  alternatives  put  forward,  not  only  in 
this    House   and   through   the   press   but  by 

f)eople  on  our  own  staff.  As  members  know, 
otteries  are  run  across  the  province  by  a 
number  of  service  organizations,  churches, 
community-spirited  groups  and  this  sort  of 
thing.  There  are  various  alternatives  avail- 
able; that  is,  a  provincially-operated  lottery 
to  the  exclusion  of  all  others  or  a  combina- 
tion or,  perhaps,  one  major  provincial  lottery 
with  the  other  lotteries,  the  smaller  ones,  not 
being  interfered  with. 

I  believe  I  have  mentioned  this  in  the 
House  before  and  we're  looking  at  our  experi- 
ence over  the  past  two  or  three  years  as  it  is 
reflected  in  the  report  which  my  lottery  direc- 
tor made  available  to  me  at  about  last 
Christmas.  As  a  result  of  this,  I  hope  to  be 
able  to  make  some  recommendations  to  the 
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government  as  to  the  various  alternatives 
available  and  the  pros  and  cons  and  then 
embark,  perhaps,  on  a  lottery  programme  on 
a  little   different  base  from   what  we   have 


now. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When  is  the  minister 
going  to  make  that  representation? 

Hon.  Mi-.  Clement:  Pardon? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  anticipate  I  will 
probably  be  in  a  position  to  make  it  halfway 
through  this  summer;  perhaps  late  July  or 
early  August.  It's  quite  a  complex  situation. 


ONTARIO  NORTHLAND 
TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions if  he  is  going  to  take  any  action  follow- 
ing the  resignation  of  commissioner  Kennedy 
from  the  Ontario  Northland  Transportation 
Commission  with  the  knowledge  that  the 
commission  undertook  to  have  meetings,  paid 
for  from  commission  funds,  at  the  Kennedy 
motel  even  at  a  time  after  the  matter  had 
been  raised  in  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee and  the  law  oflBcers  of  the  Crown  had 
indicated  there  was  a  clear  conflict  under  the 
statutes  which  govern  the  Ontario  Northland 
Transportation  Commission.  Does  he  not  feel 
that  is  was  the  height  of  bad  judgement,  if 
not  sheer  arrogance- 
Mr.  Roy:  Arrogance. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —for  the  commission  to 
go  forward  with  its  meetings  even  when  the 
matter  was  before  the  public  accounts  com- 
mittee and  ultimately  effected  the  resigna- 
tion of  commissioner  Kennedy? 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
particular  matter  has  been  discussed.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  meetings  that  were 
held  at  the  Pinewood,  I  believe  it  is,  which 
the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  referring 
to,  were  meetings  that  involved  management- 
union  discussions,  that  the  commitment  had 
already  been  made  for  all  parties  to  be  there, 
and  it's  my  understanding  that  the  meetings 
had  been  scheduled  well  in  advance  and  they 
were  carried  out  on  those  particular  dates. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  He  could 
change  the  meetings.  We  change  the  meetings 
around  here  pretty  frequently. 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  haven't  got  the  exact 
dates,  but  I  don't  believe  that  both  of  those 
meetings  referred  to  were  held  after  the 
matter  had  been  brought  to  the  public  ac- 
counts committee— that  is  after  the  letter  was 
received  regarding  the  decision  or  the  inter- 
pretation of  the  section  by  the  Deputy  At- 
torney General.  I  believe  they  were  held 
before  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  Ontario  Northland  Transportation  Com- 
mission has,  at  its  head  office  in  North  Bay, 
quite  adequate— in  fact  some  people  call 
mem  luxurious— rooms  in  which  such  meetings 
could  be  held,  and  since  the  timing  of  this 
matter  is  so  much  a  matter  of  judgment,  isn't 
the  minister  concerned  that  the  judgement  of 
the  chairman  of  the  ONTC,  the  member  for 
Fort  William  (Mr.  Jessiman)  is  very  very 
much  in  question  during  the  handling  of 
these  matters? 

Mr.  Roy:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  a  matter  that  is 
also  under  review? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Come  on, 
resign. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  really 
think  that  I  should,  in  fairness  to  all  parties 
concerned,  wait  until  the  chairman  of  the 
public  accounts  committee,  on  behalf  of  the 
committee,  makes  its  report  to  the  Legisla- 
ture, which  I  understand  is  coming. 

I  think  I  should  comment  as  well  that  I 
don't  know  how  long  it  is  since  the  hon. 
member  has  been  in  the  facilities  in  North 
Bay.  He  is  certainly  welcome  to  come  up 
sometime.  If  he  can  find  me  a  luxurious 
room  there,  where  this  meeting  could  be 
held,  I'd  like  to  see  it.  I  was  up  there  yester- 
day and  I  must  have  missed  it.  Maybe  they 
had  it  locked  or  something.  But  I  would  cer- 
tainly invite  him  to  come  up  with  me  and  we 
will  look  for  it  together. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  could  have  used  a  railway 
car. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  suppose  he  could  have 
requisitioned  one  of  the  private  cars. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  more  questions? 
The  hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Supplemen- 
tary, Mr.  Speaker. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary. 
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Mr.  Germa:  Is  the  minister  considering  re- 
covering some  of  the  gains  which  were  made 
as  a  result  of  the  conflict  of  Mr.  Kennedy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not.  I  have  looked  into  that  particular  matter. 
I  find  that  the  services  that  were  rendered 
were  paid  for  and  the  money  that  was  re- 
ceived was  for  services  rendered  over  the  11 
years,  and  I  don't  believe  there  is  any  reason 
to  try  to  recover  any  of  it.  I  think  the  impli- 
cation there  is  that  something  had  been  taken 
illegally.  I  agree  it  was  in  conflict. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  it  was  illegal.  The 
law  specifically  prohibits  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  law  strictly  pro- 
hibits a  member  of  the  commission— and  this 
is  agreed  with  in  the  interpretation  that  was 
given  to  us  by  the  Deputy  Attorney  General 
—but  I  don't  believe  that  it  was  illegal  for 
him  to  be  paid  for  services  rendered.  That's 
the  way  I  interpret  it  at  this  time  and  I  have 
no  intention  of  trying  to  recover  the  money 
paid  over  the  last  11  years. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member- 
Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  a  supplementary  on 
this  side? 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  we  have  a  supplementary 
here,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  if  he  could  interpret  for  me  what 
Mr.  Kennedy  meant  when  he  said  it  was  only 
a  technical  conflict? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  like  being  a  little  bit 
pregnant. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  like  the  member  for 
Chatham-Kent  (Mr.  McKeough)  and  the 
member  for  York  Mills  (Mr.  Bales). 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  understand  that  is 
possible. 

Mr.  Reid:  Anyone  the  minister  knows? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
sure  which  of  these  questions  I  should  an- 
swer first.  The  last  question  from  the  member 
for  Rainy  River  is  one  that  he  is  much  more 
expert  in  than  I,  so  I'll  refer  back  to  the  one 
from  the  present  member  for  Ottawa  East- 
Centre?  East. 

Mr.  Roy:  Ottawa  East;  a  great  riding. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  think  that  the  word 
technical  was  used  in  the  sense  as  opposed  to 


it  being  a  moral  conflict.  I  don't  really  be- 
lieve that  Mr.   Kennedy  knowingly  did  any- 
thing that  he  felt  was  wrong.  As  for  as  I  am 
concerned- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  because  he  couldn't 
read  the  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  Act  is 
there.  Section  42  of  the  Act  is  very  clear. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —I  think  it  is  absolutely 
atrocious  that  this  man  has  been  maligned 
publicly,  his  integrity  has  been  challenged, 
and  I  really  believe  that  what  he  did  he 
did  as  a  technical  error.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can 
assure  you  that  if  anything  was  ever  done  to 
any  member  of  any  commission  appointed  by 
this  government,  based  upon  a  technicality, 
the  hue  and  cry  from  that  side  of  the  House 
about  miscarriage  of  justice  would  be  un- 
believable. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  They're  all  the  minister's 
friends  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  believe  the  law 
should  be  upheld. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Does  the  minister  believe  the 
law  is  a  technicality? 

Mr.  Germa:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er; I  wonder  if  the  minister  will  consider 
amending  the  ONTC  Act  to  provide  for  a 
penalty  as  far  as  it  relates  to  conflict  of 
interest? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  min- 
ister certainly  believes  there  should  be  an 
amendment  to  that  section.  No  question 
about  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  To  allow  the  minister's 
friends  to  profit  from  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Will  the  minister  promise  that  in  future 
appointments  to  the  ONTC  wfll  be  made  on 
the  basis  of  competence  rather  than  pohtical 
affiliation? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  I'll  tell  the  member  that 
will  sure  eliminate  any  of  his  friends,  if  it 
has  to  deal  with  competence. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that's  ex- 
actly why  I  would  like  to  see  that  particular 
section  of  the  Act  amended,  so  that  we  can 
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continue  to  appoint  people  who  are  compe- 
tent and  not  have  to  worry  about  silly  little 
conflicts  of  interest. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Is  the 
minister  going  to  bring  in  an  amendment? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart)  wants 
to  make  an  observation  at  this  point. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  All  aboard. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Order,  order. 


AGGREGATE  HAULAGE  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  Will  the  minister  order  an 
immediate  investigation  into  the  Ontario 
Haulers  Association  and  into  the  aggregate 
hauling  business  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
to  try  to  come  to  an  adequate  resolution  of 
what  appear  to  be  rather  substantial  prob- 
lems which  are  occurring  right  across  south- 
em  Ontario  and  which  have  been  brought 
if  not  to  his  attention  then  certainly  to  the 
attention  of  his  ministry  and  his  predecessor 
( Mr.  Carton )  on  a  number  of  occasions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
already  had  meetings  with  both  of  the  asso- 
ciations mentioned  by  the  hon.  member.  I 
have  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Natale,  I 
believe  it  is,  requesting  that  he  be  allowed 
to  come  in  and  discuss  some  of  his  thinking 
on  this.  That  certainly  would  be  arranged. 

We've  had  a  problem  here,  and  I  think 
the  hon.  member  recognizes  it,  being  that 
there  are  two  factions  involved  in  the  truck- 
ing of  the  aggregate.  I  have  been  trying  for 
the  last  several  weeks  to  get  both  of  those 
factions  together.  There  is  a  split  between 
them;  there  seems  to  be  some  sort  of  a  power 
battle  going  on  over  who  is  going  to  lead 
what.  I  think  I  finally  have  them  now  to  a 
point  where  they  will  be  coming  together. 
We  are  going  to  try  and  discuss  the  matter 
with  both  parties  and  eventually  bring  in  the 
producers  themselves  to  try  and  resolve  this 
as  quickly  as  possible. 


Mr.  Deans:  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  min- 
ister to  hold  some  form  of  hearing  in  order 
that  individuals  who  are  currently  not  in  the 
business  but  have  been  forced  out  because 
of  the  inefficiencies  of  it  will  be  given  the 
opportunity  to  appear  and  make  representa- 
tion with  regard  to  what  has  happened  to 
them  in  the  past? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
going  to  commit  myself  to  holding  hearings 
at  this  time.  I  would  like  to  meet  with  both 
of  the  parties  and  hear  what  their  problems 
are  and  how  they  feel  they  can  be  resolved. 
Any  decision  as  to  hearings  to  involve  other 
people  will  be  made  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  sup- 
plementary; if  persuasion  fails  is  the  min- 
ister prepared  to  do  something  more  eflFective, 
perhaps  with  the  co-operation  of  his  colleague 
the  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  MacBeth), 
bringing  in  some  legislation  which  will  allow 
government  intervention  in  this  kind  of  dis- 
pute which  does  everyone  harm? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
discussing  this  matter  with  the  Minister  of 
Labour  and  with  some  of  his  oflBcials.  There 
has  been  a  proposal  put  forward  to  me  by 
one  of  the  groups  that  they  feel  making  an 
amendment  to  the  Labour  Relations  Act 
would  solve  some  of  their  problems.  We  are 
looking  at  that  aspect  of  it  as  well. 

I  can  assure  the  hon.  members  that  we 
have  had  nvmibers  of  meetings  on  this  matter 
and  we  do  hope  to  get  it  resolved  very  quick- 
ly. I  recognize  it  as  a  serious  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 


AGREEMENTS  WITH  DEVELOPERS 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

A  question  of  the  Minister  of  Housing: 
How  many  agreements  has  he  signed  to  date 
with  developers  to  provide  housing  at  an 
adequate  level  of  cost  for  the  people  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  believe  I  should 
be  required  at  this  time  to  make  a  prema- 
ture annotmcement  on  the  number  of  agree- 
ments. We  have  received- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  minister  got  any? 
Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  we  have  . 
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Mr.  Deans:  Good, 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  have  something 
in  excess  of  40  proposals  which  we  are  now 
reviewing  to  ensure  that  they  jibe  with  mun- 
icipal requirements.  We  simply  can't  sign  an 
agreement  with  a  developer  until  such  time 
as  the  municipality  has  agreed  to  it.  Munic- 
ipalities in  some  cases  are  now  reviewing 
those  agreements.  We  expect  to  be  able  to 
make  announcements  within  two  to  three 
days. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary:  How  many 
houses  are  involved  in  the  40  proposals  the 
minister  has  before  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Several  thousand, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: If  only  several  thousand  are  involved  and 
some  of  those  will  not  go  through  because 
the  minister  doesn't  accept  them  or  the 
municipalities  do  not,  what  plans  has  the 
government  to  reach  even  the  target  of 
12,000  units  committed  under  the  Housing 
action  programme  over  the  next  coming 
months? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  every  reason  to  believe  a  sufficient  num- 
ber of  agreements  will  be  signed  to  reach 
the  12,000  target  which  is  forecast. 


FOOD  PRICES 

Mr.  Deans:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations:  In  light 
of  the  announced  increase  in  the  consumer 
price  index  for  food,  will  the  minister  investi- 
gate the  charges  or  allegations  made  by  Mr. 
Fred  Page,  representing  National  Grocers 
Ltd.,  that  a  number  of  producers  of  food- 
stuffs and  household  commodities  were  rais- 
ing prices  in  anticipation  of  a  price  freeze 
immediately  after  the  federal  election?  Will 
he,  if  he  finds  there  be  truth  in  that  state- 
ment, move  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
protect  the  consumers  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  against  this  unwonted  gouging? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
asked  this  question  by  a  media  member  some 
two  days  ago.  I  was  not  aware  of  this  state- 
ment; although  I  have  since  had  it  pro- 
duced. I  said  to  the  media  at  that  time  that 
if  food  prices,  or  any  prices,  were  increased 
in  anticipation  of  something  of  that  nature,  I 
personally  would  find  it  particularly  deplor- 
able. I  am  right  now  awaiting  a  report  to 
verify  it,  and  the  fact  that  the  statement  was 
made  as  reported  to  me  in  order  that  I  may 


trace  it  down.  But  I  don't  endorse  that  type 
of  activity  at  all.  I  can  only  conclude  at  this 
moment  that  there  was  an  error  in  reporting 
it,  or  it  was  taken  out  of  context. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  minister  en- 
dorse a  wage-price  freeze? 

Mr.  Deans:  Two  supplementary  questions: 
One,  is  it  the  position  of  the  Progressivie  Con- 
servative Party  in  Ontario  that  the  federal 
party's  position  with  regard  to  price  freezes 
is  correct?  Secondly,  from  whom  is  the  min- 
ister awaiting  the  report? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Firstly,  I  don't  speak 
on  behalf  of  the  Conservative  Party—   , 

Mr.  Deans:  Try  for  the  government  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —I  speak  on  behalf  of 
my  ministry.  And  secondly,  I'm  awaiting  the 
report  from  my  executive  assistant. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  does  the  minister 
think  of  it  as  a  ministry? 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary:  Is  it  the  in- 
tention of  the  minister  •  to  inquire  directly 
with  the  producers  and  the  wholesale  dis- 
tributors to  determine  whether  the  price 
increases  reflected  in  the  abnormally  high 
index  change  are  the  result  of  anticipation  of 
a  price  freeze  directly?  ■ 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  what  I 
want  to  make  clear  is  whether  the  statement 
as  reported  to  me  on  Tuesday  of  this  week 
was,  in  fact,  correct.  I've  asked  for  the  entire 
statement  and  a  clarification  of  same  to  see 
if  it  was  reported  correctly.  Because  if  it 
isn't  correct,  then  there  is  no  sense  chasing 
windmills. 


YORK  ST.  WIDENING  IN  HAMILTON 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  question,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, directed  to  the  Minister  of  Housing:  Has 
the  Minister  of  Housing  had  representation 
made  to  him  on  behalf  of  those  who  were 
opposed  to  the  York  St.  widening  in  the  city 
of  Hamilton,  asking  that  there  be .  an  exten- 
sion granted  to  the  deadline,  which  falls  on 
June  20  of  next  week,  in  order  that  i  they 
might  have  more  time  to  prepare,;  a  isub- 
mission? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I've 
received  no  direct  representations;;  (however, 
I  have  heard  of  these  concerns  and  I'm  'pre- 
pared to  look  at  them  when  they  are  re- 
ceived. '      ■ 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary  question:  Have 
no  representations  been  made  by  the-ftiember 
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for  Hamilton  West,  the  Minister  without  Port- 
folio (Mr,  McNie),  asking  that  an  extension 
be  granted? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
have  been  some  informal  discussions  on  the 
matter,  but  I  think  I  should  have  something 
in  written  form  before  I  in  fact  agree  to  any 
extension  of  time. 


REFUSAL  FOR  CARDIOVASCULAR 
UNIT  IN  WINDSOR 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
that  the  Windsor  Heart-Lung  Pump  Com- 
mittee under  the  leadership  of  Mr.  Leslie 
Chaif  is  more  determined  than  ever  to  have 
a  heart-lung  pump  machine  installed  in  one 
of  the  Windsor  hospitals- 


Mr.  Held:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker-  Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Wentworth  have  further  questions?  If  not, 
the  hon.  Minister  of  Revenue  has  the  answer 
to  a  question  asked  previously;  then  the  hon. 
member  for  Windsor-Walkerville  after  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Co  ahead. 


RETAIL  SALES  TAX  ON 
PHOTOGRAPHIC  FILM 

Hod.  a.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  May  10,  last,  I  was  asked 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Kitchener  and  the 
hon.  member  for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shulman) 
to  comment  on  the  retail  sales  tax  bulletin 
issued  at  that  time  relating  to  sales  tax  on 
photographic  film.  In  replying  to  the  ques- 
tions, I  indicated  that  I  would  have  some 
clarification  of  the  way  in  which  the  taxes 
applied.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  also  mention 
that  prior  to  these  questions  being  raised  in 
the  House  we  had  received  a  number  of  in- 
quiries from  photographers  afiFected  by  the 
ruling  contained  in  the  sales  tax  bulletin,  and 
we  have  been  working  towards  a  clarification 
of  our  position. 

A  meeting  was  arranged  with  representa- 
tives of  the  Professional  Photographers  of 
Ontario  Inc.,  which  resulted  in  what  we 
believe  is  an  entirely  satisfactory  resolution 
to  the  problem.  In  short,  we  have  made  ar- 
rangements that  will  allow  photographers  to 
continue  to  acquire  their  film  on  a  tax-exempt 
basis;  but  in  those  cases  where  the  use  of  the 
film  does  not  entitle  photographers  to  the 
exempt  basis,  they  will  then  be  required  to 
account  for  and  to  pay  over  the  tax.  If  any 
photographers  have  paid  tax  since  April  29, 
1974— and  I  believe  there  have  been  some— 
which  would  not  be  payable  under  the  new 
procedure,  they  will  be  entitled  to  rebate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Mr.  Reid:  He's  a  great  fellow. 


Mr.  B.  Newman:  —and  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  this  equipment  can  be  used  for  blood 
clot  procedures  and  other  health  purposes 
and  that  the  committee  has  never  asked  that 
a  Windsor  hospital  be  equipped  to  conduct 
heart  transplants,  will  the  minister  reconsider 
his  decision  to  permit  the  installation  of  such 
equipment  in  a  Windsor  hospital?  And  will 
he  also  meet  with  the  delegation  on  June  26 
so  that  they  may  present  him  with  a  50,000- 
name  petition  in  support  of  their  request? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate 
being  made  aware  that  this  question  might 
be  asked,  because  it  is  not  an  easy  one  to 
have  statistics  for  out  out  of  your  head. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  matter  has 
been  discussed  before.  Even  so,  I  am  quite 
pleased  to  go  over  it  again. 

Back  in  July  1973  our  ministry  received  a 
survey  of  cities  in  the  province  carried  out 
by  members  of  the  medical  profession  to 
determine  where  such  surgery  facilities  should 
be  made  available.  This  group  did  review 
guidelines  for  the  establishment  of  cardio- 
vascular surgery  units  and,  as  well,  surveyed 
those  that  were  in  existence.  I'd  like  to  point 
out  that  the  nine-person  team  did  include 
the  chief  of  a  major  hospital  of  surgery,  the 
head  of  cardiovascular  surgery  of  another, 
and  so  on.  So  I  think  it  was  a  very  qualified 
team. 

It  was  their  opinion  that  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  patients  a  cardiovascular  unit 
should  not  be  created  in  Windsor.  This  was  a 
decision  which  the  former  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  Potter)  agreed  with  and  with  which  I 
concur. 

Since  the  report  has  been  made  public,  I 
am  quite  prepared  to  compare  the  situation 
as  it  is  in  Windsor,  at  least  at  the  time  of 
the  study,  with  the  standards  and  the  guide- 
lines that  they  set.  In  fact,  rather  than  read- 
ing them  into  the  record— if  the  member 
wishes  me  to  I  will— I  oan  give  them  to  him 
privately.  Is  that  adequate? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  fine. 
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Hon,  Mr.  MUler:  SuflBce  it  to  say  that  in 
sum  total  we  felt  that  a  population  base  of  a 
million  was  needed,  while  there  were  only 
about  317,000  people  within  the  area  the 
member  is  serving. 

I  do  appreciate  the  concerns  of  the  people 
and  their  desire  to  have  this  kind  of  a  service, 
but  I  have  to  reiterate  it's  not  in  the  best 
interests  of  either  the  patient  or  the  health 
delivery  system  to  establish  a  cardiovascular 
unit  in  Windsor. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Is  the  minister  aware  that 
they  do  not  ask  for  heart  transplants?  Is  he 
aware  they  are  simply  asking  for  the  heart- 
lung  pump  machine  that  can  be  used  for 
surgical  procedures  other  than  transplants? 

Is  the  minister  aware,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  staflF  required  to  operate  such  a  piece 
of  equipment  is  very  minimal  and  that  if  he 
meets  with  the  group  on  June  26  they  will 
be  able  to  explain  completely  to  him  their 
reasons  for  the  need  of  the  heart-lung  pump 
machine  in  the  city  of  Windsor? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Yes,  I  am  aware  of  that, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  the  stafiF  requirements  on 
my  sheet  of  paper  to  show  the  member  what 
we  think  is  required  versus  what  is  available. 
I  think  he  might  be  satisfied  with  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lanark. 


LOCKOUT  AT  MEAT  PACKING  PLANTS 

Mr.  D.  J.  Wiseman  (Lanark):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Food.  In  view  of  the 
threatened  meat  strike  by  the  handlers  and 
the  plant  lockouts,  does  the  minister  share 
the  ne\v^  media's  opinion  that  substantial 
meat  price  increases  may  occur? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all  let 
me  say  that  I  would  hope  that  threatened 
meat  strike  and  plant  lockout  might  not  occur. 
As  we've  learned  from  the  news  media,  the 
unions  that  did  vote  so  overwhelmingly  to 
accept  the  oflFer  across  eastern  Canada  might 
be  granted  the  right  to  go  ahead  and  sign 
that  agreement  and  carry  on  meat  processing 
in  eastern  Canada. 

I  hope  that  the  strike  will  not  materialize. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  it  does,  and  the  worst 
comes    to    the    worst,    there    are    substantial 


storage  stocks  of  meat  in  Canada  today.  We 
have  in  Canada,  as  of  May  1,  about  124 
million  lb  of  meat  storage,  in  comparison 
with  last  year  when  we  had  about  107  mil- 
lion lb.  With  regard  to  Ontario's  storage, 
which  we  have  recently  determined,  we  have 
about  35  million  lb  of  storage  in  Ontario 
itself.  That  is  roughly  one-third  of  all  the 
storage  in  Canada- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  Will  they  release  it,  though? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  that  is  in  com- 
parison to  31  million  lb  at  this  time  last  year. 
On  top  of  that,  the  major  packing  plants  that 
have  been  threatened  with  the  strike  and 
lockout— according  to  figures  that  were  made 
public  in  1971,  I  believe— process  about  50 
per  cent  of  the  meat  processed  in  Canada. 

We  are  fortunate  in  Ontario  that  there  are 
30  federally-inspected  meat  processing  plants 
in  this  province  and  there  are  about  78  meat 
processing  facilities  that  are  under  federal 
inspection.  Along  with  that,  under  the  Pro- 
vincial Meat  Inspection  Act  we  have  247 
plants.  I  am  certain,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  could 
handle  an  enormous  increase  in  all  of  those 
plants  that  would  not  be  struck  or  locked  out 
if  the  strike  or  lockout  did  occur. 

I  would  like  to  suggest,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
reply  to  the  question  of  the  member  for 
Lanark,  that  I  can  see  no  reason  why  there 
should  be  any  increase  in  the  price  of  meat 
at  consumer  level,  threatened  by  this  kind 
of  a  strike.  I  think  that  it  is  quite  imfortu- 
nate,  as  my  friend  suggested,  that  the  news 
media  have  been  publishing  the  fact  there  are 
threatened  increases  in  price  today.  With  this 
kind  of  backlog  of  meat,  perhaps  the  greatest 
meat  storage  that  we  have  had  in  Canada, 
certainly  in  the  last  three  years,  and  the 
facilities  that  we  have  ready  to  increase  han- 
dling procedures,  there  should  be  no  increase 
in  meat  prices  in  Ontario  or  in  eastern 
Canada. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  consulted  with  his  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Labour,  on  the  matter  of  the  nine 
meat-packing  plants  that  voted  to  accept  the 
ofiFer— that  is  nine  out  of  11  in  eastern  Canada 
—so  in  fact  we  are  not  going  to  have  to  be 
troubled  by  the  shutdown  due  to  the  lockout 
here? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
haven't. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Will  the  minister  do  so? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  1  certainly  will. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary  question:  The 
minister  states  he  doesn't  see  any  reason  why 
there  should  be  any  increase  in  the  price  of 
meat.  What  action  does  the  minister  contem- 
plate taking  to  assure  that  in  fact  there  is  no 
increase  in  the  price  of  meat? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  knows  that  the  reason  he  is  over 
there  and  we  are  over  here— 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  because  I  am  in  a  different 
party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —is  because  there  is  no 
law  in  this  country  at  consumer  level.  That 
is  one  of  the  reasons.  His  party  w^ants  to 
implement  that  kind  of  thing. 

Mr.  Germa:  Just  answer  the  question. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  does  nothing 
to  protect  the  consiuner.  The  consumer  comes 
last. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let  me  say,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  my  hon.  friend  knows  that  there  is 
no  consmner  law  for  pricing  of  any  com- 
modity in  this  province  or  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber  for   Ottawa   East  has   a   supplementary. 

Mr.  Roy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
the  minister:  In  view  of  the  great  amount  of 
meat  in  storage,  as  he  said,  and  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  he  is  supporting  the  federal 
leader,  Stanfield,  who  advocates  freezing 
wages  and  prices,  does  the  minister  not  feel 
that  the  prices  of  meat  in  storage  should  be 
frozen  at  least  until  the  storage  facilities  are 
exhausted? 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  That 
is  frozen  storage. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  After  90  days. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Those  are  matters  that 
have  to  be  determined  as  time  will  be  ful- 
filled. My  guess  is  that  after  July  8  we  will 
have  that  decision. 

Mr.  Speaker:  One  more  supplementary. 

Mr.    Deans:    Recognizing   that   the    reason 
why   the   minister   is    over   there   and    I   am 
over  here  is  the  reason  why- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Question. 


Mr.  Deans:  —we  don't  have  any  consumer 
laws  governing  this,  may  I  ask  the  minister, 
since  he  makes  the  laws  and  I  don't— 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Thank  God. 

Mr.  Deans:  —is  the  minister  prepared  to 
bring  in  legislation  which  vidll  empower  him; 
(a)  to  evaluate  the  amount  of  meat  already 
in  storage,  and  (b)  to  establish  a  fair  market 
price  for  it  during  the  term  of  the  conflict? 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Bring 
out  the  militia. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  already 
enunciated  that.  If  my  hon.  friend  had  been 
listening  he  would  have  heard,  and  I  am 
sure  he  must  have  heard— 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  That  is  why  the 
hon.  member  is  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —of  the  enormous 
quantities  of  meat  that  we  have  in  storage. 
There  is  no  point  in  my  repeating  that,  Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  minister  going  to  estab- 
lish a  price? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  using  up  the  time 
of  the  question  period.  Suffice  it  to  say  the 
people  of  Ontario  made  a  very  important 
and,  thankfully,  fortunate  decision  a  couple 
of  years  ago  when  they  left  that  group  over 
there  which  really  has  no  concept  of  doing 
business  whatever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  getting  it  now. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Answer  the 
question.  Why  must  the  ministers  all  make 
little  political  homilies  every  time  they  get 
on  their  feet?  Answer  the  question.  Every- 
one takes  off  from  the  Minister  of  Energy. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  How  is  the  minister  at 
freezing  bananas? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order,  please.  There 
have  been  a  reasonable  number  of  supple- 
mentaries.  Order,  please. 

Before  I  proceed  with  the  question  period, 
I  am  going  to  interrupt  the  period  and  I  will 
add  the  time  taken  to  the  total  question 
period.  The  next  member  who  would  have 
been  recognized  is  the  hon.  merrtber  for 
High  Park  but  I  have  a  matter  to  deal  with 
which  directly  involves  the  hon.  iriember 
for  High  Park  and  I  must  deal  with  that 
matter  before  I  recognize  him  in  the  question 
period. 
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On  Monday  evening  last,  the  hon.  member 
did  use  some  very  unparliamentary  remarks 
which  were  directed  to  the  hon.  Treasurer. 
I  understand  an  apology  was  directed  to  the 
hon.  minister  who  is  satisfied  with  that 
apology.  However,  the  remarks  do  appear  in 
Hansard  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  hon. 
member  should  apologize  to  the  House  and 
withdraw  the  remarks. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  I  would  be 
glad  to  withdraw  the  remarks.  They  were 
made  in  a  moment  of  heat  and  anger  and  I 
must  say  the  minister  did  provoke  us  a  mite 
but  I  am  happy  to  withdraw  them. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  is  a  provocative  figure. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  accept 
the  apology  without  hesitation;  but  I  wish 
the  hon.  member  would  stop  saying  I  am  one 
of  his  favourite  Tories,  it  is  ruining  my 
reputation  all  over  this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  do  appreciate  the  hon. 
member's  withdrawal  of  tne  remark  and  I 
now  recognize  him  with  a  question. 


OWNERSHIP  OF  HUMBER  COLLEGE 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  same 
generous  spirit,  I  direct  my  question  to  the 
Minister  or  Colleges  and  Universities.  Can 
the  minister  explain  the  circumstances  under 
which  one  Joseph  Burnett,  who  is  well  known 
to  police  circles  as  a  launderer  of  Mafia 
money,  has  become  the  owner  of  Humber 
College  and  rents  it  to  the  ministry? 

Mr.  Deans:  He  uses  the  laundry  facilities 
out  there  to  do  it. 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Colleges 
and  Universities):  Did  I  understand  the  hon. 
member  correctly  that— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  —an  individual  had  be- 
come the  owner  of  a  college? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  starting  a  course 
in  hotel  management  as  well. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Yes.  The  fact  is  he  is  the 
owner  of  the  college  and  the  ministry  rents 
it  from  him  at  a  rent  of  $170,000-odd  a  year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
minister  was  providing  an  answer. 

Mr.  Shulman:  But  he  asked  me  a  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  am  not  aware  of  the  arrangements  Humber 


College  has,  but  I  will  find  out  what  prop- 
erty it  owns  and  what  property  it  rents  and 
let  the  hon.  member  know. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  is  the  property  on  Queens- 
way  which  is  leased  by  one  Joe  Burnett. 

(Mr.  Foulds:  Is  the  minister  not  aware  that 
at  least  half  of  the  commmiity  colleges,  I  be^ 
lieve,  of  the  province  are  owned'  by  private 
indivickiak  and)  leased  back  by  the  govern*- 
ment  for  use  as  colleges? 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 
and  I  think  all  hon.  membersi  are  aware  that 
a  great  many  of  the  colleges  have  part,  some 
of  them  all,  of  their  campuses  in  rented 
quarters.  Some  of  them,  I  assume,  would  be 
on  a  month-to^month  or  year-to-year  basis; 
some  of  them  are  on  long-term  leases. 

'I  couldn't,  off  the  top  of  my  head,  give 
him  details.  If  he  would  like  to  know  who 
rents  what  from  whom  for  what  periods  I 
would  ask  that  the  questiorb  be  put  on)  the 
ordfer  paper  and!  we  will  make  a  return  on  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  the  minister  saying  that  until  this 
moment  he  was  not  aware  that  Joe  Burnett 
was  the  owner  of  Himiber  Coliege? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  might 
unload  the  hon.  member's  question,  the 
ownership  of  Humber  College  is  in  the  prov- 
ince, through  the  Council  of  Regents,  with 
the  board  of  governors. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  the  buildings. 

Hon.  Mr.  Auld:  The  buildings  it  occupies 
—I  have  no  idea  how  many  are  owned!  by 
the  college  or  the  Council  of  Regents  or  how 
many  by  private  interests  who  lease  them; 
but  I  will  find!  out. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  new  at  his'  job. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  they  will  give 
him  an  honorary  degree. 

iMr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Revenue 
has  the  answer  to  questions  asked!  previously. 
Then  the  hon.  member  for  York-Forest  Hill. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  person 
who  placed  the  question  is  not  in  his  seat 
today  andi  I  have  agreed  with  the  member 
for  Wentworth  that  I  would  hold  my  reply 
such  time  as  his  colleague  had  returned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 
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lYONGE  ST.  MALL 

Mr.  Givens:  I  believe  this  is  a  question  of 
the  Minister  without  Portfolio,  the  member 
for  Grenville-Dundas.  Why  has  there  been 
such  an  inordinate  dtelay  in  bringing  in  legis*- 
lation  to  permit  the  city  of  Toronto  to  have 
its  mall  on  Yonge  St. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  be- 
lieve there  has  been  a  veryi  undue  delay. 
Certainly  there  has  been  a  problfem  in  get- 
ting certain  bills  through  this  House.  But  if 
the  hon.  member  would  stay  in  his  seat  it 
will  be  introduced  today. 

Mr.  Givens:  A  supplementary:  Is  it  the 
government's  intention  to  cause  this  dfelay 
every  year  in  the  futtire,  with  respect  to 
refusing  to  give  the  city  freedom  from 
liability  for  the  year  1975  and  in  future  years? 
And  if  so,  why  does  the  government  do 
this  every  year? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
I  think  we  should  go  back  to  the  reasons 
there  was,  if  there  was,  a  delay.  We  tried  to 
incorporate  in  the  bill  the  requests  from  the 
city  and  from  Metro  coimcil.  They  kept 
coming  to  us  with  various  requests  at  the 
last  moment.  We  have  said,  as  far  as  the 
mall  is  concerned,  this  is  the  last  year  the 
mall  will  be  held  without  liability.  I  have 
sent  that  in  writing  to  the  city.  Therefore  any 
delay,  as  far  as  I'm  concerned,  is  not  the 
delay  of  the  government  but  the  delay  of 
those  who  are  elected  at  the  local  Ifevel. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  That's 
who  it  always  is. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wdch-Riversidie.  Then  the  hon.  member  for 
Rainy  River. 


HEALTH  AND   SAFETY   STANDARDS 
iIN   ONTARIO    MINES 

'Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sand*wich-Riversidb):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy:   Is  the  mimster  aware  of  the  new 

method  of  lining  the  walls  of  uraniimo,  mines 
with  polymer  materials  which  rediice  the 
concentration  of  radon  by  at  least  60  per 
cent,  thereby  reducing  miners'  exposure  to 
some  of  the  radioactivity  that  leads  even- 
tually to  liing  cancer? 

'Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy):  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  Whv  not? 


Mr.  Burr:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  get  in  touch  with  the  United  States 
Bureau  of  Mines  immediately  to  take  advan- 
tage of  this  method  which  has  been  tested 
by  the  United  States  Bureau  of  Mines? 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  not  very  well 
informed. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
will  not.  I  would  suggest  the  question  may 
well  be  directed  to  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources.  It  may  well  be  that  something 
that  the  mining  industry  would  want  to  do, 
but  it's  not  something  that  the  Minister  of 
Energy  will  be  concerning  himself  with. 

Mr.  Roy:   He  is  not  interested  enough. 

Mr.  Burr:  Supplementary  question:  As  the 
Minister  of  Energy  requires  the  uranium  for 
his  projects,  is  he  not  interested  in  this  matter 
of  miners'  health? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  ob- 
viously I  am  interested  in  miners'  health. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  not  too  interested. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  interested  in  the 
health  of  the  people  who  produce  the  steel 
for  the  Hydro  towers  working  at  the  Steel 
Co.  in  Hamilton,  but  that  doesn't  mean  to 
say  that  I'm  going  to  interfere  with  the 
normal  day-to-day  operations  of  other  gov- 
ernment ministries,  which  I  think  should  be 
obvious  even  to  members  opposite. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  enough  to  write  a  letter? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 


CHURCH  OF  SCIENTOLOGY 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  dealing  with  an  article 
in  MacLean's  Magazine  of  June  this  year. 
Has  the  minister  read  the  article,  I  believe  it 
is  by  John  Saunders,  in  regard  to  the  Church 
of  Scientology,  a  branch  of  which  operates 
in  the  city  of  Toronto?  If  he  is  aware  of  that 
article  could  he  give  us  his  opinion  of 
whether  it's  a  factual  article?  And  if  so, 
does  that  not  constitute  some  kind  of  fraud? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  First,  I  have  read  the 
article  to  which  the  hon.  member  refers. 
Second,  I  have  not  verified  the  facts  con- 
tained in  that  article,  so  I  can  make  no  state- 
ment or  warrant  as  to  their  authenticity. 
Some  of  the  matters  referred  to  in  that  article 
are  similar  to   those   already  known  to  my 
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ministry  and,  I  believe,  to  the  Ministry  of  the 
Attorney  General,  although  I've  had  no  dis- 
cussions with  them  and  with  the  Metro  fraud 
squad  here  in  Metropolitan  Toronto.  I  think 
that's  the  only  comment  I  can  offer  at  this 
time. 

Mr.  Reid:  May  I,  by  way  of  supplemen- 
tary- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  been  extended  by  two  minutes  now. 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 
Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 

CITY  OF  PORT  COLBORNE   ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intitued,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of 
Port  Colbome. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  pro- 
vides the  authority  for  the  city  of  Port  Col- 
bome to  receive  a  loan  under  the  federal- 
provincial-municipal  employment  loans  pro- 
gramme to  cover  the  cost  of  the  construction 
of  sanitary-  sewers  and  house  connections  on 
Elm  St.  and  Barrick  Rd.  in  the  city  of  Port 
Colbome. 

Since  the  issuance  and  the  sale  of  deben- 
tures are  the  responsibility  of  regional  muni- 
cipalities, authority  is  also  provided  for  the 
regional  municipality  of  Niagara  to  issue 
a  debenture  payable  to  the  Treasurer  of  On- 
tario for  the  purposes  of  the  city  of  Port 
Colbome.  The  requirement  for  this  bill  arose 
because  of  a  misunderstanding  of  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  employment  loans  pro- 
gramme. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  are  numerous  private 
discussions  taking  place  which  make  it  diffi- 
cult to  hear.  Perhaps  the  members  would 
carry  on  their  discussions  a  little  more  quietly. 

ONTARIO  PLANNING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  major 
provisions  of  this  bill  deal  with  the  consul- 


tative and  hearing  procedures  required  for 
development  plans.  It  requires  that  all  muni- 
cipalities affected  be  consulted,  and  that  sep- 
arate hearings  may  be  held  at  different  times 
and  locations  for  difffferent  parts  of  the  plan, 
and  permits  the  hearing  officer  to  submit 
separate  reports.  I  will  be  taking  this  bill 
through  the  legislative  process. 


PARKWAY  BELT  PLANNING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Parkway 
Belt  Planning  and  Development  Act,  1973. 

Mortion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
makes  it  clear  that  the  parkway  belt  plan  is 
a  development  plan,  and  that  the  parkway 
belt  planning  area  is  a  development  plan- 
ning area,  under  terms  of  the  Ontario  JPlan- 
ning  Development  Act. 


NIAGARA  ESCARPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  Niagara  Planning  Development 
Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Treasurer  always  turns 
the  taps  up  the  last  week  of  the  session.  He 
can  never  get  it  going  on  time.  He  can  never 
get  it  here  a  month  beforehand.  What  a 
bunch  of  incompetents  in  that  ministry. 

On  a  point  of  privilege,  Mr.  Speaker,  this 
minister  always  brings  his  legislation  in  a 
week  before  the  session  ends. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That's  not  a  point  of  privi- 
lege. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  it  should  be  pointed 
out- 
Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —that  it's  an  abuse  of  the 
way  the  House  should  work,  that  so  much 
legislation  should  come  forward  at  the  last 
minute. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  point  of  privilege. 
The  hon.  member  vdll  be  seated  when  the 
Speaker  is  on  his  feet. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  feels  like  a  point  of  privi- 
lege, though. 

Mr.   Speaker:   It  may  well  feel  like  one; 

it  is  not  one. 


mm 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  must  de- 
scribe that  feeling. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  that  the  motion  carry? 

Mr*  Gassidy:  No. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  We 
don't  need  unanimous  consent, 

Mr.  Gassidy:  I  realize  that.  Has  the  Treas- 
urer got  another  one  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  it  is  only  June  13; 
we  have  got  till  December.  What  makes  these 
so  late? 

Mr.  Gassidy:  Yes,  but  we  know  the  Treas- 
urer wants  to  get  them  passed  this  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill 
clarifies  a  number  of  provisions  of  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  Act.  It  provides  for  the  minister 
to  amend  an  order  defining  the  planning  area 
and  requires  that  the  order  be  tabled  before 
the  House.  It  also  outlines  the  steps  to  be 
taken  to  have  a  development  plan  approved 
and  the  arrangements  to  be  followed  for 
hearings  under  the  Act. 

Other  amendments  transfer  responsibility 
to  the  Minister  of  Housing  for  functions 
which  fall  under  the  offices  of  his  ministrv. 


ASSESSMENT  AGT 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  Does  the  minister  want  it 
passed  next  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Tomorrow. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  that  a  general  assessment  at  market 
value  will  not  be  made  until  1976  for  taxation 
in  1977  and,  with  certain  exceptions,  the 
existing  levels  of  assessment  will  be  main- 
tained in  1974  and  1975. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  the  weasel  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Unlike  the  period  between 
1970  and  1974,  when  no  assessment  rolls 
were  returned,  annual  assessment  rolls  at 
the  existing  levels  of  assessment  will  be 
returned  in  1974  and  1975  for  taxation  in 
1975  and  1976. 


Last  fall,  my  predecessor  in  this  ministry 
(Mr.  Grossman)  informed  the  House  that 
the  general  assessment  at  market  value  would 
be  delayed  until  1976.  Provisions  are  con- 
tained in  the  bill  that  will  enable  the  assess- 
ment commissioner  to  adjust,  on  the  roll  to 
be  returned  in  1974  and  1975,  assessments 
that  are  inequitable  with  respect  to  the 
assessment  of  similar  property  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  property  whose  assessment  is  to  be 
adjusted.  This  is  intended  to  prevent  the 
perpetuation  of  inequitably  low  or  high  as- 
sessment in  comparison  with  assessment  of 
neighbouring   properties. 

To  render  the  assessment  roll)  a  more  ac- 
curate base  for  municipal  taxation,  the  bill 
provides  that  the  roll  will  be  returned  in 
December,  rather  than  on  Oct.  1.  This  later 
return  will  enable  the  assessment  commis- 
sioner to  include  on  the  roll  almost  all 
changes  that  have  occurred'  in  the  year  and 
will  not  dfelay  die  striking  of  mill'  rates  for 
the  levying  of  taxes  by  municipalities  in  the 
following  year.  Neither  the  interim  nor  the 
final  levy  of  tax  need  await  the  final  re- 
vision of  the  assessment  roll  by  the  assess- 
ment review  court. 

In  addition,  the  times  in  which  appeals  of 
assessment  on  the  rolls  may  be  commenced 
have  been  extended  by  seven  days,  and 
certain  minor  consequential  amendiments  are 
required. 

The  exemption  for  mining  buildings  used 
is  obtaining  minerals  from  the  ground  is 
removed!  by  the  bill  for  those  buildings  on 
the  surface  of  mineral  land.  This  will  en- 
large the  tax  base  of  mimicipdities  in  north- 
ern Ontario  where  mining  is  a  major  indtis^ 
try. 

In  addition  to  these  amendiments,  a  formula 
is  providted  for  apportioning  the  total  assessed 
value  of  a  tenant-occupied  property  among 
the  tenants,  and  in  accordance  with  the 
market  rental  value  of  the  space  they  occupy, 
so  that  tenants  occupying  the  most  valuable 
space  will  be  assessed  for  a  greater  portion 
of  the  total  assessment  of  the  property  than 
will  tenants  occupying  less  valuable  quarters 
within  the  same  area. 

'Tax  on  the  total  assessment  for  the  property 
will  remain  the  responsibility  of  the  owner, 
but  notices  of  assessment  will  be  sent  to  ten- 
ants so  they  can  direct  school  support  for  the 
taxes  referable  to  their  assessment;  and  so 
that  they  will  be  able  to  compute  the  taxes 
for  which  they  may  be  liable  under  their 
private  lease  arrangements  with  the  owners. 

Many  minor  amen<Jments  result  from  the 
fact  that  an  annual  assessment  roll  will  begin 
to  be  returned  in  1974  at  a  later  date  than 
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was  formerly  provided  for  in  the  Act.  In 
addition,  some  sections  that  are  no  longer 
required  in  the  Act  are  being  repealed. 


the  approval  process.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will'  be 
taking  this  bill  through  the  legislative  pro- 


cess. 


PLANNING   ACT 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning 
Act. 


MUNICIPALITY   OF   METROPOLITAN 
(TORONTO   ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act. 


(Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill.  Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


(Mr.  Cassidy:  That  one  we'll  welcome.  It's 
been  overdue  for  at  least  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  needis  at  least  one 
hour. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  we're  breaking  up  in  a  week, 
the  minister  won't  have  time  to  do  those 
bills. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  municipalities  with  authority  to  con- 
trol the  demolition  of  residential  buildings 
in  any  area  covered  by  maintenance  and  not 
in  receipt  of  controls.  The  legislation  wall 
allow  municipalities  to  prohibit  demolition  of 
a  residential  building  until  a  building  permit 
is  issued'  to  replace  it.  Time  limits  may  be 
specified  for  a  completion  of  the  reconstruc- 
tion. 

Property  owners  may  appeal  to  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  if  council  rejects  or  fails 
to  act  on  their  request  for  a  demolition  per- 
mit or  prescribes  unreasonable  time  limits 
for  reconstruction.  An  appeal  to  the  board 
would  also  be  allowed  if  unusual  conditions 
occur  after  reconstruction  begin®  so  that  the 
owner  cannot  meet  the  original)  deadline  im- 
posed and  insisted  upon  by  council.  The 
bill  makes  provisions  for  substantial  penalties 
for  unauthorized  demolition  or  the  failure  to 
meet  the  terms  of  the  building  permit  issued 
for  reconstruction. 

This  approach  to  preserving  residential 
property  has  been  developed  in  consultation 
with  the  city  of  Toronto  and  the  Urban 
Development  Institute.  I  want  to  say  to  the 
hon.  members  that  I  greatly  appreciate  their 
assistance  and  their  co-operation. 

Other  sections  of  this  bill  continue  our 
policy  of  decentralizing  additional  authority 
to  local  coimcils  and  provide  for  assistance 
to  municipalities  to  carry  out  redevelopment 
studies  necessary  to  take  advantage  of  the 
neighbourhood  improvement  programme.  Two 
other  amendbients  allow  the  minister  to  ap- 
prove parts  of  an  oflScial  plan  and  to  recall 
matters  he  has  referred  to  the  Ontario  Muni- 
cipal Board  if  they  can  be  settled  without  a 
hearing.  Both  of  these  changes  will  speed'  up 


iHon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  pro- 
vides for  the  redistribution  of  the  member- 
ship for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  council  and 
the  executive  committee  of  the  council  to 
adhere  more  closely  to  representation  by 
population.  It  allows  the  Metropolitan  coun- 
cil to  appoint  a  chief  administrative  oflScer 
and  make  arrangements  for  Metropolitan 
Toronto  housing  policy.  There  is  provision 
for  the  Metro  boroughs  to  make  application 
to  change  their  names  from  boroughs  to 
cities.  The  bill  also  abolishes  the  Metro  plan- 
ning board  and  transfers  responsibility  for 
planning  from  the  appointed  board  to  the 
elected  representatives  on  the  Metropolitan 
council.  Tliere  are  a  number  of  additional 
powers,  including  authority  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  to  establish  a  pedestrian  mall  on 
Yonge  St. 

I  will  be  taking  this  bill  through  the  legis- 
lative process. 

REGIONAL    MUNICIPALITY   OF 
SUDBURY   ACT 

'Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Sudbury  Act,  1972. 

(Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

iMr.  Cassidy:  This  minister  is  no  more 
competent  than  the  Treasurer  is.  This  could 
have  come  forward  a  coupfe  of  weeks  ago. 

iHon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  the  member  had  shut 
up  it  might  have. 

(Mr.  W.  J.  Nuttall  (Frontenac-Addington): 
Well  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pmpose 
of  this  bill  is  to  meet  a  request  of  the  regional 
council  and  the  local  councils  involved  for 
direct  voting  to  regional  councils  in  the 
towns  of  Rayside-Balfour,  Valley  East  and 
Walden;  and  also  to  clarify  the  position  and 
rights  of  the  local  mimicipalities  under  the 
terms  of  the  Planning  Act. 

I  will  be  taking  this  bill  through  the  legis- 
lative process.  . 
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BEEF  CATTLE 
MARKETING  ACT 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
bijl.  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Beef 
Cattle  Marketing  Act. 

-Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Act 
at  present  provides  for  a  maximum  licence 
fee  of  15  cents  for  each  head  of  cattle  that 
weighs  500  lb  or  more  liveweight  and  five 
cents  for  each  head  that  weighs  less  than 
500  lb.  The  amendment  provides  for  a  maxi- 
mum licence  fee  of  45  cents  in  the  case  of 
cattle  weighing  500  lb  or  more,  with  the 
provision  that  me  fee  for  cattle  weighing  less 
than  500  will  be  10  cents  less.  The  amende 
ment  further  provides  that  no  increase  in 
fees,  except  in  excess  of  10  cents,  shall  be 
made  in  any  12-month  period. 


FRUITS    AND   VEGETABLES 
PRODUCE   FOR   PROCESSING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
biD  intituled'.  An  Act  respecting  Fruits  and 
Vegetables  Produce  for  Processing. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Even  though  its  title  is  un- 
grammatical. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  couldn't  read  the  dashes 
between  the  words. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  proposed  Act  is  to  provide  for 
the  payment  of  licence  fees  by  prodticers  of 
fruit  and  vegetables  that  are  sold  to  proces- 
sors for  processing  into  food'  prodticts  and 
for  the  expenditure  of  such  fees  to  advance 
the  practice  of  horticulture  and  the  marketing 
of  fruit  and  vegetables  for  processing. 


vWOOL    MARKETING   ACT 

'Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  respecting  the  Maricet- 
ing  of  Wool. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  was  this  one  held  up 
since  March? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Because  the  sheep  pro- 
ducers just  came  in  about  two  weeks  ago 
and  asked  for  it;  and  that's  how  quickly  we 
respond  to  processors  here. 

Mr.  Singer:  Ohl 


Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Some- 
times the  minister  responds  like  he  did  on 
the  fruit  and  vegetables,  and  then  four  years 
afterwards  he  changes  his  mind. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Toronto  was  waiting  a  year 
and  a  half  for  demolition  controls.  What  has 
Jim  Taylor  got  that  the  city  of  Toronto 
dbesoft  have? 

Mr.  Givens:  Yes.  What?  The  island? 

An  hon.  member:  Pull  the  wool  over  his 
eyes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  proposed  Act  is  to  provide  for  the 
payment  of  licence  fees  by  prodiicers  of  wool 
and  the  expenditure  of  such  fees  to  advance 
the  production  of  sheep  and  the  marketing 
of  wool  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 


MINISTRY   OF   GOVERMENT 
SERVICES    ACT 

(Mr.  Burr  moves  first  reading  of  bill  intitul- 
ed. An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of  Govern- 
ment Services  Act,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

(Mr.  Deans:  That's  the  one  that  gets  rid 
of  the  minister. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  the  one  that  closes 
down  the  restaurant. 

An  hon.  member:  No,  it's  just  for  the 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of  the 
bill  is  to  ensure  that  handicapped  persons 
are  employed  by  all  persons  with  whom  the 
government  enters  into  contract  or  agree- 
ments exceeding  $2,500. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Good  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  An  excellent  biU,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the  orders 
of  the  day,  could  I  prevail  upon  the  House 
for  a  moment  to  introduce  yet  another  group 
from  the  riding  of  Thunder  Bay;  10  students 
from  St.  Theresa's  School  in  Beardmore  and 
five  students  from  Red  Rock,  under  the  direc- 
tion of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  J.  Virdiramo.  Will  you 
welcome  them  to  the  Legislature? 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the  orders 
of  the  day,  I  wonder  if  I  might  ask  of  the 
House  leader,  for  clarification  purposes, 
whether  he  would  consider,  as  the  govern- 
ment House  leader,  reconstituting  the  House 
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committee  in  order  to  review  and  revise 
both  the  rules  of  the  House  and  the  rules  of 
the  committee  in  order  that  we  don't  continue 
to  have  disruption  and  upset  around  the 
rules? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  think 
about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


FOREST  FIRES  PREVENTION  ACT 

Mr.  Maeck,  in  the  absence  of  Hon.  Mr. 
Bernier,  moves  secmid  reading  of  Bill  44, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Forest  Fires  Preven- 
tion Art. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  Bill  44  is  nothing  much  more  than 
housekeeping  in  order  to  bring  the  Forest 
Fires  Prevention  Act  in  keeping  with  the 
reorganization  within  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources. 

May  I  ask  the  parliamentary  assistant  if, 
in  the  reorganization,  there  has  been  any 
change  in  the  emphasis  in  the  Forest  Fires 
Prevention  Act  to  assist  unorganized  com- 
munities which  lack  the  ability  to  provide  for 
their,  own  fire  protection? 

When  the  minister  was  putting  his  esti- 
mates through  the  natural  resources  com- 
mittee he  did  indicate  that  he  would  under- 
take to  provide  a  much  closer  liaison  be- 
tween the  unorganized  communities  and 
those  within  his  ministry  who  are  responsible 
for  forest  fire  protection.  Is  there  anything 
that  the  ministry  has  in  mind  to  upgrade 
facilities  and  to  eflFect  a  more  close  liaison, 
a  more  close  co-operation  between  the  per- 
sonnel within  his  ministry  and  the  unorga- 
nized municipalities  which  don't  have  the 
firefighting  capacity  within  them? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  have  no  particular  comments  to 
make  on  the  bill.  We  see  it  as  simply  a 
piece  of  housekeeping  legislation. 

However,  there  is  one  item  over  which  I 
might  feel  some  regret  that  it  has  been 
changed  by  the  ministry.  It  has  always 
seemed  to  me  that  the  term  "forester"  had 
an  almost  romantic  ring  to  it.  I  somewhat 
regret  that  it  is  being  changed  just  for  the 
acceptance  of  that  word  "manager",  which 


doesn't  seem  to  have  the  personal  touch  and 
the  glamour— if  there  is  glamour  to  that  job- 
Mr.    Stokes:    They    are  all   managers   and 
technicians  now. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —that  the  term  "forester" 
had.  It  is  I  think  an  honourable  term  and  one 
that  fits  within  the  history  and  traditions  of 
the  province  and  I  must  say  I  rather  regret 
that  that  is  being  changed.  However,  with 
those  comments,  we  will  not  oppose  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  debate?  The  hon. 
member  for  Parry  Sound. 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  answer  to  the  member  for  Thunder  Bay, 
I  must  point  out  to  him  that  this  bill  was 
on  the  order  paper  before  the  discussions  on 
our  estimates  in  committee.  So  this  bill  really 
has  nothing  at  all  to  do,  of  course,  with  our 
discussion  on  the  estimates,  but  I  understand 
that  our  ministry  is  in  the  process  of  making 
plans  to  do  exactly  what  the  member  has 
mentioned. 

As  far  as  the  member  for  Kitchener  is  con- 
cerned, I  agree  with  him  that  "forester"  is 
a  very  nice  term,  but  many  of  our  district 
managers  are  no  longer  foresters;  some  of 
them  are  from  various  other  professions,  so 
that  is  the  reason  we  are  dropping  the  term 
"forester." 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

BiU  44,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Forest  Firei 
Prevention  Act. 


PRIVATE  VOCATIONAL  SCHOOLS  ACT 

Mr.  Parrott,  in  the  absence  of  Hon. 
Mr.  Auld,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  73, 
An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Regulation  of 
Private  Vocational  Schools. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Some  hon.  members:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  if  the  hon.  members 
will  rise  and  address  the  Chair  when  we 
call,    "Shall    the    motion    carry?"    then    we'll 
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recognize  them.  If  they  are  standing,  I  don't 
kncAv  whether  they  are  going  to  leave  the 
room  or  what. 

The  hon.  member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  He  should 
stand  on  his  chair. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  will  have  to  stand  up. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  I  realize  I 
don't   stand    very    high   when    I   stand,    Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Roy:  Tell  him  to  stand  on  his  chair, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  is  pretty  close  to  the 
ground. 

Mr.  Laughren:  —but  I  did  attempt  to  rise 
as  soon  as  you  called  second  reading. 

Generally  speaking,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  agree 
with  the  bill.  There  are  some  questions  about 
it  that  we'd  like  to  discuss  further,  perhaps 
in  the  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

As  most  of  us  know,  there  have  been  some 
abuses  of  the  vocational  schools  in  the  past, 
and  while  we  think  that  this  bill  in  principle 
is  good,  we  think  that  there  are  some  cases 
in  which  this  Act  needs  to  be  discussed  in 
more  detail. 

For  example,  there  is  the  question  of  the 
powers  of  the  board  as  it  is  constituted.  I 
certainly  would  have  great  diflBculty  support- 
ing a  bill  that  gave  power  to  a  board  to 
prevent  a  licence  being  granted  to  a  voca- 
tional school  and  then  had  the  appeal  going 
directly  back  to  the  same  board  that  refused 
them  permission  for  a  licence  in  the  first 
place.  I  think  that  goes  against  the  whole 
concept  of  what  Mr.  Justice  McRuer  said 
about  appeals. 

I  think  also  there  are  some  questions  about 
what  happens  when  a  student  joins  a  voca- 
tional school  and  pays  his  application  fee- 
perhaps  even  pays  his  tuition  fee— and  then 
does  not  complete  his  programme.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  bill  that  would  indicate  that 
he  has  any  redress  against  the  school. 

I  think  also  there  appears  to  be  an  assump- 
tion that  the  board  that  is  constituted  is 
going  to  be  wise  enough  to  make  the  kind 
of  regulations  required  to  govern  the  voca- 
tional schools.  I'm  of  the  opinion  there  needs 
to  be  some  kind  of  advisory  committee  struck 
that  would  provide  advice  to  that  very  board. 

Ml*.  Speaker:  Any  further  debate  on  sec- 
ond reading?  The  hon.  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  ap- 
preciate  receiving   comments   from   the   par- 


liamentary assistant,  when  he  speaks  on  sec- 
ond reading,  as  to  the  groups  of  schools  that 
are  included  in  this  legislation.  I  would 
asstnne  that  the  business  colleges  and  their 
organizations  would  be  involved  and  thai 
there  might  well  be  other  kinds  of  organiza- 
tions, perhaps  those  that  are  teaching  the 
art  of  hairdressing  and  various  other  things, 
that  would  be  included  in  the  groups  that 
are  going  to  be  covered  in  this  area. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  familiar 
as  to  whether  business  colleges  as  such  are 
included  at  present  under  the  Trade  Schools 
Regulation  Act— I'm  not  that  familiar  with 
the  Act— but  I  would  appreciate  hearing  from 
the  parliamentary  assistant  if  the  groups  that 
are  to  be  covered  have  been  contacted  and 
involved  in  the  preparation  of  this  bill. 

I  can  understand,  of  course,  how  we  should 
be  moving  to  some  general  conmion  ground 
in  the  operation  and  development  of  facilities 
that  remain  in  the  private  sector  within  the 
educational  marketplace.  I  think  those  facili- 
ties have  a  place,  because  as  a  result  of  the 
particular  skills  that  they  are  well  knowledge- 
able in  using,  they  are  able  to  provide  educa- 
tional benefits  in  particular  areas  that  we 
should  not  otherwise  be  duplicating. 

The  private  vocational  schools  have  had 
a  long  and,  I  think,  an  honoured  history 
within  the  province;  and  I  would  hope  that 
they  have  been  involved  in  the  deliberations 
that  have  led  up  to  the  presentation  today  of 
this  Bill  73. 

If  the  parliamentary  assistant  can  advise 
us,  I  would  also  be  interested  in  hearing 
from  him  what  he  proposes  to  do  about  the 
point  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt,  The  matter  of  having  a  licence  refused 
and  then  taking  an  appeal  to  the  person  who 
refused  it,  is  something  which,  of  course,  is 
clearly  against  the  principle  we  have  tried  to 
develop  in  various  bills  over  these  last  several 
years  since  the  McRuer  commission  brought 
forward  its  lengthy  and  involved  report.  I 
would  hope  the  parliamentaiy  assistant  could 
comment  on  that  and  presmnably  we  will  be 
able  to  discuss  it  further  in  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  further  debate 
on  this  bill?  The  hon.   member  for  Oxford. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxford):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  reply  to  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt,  yes, 
we  are  quite  happy  to  have  this  bill  go  to 
the  committee  of  the  whole. 

One  other  question  the  hon.  member 
raised  was  whether  or  not  there  would  be 
return  of  fees.  I  think  that  would  be  some- 
what dependent  upon  the  frequency  of  such 
a  complaint.  I  think  he  will  find  in  the  Act 
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that  the  superintendent  has  the  right  to  in- 
spect and  I  think  it  would  be  dangerous  to 
make  a  statement  on  the  basis  of  one  ilhis- 
tration.  I  would  think  we  would  attempt  to 
use  some  great  common  sense  in  that  regard. 
If  there  were  extenuating  circiunstances  I 
think  the  superintendent  would  be  quite  pre- 
pared to  persuade. 

To  the  member  for  Kitchener,  I  think  one 
of  his  main  concerns  can  be  answered,  per- 
haps, when  we  refer  to  the  section  near  the 
end  of  the  bill.  It  says: 

A  regulation  may  adopt  by  reference, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  with  such  changes  as 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  con- 
siders necessary,  any  publication  and  may 
require  comphance  with  any  publication 
that  is  so  adopted. 

That  particular  one  caused  me  some  con- 
fusion and  I  think  what  we  are  saying  is 
that  there  is  at  present  a  Canadian  classifica- 
tion and  dictionary  of  occupations.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  there  are  14,000  occupations  listed 
and  that  would  be  the  basis  on  which  we 
would  suggest  that  the  schools  be  registered. 
If  they  fit  within  that  registry,  we  think,  with 
the  definitions  of  this  Act,  indeed,  they  should 
be  registered.  That  gives  us  a  very  broad 
term. 

I  agree  with  the  member  completely  when 
he  says  there  is  a  need  in  society  for  private 
schools  and  indeed  we  think  this  particular 
bill  strengthens  them.  It  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  ministry  to  phase  out,  if  one  will,  the 
private  school,  anything  but.  I  think  we  are 
saying  the  exact  opposite— that  indeed  they 
do  serve  the  marketplace  and  they  sometimes 
have  an  opportunity  to  fill  a  void  which  the 
public  sector  has  not  seen  fit  to  fill.  With  the 
number  of  14,000  occupations  surely,  if  there 
is  a  viable  possibility  that  such  a  school  is 
necessary,  the  operator  would  find  plenty  of 
scope,  in  that  list,  to  function. 

In  reply  to  the  question  of  whether  the 
private  schools  have  been  involved,  yes,  those 
which  are  now  under  the  Act  have  been  in- 
volved and  some  outside  the  Act  have  been 
involved.  I  think  for  general  purposes  of 
definition,  we  are  suggesting  that  if  the  school 
leads  to  certification  of  a  vocation,  it  will  be 
part  of  our  intent  to  register  them.  If  it 
leads  to  a  hobby,  which  isn't  a  vocation,  it 
will  not  be  and  there  is  a  very  grey  area.  I 
think  you  could  quite  readily  accept  that 
with  a  definition  of  14,000  we  have  a  fair 
opportunity  to  include  all  those  which  the 
member  would  like  to  see  included. 


bill 


Motion  agreed  to:   second  reading  of  the 


Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  seventh  order  re- 
suming the  adjoiumed  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  63,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Housing  Development  Act. 


HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

( concluded ) 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  when  we  adjourned 
the  debate  on  this  particular  bill  the  last  time 
the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  (Mr.  Lawlor) 
had  the  floor.  I  wasn't  sure  from  his  remarks 
whether  or  not  he  intended  to  have  further 
discussions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
He  is  not  here. 

An  hon.  member:  He  said  he  was  finished. 

Mr.  Speaker:  He  did  indicate  he  was 
finished.  I  am  informed  that  he  indicated  he 
was  finished.  Therefore  Bill  63  is  up  for 
discussion. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  cannot  speak 
for  the  member  for  Lakeshore.  It  is  suflBcient 
to  say  that  Bill  63  and  the  recalling  of  this 
debate  were  not  on  the  list  of  bills  given  to 
us  for  consideration  today,  and  the  member 
for  Lakeshore  is  briefly  out  of  the  chamber. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  further  debate 
on  this  bill?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister.  I  be- 
lieve the  member  for  Huron  has  something 
else  he  wants  to  mention. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I'd  like  to  interrupt  the  House  for 
a  minute  to  introduce  a  group  of  students 
from  Clinton  Public  School.  There  are  60 
students  from  grade  8  under  the  supervision 
of  Mr.  Tom  Lyon.  Would  the  House  join  me 
in  giving  them  a  welcome? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  on  Bill  63. 

Mr.    M.    Cassidy    (Ottawa    Centre):     Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  don't 
have  the  right  to  speak  on  this  bill  because 
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I  have  spoken  already,  but  would  it  be  ac- 
ceptable to  the  House  for  the  member  for 
Lakeshore,  if  he  wanted  to  conclude  his 
remarks,  to  speak  after  the  minister  has 
spoken?  I  know  it's  an  unusual  kind  of 
thing. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  No  way. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  that  acceptable  to  the  min- 
ister? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  point  of  order,  I 
did  speak  to  the  member  for  Lakeshore 
following  Tuesday  night's  debate  and  asked 
him  if  he  had  completed  his  remarks  be- 
cause we  had  hoped  to  continue  with  the  bill 
today.  He  suggested  to  me  that  he  was  going 
to  be  in  committee  and  had  completed  his 
remarks  and  hoped  that  I  would  take  them 
under  advisement,  which  I  certainly  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Therefore,  the  hon.  minister 
may  now  respond  to  the  comments  on  second 
reading. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  to  conclude  the  point  of 
order,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the  member  for  River- 
dale  pointed  out,  we  did  not  reahze  that  the 
bill  was  going  to  be  called  at  this  particular 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Out  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  requirement  that  people 
should  be  able  to  read  the  mind  of  the 
House  leader  (Mr.  Winkler)  is  an  unjustifi- 
able one,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It's  the  prerogative  of  the 
government  to  call  whatever  order  of  busi- 
ness appears  on  the  order  paper  in  whatever 
order  it  decides. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point 
of  order- 
Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —how  can  we  read  the  mind 
of  the  House  leader  in  order  to  have  people 
here  at  all  times? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  please 
take  his  seat.  There  is  no  point  of  order,  as 
I  pointed  out  to  him. 

Does  the  hon.  minister  have  any  response 
on  Bill  63? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  very  positive  and  constructive 
debate  the  other  night  seems  to  have  evapor- 
ated very  quickly.  On  the  other  hand,  I  am 


grateful  for  the  spirit  which  prevailed  in  the 
House  on  Tuesday  night  and  the  very  con- 
structive suggestions  which  were  made.  De- 
spite the  proolem  we  had  with  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "unanimity"  today,  I  do  think 
there  was  unanimous  agreement  that  this  was 
a  good  bill  and  that  it  was  welcomed  by  all 
parties. 

The  member  for  Kitchener  madie  somie  in- 
quiries as  to  the  meanings  of  words  in  the 
bill  and,  hopefully,  by  expliaining  them  noM- 
we  may  curtail  some  of  the  questioning  that 
normally  would  take  place  in  the  committee 
stage. 

iHe  asked  me  whether  or  not  citizens  would 
have  the  right  to  appeal  to  the  Ontario  Muni- 
cipal Board  und^  the  land  acquisition  sec- 
tions of  the  bill.  This  bill  neither  adds  to  nor 
deducts  from  the  rights  which  they  now  have 
im<lier  the  various  Acts  governing  planning. 
Since  any  plan  of  development  in  a  muni- 
cipality is  subject  to  those  provisions,  citizens 
would  have  the  normal  rights  of  appeal. 

.He  also  asked'  whether  or  not  the  word 
"municipality"  in  subsection  9  of  section'  4 
of  the  bill  incllides  a  regional  mimicipality. 
I  would  direct  his  attention  to  section  1  of 
the  bill  in  which  the  word  "municipality" 
is  defined.  It  includes  a  metropolitan  or 
regional  municipality. 

He  also  brought  up  the  use  of  the  word 
"rtear"  involving  a  municipality  which  would 
have  some  involvement  in  the  plans  under 
one  of  the  sections  of  the  bill.  Many  of  the 
programmes  which  are  being  developed 
within  the  ministry  and  wdth  municipalities 
involved  major  infrastructure  which  can  go 
through  a  mimicipality  which  is  not  neces- 
sarily adjacent  to  the  one  in  which  the 
development  is  taking  place.  It  would  be  our 
hope  that  all  local  mimicipahties  which  would 
have  an  interest,  whether  it's  financial  or 
other,  in  major  infrastructure  would  be  in- 
volved in  the  discussions  leading  up.  to  ap- 
provals of  a  development. 

I  had  difficult)^  in  following  one  point 
which  he  brought  up  concerning  our  relation- 
ship with  the  mimicipal  liaison  committee  in 
the  development  of  this  bill.  While  it  is  true 
that  the  committee  is  meeting  tomorrow  and 
I  am  spending  some  time  wdth  them,  this 
entire  bill  has  been  developed  in  very,  verv* 
close  liaison  with  them  and  with  regard  to 
the  conditions  which  attach  to  land  acquisi- 
tion. It  has  been  acknowledged  by  the  chair- 
man of  the  housing  subcommittee  of  the 
municipal  liaison  committee  that  the  approach 
that  we  are  taking,  which  requires  broad 
programme  approval  rather  than  project-by- 
project    approval,    is    welcomed'  by   them.    I 
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assume  he  speaks  for  the  MLC.  I  know  the 
chaimian  of  the  MLC  has  diiflFerent  views  on 
this  point  but,  in  fact,  the  step  that  we  have 
taken  andi  the  manner  in  which  it  is  written 
into  the  bill  has  been  agreed'  upon  with  Aid. 
Eggleton,  who  is  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee on  housing.  I  would  like  to  read 
his  presentation  of  May  29,  in  which  he  said: 

We  appreciated  early  decisions  by  the 
province  to  interpret  existing  legislation 
flexibly  so  as  to  allow  municipalities  to 
undertake  land  assembly  and  landbanking 
programmes,  and  we  will  be  happy  to  see 
the  enactment  of  legislation  allowing  us 
to  establish  non-profit  housing  corporations 
land  to  acquire  land  for  housing  purposes, 
both  with  broad  programme  approvals 
rather  thaai  individual  project  approval. 

I  hope  to  have  that  confirmed.  If  the  legis- 
lation should  be  passed  by  the  time  of  the 
meeting  tomorrow,  I  would  be  very  happy, 
indeed,  to  announce  that  to  Aid.  Eggleton 
and  to  the  chairman  of  the  MLC. 

'The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  inquired 
as  to  the  method  under  which  municipal 
landbanking  would  be  financed.  The  only 
answer  I  can  make  to  that  at  this  time  is 
that  it  would  be  financed'  in  the  same  way 
landbanking  is  now  financed  by  the  provincial 
government;  that  is,  by  putting  up  10  per 
cent  of  the  money  out  of  our  own  resources 
and  borrowing  90  per  cent  under  section  42 
of  the  National  Housing  Act.  Certainly,  land- 
leasing,  as  he  proposed  it,  is  not  contrary 
to  government  policy.  In  fact  this  government 
has  entered  into  land-leasing  on  a  large 
scale. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  did 
suggest  to  me,  both  informally  and  in  the 
debate,  that  he  would  like  to  see  the  words 
"housing  project"  changed  to  ''building  de- 
velopment' to  permit  municipalities  which 
enter  into  landbanking  to  engage  in  building 
developments  rather  than  simply  being 
limited  to  housing  projects. 

1  would  refer  the  hon.  member  to  section 
15  of  the  existing  Act  which  defines  a  hous- 
ing project  and  would  include,  I  think,  all 
the  initiatives  he  had  in  mind  under  build^ 
ing  cltevelopment. 

Section  15  of  the  existing  Act  reads  as 
follows,  Mr.  Speaker: 

In  sections  16  and  17  [of  course,  we 
are  talking  about  section  16  in  the  bill 
which  is  before  us  now]  housing  project 
means  a  project  designed  to  provide  hous- 
ing accommodation  or  to  facilitate  in  any 
way  the  provision  of  housing  accommoda- 
tion   with    or    without    any    public    space. 


recreational  facilities  and  commercial  space 
or  buildings  appropriate  thereto. 

The  definition  of  housing  project  in  the  Act, 
in  my  view,  would  include  all  of  the  uses 
which  the  hon.  member  had  in  mind  when 
he  proposed  the  possible  amendment. 

With  regard  to  long-term  financing  and 
long-term  planning,  a  few  weeks  ago  I  urged 
Mr.  Basford  to  inform  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment, and  through  us  the  municipalities, 
as  to  what  the  acquisition  budgets  were  going 
to  be.  We  have  to  know.  We  are  not  asking, 
as  we  have  been  asked  by  the  municipalities, 
to  have  input  into  the  preparation  of  the 
federal  budget;  we  simply  want  to  know 
what  its  plans  are  for  acquisition  of  land  and 
what  it  has  in  the  way  of  money  under  the 
National  Housing  Act.  Unfortimately  we 
haven't  received  a  reply  to  that.  It  makes  it 
very  difficult  to  plan  on  a  long-range  basis 
when  the  National  Housing  Act  contains  pro- 
visions for  provincial  and  municipal  land 
assembly  but  we  are  not  able  to  know  how 
much  money  might  be  available  so  that  we 
can  plan  at  least  on  a  one-year  basis,  let 
alone  a  multi-year  basis. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  also 
brought  up  the  question  of  free  money  under 
the  Ontario  home  renewal  programme.  Of 
course,  that  programme  does  provide  for  100 
per  cent  grants.  The  only  restriction  on  it,  to 
the  municipality,  is  that  of  the  total  money 
provided  to  a  municipality,  not  more  than 
50  per  cent  can  be  put  out  in  grants.  Of 
course,  that  is  designed  to  provide  the  muni- 
cipality with  a  revolving  fund  for  future 
activities. 

The  member  for  Windsor- Walkerville  (Mr. 
B.  Newman)  asked  about  a  group  which  is 
apparently  operating  under  some  kind  of 
youth  grant  and  providing  paint-up,  clean-up 
activities  in  the  Windsor  area  at  lower  cost 
than  conmiercial  organizations.  And  whether 
or  not  this  would  qualify  for  assistance  under 
the  Ontario  home  renewal  programme. 

As  we  develop  the  programme,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, it  is  expected  that  the  municipalities,  once 
having  had  their  broad  programme  concepts 
approved  by  the  provincial  government, 
would  administer  them  locally.  Certainly,  if 
they  decide  to  designate  a  voluntar>'  group 
of  young  people,  operating  under  a  youth 
grant,  as  their  agent  in  providing  services 
we  would  have  no  objection  to  it. 

The  hon.  member  for  York  Centre  (Mr. 
Deacon),  following  along  the  line  of  munici- 
pal involvement  in  Ontario  home  renewal, 
asked  when  the  criteria  would  be  established 
and  whether  or  not  there  would  be  rigorous 
conditions  attached  to  them.  1  simply  .\yant 
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to  repeat  again  that  we  are  not  going  to  go 
into  project  by  project  approval  but  we  will 
be  setting  out  broad  programme  guidelines. 
Once  the  municipalities  are  designated,  they 
will  have  full  freedom  within  these  guidelines 
to  engage  in  their  own  projects. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore,  before 
\vinding  up  the  debate  on  Tuesday  night, 
mentioned  on  a  very  broad  and  Utopian  scale 
a  vast  expansion  of  new  town  planning.  It 
does  seem  to  me  that  new  town  planning 
should  not  be  undertaken  on  that  type  of 
broad  scale.  We  are  now  embarked  on  new 
town  planning  in  North  Pickering— and  des- 
pite some  of  the  caustic  comments  about  it, 
it  is  proceeding  well.  Many  of  the  residents 
on  the  site  have  accepted  the  concept  of  their 
involvement  in  the  planning  process.  We 
think  it  will,  in  fact,  be  a  world  leader  in 
the  development  of  new  towns. 

And,  of  course,  the  Haldimand-Norfolk 
project  will  be  proceeding. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Oh  come 
on;  don't  start  that  malarkey.  The  English 
garden  city  will  make  the  minister  look  sick. 

Mr.  C.  E.  McHveen  (Oshawa):  Come  on; 
go  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  think  we  are 
going  in  the  right  direction.  Of  course,  only 
time  will  tell,  Mr.  Speaker.  It's  fine  to  have 
all  kinds  of  foresight  and  predict  failure. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  the  government  had  im- 
agination or  foresight. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  That  is  what  we  have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  always  look  at 
things  optimistically,  because  we  know  that 
we  are  going  to  be  in  charge  for  quite  some 
time. 

But  in  any  case,  we  do  feel  that  the  North 
Pickering  development  is  a  very  large  de- 
velopment. It  is  not  simply  a  minor  under- 
taking where  we've  walked  in  and  said  we 
are  going  to  build  a  couple  of  thousand 
houses.  This  is  a  30-  to  40-year  programme; 
and  I  really  do  think  that  it  is  going  to  be 
very  successful. 

Of  course,  we  are  going  to  be  engaged  in 
new  town  planning  around  the  province,  but 
not  on  a  vast  scale,  such  as  the  hon.  member 
from  Lakeshore  suggested.  I  think  he  went 
up  to  as  much  as  40  new  cities  and  towns 
around  the  province.  I  think  it's  far  better 
to  build  on  existing  population  centres,  where 
there  is  a  social  and  cultural  heritage  on 
which  to  build  and  a  commercial  base  on 
which  to  draw  for  revenues.  A  natural  evo- 


lution of  population  growth  will  occur  mostly 
around  the  existing  population  centres. 

Now,    Mr.    Speaker,    as    I    say,    I    wanted 
to  again  express  my  gratitude  to  the  mem- 
bers- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  And  pay  through  the  nose  to 
developers  to  do  it, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —I  may  take  this 
back  in  a  few  minutes,  but  I  wanted  to  ex- 
press my  gratitude  to  the  hon.  members  for 
being  constructive  and  positive  in  their  ap- 
proach to  this  bill.  Hopefully,  we  will  have 
some  constructive  comments  in  the  committee 
stage,  at  which  I  propose  to  bring  forward 
an  amendment.  It  will  relieve  a  municipal 
non-profit  corporation  from  having  to  apply 
to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  to  under- 
take its  programme;  and  I  think  I  should 
explain  that  amendment  when  its  introduced, 
Mr.  Speaker.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  63. 

Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  committee,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.    Speaker:     Committee    of    the    whole 
House. 
Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 

HOUSING  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  63,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Housing  Development  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  to  any  section  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  some  comments  on  sections 
2  and  on  3. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  2;  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  2,  I  understand 
this  permits  help  to  both  the  Ontario  housing 
repair  or  rehabilitation  programme  and  to 
co-ops.  But  I  must  say  that  the  powers  are 
relatively   broad.    Can    the    minister    explain 
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the  exact  significance  of  the  changes  in  the 
wording  in  subsection  (e)?  And  can  he  also 
say  what  is  the  government's  intention  in  the 
amendment  under  subsection  (f)?  This  is 
where  you  are  allowed  to  provide  financial 
assistance  to  any  occupant  or  any  classes  of 
occupant  of  housing  to  help  with  rent  or 
mortgage  payments  or  other  charges. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Chairman,  in  subsection  (e)  the 
only  change  from  the  previous  Act  is  to  re- 
place the  word  "housing"  development  with 
the  word  "building"  development.  This  power 
has  existed  under  the  Act  for  quite  some  time 
and  as  the  hon.  member  has  assumed,  it  is  to 
provide  assistance  to  the  tenants  and  occu- 
pants, as  well  as  to  the  organization  spon- 
soring the  particular  project.  It  will  enable 
us  to  provide  aid  not  only  in  respect  to  the 
initial  cost  but  also  to  the  carrying  charges, 
mortgage  payments,  maintenance  and  so  on 
for  a  number  of  years. 

Under  clause  (f),  again  we  are  talking  in 
terms  of  providing  financial  assistance  for 
the  occupant  or  any  class  or  classes  of  occu- 
pant. There  may  be  a  group  of  people  with- 
in the  building  development  who  are  on  rent 
supplement  while  the  rest  of  the  people  are 
self-sufficient,  so  we  are  talking  about  any 
group  or  class  of  occupant. 

Again,  we  want  to  be  able  to  make  pay- 
ments on  mortgage  payments  which  the  non- 
profit corporation  would  have  to  make  to 
CMHC.  CMCH  would  provide  100  per  cent 
mortgaging  on  the  non-profit  type  of  opera- 
tion and  our  payment  will  enable  the  cor- 
poration to  reduce  its  mortgage  payments. 
We  are  now  arranging  with  a  non-profit 
advisory  group  regarding  the  methods  that 
will  be  used  in  establishing  the  schedule  of 
mortgage  payments.  In  many  cases  they  want 
to  be  able  to  front-end  load  so  that  they 
can  pay  oflF  more  of  the  mortgage  at  the  be- 
ginning. We  are  going  to  be  quite  flexible 
in  that  type  of  process. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  You  speak 
of  grants  or  loans;  I  confess  I  don't  under- 
stand the  criteria  as  to  differentiate  between 
them.  In  what  context  would  a  loan  be  avail- 
able and  when  would  an  outright  grant? 
What  qualifications  would  there  be  for  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman  in 
most  cases  we  are  talking  about  outright 
grants  under  certain  terms  and  conditions  to 
a  non-profit  corporation.  On  the  other  hand, 
under  the  Ontario  home  renewal  programme 
there  would  be  grants  or  loans  and  in  that 


case  the  programme  would  be  administered 
by  the  municipality.  Thus  our  payment  would 
be  a  grant  to  the  municipality  conditional 
upon  their  lending  a  certain  portion  of  it,  so 
that  they  would  have  a  revolving  fund  on 
the  basis  of  the  repayment. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Do  you  lay  down  guidelines 
in  advance  for  the*  municipality? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes.  The  municipali- 
ties have  to  submit  to  us  a  broad  programme 
for  approval.  In  other  words,  they  say  what 
they  are  going  to  do  with  the  money,  and 
the  schedule  is  laid  down  and!  the  amount 
of  the  grants  based  on  population.  They 
know  how  maich  money  they  are  eligible  for 
and  once  they  have  submitted!  their  pro- 
gramme to  us  and  madie  their  application  for 
a  certain  number  of  dollars,  then  we  will  be 
reviewing  it  to  make  siu-e  that  what  they 
are  proposing  to  do  fits  within  their  pro- 
gramme. From  that  point  on  they  will  adf- 
minister  it. 

iHowever,  we  have  set  down  certain  limita- 
tions. If,  say,  we  were  to  grant  $50,000,  the 
maximum  amount  that  they  could  make  in 
the  form  of  total  grants  wouldl  be  $25,000. 
They  can  lend  that  amount  to  five  peoplte 
because  there  is  a  maximum  of  $5,000  to  any 
individual.  They  can  make  five  grants  of 
$5,000  outright,  then  they  can  lend  out  the 
balance  of  the  money-the  $25,000.  There  is 
an  average  rate  of  interest  of  three  per  cent 
provided  for,  so  if  they  make  50  per  cent  of 
their  money  free  with  no  strings  attached, 
the  other  50  per  cent  would:  have  to  be 
loaned  out  at  six  per  cent.  There  are  all 
kinds  of  flexibility  within  that,  as  far  as  we 
are  concerned. 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand'  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  2,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  power  to  make  loans  as  well  as  grants  is 
new.  It  was  not  in  the  previous  bill,  but 
anyway  we  accept  that  it  is  going  to  be 
there. 

In  addition  to  municipal  non-profit  housing 
corporations,  I  believe  I  am  right  in'  under- 
standing that  this  also  would  apply  for  co- 
ops. Is  that  correct?  This  power  would  be 
applicable  to  co-ops?  Does  the  government 
intend  to  use  it  for  co-ops? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
applicable  to  all'  of  those  who  qualify  undter 
the  federal  programme,  because  nobody  can 
be  viable  without  qualifying  under  the  fed- 
eral programme.  We  have  not  limited  the 
definition  of  a  non-profit  housing  corporation 
in  any  way.  This  Act  provides  authority  for 
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municipalities  to  enter  into  a  field  they  have 
never  had  before,  but  it  certainly  doesn't 
eliminate  co-ops,  labour  unions,  chambers  of 
commerce,  anyone  who  wishes  to  form  a  non- 
profit housing  corporation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  the  minister  aware  of 
the  frustrations  that  non-profit  co-operative 
groups  in  Toronto  and,  I  believe,  in  other 
parts  of  the  province,  are  now  having  in 
their  dealings  with  the  federal  government? 
Could  he  say  what  the  government  intends 
to  do  in  ordter  to  try  and  relieve  these  frus- 
trations—in order  to  find  a  key,  if  you  will, 
so  that  they  can  get  going? 

'Second,  if  federal  money  for  various 
reasons— including  awkward  or  difficult  regu- 
lations'—isn't available,  is  the  minister  pre^ 
pared  to  make  it  available?  Not  just  the  10 
per  cents  and  five  per  cents  but  the  full 
amounts  of  funding  needed  for  co-operative 
projects? 

Third,  what  are  the  minister's  intentions 
in  providing  technical  advice  and  other  kinds 
of  expert  advice  which  these  non-profit 
groups  may  often  lack  because  they  are  not 
full-fledged  developers  themselves? 

iHon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
of  all,  I  am  aware  just  from  reading  the 
paper  this  morning,  which  is  the  first  I'd 
heard  of  it,  that  they  are  having  difficulty. 
It  seems  to  me  it  is  another  example  of  a 
federal  programme  which  is  full  of  promises 
but  becomes  inoperative  because  of  the  re- 
strictions placed  on  granting  of  money. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  getting  almost  as 
bad  as  you  guys. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  On  the  other  hand, 
I  am  not  criticizing  the  fedterali  government, 
simply  because  I  don't  know  the  dtetailsi  of 
the  applications  which  have  been  made. 
Certainly  I  want  to  look  into  it  and  find  out 
in  speaking  to  the  non-profit  groups  exactly 
what  kinds  of  frustrations  they  have  had.  It 
is  quite  possible  CMHC  is  justffied'  in  some 
of  its  reservations  on  the  programme,  because 
there  isn't  much  point  in  putting  100  per 
cent  mortgage  money  into  an  organization 
unless  the  security  is  there.  Of  course,  this 
is  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  will  be  reliev- 
ing the  mamicipalities  of  going  to  the  OMB 
when  they  form  a  non-profit  housing  corpora- 
tion. 

No,  I  don't  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
can  say  we  are  prepared  to  step  in  and  re- 
place that  vast  bank  of  money  which  CMHC 
apparently  has  and  which  it  is  being  very 
careful  not  to  lend  out.  We  have  only  $4 
million  in  our  budget  and  we  have  under- 


taken, right  from  the  very  beginning  of  our 
programme,  recognizing  the  need  of  some  of 
the  non-profit  organizations  for  technical 
assistance,  to  develop  with  them  now  a 
variety  of  techniques. 

One  of  the  things  we  are  thinking  of  do- 
ing is  persuading  one  of  the  community 
colleges  to  run  courses  in  property  manage- 
ment, because  they  seem  to  break  down  when 
it  comes  to  the  day-to-day  nitty-gritty  of 
property  management,  which  is  a  very  valu- 
able skill  to  have  when  you  are  trying  to 
run  a  very  valuable  property.  So  we  are 
prepared  to  help  them  in  that  respect.  Also, 
one  of  the  things  we  have  done  in  place  of 
front-end  loading,  that  is,  advance  money  is 
to  offer  to  make  available  to  new  groups  any 
lands  which  are  suitable  to  their  purposes 
which  are  now  in  our  landbanking  inventory. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  can  just 
pursue  this  a  bit  further,  somewhere  in  the 
co-op  sector  there  has  to  be  moref  of  a 
repository  of  expertise  in  development. 
Property  management  is  an  area  which  is 
separate  and  some  of  that  has  been  hung  up, 
because  the  federal  regulations  say  that  you 
can't  form  a  co-op  and  get  started  until  you 
have  sold  51  per  cent  of  your  shares  or  have 
51  per  cent  of  your  cooperators.  There  are 
problems  there  and  it  becomes  a  very  diffi- 
cult, dicey  kind  of  thing. 

In  Sweden  and  other  countries  where  the 
co-operative  housing  movement  is  very  large, 
there  are  co-operative  housing  societies  that 
are  mother  societies  which  help  to  start  new 
projects  financed  by  government,  by  the  trade 
union  movement,  by  the  chiurches  and  other 
sources  like  that.  Then  as  the  daughter  proj- 
ects are  well  under  way,  they  are  cast  loose 
and  become  an  independent  entity.  The 
people  who  live  in  the  building  become  the 
co-operators  and  become  full  partners  in  run- 
ning that  particular  property.  We  don't  have 
a  mother  society.  The  Co-operative  Habitat 
Foundation  here  in  Ontario  isn't  strong 
enough  yet  to  provide  that  kind  of  develop- 
ment expertise  to  allow  a  very  rapid  expan- 
sion of  co-operative  housing,  yet  it  offers  an 
enormous  number  of  advantages  over  the 
OHC  programme  or  over  private  developers. 

Why  I  mentioned  Ontario's  money  was 
the  fact  that  the  federal  government  is  lend- 
ing around  $1  billion  a  year  in  direct  lend- 
ing to  CMHC  and  one  would  assume  that  this 
is  where  a  fair  amount  of  the  money  for 
co-ops,  for  landbanking  and  other  pro- 
grammes is  going  to  come.  There  will  be  a 
lot  of  pressure  for  it. 

Even  the  government  acknowledges  co-ops 
are  desirable,   now  it  has  a  programme  for 
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then}  But  this  is  still  news  to  most  people 
and  people  are  not  familiar  with  the  con- 
cepts; they  are  a  bit  chary  of  it.  It  is  a 
situation  very  similar  to  the  situation  which 
prevailed  with  condominiums  prior  to  about 
1968  or  1969. 

Condominiums  had  been  used  for  gener- 
ations in  some  parts  of  the  world,  and  the 
leasehold  concept  and  the  condominium  con- 
cept was  something  which  was  quite  well 
accepted  in  other  jurisdictions,  but  it  was 
quite  unfamiliar  in  Ontario  and  I  don't  think 
there  were  more  than  half  a  dozen  con- 
dominiums that  actually  existed.  I  have  one 
in  my  riding  that  dates  back  to  1930,  which 
I  believe  might  qualify  as  a  condominium 
rather  than  a  co-operative,  but  these  things 
were  very,  very  rare  indeed. 

The  government  of  Ontario,  under  the 
OHC  programme,  provided  a  bit  of  money  to 
get  started.  It  kicked  some  developers  in 
the  rear  and  told  them  to  get  going,  it  told 
developers,  "We  will  bail  you  out  if  this 
thing  flops,"  and  there  was  that  kind  of  a 
guarantee  on  which  developers  were  cashing 
in  as  recently  as  1%  years  ago,  and  then  in 
the  second  year  of  the  programme  it  came  up 
with  about  $200  million  to  finance  condo- 
miniums. That  was  back  in  the  halcyon  days 
when  a  condominium  could  be  had  for 
$20,000  or  $22,000,  rather  than  the  $34,000 
or  the  $43,000  or  the  $55,000  which  they  ask 
for  diflPerent  kinds  of  accommodation  now. 

You  managed  to  popularize  condominiums 
to  the  point  where  I  think  condominium 
rowhouses  are  about  the  single  largest  ele- 
ment in  the  family  housing  market  in  Metro 
Toronto  today,  and  that's  been  done  in  a  very 
short  period  of  time.  With  the  same  amount 
of  provincial  funds  put  into  co-ops  you  could 
have  the  same  kind  of  effect,  and  if  you  ac- 
company that  with  substantial  grants  and 
possibly  substantial  transfers  or  loans  of 
experienced  development  people  to  a  group 
like  the  Co-operative  Habitat  Association,  so 
that  there  was  develoment  expertise  in  the 
co-op  sector,  you  could  also  bring  in  this 
third  group  in  housing  in  a  very  big  way. 

What  the  minister  is  proposing  right  now, 
and  what  the  government  is  proposing  right 
no\\'  with  the  $4  million  programme  I  think 
it  is,  is  that  co-ops  will  get  their  little  toe 
in  the  door  and  nothing  more.  That's  not 
adequate  if  you  want  to  make  any  real 
changes  in  who  gets  the  housing,  what  kind 
of  housing  is  available,  what  happens  to  the 
housing  after  it  is  built,  and  whether  or  not 
people  get  ripped  off  by  the  private  enter- 
prise sector  in  the  housing  that  they  occupy. 


So  I  am  asking  whether  the  minister  will 
make  a  very  serious  approach  to  the  Treas- 
urer (Mr.  White)  who  is  crowing  about  re- 
ducing the  public  debt,  to  see  that  those  sums 
of  $200  million  or  $300  million  a  year  which 
are  becoming  available  and  which  are  now 
being  used  to  pay  off  Ontario's  publicly 
floated  debt— these  funds  arise  l^ecause  of 
people  saving  through  the  Canada  Pension 
Plan,  OMERS  and  other  schemes  like  that— 
couldn't  be  dedicated  to  the  co-op  and  non- 
profit housing  sector  in  order  to  popularize 
it  and  make  it  a  really  viable  element  in  oiu" 
housing,  the  same  way  the  condominiums 
have  become  in  a  very  short  period  of  time 
with  provincial  encouragemesnt. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  very 
briefly,  first  of  all,  while  the  hon.  member 
has  concentrated  almost  all  his  remarks  on 
the  co-ops,  and  we  recognize  their  value  in 
the  non-profit  sector,  they  are  not  the  entire 
non-profit  sector.  There  are  many  other  very 
worthy  organizations  which  wfll  be  providing 
low-cost  housing  and  accommodatiOri  of  a 
variety  of  kinds  to  people  who  are  iii  par- 
ticular groups. 

For  example,  there  are  some  ethnic  com- 
munities that  want  to  provide  housing  at  a 
low  rent  for  families  with  the  same  ethnic 
background.  There  are  people  who  wajit  to 
provide  housing  for  the  disabled— particu- 
larly that  particular  group.  They  don't  all 
want  to  work  through  the  co-op  route.  Some 
of  them  want  to  work  through  churches, 
some  of  them  want  to  work  through  chambers 
of  commerce,  as  I  mentioned  before,  or 
labour  unions.  There  are  many  approaches  to 
it  other  than  the  straightforward  co-ops. 

Certainly  the  co-ops  are  a  major  part  of  it 
and  we  have  set  aside,  out  of  our  very  small 
budget  this  year,  $300,000  to  work  with  the 
non-profit  groups  which  set  themselves  up 
on  their  own  initiative,  following  our  confer- 
ence with  them,  I  think  it  was  in  late  Feb- 
ruary. They  have  come  in  and  worked  with 
us  to  develop  a  model  which  we  can  put  for- 
ward for  new  people  coming  into  it,  or  even 
those  who  are  now  in  it  and  who  are  en- 
countering difiiculties  in  developing  and 
acquiring  property  and  managing  the  prop- 
erty which  they  have  already  acquired. 

CMHC  is  having  some  input.  They  have 
a  great  deal  of  expertise  to  contribute  to 
this  as  well.  We  think  that  with  the  t\\'0 
governments  working  together  with  the  third 
force  in  housing,  the  non-profit  sector,  we 
can  develop,  not  one  model  but  a  variety 
of  models  which  they  can  look  at  in  order 
to  help  themselves  get  into  the  business. 
While   it   may   work,    we   really   don't   think 
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that  putting  massive  amounts  of  money  into 
an  organization  to  help  it  educate  its  mem- 
bers is  the  proper  approach.  We  would  rather 
work  with  them  as  a  level  of  government, 
each  of  us  providing  the  kind  of  input  that 
we  have  to  provide. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  accept 
what  the  minister  says  about  the  non-profit 
sector  generally,  and  in  fact  at  the  close  of 
what  I  was  saying  just  then  I  tried  to  broaden 
it  to  include  non-profit  groups  generally.  The 
difference,  though,  between,  say,  the  Lions' 
Club  or  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  or  some 
other  group  like  that— or  even  a  trade  union 
that  wants  to  get  into  housing— and  a  co- 
operative housing  group,  is  that  all  of  those 
other  groups  have  another  purpose  that  is 
prime.  Housing  is  a  secondary  purpose  for 
them,  whereas  for  groups  such  as  the  Co-op 
Habitat  group  or  the  co-operative  housing 
group  in  Don  Vale  or  the  one  in  Centretown 
Ottawa,  their  prime  purpose  is  housing. 

It  seems  to  me  that  perhaps  you  could 
see  that  distinction  and  therefore  try  and 
put  resources  into  the  non-profit  sector— but 
with  particiJar  relevance  to  co-ops,  because 
these  are  the  pet^le  who  are  going  to  go 
at  it  in  the  most  determined  kind  of  fashion. 
It  may  be  that  the  minister  would  find  it 
useful  to  hire  two  or  four  people,  or  a  hand- 
ful of  people,  who  will  make  it  their  business 
to  go  OTit  from  his  department  to  various 
groups  that  could  be  proprietors,  sponsors 
or  initiators  of  non-profit  housing,  and  say, 
"Look,  why  don't  you  get  going  with  the 
kind  of  projects  that  he  mentioned?"  rather 
than  waiting  for  those  initiatives  to  come 
from  those  groups. 

lit  may  be  that  the  ministry  could)  start  to 
offer  some  of  the  expertise  that  I  mentioned 
to  these  groups  who  won't  have  it  them- 
selves. But  in  a  tough  market,  andl  especially 
in  a  market  where  developers  have  got  the 
power  of  information,  the  power  of  ex- 
perience and  the  power  of  ready  cash  to  do 
what  they  want,  it  is  naive  to  sit  back  and 
hope  that  somehow  the  third!  force  ins  housing 
wi&  grow  naturally  at  a  casual,  slow  rate, 
an^  that  any  serious  contribution  to  the 
housing  problem  will  result,  I  think  that  this 
sector  has  got  to  be  encouraged  in  a  vigorous 
and  dynamic  kind  of  way,  and  I  don't  think 
it  is  suflBcient  to  talk  only  $300,000. 

'I  think  that  the  minister  and  the  Treasurer 
ought  to  be  prepared  to  offer  more  money 
in  loans  for  viable  co-ops  and  non-profit  pro- 
jects than  they  think  could,  possibly  be  used 
during  the  course  of  the  current  year,  as  a 
token  of  the  fact  that  the  government  wants 


to  encourage  this  sector.  Within  a  year  or 
so,  we  could  have  a  large  co-op  and  non- 
profit sector  working  vigorously  in  our  major 
cities. 

iHon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
wiU  simply  be  very  brief  in  my  comments,  but 
we  recognize  the  value  of  the  third  force. 
We  will  not  be  dtealing  with  orgianizations 
that  have  any  priority  other  than  housing, 
even  though  they  may  be  trade  unions,  v\hich 
act  as  sponsors.  They  will  have  to  be  non- 
profit housing  corporations,  to  qualify  both 
und^er  CMHC's  rules  and  our  own,  so  that 
any  corporation  set  up,  while  it  may  have  a 
very  close  aflBliation  to  its  parent,  will  be 
directly  and  100  per  cent  related  to  housing 
and  nothing  eke. 

'As  far  as  the  massive  amounts  of  money 
which  the  hon.  member  speaks  of  are  con- 
cerned, the  amount  we  have  set  asidie  this 
year  was  set  aside  in  association  with  the 
non-profit  peoplfe,  who  said,  "That  is  ap- 
proximately how  much  we  will  be  able  to 
use."  Certainly,  if  the  programme  is  a  suc- 
cess, and  I  sincerely  hope  it  will  be.  ob- 
viously I  will  have  to  go  back  and  ask  for 
nK)re  money  in  the  estimates  next  year. 
Hopefully  we  will  get  more  money,  but  this 
time  we  think  that  we  have  enough  to  set 
the  programme  on  its  feet.  I  was  disappointed 
to  see  the  difficulties  encountered'  with 
CMHC,  because  we  really  do  rely  on  them 
for   100  percent  of  our  mortgage  money. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  final,  quick  question,  Mr. 
Chairman.  In  order  to  provide  the  reservoir 
of  development  expertise  that  I  spoke  of— 
it  is  not  the  educational  effort  of  the  Co-op 
Habitat  Foundation  that  I  am  thinking  about, 
but  the  reservoir  of  development  expertise 
for  the  co-op  sector,  and  possibly  the  non- 
profit sector  as  well— would  the  minister  be 
receptive  if  those  non-profit  co-op  groups 
were  to  come  to  him  and  ask,  "Look,  could 
we  have  half  a  million,  or  a  million  dollars, 
or  whatever  it  takes,  in  order  to  hire  people 
who  know  development,  so  that  we  can 
speed  up  our  project,  and  get  it  on  to  the 
road  more  quickly?"  Would  you  be  recep- 
tive? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  If  I  was  asked  that 
question  I'd  want  to  find  out  where  they  are 
going  to  find'  the  money,  and  the  people, 
because  we  have  been'  trying  to  find  them 
in  the  new  ministry  now  for  six  months.  The 
people  who  have  this  kind  of  expertise,  first 
of  all,  are  scarce  and  very,  very  expensive. 
We  certainly  feel  that  since  we  do  have  a 
certain  amount— not  as  much  as  I  would  like 
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to  see,  but  about  as  much  as  we  can  afford— 
we  would  be  quite  prepared  to  share  that 
kind  of  expertise  with  them  on  some  Idndl  of 
an  assignment  basis. 

'But  I  would  say  to  them  that  if  they  are 
thinking  that  if  we  have  gave  them  half  a 
million  dollars  they  would  be  able  to  find 
what  people  are  looking  for,  I  would  have 
to  assure  thein  that  they  wouldn't  be  able 
to  find  them.  Those  people  are  now  in  the 
private  sector,  there  aren't  any  of  them  who 
are  outside  the  private  sector,  and  you  have 
to  compete  with  the  private  sector  to  get 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments? 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.    Chairman:     The   member    for    Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —just  on  a  point  of  informa- 
tion. Have  you  taken  undbr  your  \\ing  in  the 
ministry  what  was  previously  done  by  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Re- 
lations (Mr.  Clement),  touching  the  whole 
aspect  of  condominiums?  Is  it  your  desire 
to  do  so?  Or  are  you  planning  to  dio  so? 
Oughtn't  you  to  do  so?  How  can  )-ou  pos- 
sibly run  the  Ministry  of  Housing,  where 
condominiums  are  an  essential  feature  now- 
adays—that  is  where  the  real  emphasis  isi— 
without  having  them  undter  your  umbrella 
in  this  regard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  My  colleague  isn't 
here,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sure  he  would' 
agree  with  you. 

No,  I  feel  that  we  have  suflBcient  input 
into  the  development  of  condominium  legisi- 
lation,  so  that  it  is  not  necessary  for  it  to 
come  under  our  so-called  "control."  In  fact, 
I  would,  prefer  that  it  not  be. 

Quite  frankly,  I  think  a  great  deal  of  the 
condominium  legislation  and  landlord  and 
tenant  legislation  is  so  related  that  it  really 
should  not  be  in  a  housing  ministry.  The 
Housing  ministry,  if  you  look  at  it-^and  we 
are  getting  back  into  philosophy— is  designed 
to  facilitate  the  delivery  of  housing,  and 
rather  than  getting  into  the  very  legal  com- 
plexities of  condominium  legislation,  I  would 
prefer  to  stay  at  the  end,  the  physical  de- 
livery of  housing,  and  hope  to  be  able  to 
succeed  there.  Let  my  colleague  worry  about 
the  problems  that  arise  after  the  people  have 
got  a  roof  over  their  head. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  does  raise 
a  problem,  and  that  is  the  spread  of  respon- 
sibility for  housing.  I  don't  know  who  is 
responsible    for    house    warranty    legislation. 


I  don't  know  whether  this  minister  intends 
to  be— he  points  his  finger  another  way.  It's 
the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  (Mr. 
Welch)  who  is  responsible  for  landlord  and 
tenant  law,  and  the  Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relatione  who  is  responsible 
for  condominiums.  It  is  somebody  else— the 
Treasurer  or  the  Minister  without  Portfolio 
who  sits  next  to  the  minister— who  is  responsi- 
ble for  planning  as  it  relates  to  housing. 
And  it's  all  a  great  big  mishmash. 

I  just  happen  to  have  here  some  infor- 
mation that  was  forwarded  to  me  today 
about  a  condominium  up  at  Flemingdon 
Woods,  which  is  $35,000  in  debt.  It's  at  the 
point  where  the  developer  wants  to  transfer 
control  to  the  condominium  corporation  of 
the  owners- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  He  wants  to  transfer  the  debt. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  wants  to  transfer  the 
debt— that  is  illegal.  The  owners  petitioned 
and  they  had  the  meeting  postponed  by 
about  two  or  three  weeks  while  they  got 
an  audited  statement.  They  are  not  assured 
that  the  statement  they  received  is  audited. 

The  developer  is  persisting  in  holding  the 
meeting,  and  letters  and  phone  calls  and 
other  representation  to  Mr.  Riggs  and  to  Mr. 
Clement,  and  I  think  to  this  minister  as  well, 
have  been  in  vain.  They  are  just  simply 
going  to  get  shafted  with  an  average  debt 
of  maybe  $100  or  $200  per  unit  on  that 
particular  condominium  corporation,  and 
nobody  Avill  stand  up  for  them. 

Now,  it  seems  a  bit  odd  to  me  that  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Re- 
lations, who  won't  stand  up  for  consumers 
anyway,  has  this  particular  aspect  of  the 
enforcement  of  the  rules.  It  could  well  be 
that  the  Minister  of  Housing  really  ought 
to  have  all  of  these  things,  so  that  we  see 
them  in  one  place,  and  so  that  somebody 
who  is  concerned  about  the  consumer  of 
housing  will  be  on  hand  to  protect  people  in 
this  kind  of  situation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
don't  know  what  section  of  the  bill  we  are 
on  right  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  think  it  is  on  that 
section. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Very  briefly  on  that 
point— I  just  want  to  point  out  again  the 
honest  broker  is  the  one  that  is  getting  it 
from  both  sides.  In  this  case,  OHC  acted 
strictly  as  a  banker.  They  loaned  the  money. 
They    had    nothing    whatsoever   to   do   with 
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the  people    coming   in.    They   have   nothing 
whatsoever  to  do  with  any  other  aspect  of  it. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  No,  that's  not  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  They  loaned  the 
money  for  the  development. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  approved  the  deals  as 
well^ 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Well,  of  course,  they 
have  certain  conditions,  the  same  as  any 
other  banker. 

Mri  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  don't  know  that 
the  Imperial  Bank  of  Commerce  gets  itself 
involved  bringing  parties  together;  but  as  a 
public  agency,  OHC  obviously  recognizing 
that  it  has  some  responsibility,  has  been  try- 
ing to  do  something.  Of  course,  as  usual,  it 
has  been  getting  headaches  on  both  sides. 

I  have  intervened  to  the  extent  of  asking 
the  owner  to  postpone  a  management  meet- 
ing he  had  called  until  such  time  as  the 
occupants— and  I  assume  they  are  the  new 
owners— have  had  an  opportunity  to  examine 
an  audited  financial  statement  which  was 
given  to  them.  In  any  case,  OHC  is  trying  to 
use  goodwill,  but  has  no  authority  to  force 
either  side  to  do  anything.  And  as  far  as  the 
deficit  is  concerned,  I  can  only  assume  that 
if  the  owner  had  charged  more  in  the  first 
place,  there  wotddn't  be  a  deficit.  So  the 
people  who  are  being  asked  to  take  over  the 
deficit  will  be  asked  to  pay  off  the  deficit 
now,  rather  than  earlier. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  In  any  case,  it  is— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  will  come  to  this  in  the 
minister's  estimates. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Section  2  agreed  to. 
On  section  3: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  think 
I  need  to  stray  quite  as  far  from  the  terms 
of  the  bill  on  this  one.  This  allows  appro- 
priation to  a  municipality  or  any  person, 
for  owner-occupied  property  only.  I  have 
certain  difficulties  in  suggesting  that  that  be 
broadened  because  of  the  kind  of  furore 
that  has  been  in  Kingston  where  an  awful  lot 
of  the  money  seems  to  be  going  into  the 
rehabilitation  of  landlord-owned  property. 
The  guy  lets  it  become  a  slum  and  then  goes 


and  picks  up  some  money  in   order  to   re- 
habilitate property  he  let  run  down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Nevertheless,  where  there  is 
some  kind  of  iron-clad  agreement  on  rent 
control  or  regulation,  it  seems  to  me  it  ought 
to  be  available  for  tenant-occupied  property. 
Also,  it  should  cover  the  situation  where 
you  have  owner-occupied  property,  where 
it's  ai  duplex  or  a  triplex,  and  where  the 
whole  thing  needs  rehabihtation. 

Can  the  minister  comment  on  that 
problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
reasons  the  hon.  member  outlined  are  exactly 
the  reasons  why  we  did  not  extend  this  to 
landlords.  There  are  a  number  of  difficulties 
with  that  type  of  thing  and  we  recognize 
them.  For  example,  if  the  programme  is  tak- 
ing place  in  a  NIP  area  or  in  a  federal  RAP 
area,  obviously  our  programme  will  only 
apply  to  those  which  are  occupied.  You  may 
have  a  number  of  landlord-tenant  arrange- 
ments in  the  same  area.  This  would  mean 
that  more  money  might  be  going  into  an 
owner-occupied  home,  which  would  make  it 
stand  out  in  comparisan  to  the  tenant-occu- 
pied home. 

We  recognize  that  problem  and  we  are 
looking  at  it.  I  think  the  condition  which 
would  have  to  be  attached  to  any  moneys 
which  went  to  a  landlord  for  a  renewal  or 
rehabilitation  programme  on  a  tenant-occu- 
pied home  would  be  so  onerous  and  the  polic- 
ing so  difficult,  that  for  the  sake  of  ex- 
pediency and  other  reasons  we  would  rather 
not  get  into  a  landlord  assistance  programme 
at  this  time.  It  may  very  well  be  necessary 
in  future  years  as  we  see  this  programme 
develop.  Certainly  we  are  going  to  keep  a 
close  watch  on  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  city  of 
Ottawa  planning  staflF  has  just  made  recom- 
mendations about  the  NIP  and  the  RAP  areas 
which  would  be  designated  in  Ottawa.  The 
minister  may  be  familiar  with  it  from  seeing 
it  in  the  press.  Within  my  riding  they  de- 
signated an  area  known  as  Centretown  West, 
and  they  have  passed  over  an  area  known 
as  Dalhousie  ward,  despite  the  fact  that  any 
objective  observer  would  agree  that  Dal- 
housie ward  is  in  greater  need  of  NIP  and 
RAP  than  Centretown  West.  It  is  also  in 
greater  need  than  the  Britannia  area  which 
is  to  be  designated.  I  can't  recall  whether 
Ottawa  city  council  has  approved  these  re- 
commendations or  whether  they  are  yet  to 
come. 
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Residents  of  the  Dalhousie  ward  area  met 
about  400  strong  the  other  night  in  order 
to  vote  specifically  on  NIP  and  RAP.  There 
was  a  good  deal  of  organizing  done  around 
that  particular  issue,  particularly  by  people 
who  were  landlords  and  merchants  and  such. 
They  were  concerned  because,  they  said, 
"Look,  we  don't  want  NIP  and  RAP  because 
we  don't  want  the  housing  standards  enforce- 
ment, which  is  involved  in  a  NIP  and  RAP 
area."  They  wanted  to  drop  out. 

So  you've  got  a  situation  where  a  power- 
ful minority  group  organized  strongly,  and 
in  the  end  got  about  40  per  cent  of  the 
votes.  The  final  vote  was  about  175  to  about 
153.  of  those  who  voted.  The  majority  voted 
in  favour  of  NIP  and  RAP.  If  you  took  a 
poll  of  everybody  in  the  area  you'd  have  an 
overwhelming  majority,  if  people  understood 
it.  But  people  with  landlord  interest  were 
more  prepared  to  come  out  to  a  meeting  and 
therefore  the  vote  was  narrow. 

The  reaction  of  city  council  in  Ottawa  was, 
"Well,  let's  just  lay  off  that  particular  area. 
Clearly  the  people  are  divided,  therefore  we 
won't  touch  it." 

It  happens,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in  that 
particular  area  60  to  65  per  cent  of  the 
dwelling  units  are  tenant-occupied.  It  runs 
as  high  as  90  to  95  per  cent  in  certain  areas 
of  my  riding,  which,  as  the  minister  knows, 
is  very  largely  a  riding  of  tenants. 

It  worries  me  that  the  funds  available 
undier  OHRP  will  not  go  to  parts  of  this  area 
which  are  in  serious  need'  but  will  go  to  other 
parts  of  the  city  of  Ottawa  which  have  much 
less  need  but  which  have  a  much  higher 
degree  of  owner  occupation. 

The  city  council  passed  over  another  area 
— Meichandcsville— in  my  riding  on  the  argu- 
ment that  this  area  was  zoned!  for  high 
density  and'  therefore  was  an  area  of  in- 
stability and  the  family  homes  would  be 
giving  way  quickly  to  highrise.  These  were 
the  recommendations,  at  any  rate,  of  the 
planning  staff.  That  happens  to  be  an  area 
of  much  higher  home  ownership.  It  is  an 
area  of  instability  but  some  of  the  instability 
could!  be  curbed  if  there  was  more  re- 
habilitation going  on,  yet  that  was  passed 
over. 

(You  can  see  the  kindls  of  problems  we  can 
get  into  and  you  can  see  the  kinds  of  in- 
equities you  get  into  if  Ontario  funds  go 
exclusively  to  owners  while  areas  with  a  high 
need  and  a  high  proportion  of  tenants,  there- 
fore, get  left  out.  That's  what  is  liable  to 
happen  because  of  the  way  the  section  is 
drafted. 


Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
of  all,  I'm  aware  of  the  diflSculties  which  are 
arising  almost  everywhere  where  NIP  and 
RAP  have  gone  into  effect  or  are  being  pro- 
posed. I  think  if  you  believe  in  local  auton- 
omy, you  believe  in  local  autonomy,  and 
they  have  the  right  to  make  these  decisions. 
While  we  may  question  them  here  in  this 
House  or  privately  certainly  we  have  to 
respect  them— they  are  elected  people  who 
have  been  elected  to  make  those  decisions 
locally  and  we  can't  be  constantly  criticizing 
them  when  they  make  mistakes  as  we  see 
theto.  They  may  not  be  mistakes  in  their 
view. 

(Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  As  far  as  the  home 
renewal  programme  is  concerned  and!  its  re- 
lationship, again,  to  landlords— because  we 
must  give  it  to  the  homeovmer— at  the  present 
time  there  is  no  provision  for  putting  a  lien 
on  a  tenant  when  it's  a  loan.  Suppose  the 
municipality  decides  to  make  a  $3,000  loan 
to  that  particular  property.  It  wouM  have 
to  be  done  in  the  form  of  a  lien  on  the'  tax 
roll  to  be  repaid  over  a  period  of  time.  There 
is  no  provision  for  making  it  directly  to  a 
tenant  because  it  wouldi  add'  to  the  value 
of  the  house. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  understand!  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  H  a  landlbrd  doesn't 
apply  for  it,  I  don't  see  how  you  wiU  be 
able  to  force  him  to  clean  up,  paint  up,  fix 
up  his  house  for  the*  tenant. 

WeVe  felt  that  on  the  whole,  since  our 
programme  extends  outside  the  NIP  areas, 
it  can  go  to  individual  Canadian®  or  to  neigh- 
bourhoods, depending  on  the  washes  of  the 
municipality.  All  they  have  to  db  is  tell  us 
what  their  programme  is. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com»- 
ments  on  section  3?  Shall  section  3  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.    Chairman:    On    the    next    section,    is 
there  anything  further? 
Section  4  agreed  to. 

On  section  5: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  5, 
could  the  minister  lead  us  through  his  think- 
ing on  what  exactly  low  and  modest  incomes 
are?  Could  he  relate  that  to  the  definition  of 
moderate  incomes  given  in  the  paper  on 
housing  in  Ontario  where  they  were  defined 
as  incomes  from  $14,500  to  $20,000  a  year? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  In  this  Act,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  speaking  of  low  and  modest 
income  and,  of  course,  there  we  are  using 
the  OHC  income  levels  which  mean  from 
$14,500  right  dkywn  through  the  rent  supple- 
ment levels.  In  other  wordls  there  is  no  mini- 
mum; presumably  the  approximate  maximum 
would  be  $14,500.  Again,  we  ar^  talking 
about  a  non-profit  housing  corporation  which 
would  be  independent  and  it  would  have  to 
set  whatever  guidielines  it  felt  were  appro- 
priate. We  would  look  at  it  and  dtetermine 
whether  it  fell'  within  our  criteria. 

'For  example,  there  might  be  people  in  the 
building  who  were  sligntly  above  because 
we  are  not  going  to  do  all  of  the  selection 
for  a  non-profit  housing  corporation.  There 
may  be  from  time  to  time  good  and  valid 
reasons  for  going  above  the  income  ceiling 
we  have  in  OHC  at  the  present  time.  On  the 
other  hand,  we  may  require,  as  a  quid  pro 
quo  for  that  type  of  arrangement,  perhaps  a 
larger  share  of  rent  supplement  than  the 
25   per   cent   which   they   are  committed   to 

five  us  in  order  to  get  our  10  per  cent 
nancing. 
I  think  there  has  to  be  a  lot  of  flexibility- 
in  this.  To  answer  specifically  the  question  we 
are  talking  about,  mey  are  the  OHC  income 
levels  which  go  up  to  $14,500  under  the 
HOME  programme  and  down'  to  no  minimum 
under  our  other  programme. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  perhaps  I  can  pursue 
that  a  bit  further.  Under  the  OHC  pro- 
gramme you  have  now  raised  the  income 
level  to  $17,000- 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  For  two  incomes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —where  there  are  two  in- 
comes. Would  that  be  included  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Again,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  are  not  setting  definitions.  We  are 
issuing  guidelines  to  the  non-profit  people  to 
say,  "If  you  wish  to  qualify  for  our  10  per 
cent"— which  is  all  we  are  going  to  be  giving 
to  municipal  non-profit  housing  corpora- 
tions—"then  we  would  like  to  look  at  your 
income  criteria.  We  hope  that  they  will  meet 
the  kinds  of  guidelines  that  we  have  set  for- 
ward. If  there  are  any  exceptions,  will  you 
please  let  us  know  what  they  are?" 

All  we  are  saying  here  is  that  in  their 
charter  for  incorporation  they  must  have,  as 
their  sole  aim,  "the  provision  and  operation 
of  housing  accommodation  .  .  .  primarily  for 
persons  of  low  or  modest  income  .  .  ."  And, 
of  course,  that  can  change  from  time  to 
time,  depending  on  the  nature  of  our  society 
on  any  given  date  of  the  year. 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  minister  has  an  amiend- 
ment  to  section  5. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  just  one  other  com- 
ment on  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  This  one  really 
has  been  bugging  us  on  this  side.  Could  the 
minister  tell  us  about  so-called  moderate  in- 
comes, which  go  from  $14,500  to  $20,000, 
and  how  he  considers  them  moderate  when 
70  per  cent  of  the  population  of  the  province 
have  family  incomes  lower  than  that  so- 
called  moderate  level? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  that's 
not  in  this  bill  at  all.  If  the  hon.  member 
wants  to  ask  me  that  during  question  period 
some  time,  I  invite  him  to  be  my  guest.  May 
I  make  the  amendment  now,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  are  ducking. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Nice  dodge. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  are  dodging. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman  moves  that  section 
12  of  the  Act,  as  set  out  in  section  5  of  the 
bill,  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  fol- 
lowing subsection: 

(4)  Section  64  of  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  Act  does  not  apply  to  a  corporation 
as  referred  to  in  subsection  1. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  7. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section 
7?  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Firstiy,  and  for  the  record, 
we  welcome  the  widening  of  municipal  pow- 
ers and  we  welcome  the  government's  ap- 
parent decision— or  change  of  heart,  if  you 
will— as  a  result  of  which  it  will  now  seek  to 
encourage,  rather  than  discourage,  municipal 
landbanking. 

Secondly,  the  minister  said  in  his  speech 
that  the  words  "housing  project"  were  de- 
fined in  section  15  of  the  Act.  I  have  had  a 
look  at  it,  and  I  accept  what  he  says,  that 
it  pretty  much  covers  the  points.  If  rehabili- 
tation of  housing  is  not  covered— and  that's 
the  only  thing  I  would  like  him  to  comment 
on— I  would  suspect  that  a  municipality  could 
still  use  this  section  to  acquire  housing,  some 
of  which  was  to  be  re'habilitated,  even  though 
it  is  not  specifically  spelled  out  in  section  15 
of  the  existing  Act. 

Thirdly,  the  former  section  16  permitted 
landbanking  by  a  municipality  outside  of  its 
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boundaries,  with  consent  from  the  neighbor- 
ing municipahty.  That  has  been  taken  out 
in  this  new  section  16.  I  don't  know  whether 
that's  a  deliberate  kind  of  thing  or  whether 
it  was  just  an  accidental  oversight,  but  it  will 
have  this  effect;  In  a  regional  municipality 
where  there  is  pressure  from  one  or  two  of 
the  member  municipalities  to  get  on  with 
a  housing  programme  on  publicly  owned  land 
and  where  other  municipalities  are  reticent, 
it  will  mean  you  could  have  an  impasse— and 
that's  very  similar  to  the  situation  that  con- 
ceivably could  occur  in  Ottawa  itself. 

As  the  minister  knows,  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
township  of  Nepean,  to  put  it  mildly,  has  not 
been  on  the  barricades  of  social  change  in 
encoiuiaging  public  housing  or  any  other  kind 
of  involvement  like  that;  whereas  Ottawa 
and  Gloucester,  in  their  own  ways,  have 
made  a  much  more  substantial  kind  of  con- 
tribution—and yet  the  tov^mship  of  Nepean 
does  have  a  fair  amount  of  developable  land; 
far  more  than  the  city  of  Ottawa. 

I  just  wonder  whether  this  section  has 
got  to  be  worded  in  this  way,  because  it  may 
have  the  effect  of  compelling  municipalities 
within  a  region  to  pass  the  responsibility  for 
housing  to  the  upper  tier,  to  the  regional 
level;  and  if  the  upper  tier  is  reticent  about 
it  and  if  the  political  people  there  aren't  go- 
ing to  be  as  tough  in  pushing  it,  you  could 
get  a  delay  in  municipal  landbanking  that 
wouldn't  occur  if  it  was  left  at  the  local  level 
and  if,  say,  Ottawa  could  landbank  in  Nepean 
with  Nepean's  consent.  But  with  Ottawa  also 
paying  the  expenses  and  risking  any  losses 
that  might  take  place. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  there 
are  a  number  of  sections  in  the  Municipal 
Act  which  cover  the  point  the  hon.  member 
is  making.  I  should  point  out  to  him  that  my 
colleague,  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  in 
charge  of  municipal  affairsi  (Mr.  Irvine),  in- 
troduced todlay  a  bill  which  gives,  for  the 
first  time  I  think,  a  regional  government,  in 
this  case  Metropolitan  Toronto,  authority  to 
establish  housing  policy.  That  is  the  step 
which  the  government  would  not  be  averse 
to  regional  governments  taking,  so  there 
would  not  have  to  be  the  kind  of  thing  that 
we  have  here. 

In  this  section,  a  municipality  includes  a 
regional  government.  So  any  regional  coun- 
cil may,  under  this  section  of  the  Act,  acquire 
land  anywhere  within  the  region.  I  think 
that's  about  as  far  as  we  should  extend  that 
type  of  power.  Again,  where  we  have  react- 
ance on  the'  part  of  certain  municipalities, 
this  is  obviously  one  of  the  aspects  of  local 
autonomy  which  is  part  of  the  price  of  per- 


mitting local  autonomy.  Any  time  the  prov- 
ince wishes  to  do  things,  it  can,  but  the 
question  always  arises  whether  it  should.  I 
think  we  should  leave,  as  slow  as  it  may  be, 
the  development  of  social  philosophy  at  the 
local  level  to  the  local  people. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  I  was  making 
though  was  that  under  the  former  bill— 
which,  of  course,  was  drafted  before  regional 
government  became  so  general  throughout 
the  province— housing  projects  were  permit- 
ted outside  of  a  municipality's  boundlaries, 
with  the  neighbouring  municipality's  con- 
sent. Now  you  ve  taken  that  away.  Therefore 
I'm  saying  you  may  be  putting  a  municipality 
in  a  situation  where  it  can't  get  into  land- 
banking,  because  the  land  isn't  there  to  bank 
within  its  own  borders.  Its  neighbours  won't 
agree  and  they  can't  get  their  region  to  either. 
Therefore  you've  created  an  impasse  which 
is  possibly  unnecessary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  sec- 
tions 254  and  336  of  the  Municipal  Act  pro- 
vide for  a  municipality  to  acquire  land  be- 
yond its  borders.  It  is  not  necessary,  under 
this  Act,  to  continue  the  provision,  simply 
because  one  of  the  conditions  that  we  have 
attached  here  is  broad  programme.  I  just  can't 
understand  how  a  municipality  can  establish 
a  broad  programme  of  housing  for  an  area 
outsidte  its  own  boundaries.  Undbr  this  parti- 
cular section  of  the  Act  we  couldn't  authorize 
a  municipality  to  enter  into  a  housing  pro- 
ject outside  its  own  boundaries,  since  they 
wouldn't  have  a  broad  policy  which  included 
lands  outside  its  own  boundary.  It's  better  for 
it  to  acquire  the  land  under  the  Municipal 
Act  and  continue  to  come  back  for  project 
approval  under  those  circumstances,  if  neces- 
sary. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  won't  labour  the  point,  Mr. 
Chairman.  It  seems  to  me  that  it's  possible 
for  a  municipality  to  say,  "Look,  we  need 
this  many  units  in  a  year,"  then'  to  find  that 
it  hasn't  got  the  land  to  do  it.  So,  therefore, 
it  will  seek  to  meet  the  needs  from  outside 
of  its  boundaries. 

The  other  point  I  wanted  to  make  on  this 
section,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  that  it  seems  to 
me  that  we  need  another  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 16  of  the  Act,  which  would  be  rather 
comparable  to  the  amendment  moved  by  the 
minister  a  few  minutes  ago  on  section  12. 
Either  that  or  there  needs  to  be  a  policy 
guidline  passed  down  by  the  cabinet  to  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  in  order  to  get  it 
to  encourage  and  generally  to  permit  the  ac- 
quisition of  land  by  municipalities,  rather 
than  discouraging  it. 
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iThe  minister  is  aware  that  with  no  special 
instructions,  the  OMB  is  quite  likely  to  take 
municipal  borrowing  for  land  and  to  lump 
it  in  with  any  other  categories  of  mtmicipal 
borrowing.  Then  it  could  say,  "That's  fine, 
but  once  you  reach  your  quota  you  can 
have  no  more."  Since  land  is  a  liquid  asset 
and  is  self-Iiquid'ating— it's  not  a  sunk  cost 
which  you  never  recover— it  seems  to  me  that 
it  should  be  exempt  from  the  normal  bor- 
rowing limits  which  are  set  by  the  OMB  on 
municipalities. 

1  wonder  whether  the  minister  can  guaran- 
tee that  there  will  be  such  a  poHcy  directive 
given  to  the  OMB?  If  not,  I  think  we  should 
probably  handle  it  through  the  form  of  an 
amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  no, 
I  can't  undertake  to  the  hon.  member  to  do 
that.  First  of  all,  I  don't  agree  with  him 
that  land  is  as  liquid  or  secure  or  as  safe  as 
he  would  like  it  to  be.  I  think  there  can  be 
bad  judgment  in  the  purchase  of  land  just 
as  there  can  be  bad  judgment  in  any  otiher 
thing.  I  think  this  is  quite  different  from  a 
non-profit  housing  corporation,  which  has  a 
building  which  is  mortgaged  and  examined  by 
a  mortgage  company  to  ensure  that  its  value 
is  equivalent  to  the  mortgage.  That's  solid 
physical  security  at  any  time. 

iCertainly  land  acquisition  can  be  just  as 
detrimental'  to  the  ratepayers  in  the  muni- 
cipality as  any  other  kind  of  acquisition  which 
is  made  with  bad  judgement.  The  pmpose 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  is  to  protect 
the  ratepayers  against  that  kind  of  thing. 
Certainly  I  would  not  bring  in  an  amendment 
which  would  relieve  the  municipality  of  the 
need  for  going  to  the  OMB,  if  long-term  bor- 
rowing was  necessary  for  land  acquisition. 

I  am  advised  by  several  of  the  munici- 
palities which  have  applied  that  it  is  not 
necessary— that  they  in  fact  have  funds  of 
their  own  which  need  not  be  referred  to  the 
OMB,  because  if  they  purchase  under  sec- 
tion 42  of  the  National  Housing  Act  all  they 
have  to  do  is  put  up  10  per  cent  and 
CMHC  will  put  up  the  other  90.  So  there 
is  no  need  to  go  to  the  OMB  under  those 
circumstances.  But  if  they  have  large-scale 
borrowings,  if  they  want  a  debenture,  then 
I  certainly  believe  they  should  have  to  go 
to  the  OMB  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  saying  that 
if  they  borrow  money  on  mortgage  against 
the  land  then  they  are  not  required  to  go 
to  the  OMB,  as  long  as  they  don't  want  a 
debenture. 


Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  No,  I  didn't  say 
that.  They  are  subject  to  the  regulations 
which  exist  for  all  borrowing  as  far  as  land 
is  concerned.  It  is  no  diflFerent  from  any 
other  land  of  borrowing,  whether  it  is  for 
capital  services  or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Let  me  just  read  from  the 
municipal  submission  to  the  Provincial- 
Municipal  Liaison  Committee,  which  was 
presented  by  Aid.  Art  Eggleton  of  Toronto 
on  Sept.  14,  of  1973,  on  the  municipal  posi- 
tion on  land  assembly  and  landbanking.  They 
say  on  page  88: 

Ontario  Municipal  Board  approvals  may 
be  required  under  section  63  and  64  of 
the  OMB  Act  for  the  borrowing  of  funds 
for  land  assembly  and  banking  purposes. 
The  municipal  position  is  that  residential 
land  purchases  should  not  apply  against  the 
municipal  debt  ceiling  and  such  approval 
should  not  be  required  where  the  cash 
is  used  to  acquire  a  liquid  asset  as  dis- 
tinct from  the  construction  of  the  muni- 
cipal work  which  is  not  freely  marketable. 

I  appreciate  there  have  been  discussions 
about  this  bill  with  the  PMLC  and  that  they 
have  said,  "On  balance,  we  accept  it,  we 
buy  it,  we  go  along."  They  are  in  a  nego- 
tiating position.  They  recognize  that  it  is 
better  to  get  half  a  loaf  or  maybe  two-thirds 
of  a  loaf  than  to  lose  it  all.  Therefore,  when 
the  government  was  a  bit  reticent  on  the 
question  of  OMB  approvals,  I  suppose  they 
left  that  out.  Nevertheless,  their  position  was 
pretty  clear. 

The  second  thing  is  this.  When  a  muni- 
cipality acquires  land,  it  is  normally  going  to 
acquire  it  with  CMHC  funds  under  section 
42,  or  it  is  going  to  pay  for  the  land  entirely 
on  its  own.  The  minister  hasn't  given  any 
indication  that  there  will  be  provincial  funds 
available.  If  the  municipality  is  going  to 
spend  100  cents  on  the  dollar  to  acquire  land, 
you  can  be  damn  sure  that  it  is  going  to  be 
pretty  careful  about  making  a  good  deal.  The 
minister  will  agree  with  me  on  that.  If 
they  are  spending  10  per  cent  of  their  own 
money  and  borrowing  from  CMHC,  then 
CMHC  is  going  to  have  a  look  at  the  deal 
to  make  sure  that  it  is  viable,  to  make  sure 
that  there's  not  an  undue  risk  of  something 
happening  to  the  land  market  and  the  muni- 
cipality losing  its  shirt.  There  is,  therefore, 
a  process  of  scrutiny  either  at  the  local  level 
or  at  the  local  level  and  at  CMHC,  which 
provides  a  pretty  adequate  protection  about 
the  security  around  this  landbanking. 

The  municipalities  didn't  say  that  they 
should  be  completely  exempt  from  the  OMB. 
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What  they  did  say  was  that  they  wanted  land 
purchases  to  be  exempt  from  the  municipal 
debt  ceiling.  If  the  minister  wanted,  that 
would  permit  the  government  to  give  the 
OMB  the  power  to  inquire  into  the  propriety 
or  the  wisdom  of  a  particular  land  purchase, 
or  to  say  to  a  municipality,  "Come  on,  hold 
up  a  bit,"  if  it  thought  that  its  purchases  of 
land  were  excessive  in  relation  to  the  poten- 
tial growth  of  the  municipality,  its  housing 
needs  and  that  kind  of  thing. 

Would  the  minister  consider  an  amend- 
ment, or  would  he  consider  having  the 
cabinet  tell  the  OMB  that  land  purchases 
should  not  be  considered  when  debentured  in 
relation  to  the  municipal  debt  ceilings,  so 
that  that  particular  problem  would  not  be  a 
vexatious  one? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  first 
of  all,  I  think  the  hon.  member  could  use 
the  same  criteria  to  describe  a  large  number 
of  other  purchases  by  a  municipality.  They 
are  all  very  carefully  looked  into.  I  have  a 
great  deal  of  faith  in  the  care  and  caution 
they  would  take  in  engaging  in  any  large- 
scale  acquisition  of  any  kind,  whether  it  be 
land,  buildings,  roads,  sewers  or  anything 
else. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  question  being 
asked  here  is  really  a  basic  one  as  to  what 
role  the  OMB  should  have  in  this  kind  of 
arrangement.  In  my  view,  they  have  a  right 
to  protect  the  ratepayers  against  the  kind  of 
purchase  which  they  would  normally  ques- 
tion. I  don't  think  the  OMB,  using  its  best 
judgement  would  question  anything  which 
was,  in  fact,  well  within  the  ability  of  the 
municipality  to  bear. 

We  have  issued  a  housing  policy.  The 
OMB  follows  broad  provincial  policy  in  ar- 
riving at  its  decisions.  I  am  sure  that  they 
would  look  at  the  fact  that  the  province  has 
approved  the  general  housing  programme  of 
the  municipality  before  they  can  landbank. 
Once  having  done  that,  I'm  sure  they  would. 

Certainly  I  am  not  about  to  commit  my- 
self or  the  government  to  instructing  the 
OMB  in  any  approach  to  this  matter.  I 
would  assume  in  any  reform  of  the  OMB 
functions,  the  Treasurer  and  the  Minister 
without  Portfolio  would  have  a  great  deal 
of  input.  I  am  prepared  to  discuss  with  them 
the  questions  tfiat  the  hon.  member  brings 
up,  but  certainly  not  to  make  a  commitment 
that  what  he  seeks  will  be  done. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  glad  the 
minister  has  agreed  to  discuss  that  with  the 
Treasurer  and  other  people.  I  think  he  mis- 
understands  some  of  the  role  of  the  OMB 


in  debenture  approvals.  I  think  the  danger 
he  is  putting  himself  into  is  that  the  purposes 
of  the  landbanking  powers  being  given  to  the 
municipalities  may  be  thwarted  by  independ- 
ent action  by  the  OMB,  in  the  absence  of  any 
clear  guidelines  from  the  provincial  govern- 
ment. 

The  OMB  is  a  very  funny  body.  The  fact 
that  you've  had  a  provincial  housing  policy 
and  a  housing  plan  at  the  municipal  level 
approved  by  the  minister,  may  or  may  not 
be  interpreted  by  them  as  being  a  guideline 
which  governs  them.  Unless  you  put  some- 
thing on  paper  and  say,  "This  is  signed  and 
sealed  by  the  cabinet,"  and  put  the  Premier's 
signature  and  the  minister's  at  the  bottom; 
and  "The  following  is  a  guideline  to  the 
OMB  in  considering  municipal  land  pur- 
chases," you  cannot  be  sure  they  will  accept 
it  as  a  statement  of  provincial  policy.  That's 
the  way  it  works. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That's  not  the  way 
it  works. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  second  thing  is  that  the 
OMB  has  taken  a  very  clear  position  on 
debentures.  It  is  looking  at  the  borrowing 
capability  of  a  municipality  and  not  at  the 
purpose  of  the  debenture. 

You  may  recall  the  Spadina  Expressway 
case  and  the  hearing  by  J.  A.  Kennedy  and 
two  other  members.  Mr.  Kennedy  took  the 
view  that  the  propriety,  the  need,  the  wisdom 
of  the  Spadina  Expressway  should  be  con- 
sidered by  the  OMB.  That's  what  he  was 
being  asked  to  do  by  the  Spadina  Review 
Corp,  and  the  other  opponents  of  that  pro- 
ject. The  majority  view  in  the  OMB  was 
that  the  only  question  before  the  board 
properly  was  whether  or  not  Metropolitan 
Toronto  could  afford  the  additional  borrow- 
ing  needed   to   complete   the   expressway. 

If  they  wanted  the  expressway,  that  was 
fine.  The  OMB's  only  role  was  to  ensure 
whether  the  public  could  afi^ord  it.  In  that 
position  the  OMB  decision  was  changed,  but 
not  the  OMB  ruling  that  it's  concerned  with 
whether  you  can  afford  the  money,  not  what 
it's  for.  That  can  mean  that  the  guidelines 
of  provincial  housing  policy  are  clearly  under- 
stood by  the  OMB,  with  the  housing  pro- 
gramme of  the  municipality  clearly  put  be- 
fore the  OMB,  and  it  can  still  say:  "We  are 
sorry,  this  municipality  can  only  acquire  half 
a  million  dollars'  worth  of  land  this  year  and 
next  year  and  the  year  afterwards,  because 
they  are  too  close  to  the  debt  ceiling  and  we 
are  not  prepared  to  raise  it." 

That's  a  quixotic  kind  of  result.  It  could 
thwart    some    very    good   municipal   housing 
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initiatives  in  a  situation  where  it  looks  as 
though  the  province  is  leaving  initiative  to 
municipalities  that  it's  not  prepared  to  take 
itself. 

Would  the  minister  look  at  that  very 
closely  in  hopes  of  spelling  out  some  guide- 
lines to  the  OMB  that  would  exempt  land 
purchases  from  these  debenture  ceilings? 
That's  what  I  am  getting  at  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  cer- 
tainly I  am  prepared  to  discuss  it  within  the 
ministry,  with  the  Treasurer,  and  in  the 
PMLC.  I  just  want  to  make  one  comment  on 
what  the  member  said:  Any  policy  which 
comes  forward  in  this  House  and  has  the  sig- 
natiue  of  the  minister  on  it  is,  in  fact,  gov- 
ernment policy.  It's  not  necessary  for  the 
entire  cabinet  to  stand  up  and  say  "amen." 
When  a  minister  brings  policy,  it  is  govern- 
ment policy  and  the  OMB  is  astute  enough 
to  recognize  that.  It's  not  necessary  to  write 
them  a  letter. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  on  the 
select  committee  on  the  OMB  which  met 
briefly  in  September,  1972,  for  a  couple  of 
months.  We  used  to  get  reports  which  I  hope 
you'll  take  up  one  of  these  days.  We  found 
that  statements  by  ministers  and  other  things 
that  I  would  normally  accept  as  statements 
of  government  policy  and  that  you,  as  a  min- 
ister, consider  to  be  a  statement  of  govern- 
ment policy,  would  not  necessarily  be  accept- 
ed as  such  by  the  OMB.  They  are  not  nearly 
as  astute  a  body  as  the  minister  thinks.  That's 
why  I'm  asking  for  a  clear  definition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
quite  agree  with  the  hon.  member  that  a 
statement  by  a  minister  according  to  the  press 
is  not  government  policy.  I  would  agree  with 
that.  But  when  a  minister  issues  and  tables 
in  this  House  a  formal  statement  of  policy 
of  his  ministry,  that  is  government  policy 
and  is  recognized  as  such  by  the  OMB. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  necessarily. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Always. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  wish  it  were. 

i:  Any 

^  bilH? 


Mr.   Chairman:  Any  further  comments  on 
any  section  of  the  billr 


Mr.  Cassidy:  I  may  move  an  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  I  made  the  point  that 
—and  I  do  hope  that  the  minister  has  that 
discussion  with  his  colleagues  on  that  sec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 
Bill  63,  as  amended,  reported. 


PRIVATE    VOCATIONAL 
SCHOOLS   ACT 

(House  in  committee  on  Bill  73,  An  Act  to 
provide  for  the  Regulation  of  Private  Voca- 
tional Schools. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  The  minis- 
ter is  not  here. 

'Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand'  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant,  the  member  for  Oxford, 
is  taking  this  through. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxfordi):  I  think  the 
member  for  Nickel  Belt  has  some  questions 
that  he  wishes  to  deal  with  in  the  clause-by- 
clause,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  right,  but  I  wanted 
to  ask— 

'Mr.  Chairman:  What  section? 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  wanted  to  ask  a  question 
on  section  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  were  waiting  for  the  par- 
liamentary assistant's  maiden  speech  in  his 
new  role. 

iMr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (RiverdaHe):  He  made  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  section  1?  The 
member  from  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  take  the  oppor- 
tunity of  speaking  on  section  1  only  because 
I  don't  know  where  else  to  ask  the  question. 
The  question  that  I  want  to  raise  with  the 
parliamentary  assistant  at  some  appropriate 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  on  the  insertion  in  the 
bill  somewhere  of  a  provision  which  would 
state  that  any  contract  entered  into  by  any 
citizen  with  a  private  vocational  school  that 
was  in  breach  of  any  provision  of  the  Act 
or  of  any  regulation;  wouldl  mean  that  the 
contract  would  be  voidable  at  the  option  of 
the  citizen  or  student.  Also  that  the  money 
paid  by  that  student  would  be  refundted  to 
him. 

ll  would  like,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your 
direction  and  assistance,  to  indicate  at  what 
particular  section  of  the  bill  I  might  insert 
such  a  provision.  Perhaps  the  best  place  for 
me  to  do  it  would  be  in  section  10,  or  in 
the  prohibition  about  carrying  on  any  trade 
school— well,  I'll  find  a  place.  But  that's  the 
point  I  want  to  raise  with  the  parliamentary 
assistant. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  any  section? 

The  member  for  Nickel  Belt.  Which  sec- 
tion? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Section  2. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  just  wondered  whether 
you  see  the  appointment  taking  pllace  very 
quickly  and  whether  or  not  you  see  the 
superintendent  being  a  full-time  job  and  if 
you  envisage  his  responsibility  to  help  pre- 
pare the  regulations  under  the  Act? 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  can  assure  you  that  the  ap- 
pointment will  be  full-time  and  that  the  ap- 
pointment will'  be  ini  effect  very  shortly,  if 
not  immiediately. 

(Mr.  Laughren:  You  have  it  picked  out,  in 
other  words? 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  suspect  there  is  a  fair  idtea 
of  who  that  superintendent  shall  be.  You  are 
perhaps  aware  that  there  presently  isi  some- 
one essentially  doing  this  same  role. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill  then? 

iSection  2  agreed  to. 

iMr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  a  later  section 
of  the  bill  and  if  so,  which  section?  The 
member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Section  6. 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  6?  All 
right,  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt. 

On  section  6: 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  6 
gives  the  superintend'ent  the  right  to  refusei 
a  licence  for  a  private  vocational  school,  and 
I  am  concerned  at  the  lack  of  specifics, 
primarily  in  subsection  (b)  where  they  talk 
about  the  past  condlict  of  the  applicant.  I  am' 
a  little  concerned  about  the  superintendent 
having  that  kind  of  sweeping  power  to  de-* 
cide  what  is  proper  conduct  in  the  past  of  an 
individual  who  applies  for  a  licence. 

(Mr.  Parrott:  I  would  share  your  concern 
on  that  except  that  there  are  the  procedures 
of  appeal  and  review.  I  think  they  are  quite 
sufficient  to  guarantee  the  safety  of  the  in-' 
dividiual  who  might  be  denied  registration. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Given  the  way  the  appeals 
structure  is  set  up,  which  we  will  get  to  in 


a  later  section,  I  am  not  reassured  by  the 
member's  comment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  6  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  6  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  a  later  section,  and  if  so, 
which  section  Has  the  member  for  Riverdale 
solved  his  problem  yet? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Section  8. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Section  8. 

On  section  8: 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  more  concerned  about 
this  section  than  any  other  in  the  Act,  be- 
cause this  is  the  section  in  which  the  appli- 
cant has  the  right  to  appeal— I  might  add,  the 
right  to  appeal  to  the  same  board  that  re- 
fuses the  applicant  the  right  to  be  granted 
a  licence. 

I  do  not  understand  how  you  can  bring  in 
this  bill  indicating  that  his  level  of  appeal 
is  to  the  same  body  that  refuses  him  the 
right  of  a  licence.  As  the  member  for 
Kitchener  (Mr.  Breithaupt)  suggested  in  the 
second  reading  comments  he  made,  it  is  just 
not  along  the  lines  of  what  Chief  Justice 
McRuer  has  recommended.  I  think  it  is  a 
reprehensible  practice,  and  there  should  be 
a  guarantee,  a  provision  for  an  independent 
appeal,  and  I  mean  independent  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  which  is  indicated  here.  I 
don't  think  that  is  the  solution. 

Mr.  Parrott:  In  reply  to  that  particular 
question,  I  cannot  accept  that  it  is  the  same 
board.  Indeed,  section  3  says: 

A  board  to  be  known  as  the  private 
vocational  school  review  board  is  hereby 
established  and  shall  consist  of  not  fewer 
than  three  persons  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council.      '■ 

That  is  quite  a  different  board.  It  is  an  in- 
dependent board  and  does  not  include  the 
superintendent. 

Therefore,  I  think  this  particular  section  is 
sort  of  a  normal  procedure  implied  ■■  in  the 
administration  by  review  boards.  I  feel,  that 
there  is  ample  protection  in  that  regard. 
These  will  be  men  appointed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor,  granted,  but  they  will  be 
quite  independent  of  the  superintendent,  and 
so  the  superintendent,  indeed,  is  under  their 
scrutiny  as  much  as  it  is  possible  to :  be.  As 
you  pointed  out,  a  further  appeal,  to.  the 
Supreme  Court  is  provided  for  in  section:  12. 
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Mr.  Laughren:  Are  you  suggesting,  then, 
that  the  only  job  of  the  review  board  is  to 
hear  appeals,  and  that  if  there  is  any  de- 
cision to  be  made  concerning  the  right  of 
the  applicant  to  be  licensed,  that  it  is  made 
by  the  superintendent,  and  that  the  board's 
sole  job  is  to  consider  appeals?  Is  that  what 
you  are  saying? 

Mr.  Parrott:  Yes,  I  think  the  Act  says, 
clearly  to  me,  that  the  procedures  estab- 
lished by  the  superintendent  are  subject  to 
their  review.  That,  to  my  mind,  should  be 
quite  sufficient  to  make  sure  that  the  super- 
intendent does  not  deny  a  legitimate  appli- 
cant from  registration. 

Mr.  Laughren:  They  are  not  reviewing 
any  of  their  own  decisions? 

Mr.  Parrott:  They  are  not  reviewing  their 
own  decisions. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  8,  then,  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Section  8  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments?  On  which  section? 

Mr.  Laughren:  On  section  10.  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

On  section  10: 

Mr.  Laughren:  This  section  deals  with  the 
protection  of  the  students,  and  it  would, 
perhaps,  be  a  good  place  to  be  more  specific 
about  what  happens  to  a  student  who  pays 
his  application  fee,  enrolls,  perhaps  pays  his 
tuition  fee  as  well,  and  then  drops  out.  He 
could  be  dropping  out  for  any  number  of 
legitimate  reasons— for  health,  a  career,  or  to 
pursue  other  academic  interests— and  then 
finds  that  the  vocational  school  does  not  wish 
to  refund  him  either  his  application  fee  or 
his  tuition  fee. 

Now,  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  there  is  an 
appeal  procedure  to  the  board.  I  assume  that 
he  could  go  to  the  review  board  for  that, 
but  I  think  it  should  be  stated  clearly  some- 
where just  what  the  responsibility  of  the 
vocational  school  is  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  reply  to  the 
question,  this  will  be  covered  in  regulations. 
And,  as  we  discussed  in  second  reading  of  the 
bill,  I  think  you  would  have  to  accept  there 
can  be  many  and  varying  circumstances  imder 
which  a  person  might  feel  eligible  for  refund 


of  his  fee.  However,  they  may  not  all  be 
justified.  We  will  cover  those  kinds  of  in- 
dividual considerations  under  the  regulations 
that  will  accompany  the  Act.  I  don't  think 
we  can  enshrine  those  particular  details  in 
legislation. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Surely  there  is  nothing 
difficult  about  enshrining  in  legislation  the 
guarantee  that  if  a  student  drops  out,  for 
whatever  reason,  before  half  a  term  is  up  or 
two-thirds  of  the  next  term  of  the  full  year, 
that  a  certain  portion  of  his  fee  should  be 
refunded.  In  particular,  I  am  concerned  about 
the  application  fee.  In  the  first  place,  I 
really  don't  think  there  should  be  an  appli- 
cation fee  for  students  to  have  to  pay  in 
vocational  schools.  I  think  that  should  be 
part  of  the  legislation,  not  the  regulations. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  think  I  could  very  easily 
illustrate  times  where  that  might  be  misused 
by  the  person  requiring  the  training.  He 
might  change  his  mind  the  day  after  register- 
ing; and  if  there  were  enough  of  them  in  a 
particular  course,  it  would  leave  the  school 
in  a  very  precarious  position.  If  they  had 
made  certain  commitments  on  the  basis  of  his 
application,  and  he  chose  to  resign  from  that 
course  without  due  cause,  it  would  be  un- 
fair to  put  the  private  school  in  that  position. 

I  am  saying  that  if  there  is  just  cause  for 
the  student  to  resign,  we  will  deal  with  that 
in  the  regulations  which  will  accompanv  the 
Act. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  would 
the  parliamentary  assistant  at  least  assure  us 
that  if  a  student  resigned  after  the  classes 
started,  or  even  before  they  began,  that  the 
penalty  would  be  nominal?  Because  for 
people  who  are  going  into  such  a  programme 
in  the  vocational  schools,  it  is  very  often  a 
form  of  upgrading  or  of  rehabilitation  for 
them,  and  the  kinds  of  tuition  fees  they  pay 
mean  a  great  deal  to  them  and  their  families 
financially.  I  see  no  reason  why  you  could 
not  put  that  in  legislation— at  least  to  guaran- 
tee us  that  it  would  be  a  portion  of  the 
tuition  fees  or  a  nominal  sum,  such  as  $25. 

Mr.  Parrott:  No,  I  don't  think  I  am  pre- 
pared to  make  that  commitment  at  this  time. 

Section  10  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  a  later  section? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Section  15. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  15? 
All  right.  The  member  for  Nickel  Belt 
On  section  15: 
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Mr.  Laughren:  While  it  is  a  good  section, 
would    this    section    prohibit    a    school,    for 
example,    that    was    involved    with    training 
computer  operators- 
Mr.  Parrott:  Training  which? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Computer  operators— but  it 
could  be  any  vocation.  Would  it  prohibit  that 
school  from  selling  the  services  of  those 
computer  operators  on  a  non-profit  basis  to 
an  organization  as  part  of  the  training  pro- 
gramme for  the  students?  We  note  that  it 
doesn't  say  anything  about  that  in  section  15, 
and  perhaps  there  should  be  a  proviso  there 
that  if  any  goods  or  services  are  sold  on  be- 
half of  the  students,  such  funds  would  not 
accrue  to  the  vocational  school.  Because  I 
know  of  students  who  have  formed  consult- 
ing groups  through  vocational  schools.  Or 
it  could  be  a  school  dealing  with  the  training 
of  radio  technicians  and  so  forth,  in  which, 
as  part  of  their  vocational  training,  they 
might  very  well  provide  a  service  which  the 
school  would  sell,  not  in  terms  of  accruing 
profits  to  them  but  more  as  a  means  of  train- 
ing for  the  students. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  think  the  main  intent  of  this 
section  was  indeed  to  make  sure  that  we 
would  not  allow  students*  efforts  to  be  sold 
for  profit.  Very  clearly  this  section  has  been 
included  to  preclude  the  use  of  the  services 
of  the  students  as  labour  in  the  conduct  of  a 
wholesale  or  retail  business. 

We  don't  want  that  to  happen.  That  would 
seem  grossly  unfair  to  the  market  and'  to  the 
student. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  thisi  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  15  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  a  later  section?  The  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale. 

iOn  section  18: 

Mr.  Renwick:  Section  18,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  want  to  introduce  two  subsections  by  way 
of  amendment,  and  then  I  would  like  to  speak 
to  them. 

Mr.  Renwick  moves  that  section  18  be 
amended  by  addin'g  thereto  the  following 
subsections: 

(5)  Any  contract  entered  into  betwen  any 
person  and  a  private  vocational  school  which 
contains  any  term  or  other  provision  which 
contravenes  any  provision  of  this  Act  or  the 
regulations  made  thereimder  shall  be  void^- 


able  at  the  option  of  the  person.  And  upon 
giving  notice  to  the  private  vocational  school 
voiding  the  contract  by  reason  of  such  con- 
travention, the  private  vocational  school  shall 
forthwith  refund  to  such  person  all  fees  and 
other  moneys  paid  by  the  person. 

(6)  Any  contract  entered  into  between  any 
person  and  a  private  vocational  school  may 
be  rescinded  at  the  option  of  the  person 
within  three  days  after  the  person  signed  the 
contract. 

'Mr.  Renwick:  Unfortunately,  I  only  have 
the  one  copy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  not  going  to  use  the 
name  of  the  particul'ar  organization  to  which 
I'm  going  to  refer.  This  kind  of  problem 
comes  up  quite  often  and  I  have  no  reason 
to  believe  that  there's  anything  improper 
about  what  this  particular  school  has  dbne. 

The   reason  for  my  proposal   is  that  the 
present  regulations  under  the  Trade  School 
Regulation  Act,  which  is  the  Act  being  re- 
placed   by    the    Act    under    discussion,    and 
later  is   repealed'  by  the  coming  into  force 
of   this   Act,    presently   provides  by   way   of 
regulation    that    certain    regulations    are    in- 
corporated by  reference  into  every  contract 
entered  into  between  a  person  and  a  private 
vocational  school.  For  example,  on  this  con- 
tract  which    I   have  before  me,   there's  the 
contract  of  the  particular  trade  sichool  with 
the   terms  and  conditions  on  the  front  and 
the  back  of  it.  Then  attached  to  it  is  a  form 
which    states    additional    provisions    for    ap- 
plicants residing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario: 
(a)  The  keeper  or  operator  of  a  trade 
School  is  prohibited  by  law  from  guaran- 
teeing a  position  to  any  student  or  prospec- 
tive student;  (b)  the  contract  is  subject  to 
(the  Trade  Schools  Regulation  Act  and  the 
'regulations  made  thereunder. 

Then  it  goes  on  to  refer  to  the  retention  and 
repayment  of  fees.  Section  19  of  the  regula- 
tions as  they  presently  stand  says: 

(1)  A  trade  school  may  charge  a  regis- 
tration fee  which  shall  not  exceed  10  per 
cent  of  the  total  cost  of  the  course  of  iu'- 
'Struction  or  $50,   whichever  is  the  lesser, 
'and  which   shall  be   applied!  to  the  total 
cost  of  the  coiuse  of  instruction. 
Then    there    are    additional    sections   in    the 
regulations  with  respect  to  the  termination  of 
a  contract  and  the  refund  of  fees  and  so  on. 
This    particular    contract    is    in    breach    of 
the  first  clause  that  I  just  read.  The  tuition 
fee  for  this  particular  course  was  $998;  the 
registration  fee  that  was  paid  by  this  parti- 
cular person  who  came  to  see  me  was  $98, 
and  that  amount  was  paid.   That  is  clearly 
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in  breach  of  the  regulation  which  says  that 
the  registration  fee  cannot  exceed  10  per 
cent  or  $50,  whichever  is  the  lesser. 

1  only  use  this  particular  instance  as  an 
example;  there  can  be  many  other  examples 
by  which  the  printed  terms  of  the  contract 
with  the  private  vocational  school  may  well 
be  in  breach  of  the  regulations  or  the  Act. 
But  using  this  specific  example,  all  I  want  to 
do  by  die  first  part  of  the  amendment  is 
simply  bo  state  that  that  error  on  the  part 
of  the  private  vocational  school  should  allow 
the  student  a  cltear  out  by  making  it  void- 
able at  the  student's  option.  If  the  studtent 
gives  notice  to  the  private  vocational  school, 
voiding  the  contract  in  accordance  with  the 
terms  of  that  provision,  which  I  move  by  way 
of  amendment,  then  he  should  be  entitled 
to  the  return  of  all  his  fees. 

As  it  presently  stands,  it  is  just  not  clear 
what  the  effect  on  a  contract  is  of  a 
breach  of  the  regulations  which  have  been 
incorporated  by  reference  into  the  contract 
and  become  an  integral  part  of  the  contract. 
I  suppose  on  a  narrow  interpretation  of  it, 
the  person  could  say:  "You  charged  me  too 
much  for  a  registration  fee.  Give  me  back- 
in  this  instance  $48."  But  the  contract  would 
still  be  good. 

It  seems  to  me,  without  casting  any  asper- 
sions on  any  number  of  private  vocational 
schools  which  are  a  necessary  part  of  the 
educational  system  of  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
that  compliance  by  those  schools  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  and  of  the  regulations, 
is  a  very  important  part  of  the  control  which 
this  assembly  wishes  to  exercise  over  them. 
It  seems  to  me  that  it  should  impose  an 
obligation  on  the  private  vocational  school 
to  make  absolutely  certain  that  their  con- 
tracts and  their  conduct  are  strictly  in  accord- 
ance with  the  Act  and  the  regulations. 

I  do  not  think  it  is  too  stringent.  I  think 
it  is  a  reasonable  amendment  to  propose, 
and  it  would  seem  to  me  to  be  very  important 
because  one  cannot,  in  this  kind  of  con- 
tractual arrangement,  exercise  the  same  sort 
of  authority  and  control  which  you  do 
through  post-secondary  educational  institu- 
tions over  what  is  taught  and  what  the  mutual 
promises  about  the  course  of  instruction  may 
be. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  on  balance,  the 
legislative  intent  is  to  require  these  schools 
to  adhere  strictly  to  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions. If  they  by  misadvertence  or  otherwise 
make  the  mistake  of  being  in  breach  of  the 
Act  and  the  regulations,  the  person  who  has 
signed  the  contract  should  get  an  out. 


The  second  aspect  of  the  amendment  which 
I  move  is  similar  to  the  time  which  is  given 
under  the  Consumer  Protection  Act  in  the 
case  of  itinerant  sellers  travelling  around  and 
getting  people  to  enter  into  executory  con- 
tracts for  goods  and  services,  where  there  is 
a  cooling-off  period  and  the  fellow  can  get 
out.  I  was  looking  at  the  Act  but  I  can't 
quite  spot  the  section.  I  think  it  is  48  hours 
or  72  hours. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial   Relations):   It  is  48  hours. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Then  I  will  be  quite  happy 
to  amend  mine;  I  put  in  72  hours.  It  seems 
to  me  there  is  a  sufficient  element  of  high 
pressure  in  some  instances  with  respect  to 
these  enrolling  in  these  correspondence 
courses.  There  is  a  sufficient  element  of  the 
gullibility  of  the  person  at  the  particular 
time  when  he  enters  into  it  that  he  should 
in  all  good  conscience  have  an  opportunity  to 
think  a  little  bit  about  it  in  the  cool  of  the 
evening  when  he  has  gone  home,  or  in  the 
cool  of  the  evening  when  he  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  what  he  has  done  with 
someone  else,  before  he  is  hooked  with  a 
fairly  onerous  commitment  with  respect  to 
training. 

I  know  there  are  provisions  for  cutoff  and 
cancellation,  and  you  get  some  prorated  por- 
tion of  your  fee  back.  But  I  do  think,  similar 
to  executory  contracts  entered  into  through 
itinerant  salesmen,  a  person  in  this  kind  of 
a  situation  should  be  given  the  benefit  of  a 
cooling-off  period.  All  I  simply  said  was  that 
from  the  time  he  signed  the  contract  he 
would  have  48  hours  in  which  to  rescind 
the  contract  and  get  out  of  it  and  get  his 
downpayment  back. 

It  seems  to  me  that  those  two  amendments 
are  in  no  way  derogatory  of  the  private  vo- 
cational schools.  I  think  they  would  be  a 
substantial  advantage  to  both  parties,  pro- 
viding very  great  clarity  in  the  arring^ements 
which  are  entered  into.  I  think  from  the 
ministry's  point  of  view  it  would  make  it 
very  clear  to  the  private  vocational  schools 
that  the  government  expects  them  to  comply 
in  strictness  and  in  spirit  and  in  letter  wdth 
the  regulations,  which  are  quite  substantial 
under  this  kind  of  an  Act.  I  would  ask  the 
support  of  the  assembly  for  that  particular 
amendment  covering  those  two  points. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  listened  with  interest  to  the 
comments  of  the  member  for  Riverdale  with 
respect    to    his    amendment.    I    believe    the 
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acceptance  of  those  amendments  would  be 
useful  to  make  the  statute  a  better  one.  We 
will  certainly  support  the  amendments  and  I 
hope  that  the  parliamentary  assistant  will 
consider  including  them  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  parliamentary  assistant. 

Mr.  Parrott;  On  subsection  5,  I  think  much 
of  the  argument  the  member  for  Riverdale 
has  presented  has  a  great  deal  of  merit.  Per- 
haps those  comments  were  the  kind  of  con- 
siderations that  led  us  to  bring  in  such  a  bill 
to  the  House. 

Before  I  would  accept  that  amendment,  I 
would  like  to  have  the  opportunity  to  make 
sure  the  wording  will  fit  in  with  the  thinking 
of  our  legal  people  within  the  ministry.  Pro- 
vided it  will  do  that,  we  will  likely  accept 
his  amendment. 

lAs  far  as  subsection  6  is  concerned',  I  am 
not  sure  at  this  minute  whether  it'si  necessary 
or  not  because  of  the  Consumer  Proteiction 
Act.  If  it  is  not  clearly  covered!  there,  I 
think  again  that  meets  with  our  approval. 
To  the  best  of  our  ability,  we  want  to  pro- 
tect the  studtent  from  this  kind  of  enterprise. 
We  have  been  worried'  for  some  time  that 
such  high-pressured  salesmanship  as  he  men- 
tioned might  indeed  have  been  used  on  oc- 
casion, with  unfortunate  results  for  in'- 
dividfuals.  We  on  this  side  of  the  House 
very  much  want  to  protect  those  who  have 
been  taking  training  undbr  the  vocational  and 
tradle  schools. 

Mr.  Laughren:  What  is  that  about  this 
sidb  of  the  House? 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  know  I  am  at  a  disadvantage 
not  being  able  to  look  at  you,  but  I  hear 
it  all  over  there,  and  you  wHll  notice  that 
most  of  the  time  I  am  over  there  physically. 
I  certainly  considteT  I  am  on)  that  side  of  the 
House,  if  that  suits  your  meaning. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  understand. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  Business  Practices  Act  as 
already  introduced  this  sessioni  may  weU 
cover  the  point  you  raised.  I  would  again 
hke  to  assure  the  member  for  Riverdale 
that  we  will  seriously  consider  his  amende 
ments,  and  likely  accept  them  provided  they 
fit  in  with  our  concepts  in  the  matter  of  the 
legal  terminology  involved.  Since  he  is  so 
much  of  an  expert  and  I  am  not  in  those 
phrases,  I  woiildl  like  to  consult  with  the 
people  in  my  ministry. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  the  hon.  member  sug- 
gesting that  the  bill  be  stood  down  theh? 


Mr.  Renwick:  I  would  be  perfectly  happy 
to  have  the  section  stood  dOwn.  I  would  ask, 
when  consideration  is  being  given  to  the 
additional  clause,  subsection  6,  that  one  not 
necessarily  relate  it  only  to  dtoor-to-dbor 
salesmanship  of  correspondence  courses, 
which  would  be  the  effect  of  the  Consimier 
Protection  Act  on  the  itinerant  seller,  but 
consider  it  on  the  broader  basis  that  high 
pre*ssure  and  gullibility  can  take  place  other 
than  through  an  itinerant  seller  under  the 
Consumer  Protection  Act. 

(L  aho  think  one  would  have  to  be  very 
sharp  indeed',  looking  at  the  Private  Voca- 
tional School's  Act,  to  recognize  that  maybe 
somewhere  in  the  Consumer  Protection  Act, 
which  people  think  of  more  in  terms  of 
goods  and  services  other  than  educational 
services,  there  would  also  be  relief  in  this 
matter  and  that  it  would  be  well  advised  to 
have  the  rescision  right  in  this  particular  biU 
itself. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  ftirther  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on)  a  later  section 
of  the  bill'  then? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Chairman,  does  that 
mean  that  we  do  not  discuss  any  other  sub- 
section of  section  18? 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Oh  no;  if  you  wish  to  dis- 
cuss another  subsection  that  is  all'  right. 

Mr.  Laughren:  On  a  point  of  clarification 
on  subsection  3;  what  is  the  purpose  of  the 
one  year  proviso  in  subsection  3?  Are  you 
with  me? 

'Mr.  Parrott:  No,  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  don't  understand,  in  sub- 
section 3  of  section  18,  why  you  have  the 
one-year  proviso  there  on  which  clause  (a) 
of  subsection  1  can  be  used. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Yes.  I  think  you  would  have 
to  accept  that  criminal  proceedings  within 
the  courts  must  have  a  time  limit  established. 
I  think  you  will  recall  in  many  of  the  Acts 
that  a  similar  arrangement  is  made.  We  spent 
a  great  deal  of  time  on  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act,  dbtermining  when  such  Acts  could  take 
place.  I  think  this  may  well  fit  within  those 
terms. 

Frankly,  I  think  one  year  is  a  very  gener- 
ous amount  of  time  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comment,  ques- 
tion or  amendkient  on  any  other  section  of 
the  bill? 

All  right.  I  understand  we  will  withhold 
reporting  the  bill  until  this  proposed  amend- 
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merit  is  dealt  with.  That  will  not  be  at 
present,  I  understand.  Is  that  right;  the  hon. 
member  for  Oxford? 

Mr.  Parrott:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  C3iairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  reports  one  bill  with 
certain  amendments  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


MINISTRY  OF  GOVERNMENT 
SERVICES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  76,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Government  Services  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for 
Kitchener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  bill  just  attends  to  some  minor 
housekeeping  matters.  The  inclusion  of  a 
Crown  agency  under  the  general  term  of 
government,  I  think  is  a  worthwhile  one  so 
that  there  are  some  responses  which  can  be 
made  by  the  ministry  to  the  requests  and  re- 
quirements of  these  other  agencies. 

In  reviewing  the  bill  I  have  not  found 
anything  of  particular  concern  with  the 
exception  of  the  matter  in  subsection  2  of 
section  4.  The  clarification  there  of  this 
matter  of  expropriation  is,  I  think,  something 
which  has  resulted,  no  doubt,  from  some 
problems  which  the  minister  has  had.  I 
would  appreciate  hearing  from  him  as  to  the 
reasons  it  was  thought  this  kind  of  a  change 
in  the  bill  would  clarify  this  matter. 

I  have  no  further  comments  on  the  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker.  We  will  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  Act  is, 
as  I  understand  it,  an  implementation  of  the 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Government  Pro- 
ductivity which  related  specifically  to  the 
establishment  of  this  ministry  and  the  nature 
of  the  ministry  as  a  service  ministry.  I  be- 
lieve this  bill,  in  its  main  content,  is  for  the 
purpose  of  implementing  and  stating  clear- 


ly   and    concisely    the    service    role    of   that 
ministry. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  items  we 
would  want  to  ask  the  minister  about  specifi- 
cally in  committee  so  that  we  understand 
them,  particularly  because  they  relate  to  the 
question  of  easements,  and  particularly  also 
because  they  refer  to  questions  related  to 
expropriation. 

I  would  ask,  on  the  second  reading  of  the 
bill  and  before  it  goes  into  committee, 
whether  the  term  government-related  agency 
is  supposed  to  include  each  and  every  board, 
commission  and  agency  of  the  government? 
It  seems  rather  strange  to  me  that  we  define 
government  to  mean  government  of  Ontario 
and  any  ministry  or  agency  thereof,  and  the 
Crown  in  right  of  Ontario  and  any  agency 
thereof;  and  then  define,  not  in  a  definitive 
sense  but  in  an  inclusive  sense,  goverrmient- 
related  agency  to  include  Ontario  Hydro, 
Ontario  Transportation  Development  Corp. 
and  so  forth,  but  the  definition  does  not  cover 
each  and  every  of  the  boards  and  commis- 
sions and  agencies  of  the  province. 

Surely,  somehow  or  other,  the  best  way  to 
deal  with  government-related  agencies  and  to 
understand  the  full  impact  of  the  bill,  would 
have  been  to  provide  for  such  other  agencies, 
commissions  and  boards  of  the  government 
which  are  set  out  in  either  a  schedule  to  the 
Act  or  in  a  regulation.  On  the  last  list  which 
I  saw,  which  is  now  some  few  years  old, 
there  are  something  in  the  nature  of  100  or 
150  agencies  or  boards  of  the  government. 
It  does  seem  to  me  to  make  sense  for  the 
bill  to  cover  all  of  them  if  one  is  going  to 
define  the  ambit  of  the  government,  in  the 
broad  sense  that  the  ministry  is  going  to  be- 
come the  service  ministry  to  fulfil  certain 
activities  for  each  of  them. 

Whether  or  not  the  minister  comments  at 
this  point  I  don't  think  is  all  that  material. 
When  it's  in  committee  it  may  be  a  more 
appropriate  time  to  deal  with  that  question, 
but  I  thought  I  would  raise  it  now  so  that 
he  would  have  an  opportunity  to  consider  it 
and  comment  on  it  at  some  point  in  this 
debate. 

Mr.  Sneaker:  Is  there  any  further  discus- 
sion on  this  bill?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  relating  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  member  for  Kitchener  regarding 
subsection  2  of  section  4,  this  clarifies  the 
expropriation  powers  of  my  ministry,  not- 
withstanding the  fact,  for  instance,  that  an- 
other ministry  may  have  expropriation  pow- 
ers; such  as  TEIGA  has  expropriating  powers 
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under  the  Niagara  Escarpment  Act  or  the 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  This  clarifies 
that  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  may 
direct  MGS  to  carry  out  expropriations;  or 
for  instance  Treasury,  Economics  and  Inter- 
governmental Affairs  could  request  MGS  to 
cany-  out  expropriations;  or  for  instance  the 
ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions; or  the  Ontario  Hydro-Electric  Power 
Commission.  I  think  that  clarifies  that  ques- 
tion. 

Regarding  the  hon.  member  for  Riverdale's 
comments,  certainly  the  intention  of  the 
amendment  is  to  make  the  services  of  the 
ministry  available  to  other  government  agen- 
cies which  it  does  not  serve  at  present. 

The  old  definition  was,  "includes  all  minis- 
tries and  agencies  thereof."  The  new  defini- 
tion is  much  broader,  bringing  in  the  Crown 
corporations,  such  as  Hydro  and  the  Trans- 
portation Development  Corp.,  Ontario  Food 
Terminal  Board  and  so  forth.  This  makes  it 
possible  for  the  ministry  to  carry  out  opera- 
tions for  these  Crown  corporations  if  so 
requested. 

Motion  agreed  to.  Second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading  or  committee? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committe  of  the  whole 
House. 


PUBLIC  SERVICE 
SUPERANNUATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  77,  an  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Service 
Superannuation  Act. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  this  bill 
there  are  just  three  items  I  would  wish  to 
comment  upon. 

The  first,  I  note,  is  the  change  in  section 
6,  which  allows  a  civil  servant  on  retirement 
to  include  in  the  amount  of  calculated  time 
to  be  applicable  to  the  pension  the  actual 
birth  date,  rather  than  having  it  cut  off  as 
of  the  contributor  s  last  birthday. 

Surely  if  a  person  has  served  for  an  addi- 
tional 10  or  11  months,  shall  we  say,  that 
person  should  have  the  ability  of  including 
that  additional  time  for  the  computation  of 
the  pension.  I  am  pleased  the  minister  has 
made  this  amendment,  and  I  think  that  it  is 
certainly  an  intelligent  and  forward  step. 

The  second  item  I  think  is  worthy  of  some 
comment,   as   we   debate  whatever  principle 


we  can  find  within  this  general  amending 
bill,  is  the  matter  of  section  10,  which  pro- 
vides for  the  children  of  deceased  civil 
servants,  who  would  qualify  for  pension,  to 
receive  that  pension  as  long  as  they  continue 
in  forms  of  higher  education  and  have  not 
reached  the  age  of  25  years. 

I  would  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there 
are  many  young  persons  who  will  be  able  to 
take  advantage  of  this  particular  change, 
especially  where  the  death  of  a  parent  who 
has  been  in  the  civil  service  might  not  other- 
wise allow  sufficient  funds  for  them  to  con- 
tinue with  higher  education. 

I  think  we're  all  aware  that  the  govern- 
ment has  moved  in  many  areas  to  provide 
additional  bursaries  and  scholarships;  and, 
really,  it  is  almost  to  the  stage  where  a 
person  v^^ho  is  prepared  to  work,  and  who  has 
ability,  is  going  to  be  able  to  continue  in 
most  forms  of  higher  education.  But  there 
are,  of  course,  the  requirements  of  increased 
costs  which  may  not  be  met  by  the  summer 
jobs,  or  the  other  part-time  employment 
jobs  that  a  student  might  have  to  take  in 
order  to  complete  a  programme  of  studies. 

I  think  that  encouraging  this  involvement 
in  higher  education  by  allowing  this  benefit 
to  remain  in  the  pensionable  rights  of  a  de- 
ceased former  civil  servant  is  a  good  and 
healthy  thing. 

The  third  item  I  refer  to  in  this  bill  is  that 
which  appears  in  section  14.  We  are  appar- 
ently prepared  to  accept  the  fact  that  present 
and  future  contributors  may  benefit  because 
of  active  military  service  during  either  the 
Second  World  War  or  the  Korean  War.  I 
suppose  those  two  war  events  will  be  the 
last  time,  hopefully,  that  large  volunteer  ser- 
vices are  required  in  time  of  war. 

In  the  past  22  years,  since  the  end  of  the 
Korean  action,  permanent  forces  of  regular 
armed  forces  personnel  have  been  able  to 
maintain  the  requirements  that  the  Canadian 
governments  from  time  to  time  have  given  to 
them.  But  since  there  are  many  who  had 
volunteered  in  those  two  actions,  and  who 
have  not  received  really  any  pensionable 
benefits  as  a  result  of  their  service,  I  think 
that  it  is  certainly  a  practical  and  positive 
thing  to  give  them  the  right  to  make  up  the 
contributions  and  to  coimt  that  time  as  time 
which  would  otherwise  be  not  pensionable 
for  the  kind  of  work  which  they  may  have 
been  doing  since  or  as  part  of  their  civil 
service  career  time. 

I  am  encouraged  that  the  minister  has 
brought  in  these  three  particular  areas  in 
addition  to  the  various  other  amendments 
which  have  been  made  and  which  are  more 
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of  a  housekeeping  nature.  These  three  parti- 
cular things,  I  think,  are  positive,  worthwhile, 
and  we  will  certainly  support  the  bill'. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think 
that  there  is  any  need'  for  me  to  repeat  in 
my  own  particular  way  the  remarks  made  by 
the  member  for  Kitchener.  I  think  we  would 
associate  ourselves  in  this  party  with  those 
remarks  with  respect  to  the  three  items  with 
which  he  dealt  in  speaking  on  the  second 
reading  a  moment  or  two  ago. 

I  think  whenever  we  see  one  of  these,  the 
Public  Service  Superannuation  Act  or  any 
reference  to  pensions  under  the  Pension  Bene- 
fits Act  or  the  Teachers'  Superannuation  Act, 
and  the  OMERS  Pfen  and  all  of  these  plans 
of  one  kind  or  another,  whether  they  are 
plans  respecting  government  employees,  or 
plans  respecting  the  protection  of  person®  in 
the  private  sector,  the  vexed  question  is 
constantly  this  question  of  the  return'  on  the 
plan. 

(It  was  shocked'  to  see— and  I  mentioned  it 
to  your  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relation  (Mr.  Clement),  that 
the  pension  experts,  William  Mercer  and 
Co.,  in  a  bulletin  which  they  issued!  not  so 
long  ago,  after  having  done  a  study  over  a 
10-year  period  of  trusteed  pension  plans  in 
the  private  sector,  came  up  with  the  astound- 
ing statement  that  the  net  real  rate  of  return 
on  an  average  of  a  10-year  period  for  trusteed 
private  plans  was  3.1  per  cent.  That  ten-year 
period  was  the  period  from  1962  to  1972. 

(The  specific  amendments  dealing  with  this 
bill  only  touch  vety  marginally  upon  the 
rate  of  return,  or  the  interest  which  is  to  be 
credited  to  the  fund;  but  I  did  notice  that 
in  one  of  the  provisions,  in  subsection  1  of 
section  11,  the  interest  paid  on  amounts 
transferred  to  the  teachers'  superannuation 
fund  is  increased'  from  4%  per  cent  to  six 
per  cent.  This  is  complementary  to  the 
Teachers'  Superarmuation  Act. 

Apart  from  those  comments,  I  would  ask 
that  on  second  reading— as  I  do  not  see  any 
specific  need  to  put  this  particular  bill  from 
our  point  of  vie^v  into  committee'— if  the 
minister  would  comment,  perhaps  generally, 
about  the  question  of  the  rate  of  return  and 
specifically  about  that  one  particular  section 
dealing  with  the  increase  from  4%  per  cent 
to  six  per  cent— about  the  adequacy  of  it  and 
thinking  behind  it.  It  may  well  be  then  that 
we  could  pass  the  bill  without  asking  that 
it  go  into  committee  before  third  reading. 

fMr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  could  make  a  few  comments  on 
this.  Along  the  same  line,  if  this  isn't  going 


into  committee,  it  really  dteaki  with  a  re- 
mark or  two  on  two  or  mree  of  the  sections. 
I  am  pleased  to  see  this'  broadening  of  the 
Act,  the  added'  portability  and  the  other 
features  that  have  been  touched  on  by  the 
previous  speakers.  One  of  the  sections  I  want 
to  comment  on— more  to  get  a  definition— is 
section  12(2),  which  says:  "Where  a  con- 
tributor, within  three  months  after  leaving 
the  service  of  the  Crown."  I'm  not  just  clear 
what  the  definition  of  Crown  is,  unless  it's 
in  the  previous  bill  that  this  is  amending. 
I  note,  as  it  goes  on  it  it  talks  about  a  per- 
son who  leaves  the  service  of  the  Crown 
but  becomes  a  member  of  various  other 
bodies,  for  instance  municipalities,  the  civil 
service  of  Canada,  boards  or  commissions. 
To  me,  this  puts  him  back  into  the  service 
of  the  Crown'.  When  he  leaves  the  Crown, 
are  we  talking  about  the  Province  of  On- 
tario? 

The  other  thing,  is  section  14,  which  was 
referred  to  by  the  first  member,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  regret  that  it  has  taken  the  province  so 
long  to  make  our  veterans  eligible  to  make 
contributions  for  the  time  of  their  military 
service.  This  was  d<one  some  20  years  ago 
by  the  federal  government,  and  I  presume 
quite  a  number  did  buy  back  in.  I  certainly 
did  because  I  had  that  opportunity.  But  some 
of  the  provincial'  civil  servants,  I  presume, 
will  now  be  retired,  and  of  course  won't  be 
eligible  to  have  the  benefits  that  might  have 
accrued  had  they  had  this  opportunity  before 
retirement. 

This  is  applicable,  and  I  think  of  interest 
to  veterans  across  the  whole  province,  be- 
cause there  is  scarcely  a  town  or  an  area 
where  there  isn't  someone  who  is  employed 
as  a  civil  servant  or  through  one  of  its 
agencies  who  would  be  eligible.  It  will  cer- 
tainly be  of  interest  to  the  Legion  as  many 
of  our  veterans  belong  to  the  Legion,  and 
also  to  navy,  army  and  air  force  clubs.  Nearly 
every  community  has  them.  I  know  there  are 
two  Legion  branches  in  my  riding  and  a 
navy,  army  and  air  force  club.  It  will  be  of 
interest  to  these  groups. 

One  point  I  wanted  to  ask  the  minister 
about  with  respect  to  this  section  was  the 
possibihty  of  adding  those  who  served,  for 
example,  with  the  Polish  air  force  which 
joined  the  allies— and  people  from  other  lands 
—and  served  with  the  allied  forces  with  dis- 
tinction. Perhaps  the  minister  could  comment 
on  that.  Another  group  would  be  those  who 
were  in  the  merchant  navy  who  served  so 
gallantly  during  those  days. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  The 
Canadian  Firefighters  Association. 
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Mr.  Kennedy:  Yes,  groups  such  as  that. 
Perhaps  the  minister  could  comment  on  that 
or  take  a  look.  There  may  be  some  precedent 
in  the  federal  legislation.  I  am  not  sure.  I 
tried  to  find  out  but  I  haven't  as  yet. 

Another  Act  might  affect  some  within  this 
chamber,  namely  those  veterans  who  have 
just  taken  up  pensions  under  our  own  super- 
annuation scheme.  Perhaps  they  should  have 
an  opporttunity  or  should  be  considered. 
Maybe  the  minister  would  take  a  look  at 
that  as  well,  though  it  wouldn't  involve  this 
particular  piece  of  legislation. 

I  commend  the  minister.  I  know  there  are 
many  people  who  have  served  long  and  well 
in  this  great  civil  service  of  ours  and  I  am 
pleased  he  has  brought  it  forward.  I  know  it 
will  be  well  received.  I  would  look  forward 
to  the  minister's  comments,  if  I  might,  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  those  few  points  which  I've 
raised. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  mem- 
bers who  wish  to  participate  in  this  debate? 
If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  thank  the  hon.  members  for  their  comments 
regarding  the  bill. 

The  member  for  Riverdale  had  a  query  re- 
garding the  interest  paid  to  the  fund.  This 
change  from  4%  per  cent  to  six  per  cent,  is 
of  a  housekeeping  nature.  It  is  really  to  bring 
the  bill  in  line  with  the  Teachers'  Super- 
annuation Act  for  transfers  of  funds  back  and 
forward  between  the  two  bills.  It  doesn't 
relate  to  the  rate  of  return  on  the  pension 
fund  which  is  borrowed  by  the  province. 
Actually  the  rate  being  paid  now  on  new 
money  going  into  the  fund  is  8.4  per  cent, 
and  I  beheve  the  average  rate  on  all  moneys 
is  something  in  the  neighbourhood  of  6.6  per 
cent.  I  think  this  compares  relatively  well 
with  other  plans. 

Regarding  the  points  raised  by  the  member 
for  Peel  South,  I  think  I  missed  one  of  his 
questions  while  I  was  getting  some  additional 
information.  I  know  he  spoke  about  section 
14,  regarding  public  servants  with  military 
service,  who  under  previous  provisions  were 
not  able  to  pick  up  pension  credits  for  that 
service.  Now  all  public  servants  presently 
contributing  to  the  fund  will  be  able  to  buy 
pension  credits  for  the  years  or  months  of 
service  that  they  put  in  in  World  War  II  or 
the  Korean  War. 

Another  point  related  to  certain  employees 
who  may  be  left  out  of  this  opportunity  be- 
cause of  the  wording  of  the  Act,  which  I 
believe  refers  to  the  armed  forces  of  Canada. 
Certainly  I  know  there  are  other  groups,  such 


as  the  Free  French  and  Free  Polish  units 
that  served  with  our  regiments  during  the 
war,  that  probably  are  not  included  in  this 
particular  amendment.  I'm  not  prepared  to 
amend  the  bill  at  this  time  to  include  them, 
but  as  this  is  a  matter  that  has  been  brought 
to  my  attention  very  recently,  I  would  like 
to  have  the  opportunity  to  do  a  little  further 
research  and  get  some  further  expert  advice. 

I  assure  the  hon.  member  that,  after  look- 
ing into  it  and  discussing  it  with  my  col- 
leagues, if  it  is  found  equitable  and  reason- 
able that  this  small  group  of  public  servants 
should  have  this  privilege,  I  would  not 
hesitate  at  all  in  bringing  in  another  minor 
amendment  this  fall. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may,  the 
first  point,  which  the  minister  missed,  relates 
to  section  12(2).  I  asked  for  clarification  of 
the  word  "Crown."  It  says,  "—within  three 
months  after  leaving  the  service  of  the 
"Crown—"  to  join  these  other  groups.  So  what 
does  he  leave  to  join  the  Crown? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  What  is  the  section. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Section  12(2).  "Where  a  con- 
tributor, within  three  months  after  leaving 
the  service  of  the  Crown,  becomes  a  mem- 
ber—" Does  "Crown"  mean  the  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Yes,  I  beheve  that  would 
be  the  definition.  That  refers  to— 

Mr.  Kennedy:  But  he's  joining  the  Crown. 
He's  leaving  the  Crown  and  joining  the 
Crown.  It  seems  to  be  a  little  confusing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Not  necessarily.  I  think 
I  was  referring  to  a  present  employee  of  the 
Crown,  being  the  government  of  Ontario, 
who  is  leaving  to  join  the  civil  service  of 
Canada,  the  civil  service  of  a  municipality, 
the  staff  of  a  board  or  commission,  the  staff 
of  a  Crown  corporation,  the  staff  of  a  uni- 
versity, the  Canadian  forces  or  the  clergy  of 
a  religious  denomination. 

Within  three  months  of  his  leaving  as  an 
employee  of  the  province  he  can  transfer 
his    credits    to    these    other    pension    plans. 

Subsection  three  of  that  same  section  is  the 
reverse  situation,  where  an  employee  now 
working  for  a  municipality  under  the  OMERS 
plan  and  becoming  an  employee  of  the  prov- 
ince, can  transfer  his  pension  credits  to  the 
province  and  maintain  those  credits. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  But  I  don't  think  he  is 
leaving  the  Crown  and  joining  the  Crown 
when  he  leaves  Ontario  to  go  to  the  federal 
government. 
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Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Shall    the    bill    be    ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  House:  The  second  order.  House 
in  committee  of  the  whole. 


MINISTRY  OF 
GOVERNMENT  SERVICES  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bil  76,  an  Act  to 
amend  the  Ministry  of  Government  Services 
Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  76,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Ministry  of  Government  Services  Act, 
1973.  Are  there  any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  any  section  and,  if  so,  which 
section? 

The  member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  First  sec- 
ion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  First  section. 
On  section  1: 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  come  back  to  the 
point  I  made  on  second  reading.  The  bill  is 
amended  to  redefine  the  term  government 
and  then  to  define,  by  way  of  inclusion,  the 
term  government-related  agency.  It  mentions 
only  three  or  four  of  the  boards  or  commis- 
sions or  agencies  or  Crown  corporations 
which  are  included. 

I  am  concerned  about  the  many  Crown 
corporations,  boards  and  commissions  of 
which,  in  the  list  I  saw,  as  I  stated,  there 
are  some  100  or  150.  I  would  like,  first  of 
all,  to  ask  the  minister  if  his  ministry  has 
a  complete  list  of  all  the  boards,  agencies 
and  commissions  of  the  government  and  if  it 
is  the  intention  to  encompass  in  the  two 
definitions  all  those  boards,  agencies,  com- 
missions and  Crown  corporations? 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  aware  there 
is  a  great  list  of  different  types  of  boards, 
commissions  or  government  related  agencies, 
for  some  of  which  it  may  be  beneficial  to 
avail  themselves  of  the  services  supplied  by 
this  ministry.  Many  of  those,  I  believe,  would 
be  defined  in  the  first  subsection  because 
they  are  agencies  of  a  ministry;  they  are  re- 
view boards  or  appeal  boards  or  some  agen- 
cies relating  to  a  ministry.  The  other  gov- 
ernment-related agencies  include  Ontario 
Hydro  and  so  on. 


It  is  our  intention  to  make  the  services 
available  to  any  government-related  agency. 
Certainly  I  believe  we  have  a  list  of  all 
government-related  agencies;  if  we  don't  it 
is  certainly  available  to  us  because  I  know, 
as  a  member  of  Management  Board,  that 
Management  Board  does  keep  an  up-to-date 
list  of  all  such  agencies,  boards  and  com- 
missions. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you.  I  will  get  it 
from  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  We  will  certainly  make 
this  service  available.  We  always  have,  under 
the  old  Act,  been  able  to  do  this  for  agencies 
of  ministries.  This  is  to  bring  in  the  other 
agencies,  or  the  Crown  corporations  such  as 
Ontario  Hydro,  to  allow  us  to  do  work  for 
them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  to  any  other  section? 

Sections  2  and  3  agreed  to. 
On  section  4: 

Mr.  Renwick:  On  section  4,  I  think  I 
understand  exactly  the  purpose  of  section  4, 
but  I  would  like  the  minister  to  state  for  the 
record  that  this  is  in  no  way  an  alteration 
or  extension  or  limitation  upon  the  protection 
under  the  Expropriations  Act  granted  to 
citizens  whose  property  may  well  be  subject 
to  compensation.  I  think  the  Act  says  that, 
but  every  time  we  see  this  question  of  ex- 
propriation I  would  like  to  get  that  assurance. 

In  a  sense  this,  as  I  take  it,  is  simply 
saying  that  various  ministries  and  various 
aspects  of  government  have  specific  expro- 
priation rights,  but  if  I,  the  Minister  of 
Government  Services,  am  going  to  act  as  a 
service  ministry  and  act  on  behalf  of  them, 
I  want  it  to  be  clear  that  nobody  can  ques- 
tion my  right  to  expropriate  property  at  the 
direction  of  the  cabinet,  at  the  direction  of 
one  of  the  ministries  or  at  the  direction  of 
a  government-related  agency  which  has  that 
power  itself.  But  for  this  change  these  other 
agencies  might  very  well  carry  out  the  ex- 
propriation themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  That  is  exactly  the  reason 
for  the  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  assure 
the  hon.  member  and  the  House  that  this 
certainly  doesn't  take  away  any  of  the  pro- 
tection afi^orded  under  the  Expropriations  Act 
of  this  province. 
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It  is  really  to  facilitate,  for  instance,  the 
expropriation  of  a  piece  of  property  where 
a  portion  of  that  property  might  be  required 
by  Ontario  Hydro  for  a  right  of  way,  another 
portion  by  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions for  a  right  of  way,  and  another  portion 
by  the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  for  a 
park.  Rather  than  each  of  those  ministries 
or  Crown  agencies  carrying  out  expropriation 
with  one  property  owner,  this  amendment 
allows  this  ministry  to  do  the  acquisition  and 
only  have  to  put  the  property  owner  through 
one  expropriation  rather  than  three. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  4  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  any  other  sec- 
tion of  the  bill? 

On  section  5: 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand 
section  5  of  the  bill,  and  I  think  it  is  a 
clear  and  very  wise  provision  that,  subject 
to  what  may  be  specifically  provided  else- 
where, there  be  one  minister  who  has  control 
of  all  of  the  real  property  that  is  vested  in 
the  Crown.  I  would  ask  the  minister  if  he 
would,  however,  comment  on  what  was  the 
evil,  if  I  may  use  that  strange  term,  that  led 
to  the  need  for  section  9a  to  be  introduced 
as  part  of  section  5  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is 
bringing  the  Act  basically  into  line  with  other 
Acts  of  other  ministries  relating  to  tide  ease- 
ments. It  is  my  understanding  that  this  pro- 
vision, almost  word  for  word,  is  in  the 
Highways  Act,  that  Environment  had  these 
provisions  in  the  OWRC  Act,  and  that  ahnost 
identical— if  not  identical  very  similar— pro- 
visions are  in  the  Power  Commission  Act  or 
whatever  particular  Act  Hydro  operates 
under  where  they  take  easements.  Although 
these  are  somewhat  legal  in  nature,  the  pro- 
vision is  to  assure  the  Crown  proper  tide  to 
easements  which  they  purchase  over  private 
property  when  such  property  should  transfer. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Agreed  to. 

Any  further  comments,  questions  or  amend- 
ments on  any  other  section? 

Bill  76  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 


Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 
without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  77,  an  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Serv- 
ice Superannuation  Act. 

Bill  76,  an  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Government  Services  Act,  1973. 

Bill  63,  an  Act  to  amend  the  Housing  De- 
velopment Act. 


CREDIT  UNIONS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  79,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Credit 
Unions  Act. 

Mr.  H.  EdighofiFer  (Perth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
may  I  just  make  a  brief  comment?  I  believe 
this  bill  is  necessary  to  keep  many  of  the 
credit  unions  in  business  because  of  the  pres- 
ent interest  rates.  I  am  sure  many  of  the 
credit  unions'  members  are  probably  wanting 
to  invest  their  money  in  other  places. 

The  one  thing  that  disturbs  me  somewhat 
is  the  fact  that  the  legislation  is  going  to 
change  this  authority  for  a  maximum  rate  of 
interest  from  the  statutes  to  regulations.  I 
can  cite  examples  where  this  probably  is 
ineffective,  and  I  feel  that  this  bill  would 
be  much  better  if  it  included— at  a  rate  of 
VA  per  cent— the  maximum  rate  of  interest 
that  a  credit  union  can  charge  its  members. 

I  am  quite  sure  the  bill  is  necessary  for 
the  credit  unions  at  this  time,  but  I  would 
like  to  see  the  minister  consider  just  chang- 
ing the  present  legislation  to  VA  per  cent, 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  some  remarks  to  make  on 
this  particular  bill,  because  I  think  it  is  an 
important  one,  and  I  will  be  interested  in 
hearing    the   minister's    comments. 

I  would  ask  that  it  be  considered  6  o'clock, 
p.m. 

It  being  six  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

CREDIT  UNIONS  ACT 
(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock 
we  wexe  debating  second  reading  of  Bill  79. 
The  member  for  Riverdale  (Mr,  Renwick)  I 
believe,  was  speaking  and  he  hadn't  quite 
finished— no;  he  hadn't  really  started,  had  he? 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  He  was  just 
getting  going. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  East  then. 

Mr,  Roy:  I  just  have  brief  remarks  to  make, 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  this  bill.  As  I  understand 
it,  through  legislation  the  credit  unions  had 
been  limited  to  an  interest  rate  of  12  per  cent. 
The  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  give  them 
more  flexibility  between  their  borrowing  and 
their  lending  rate.  But  I  think  my  colleague, 
the  critic,  has  raised  certain  matters  about 
this  bill  which  are  of  concern  to  this  party 
and  which  I  think  it  important  we  bring 
to  the  attention  of  the  minister. 

As  I  see  the  amendment  and  as  I  under- 
stood the  previous  legislation,  the  interest 
rate  was  regulated  by  legislation  and  not 
regulation,  and  any  increase  in  the  interest 
rate  required  the  public  debate  of  any  other 
type  of  legislation.  However,  in  this  case, 
as  I  read  the  legislation,  it  prescribes  that 
the  interest  rate  and  other  charges  that  may 
be  charged  in  connection  with  loans  made  by 
credit  unions  to  members  may  be  established 
by  regulation. 

When  you  are  dealing  with  an  inflationary 
period  as  we  are  now  and  interest  becomes 
so  important  a  topic— whether  you  are  talk- 
ing mortgages  or  lending  rates  or  otherwise— 
and  especially  when  you  are  talking  about 
institutions  such  as  credit  unions,  we  just 
wonder,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  it  is  necessary  to 
provide  that  such  changes  be  made  by  way 
of  regulation  rather  than  by  legislation. 

I  suppose  the  minister  will  say  it  gives 
more  flexibility.  The  interest  rate  can  be 
changed,    especially    when    you    are    dealing 
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with  an  inflationary  period  as  we  are  now, 
without  having  to  come  back  to  the  Legis- 
lature. On  the  other  hand,  we  feel  that  as 
members  of  the  Legislature  representing  the 
public— and  after  all  these  credit  unions  are 
there  to  serve  the  public— that  it  is  important 
that  we  get  some  idea  of  the  fluctuation  of 
the  interest  rate  and  what  the  government 
has  in  mind. 

It  seems  to  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  an 
interest  increase  is  necessary,  this  should  re- 
ceive some  public  perusal.  Surely  if  it  is 
necessary  this  Legislature,  just  as  it  is  doing 
now— there  has  not  been  any  waste  of  time, 
for  instance,  in  bringing  in  this  bill  and  the 
debate  on  it  will  be  relatively  s'hort— can  give 
its  approval  rather  than  have  it  just  handled 
by  regulation. 

We  are  extremely  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  more  and  more  the  government  is  being 
administered,  or  I  should  say  directives  are 
being  sent  to  the  people  in  tibis  province  by 
way  of  regulation  rather  than  legislation.  I 
would  be  extremely  pleased  to  hear  the 
minister  s  comments  as  to  why  he  is  chang- 
ing the  approach  in  relation  to  the  interest 
rate. 

I've  had  discussions  with  some  of  the  credit 
unions  in  my  area,  and  they  of  course  are 
concerned  about  the  major  legislation  being 
drafted,  or  certainly  that  has  been  discussed 
for  a  number  of  years  now,  dealing  with  the 
whole  spectrum  of  credit  unions;  for  instance, 
dealing  with  provisions  for  a  fund  to  protect 
people  who  deposit  in  credit  unions.  They 
are  very  anxious  to  see  some  legislation  come 
in.  I  would  like  to  hear  the  minister's  com- 
ments as  to  when  we  can  expect  that  type 
of  legislation,  even  though  this  might  not 
be  on  topic  in  dealing  with  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  would  like  to  express 
the  concern  of  critics  for  this  party,  and  I 
would  like  to  reiterate  as  well  that  when  the 
ministry  is  dealing  with  interest  rates  and 
with  what  we  call  public  institutions  in  the 
sense  that  they  are  set  up  as  a  co-operative 
to  serve  a  public  need,  any  Changes  in  in- 
terest rates  should  go  through  this  Legislature 
so  that  the  public  will  get  some  idea  of  w^hat 
the  government  has  in  mind. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  first  want  to  say  that  in  general  terms  we 
support  the  change,  not  because  we  under- 
stand it  so  much  as  we  hope  that  what  it's 
going  to  do  will  be  beneficial. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  The  member  for 
Riverdale  understands  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  you  will  appreciate, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  apprehension  we  have  about 
the  government  making  decisions  as  to  what 
the  rate  will  be.  Up  to  now  we  have  had  a 
fixed  rate  and  this  worked  fairly  well  in  a 
reasonably  stable  period.  We  have  hit  a 
period  where  the  stability  of  the  money 
markets  is  in  question  if  not  in  chaos. 
Therefore  we  understand  the  change. 

What  I  want  to  talk  about  is  whether  this 
is  the  appropriate  change.  I  ask  the  minister 
to  consider  whether,  in  a  member-oriented 
lending  society,  the  government  ought  to  be 
involved  in  establishing  the  rate  at  all; 
whether  in  a  society  established  for  the 
purpose  of  lending  money  to  members  and 
members  alone,  there  ought  not  to  be  a 
greater  degree  of  flexibility  in  the  lending 
and  the  charges  apportioned  thereto. 

Consider,  for  example,  that  other  lending 
institutions  don't  require  government  approval 
for  the  rates  they  charge.  The  finance  com- 
panies charge  whatever  the  traffic  will  bear. 
The  banks,  though  subject  to  the  Bank  of 
Canada,  are  fairly  well  free  to  establish  their 
lending  rates.  The  lending  institutions  and 
the  finance  companies  establish  rates  accord- 
ing to  their  own  practice  and  performance. 
None  of  them  is  answerable  to  those  who 
borrow  from  them,  not  one. 

What  fm  suggesting  is  that,  as  member- 
oriented  organizations,  credit  unions  should 
be  answerable  only  to  the  members  in  de- 
termination of  interest  rates.  If  the  members 
want  to  elect  people  to  determine  what  the 
rates  will  be,  they  should  have  that  kind  of 
power.  I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  that 
he  consider  a  new  way  of  approaching  this 
particular  problem.  Rather  than  have  the 
matter  determined  by  the  cabinet  or  the 
government,  the  Ontario  Credit  Union 
League  or  some  other  body,  which  will  en- 
compass the  majority,  if  not  all  of  the  credit 
unions,  should  have  the  power  to  determine 
what  rates  will  be  charged  by  way  of  in- 
terest on  loans  that  are  procured,  rather  than 
the  government  having  any  say  whatsoever 
in  that  determination.  I  am  a  bit  reluctant 
continuing    to    pursue    the    rather    laborious 


procedure  we've  had  in  the  past.  I  don't  see 
why  the  credit  unions,  through  their  organ- 
izations, should  have  to  approach  government 
for  approval  of  lending  rates. 

Obviously  at  this  particularly  point  in  time 
they  are  having  some  considerable  diflSculty 
being  competitive— not  competitive  in  terms 
of  lending,  because  they  are  very  competitive 
in  that  regard,  but  competitive  with  regard 
to  the  securing  of  deposit  funds. 

In  thinking  this  through,  I  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  one  avenue  which  we 
really  must  explore  in  dealing  with  primarily 
a  private  lending  institution,  and  that  is  what 
a  credit  union  is,  is  that  the  members  who 
belong  to  that  organization  and  who  deposit 
their  funds  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  others 
and  for  the  purpose  of  lending  and  acquiring 
interest  should  have  the  final  say  in  whatever 
it  is  that  the  interest  rate  should  be  in  the 
actual  lending  of  the  money  they  invest. 

The  minister  was  tied  up  for  a  minute.  In 
trying  to  make  it  clear  to  him,  I  want  to  say 
I  am  not  persuaded  that  government  should 
have  a  function  at  all.  Since  they  have,  ob- 
viously this  Act  isn't  changing  their  function. 
I'm  asking  simply  that  the  minister  recon- 
sider the  government  function  and  try  to 
visualize  that  here  is  an  institution  made  up 
of  members,  all  of  whom  have  to  be  share- 
holders in  order  to  borrow  and  all  of  whom 
have  voting  powers,  every  single  one;  and 
each  chartered  organization  having  voting 
power  within  the  umbrella  organization,  as- 
suming they  want  to  belong.  I  think  that  it 
makes  some  sense  that  the  government  should 
divorce  itself  from  the  operation,  other  than 
to  set  down  the  conditions  under  which  it 
may  be  chartered  and  to  grant  to  the  credit 
unions  the  right  to  establish  for  themselves 
from  time  to  time,  as  conditions  may  war- 
rant, whatever  it  is  the  interest  rates  must 
be  in  order  to  maintain  their  viability. 

Under  the  present  system  many  credit 
unions  have  faced  some  very  severe  problems 
as  a  result,  in  the  first  place  of  having  the 
interest  rates  established  by  law  and  now 
having  to  have  the  interest  rates  established 
by  regulation.  I  know,  and  the  minister  must 
surely  know,  that  there  are  going  to  be 
rather  serious  delays  in  changing  the  interest 
rates  as  time  requires  and  as  circumstances 
require.  It  would  seem  to  me  in  a  member- 
oriented  lending  society,  in  which  each  mem- 
ber has  the  power  to  determine  its  own 
directorship  and  in  which  each  directorship 
has  the  power  to  determine  its  own  umbrella 
organization,  or  whatever  you  may  want  to 
call  it,  that  for  the  government  suddenly  to 
impose  itself  at  the  level  of  determining  the 


JUNE  13,  1974 


3235 


interest    rates    that    may    be    charged    is    in 
question. 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  in  any 
future  changes  he  might  want  to  make  in  the 
Credit  Unions  Act  he  consider  an  amendment 
which  will  not  only  not  establish  the  interest 
rate  by  law  but  will  also  enable  those  organ- 
ipations  that  are  relatively  self-supporting 
and  answerable  to  their  own  memberships 
to  establish  their  own  interest  rates. 

I  think  the!  minister  realizes— Fm  sure  he 
does  in  fact— that  the  credit  imions  in  most 
areas  have  been  having  difiBculty  competing 
with  the  trust  companies  andl  the  banks,  not 
in  the  lending  end)  but  in  the  deposit  end. 
And  that's  the  reason  for  the  change.  I  think 
that  in  order  to  maintain  some  form  of  bal^- 
ance  and  in  order  to  make  credit  unions 
continue  to  flourish  we  are  obviously  going 
to  have  to  consider  a  much  broadter  change 
than  this  change,  this  change  also  isn't  going 
to  suflBce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  member  is  right. 
He  is  dead  on. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  pleased  that  Tm  dead)  on. 

This  chaiDge  isn't  going  to  suflBce.  We  are 
going  to  have  to  establish  for  them  an  opera- 
tion which  is  in  itself  answerable  to  its  own 
membership  and  which  does  not  require  ap- 
proval of  government  other  than  within  the 
terms  of  their  charter.  I  suggest  to  the  minis^ 
ter  that  some  time  within  the  next  year  he 
might  maintain  some  very  clear  interest  in 
what  the  rates  to  be  charged)  are  to  ensure 
they  are  competitive;  and  secondly  that  he 
work  towards  a  rewriting  of  the  Credit 
Unions  Act  to  establish  an  autonomy  which 
really  ought  to  be  there  and  which  doesn't 
make  them  answerable  through  this  Legis- 
lature, which  has  really  no  function  to  per- 
form. 

The  government  should  establish  tfirough 
an  Act  an'  answerability  of  the  operations  of 
the  credit  union  to  its  members  and  to  its 
members  alone.  Then  let  them  make  the 
decision  as  to  tJie  interest  rates  to  be  charged 
or  the  amounts  to  be  paid,  or,  for  that  mat- 
ter the  viability  of  the  operation  as  it  operates 
in  the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  couple  of  ques*- 
tions  with  respect  to  this  bill.  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Credit  Unions  Act.  I  quite  ap- 
preciate the  situation  that  the  credit  unions 
find  themselves  in  at  the  moment.  Being  able 
to  borrow  a  certain  factor  times  the  amount 


of  mone)'  they  have  in  deposit  at  the  moment, 
with  the  interest  rates  at  which  they  have 
to  borrow  being  11  per  cent  or  more,  dbesn't 
give  them  very  much  working  margin  at  all. 
It  is  probably  eflPectively  zero  when  it  comes 
to  their  operations,  wnen  they  themselves 
can  only  charge  12  per  cent. 

(However,  I  have  a  great  interest  in  know- 
ing exactly  what  maximum  amount  the  minis- 
ter has  in'  mind  to  prescribe  now  in  the 
regulations.  I  know  the  suggestion  by  many 
of  the  credit  unions— and  I'm  not  sxu-e  whether 
it  is  formally  through  the  Ontario  Credit 
Union  League  or  not— is  15  per  cent  a  year 
or  1.25  per  cent  per  month.  Is  that  what  the 
minister  has  in  mind  now  in  this  legislation? 
I  see  him  nodding. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  In  the  af- 
firmative. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  In  the  aflBrmative.  In  a 
sense,  although  I've  listened  to  the  argimient 
by  the  last  speaker,  my  colleague,  from 
Wentworth,  which  would  allow  tihat  maxi- 
mum amount  to  be  set  by  its  members,  I  can 
see  a  disadvantage  there,  because  one  credit 
union  would  difi^er  very  widiely  from  another. 

(Mr.  Deans:  Through  their  umbrellia  or- 
ganization? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Through  their  umbrella  or- 
ganization. That  has  certain  advantages.  Why 
would  the  minister  not  allow  that  to  occur? 
It  seems  like  a  reasonable  thing  to  ido.  I  can 
see  if  one  just  allowed  any  rate  to  be  set  by 
credit  unions  this  could  have  an  adverse 
effect  on  the  credit  unions.  But  through  their 
umbrella  operation,  in  which  they  meet  in 
conventions,  they  couJd  agree  among  them- 
selves at  that  convention  andl  arrive  at  the 
proper  amount  which  they  wish  to  charge. 
However  here  again,  with  the  other  speakers 
that  have  spoken  so  far,  I  am  concerned 
that  one  of  the  changes  in  this  Act  is  that 
hereafter  it  will  all  be  done  via  the  regulia- 
tions.  We  have  far  too  much  government  by 
regulWion  in  this  province  now. 

I  appreciate  it  is  faster  to  do  it  that  way. 
When  the  government  decides  to  bring  in  a 
change  through  regulations  they  can  simply 
make  the  announcement  and  do  it.  I  appre- 
ciate that  point.  Yet  the  Act  we  have  before 
us  tonight  would  have  been  through  debate 
by  now  if  it  wasn't  for  the  fact  that  we  were 
making  this  change  through  regulations. 

I  don't  think  any  member  in  this  House 
would  have  opposed,  or  spoken  at  very  great 
length,  if  we  had  seen  the  15  per  cent  or 
the  iy4  per  month  before  us.  But  the  debate 
has  been  the  power  given  to  the  government 


3236 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


to  change  it  by  regulation,  rather  than  bring 
it  back  to  the  House— which  I  think  one 
should  do  if  the  government  is  still  going  to 
be  in  the  position  of  setting  the  rate.  I  would 
like  to  hear  a  convincing  argument  from  the 
minister  as  to  why  he  feels  dealing  with  it 
by  regulation  is  preferable  to  bringing  in  a 
short  bill  like  this  when  the  interest  rate 
needs  to  be  varied.  This  way  the  general 
public  gets  to  know  about  it  much  more 
readily,  and  we  do  have  a  say  if  there  is 
an  argument  on  it. 

I  would  suspect  the  debate  over  one 
change  in  figures  would  not  be  very  long 
or  involved.  I  agree  the  general  Credit 
Unions  Act  needs  a  thorough  overhaul  and 
changing,  I'm  disappointed  that  has  not  come 
forward  already. 

However,  a  series  of  Acts  every  six  months 
if  necessary  changing  one  figure  of  this  sort, 
would  be  agreeable  to  the  House  and  not 
take  up  too  much  of  the  House's  debating 
time,  and  could  be  handled. 

I  don't  see  why  it  cannot  be  done  that  way. 
I  suspect  members  of  the  House  here  tonight 
would  support  that  15  per  cent,  if  that's  the 
figure  you  have  in  mind  to  bring  forward 
at  this  moment.  We  would  have  had  the  de- 
bate completed  by  now. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  do  not,  I  confess,  regard  this  as  abso- 
lutely   catastrophic    legislation    this    evening. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Catastrophic? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  can't,  Vesuvius-like,  pour 
out  my  lava  on  the  minister  on  this  as  I 
promised  to  do  before  dinner.  There  are  two 
points  I  would  like  to  raise. 

I  want  to  raise  the  hoary  chestnut  of  the 
constitutional  grounds  upon  which  you  ar- 
rived at  the  setting  of  interest  rates.  This 
kind  of  legislation,  as  the  minister  well  knows, 
falls  under  section  91  of  the  British  North 
America  Act,  subsection  16  if  I  remember 
correctly,  as  a  peculiarly  federal  power. 

Secondly,  I'm  somewhat  divided  about  the 
argument  that  has  been  used  earlier,  particu- 
larly by  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth. 
With  the  rapidly  escalating  interest  rates, 
I  can  see  no  alternative  to  this  kind  of  legis- 
lation at  this  present  time,  regrettable  as  it 
may  be. 

And  even  more  regrettable,  that  it  has  to 
be  done  by  way  of  regulation:  because  you 
may  have  to  alter  it  very  rapidly,  while  this 
House  is  not  in  session  as  the  impact  of  credit 
purchasing  and  credit  borrowing  gains  mo- 
mentum or  has  an  impact  on  the  overall  eco- 
nomic market.  And  that  has  taken  place. 


The  argument  that  they  should  be  self- 
determining  in  this  particular  regard  has 
some  appeal— as  much  for  a  Tory  as  for  a 
New  Democrat,  curiously  enough.  I  think 
the  minister  will  agree  with  me  that  perhaps 
the  most  catastrophic  act  committed  in  eco- 
nomic terms  in  this  country  in  the  last  de- 
cade was  the  stupid  move  made  by  Mr. 
Diefenbaker  when  he  was  Prime  Minister  of 
this  country— in  company  and  liaison  with  a 
Mr.  Fleming,  who  now  spends  his  time  con- 
sorting with  E.  P.  down  Nassau  way.  Ill- 
advising  the  government  of  the  poor  Ba- 
hamas along  the  way— I  think  he  works  for 
the  Royal  Bank  of  Canada  now  or  one  of  the 
great  banks. 

At  any  rate,  lifting  the  bank  interest  rates 
which  were  under  determination  by  the  fed- 
eral government,  and  giving  them  carte 
blanche  to  do  whatever  they  pleased  from 
that  day  forth,  was  an  initial  cause  of  the 
inflation  then,  and  it's  a  worse  cause  in  the 
inflation  now,  and  probably  is  a  prime  factor 
in  the  way  we  stand  economically  and  mone- 
tarily in  this  country  today.  I  don't  think 
anyone  has  ever  been  able  to  live  that  one 
down.  And  if  he  was  rejected  by  his  own 
party— not  for  that  reason  incidentally,  they 
always  do  it  for  the  \vrong  reasons— there 
was  good  grounds. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  The  mem- 
ber doesn't  believe  that,  does  he? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  So  in  this  particular  context, 
for  an  autonomous  group  to  determine  its 
own  internal  destiny,  weighing  the  market 
and  competing  with  it,  would  have  some 
kind  of  appeal.  The  difiiculty,  as  I  see  it, 
is  this  so-called  umbrella. 

As  things  presently  stand,  there  is  no  such 
umbrella  recognizea  in  law  as  such.  Of 
course,  the  government  could  amend  this 
credit  union  legislation  to  give  them  some 
status.  But  even  if  that  happened,  would  the) 
be  given  plenary  power?  Suppose  some  credit 
union  saw  fit  to  remain  outside  the  umbrellia, 
as  in  a  diemocratic  way  you  would  think  it 
had  a  perfect  right  to  do.  Would  the  parent 
company,  would  its  illegitimate  child  out 
there  be  obliged*— with  the  illegitimate  child 
having  reached'  18— would  it  be  obliged  to 
subscribe  to  the  mandates  of  the  parent  in 
this  particular  regard?  Could  we  really, 
within  legislation,  bring  that  about?  If  we 
could,  well  all  right,  I  wouldn't  be  parti- 
cukrly  difficult  about  it  if  it  came  before 
the  House  in'  that  particular  form.  But  as 
matters  presently  stand,  the  legislation  before 
us  must  be  accepted  as  the  best  vi^  can  do 
under  the  circumstances. 
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IMr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  don't  believe  that  I  can  express  adequately 
the  sense  of  concern  which  I  have  about 
the  bill.  I  agree  with  my  colleague  the  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  that  somehow  or  other  we 
are  not  really  dealing  with  credit  unions  in 
the  way  in  which  we  should  deal  with  them. 
I  just  dton't  think  for  a  moment  that  as  an 
isolated  matter,  it  is  possible  for  our  party 
to  oppose  what  the  minister  proposes.  But 
somehow  or  other  the  credit  union  move- 
ment—if I  may  use  that  term;  and  I  spend  a 
good  deal  of  my  time  in  the  New  Democratic 
Part}-  talking  about  a  New  Democratic  Part}' 
and  not  the  New  Democratic  Party  move- 
ment, because  it  tends  to  put  it  out  some- 
where beyond  my  particular  life  span. 

I  think  the  minister  must  have  read  in  the 
Globe  and  Mail  over  a  period  of  months 
the  articles  in  the  Report  on  Businiess  which 
have  been  devoted  to  the  immense  expan- 
sion of  the  credit  union  movement  in  Canada 
—particularly  in  the  provinces  where  it  has 
real,  indigenous  roots.  This  is  distinct  from 
the  Provinte  of  Ontario  where  for  practical 
purposes  it  only  came  into  existence  after 
1940;  and  then  as  an  almost  perfect  example, 
what  the  Conservative  Party  and  the  Tory 
government  d'eny,  as  an  offshoot  of  what  was 
happening  in  the  United  States. 

'In  so  many  areas  what  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  standi  for  is  opposed  to  that  kind 
of  response  by  the  Province  of  Ontario  to  the 
fashions  of  the  United  States.  There  are  many 
good  fashions  in  the  United  States.  But  what 
I  am  simply  saying  is  that  never  at  any  time 
has  the  Conservative  Party  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  or  its  predecessor  the  Liberal 
Party,  ever  had  a  real  feeling  about  some- 
thing called  the  credit  union  movement. 

I  think  the  legislation  reflects^  it.  I  think 
the  inability  of  tihie  minister,  despite  all  the 
good-will  that  he  may  have  to  the  particular 
committee  of  which  he  was  chairman  at  one 
point,  still  fools  around  bringing  in  the  kind 
of  legislation  which,  whether  it  mirrors 
exactly  the  recommendations  of  the  1969 
report  on  credit  unions,  is  irrelevant. 

We  are  not  asking  that  it  be  a  blind 
acceptance  of  that  report,  but  the  govern- 
ment dioesn't  bring  it  in.  And  because  the 
minister  doesn't  bring  it  in,  the  credit  union 
movement  isn't  allowed  the  kind  of  a  base 
that  would  provide  for  a  substantial  stimula- 
tion of  the  credit  union  operation'  as  part  of 
the  financial  community  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  of  Canada! 

The  reports  in  the  Report  on  Business 
about  the  credit  union  movement,  which 
have  been  put  in  from  time  to  time,  ought 


to  be  a  real  warning  signal  to  the  minister 
and  to  his  government  that  the  credit  union 
movement  has  a  rofe  of  great  importance  to 
play  in  the  financial  community. 

When  you  come  down  to  it— and  this  is 
where,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  speaking  precisely 
on  the  bill— the  question  of  a  financial  in- 
stitution and  its  importance  depends  upon 
the  rate  of  interest  which  it  charges  for  the 
loans  which  it  makes,  and  the  rate  of  interest 
or  dividend  payments  which  it  makes  to  the 
members  who  participate  in  the  organization. 
Therefore,  this  bill  is  of  immense  significance 
in  the  financial  life  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario; and  because  he  and  his  ministry  cauh 
not  come  to  grips  with  the  problems  and 
the  questions  raised  in  the  1969  report,  we 
don't  have  it. 

'The  fuimy  thing  about  the  select  commit- 
tee on  company  law  is  that  the  giovemment 
always  moves  relatively  promptly  to  imple- 
ment reports.  The  report  on  the  co-operative 
movement  was  implemented  last  year,  a  ver}' 
short  time  after  the  report  was  tabled.  The 
report  on  the  company  law  provisions  of  the 
earlier  report,  was  implemented  quite  prompt- 
ly. I  have  not  had  an  opportunity  to  examine 
in  detail  the  proposed  securitiesi  legislation 
that  the  minister  has  introdliced  but  certainly 
some  of  the  things  which  were  recommended 
in  the  report  of  the  select  committee  on 
amalgamations  and  mergers,  the  merger  study 
and  so  on,  have  been  implemented  in  this  bill. 

'But  for  some   reason   or  other  the   credit 
union    movement    does    not    appeal    to    the 
Tory    government.    Somehow   or   other   they 
can't  come  to  grips  with  it  and  I  don't  know 
what   the    reasons    are.    I    wish   I   did  know 
what  the   reasons  are.   I  certainly  can't  put 
it  on   a  political  basis,   because  I  don't  be- 
lieve for  one  single  moment  that  credit  xmion 
members  are  attached  in  political  allegiance 
to   the    New   Democratic   Party  in   the   way 
the  credit  union  movement,  say  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Saskatchewan  or  in  the  Province  of 
Manitoba  or  in  the  Province  of  British  Colum- 
bia,  were  more   or  less  in  a  short  span   of 
traditional  history  attached  to  the  Co-opera- 
tive Commonwealth  Federation  movement.  I 
don't   think    that    is    so    in   the    Province   of 
Ontario,  but  somehow  or  other  the  attitude 
of   this   government  has  been   depressive   of 
the   credit  union  movement.   The  reports  in 
the  Globe  and  Mail  and  the  Report  on  Busi- 
ness show  vital,  thriving  credit  union  move- 
ments  are   part   of   the   financial   institutions 
of  those  provinces   where  the  governmental 
atmosphere  has  been  hospitable  to  them.  On- 
tario is  far  and  away  behind  what  it  could 
be    with    respect    to    the    introduction    and 
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vitality  of  the  credit  union  movement  in  this 
province  in  relation  both  to  other  financial 
institutions  and  in  relation  to  population,  and 
in  relation  to  the  kind  of  assets  which  are 
involved  in  their  operations. 

All  right.  I  think  there  is  one  fundamental 
problem  involved  in  the  credit  union  move- 
ment and  this  is  where  on  reflection  since 
1969,  I  now  would  change  my  view  about 
the  recommendations  of  the  select  committee 
and  vote  in  a  different  way. 

If  I  had  my  druthers  at  this  point  in  time 
I  would  say  that  I  think  it  is  absolutely 
essential  that  the  government  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  requires  every  credit  union  to  be 
a  member  of  a  single  credit  union  league. 
As  the  minister  obviously  knows,  the  report 
talks  about  the  four  credit  union  leagues  in 
the  province,  three  of  which  are  active,  and 
so  on  and  so  forth,  and  certain  credit  unions 
are  not  members  of  any  league. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  There  is  only  one  to- 
day. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Only  one  now?  What,  the 
CSAO? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clements:  No.  Excuse  me.  As  a 
matter  of  clarification,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
only  one  league  today.  There  have  been 
certain  mergers. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  amalgamated. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  There  is  a  league  which 
represents  certain  credit  union  members. 
There  is  a  federation  made  up  of  members 
of  the  caisses  populaires.  Not  all  caisses 
populaires  are  members  of  the  federation  and 
not  all  credit  unions  are  members  of  the 
league,  but  there  has  been  a  merger  since— 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  are  two. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —there  are  really  two 
groups;  the  federation  and  the  league. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Right,  and  there  are  also 
substantial  credit  unions  which  are  not  mem- 
bers of  either  such  as,  I  understand,  the 
credit  union  of  the  Civil  Service  Association 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —and,  I  think,  a  couple  of 
others. 

All  right;  I  think  that  is  what  poses  the 
problem  and  I  think  it  is  not  an  insurmount- 
able problem  at  all.  It  is  my  view,  at  this 
point  in  time,  that  the  credit  unions  should 
be   required   by   legislation   to   belong   to    a 


league  and  there  should  be  only  one  league 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

The  reason  I  say  that,  Mr.  Speaker— and 
I  am  not  suggesting  I  am  being  black  and 
white  about  it;  I  am  talking  about  a  debate 
we  might  have  during  the  course  of  this  bill 
on  this  question— is  I  am  inclined  to  think 
the  government  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  the  Legislature  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario should  not  be  legislating  interest  rates, 
either  by  Act  of  the  Legislature,  which  we 
are  now  asked  to  repeal,  or  by  delegated 
legislation  by  way  of  regulation.  I  am  in- 
clined to  think  that,  as  financial  institutions 
with  a  particular  philosophy  and  background, 
they  should  be  allowed  to  set  their  own  in- 
terest rate,  but  I  can't  possibly  conceive  that 
they  should  be  allowed  to  do  that  except 
through  some  such  body  as  the  Ontario 
Credit  Union  League. 

In  other  words,  there  should  be  a  single 
body  related  to  the  Province  of  Ontario 
controlling  the  way  in  which  these  various 
organizations  operate.  They  are  scattered 
throughout  the  province,  some  of  large  size, 
some  small  size;  some  with  expertise,  some 
with  rudimentary  expertise  but  they  should 
be  subject  to  that  overall  kind  of  control. 
That  is  the  way  that  ultimately  it  should  be 
done. 

Again,  I  think  the  sophistication  of  a 
period  of  time  always  allows  a  certain 
amount  of  reflection  about  what  we  in  the 
select  committee  at  that  particular  time 
recommended. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  is  well  aware  of  the 
sections  of  the  report  which  dealt  with  this 
particular  problem  but  I  think  in  this  par- 
ticular debate  it  is  worthwhile  putting  on  the 
record  what  the  select  committee  said  on  the 
question  of  interest  and  the  Act,  for  two 
reasons.  One  is  because  I'd  like  to  revitalize 
the  interest  of  anybody  who  is  interested  in 
the  credit  union  movement  in  the  report  of 
this  select  committee  on  credit  unions.  I 
happen  to  think  it  is  one  of  the  most  read- 
able and  intelligent  reports— I  don't  make  any 
invidious  comparisons  but  I  am  very  proud 
that  we  were  members  of  the  committee 
which  produced  this  report  and  I'm  certain 
we  all  feel  that  way  about  it.  It  is  intensely 
readable  and  intensely  real  about  the  prob- 
lems. 

In  that  report,  in  chapter  19,  dealing  with 
the  topic  of  loans,  paragraph  4,  it  referred  to: 

Interest  on  loans  is  responsible  for  most 
of  the  profits  of  a  credit  union.  The  maxi- 
mum rate  of  interest  a  credit  union  may 
charge  is  limited  by  statute  to  one  per 
cent   per   month  and   although   the   maxi- 
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mum  rate  appears  to  have  become  the 
normal  rate,  for  personal  consumer  loans 
at  least,  some  credit  unions  give  rebates 
of  loan  interest  and  almost  all  credit  unions 
arrange  life  insurance  for  members  on  out- 
standing loan  balances. 

To  the  extent  that  I  could  inquire,  and  I 
can't  inquire  all  that  extensively,  the  fact  of 
the  matter  is  that  the  fixing  by  the  statute 
of  the  rate  of  interest  for  credit  unions  at 
one  per  cent  per  month  means,  for  practical 
purposes— with  the  exception  of  a  few  credit 
unions  which,  as  the  report  indicates,  grant 
rebates— everybody  in  a  credit  union  gets  the 
same  rate  of  interest. 

One  gets  no  credit  in  a  credit  union  for 
one's  track  record.  One  can  be  a  member  in 
most  credit  unions,  a  faithful  member,  say 
for  15,  20  or  30  years;  have  borrowed  money 
and  repaid  it;  have  a  share  investment  in 
the  credit  union  and  all  the  rest  of  it,  and 
one  will  get  the  same  rate  as  the  fellow  who 
walks  in  the  door,  joins  the  credit  union,  is 
approved  as  a  credit  risk  and  is  granted  a 
loan. 

I  happen  to  think  that,  somehow  or  other, 
one  part  of  the  development  of  the  credit 
union  movement  is  going  to  be  to  do  as 
banks  do— grant  diflFerent  rates  to  different 
customers,  depending  upon  their  track  rec- 
ord and  their  credit  worthiness.  This  dis- 
tingm'shes  them  from  finance  companies  and 
from  the  loan  companies,  to  the  extent  that 
the>'  are  allowed  to  circumvent  the  provisions 
of  the  Loan  and  Trust  Corporations  Act  and 
make  something  called  loans  to  their  deposi- 
tors, usually  at  a  single  rate. 

Xow  what  I  want  to  see— and  I  am  quite 
certain  that  the  government  must  also,  if  it 
is  really  aware  of  what  is  happening— is  the 
credit  union  movement  become  something 
called  a  banking  institution  in  the  sense  of 
beinp;  sophisticated  enough  to  be  able  to 
make  distinctions  within  the  interest  rates 
which  they  charge. 

That  statement  is  quite  accurate— it  is  for 
practical  purposes.  The  official  rate  that  every 
member  of  a  credit  union  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  is  charged  is  that  rate,  subject  only 
to  the  fact  that  certain  credit  unions  grant 
rebates  of  a  certain  amount.  But  I  think  that 
could  be  called  a  particular  variation  of  in- 
significant proportion  in  the  whole  of  the 
credit  union  movement. 

Then  in  paragraph  9  of  the  select  com- 
mittee's report,  it  went  on  to  say: 

The  rate  of  interest  the  credit  union  may 

charge  on  loan  to  members  is  limited  by 

stat'Lite    in    Ontario    to    one    per    cent    per 


month.  A  similar  restriction  exists  in  the 
Act  or  standard  bylaws  of  each  province 
except  Quebec,  where  there  is  no  restric- 
tion. 

I  pause  to  interpolate  in  parentheses  that, 
of  course,  it  is  in  the  Province  of  Quebec 
that  the  caisse  populaire  movement  is  differ- 
ent from  and  had  different  origins  from  the 
credit  union  movement  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  elsewhere.  In  the  Province  of 
Quebec  the  caisse  populaire  are  much  more 
analogous  to  banking  institutions,  in  the 
sense  of  the  chartered  bank,  than  the  credit 
union  movement  has  been  allowed  to  be  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  because  it  tended 
to  be  a  consumer  loan  operation  related  to 
finance  companies. 

I  guess  what  I  am  really  saying  to  the 
minister  is  that  I  want— to  the  extent  that 
government  policy  with  respect  to  credit 
unions  can  accomplish  the  purpose  —  the 
credit  unions  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  to 
move  to  the  kind  of  thing  which  the  caisse 
populaire  are  doing  in  the  Province  of  Que- 
bec, therefor,  moving  more  to  a  kind  of 
sophisticated  banking  operation.  And  it  is 
quite  legitimate  for  us  to  do  that. 

My  colleague  the  member  for  Lakeshore 
has  stated  this  question  about  constitu- 
tionality. I  think  that  it  is  very  important, 
that  in  the  clash  of  financial  institutions  in 
a  competitive  market,  the  credit  unions  be 
allowed  to  play  a  role  at  that  subterranean 
level  where  the  chartered  banks  only  recentiy 
have  moved— recently  being  about  the  same 
time  as  the  credit  union  movement  has  ex- 
panded in  the  province. 

With  that  interpolation,  I  simply  want  to 
go  on: 

The  draft  of  the  new  Manitoba  Act 
would  limit  the  maximum  rate  of  interest 
on  loans  to  that  prescribed  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  and  the  standard  bylaws. 
As  previously  noted,  the  maximum  rate 
appears  to  have  become  the  normal  rate 
of  interest,  at  least  for  personal  consumer 
loans;  but  a  large  number  of  credit  unions 
give  rebates  of  interest,  and  nearly  all 
credit  unions  arrange  life  insurance  for 
borrowers  on  the  outstanding  balance. 

That  part  of  it  is  almost  a  repetition  of  the 
earlier  paragraph  4,  which  I  recited. 

"With  the  high  prevailing  interest  rates"— 
and  when  I  think  of  it,  that  statement  in 
1969  almost  sounds  ludicrous;  that  we  were 
talking  about  the  high  prevailing  interest 
rates  at  that  time.  I  would  assume  those 
members  of  the  committee  who  are  still  alive 
would    turn    over    in    their    graves    at    the 
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thought  of  the  high  prevailing  interest  rates 
of  1974. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  ones  who  are  still 
alive  would  turn  over  in  their  graves? 

Mr.    Renwick:    Yes;    and   members   of  the 
assembly.   There's   a  distinction  to  be  made. 

Mr.  Roy:  They  don't  have  to  be  in  their 
graves  to  turn  over. 

Mr:  Renwick:  Could  be.  Turn  over  in  their 
seats  maybe.  To  continue: 

With  the  high  prevailing  interest  rates, 
credit  uniotis  are  finding  it  more  difficult 
to  maintain  a  sufficient  spread  between  the 
cost  of  borrowing  money  from  members 
or '  from  outside  sources  and  the  interest 
ceiling,  and  the  committee  received  sub- 
missions urging  the  interest  ceiling  be 
either  raised  or  removed  altogether  from 
the  Act. 

And  then  it  comes  on  to  what  I  think  a  very 
important  paragraph.  This  is  the  part  where 
I  am  suggesting  to  the  minister  I  don't  really 
imderstand  what  the  resolution  of  the  prob- 
lem is.  I  am  not  being  didactic  about  it,  but 
I  think  the  next  paragraph  adequately  ex- 
presses the  problem  which  is  involved  in 
this  question.  This  is  paragraph  10  of  the 
select  committee  report: 

Credit  unions  are  in  our  opinion  non- 
profit institutions  [that's  essential  to  what 
we  are  talking  about  in  relation  to  the 
credit  union  movement]  one  of  whose 
principal  aims  is  to  provide  credit  services 
for  members  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 
We  are  therefore  reluctant  to  recommend 
any  change  in  the  maximum  interest  rates 
which  might  encourage  credit  unions  to 
charge  more  than  is  absolutely  necessary 
to  function  in  an  effective  manner.  Al- 
though it  might  be  argued,  and  in  many 
cases  it  would  be  true,  that  an  increase 
in  interest  rates  would  be  offffset  where 
I>ossible  by  increased  rebates  of  loan  in- 
terest, there  is  no  requirement  that  interest 
rebates  be  made.  To  remove  a  limit  on  the 
permitted  lending  rate  of  credit  unions 
might,  in  our  view,  favour  poorly-managed 
credit  unions  by  enabling  them  to  cover 
managerial  inefficiencies  by  increasing  their 
lending  rates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  just  wait  until  the  Minister 
of  Government  Services  has  stopped  interrupt- 
ing the  concentration  of  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  on  the  de- 
bate, which  I  think  is  important  and  in  which 
we  are  engaged. 


Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  We're  both  listening. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  out  of  one  ear. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  recognize  that 
credit  unions  may  suffer  from  a  competi- 
tive disadvantage,  particularly  under  pre- 
sent economic  conditions,  by  not  being 
able  to  offer  members  a  return  on  their 
investment  comparable  to  that  offered  by 
chartered  banks  and  trust  companies,  w^hich 
are  now  permitted  to  adjust  at  will  lx)th 
their  borrowing  and  lending  rates. 

The  committee  therefore  recommends 
that  the  Act  be  amended  to  provide  for 
an  interest  ceiling  of  one  per  cent  per 
month,  subject  to  such  increase  as  may  be 
prescribed  by  regulation  which  will  enable 
adjustments  to  be  made  as  necessary  to 
meet  market  conditions.  A  similar  provision 
exists  in  British  Columbia  and  in  that  prov- 
ince a  regulation  approved  Oct.  17,  1969, 
has  provided  for  an  increase  in  interest 
rates. 

I  am  not  particularly  interested  in  the  solu- 
tion to  the  problem  found  by  other  jurisdic- 
tions. But  I  think  that  paragraph  specifically 
states  to  me  the  problem  with  which  we  are 
involved. 

I  cannot  help  being  driven  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  basically  what  I  want  to  see  is, 
subject  to  the  overall  supervision  of  the  gov- 
ernment through  the  administration  of  the 
Credit  Unions  Act,  when  and  if  ever  the  new 
Credit  Unions  Act  is  brought  into  force  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  that  every  credit 
union  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  should  be 
required  and  I  am  quite  prepared  to  admit 
the  differentiation  between  the  caisses  popu- 
laires  and  credit  unions  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario— either  to  be  a  member  of  the  Feder- 
ation de  Caisse  Pop ul  aire  or  the  Ontario 
Credit  Union  League. 

I  would  cut  out  at  this  point  mavericks 
such  as  the  credit  union  movement  of  the 
credit  union  organization  of  the  civil  service 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Then  we  could 
say  to  those  organizations  that,  subject  to 
our  overall  supervision:  "You  have  the  re- 
sponsibility to  determine  what  the  interest 
rates  are  going  to  be,"  in  the  hope  and  an- 
ticipation that  there  would  be  the  kind  of 
"sophisticated"  differentiation  between  rates 
which  is  now  in  effect  in  the  chartered  banks 
of  Canada.  I  use  sophisticated  in  quotations 
because  they  are  not  all  that  sophisticated 
about  their  lending  operations. 

I  want  to  divert  a  little  to  the  fact  that 
in  the  United  States,  for  example,  the  Chase 
Manhattan  Bank  and  a  number  of  other  major 
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commercdal  banks,  in  concert  with  the  federal 
reserve  system,  have  decided  as  a  matter  of 
policy  that  so  far  as  small  businesses  are 
concerned,  they  will  lend  money  at  less  than 
the  prime  rate.  To  the  extent  that  the  prime 
rate  is  a  symbolic  rate,  it  will  be  charged 
to  those  customers  of  the  banks  which  can 
afford  to  pay  it.  The  big  borrowers  are  the 
ones  who  are  going  to  be  part  of  this  sym- 
bolic operation  of  the  co-called  prime  rate, 
or  what  is  called  in  Canada  the  bank  rate, 
and  then  the  prime  rate  which  is  three-quar- 
ters of  a  point  or  a  point  and  one-quarter 
above  the  bank  rate. 

In  the  United  States  those  major  banks, 
as  a  matter  of  announced  policy,  are  lending, 
to  small  businesses  up  to  a  working  capital 
of  $500,000,  at  a  rate  somewhere  in  the 
neighbourhood  of  two  to  three  per  cent  be- 
low the  prime  rate.  If  there  is  one  single 
thing  the  Province  of  Ontario  could  do  to 
stimulate,  protect  and  support  small  business 
operations  it  would  be  to  urge  upon  the 
government  in  Ottawa— be  it  Liberal,  Con- 
servative or  New  Democrat  after  the  July  8 
election— the  adoption  of  a  similar  policy  with 
respect  to  interest  rates  to  small  businesses. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Is  this  in 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  an  interpretation  of 
mine.  All  I  am  now  saying  is  that  the  prob- 
lem which  this  little  bill— what  is  it,  about 
four  or  five  lines- 
Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The 
new  bill  will  be  in  in  less  than  a  week. 

Mr.  Ruston:  If  the  member  wants  to  read 
it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I've  been  holding  my  breath 
since  1969  about  w^hen  it  vdll  come  in. 

Mr.  Good:  That  is  straight  from  the  horse's 
mouth. 

Mr.  Ruston:  You  can't  get  much  better 
information  than  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  the  minister  will  be 
upset,  but  I  can't  find  the  bill  to  which  I 
am  speaking.  The  single  section  is  to  elimi- 
nate the  fixed  rate  in  the  statute  and  to  pro- 
vide for  the  prescribing  of  the  rate.  It  is 
very  interesting  that  the  Act  says:  "Prescrib- 
ing the  rate  of  interest  and  other  charges 
that  may  be  charged  in  connection  with  loans 
made  by  credit  unions  to  members."  The 
very  fact  that  rate  is  in  the  singular  and  not 
in  the  plural  is  part  of  the  argument  I  have 
been  making  to  the  minister. 


Somehow  or  other  this  minister,  I  am  in- 
clined to  think,  and  his  advisers,  must  end 
their  preoccupation  now  with  the  Securities 
Commission,  the  Business  Corporations  Act 
and  all  the  other  peripheral  things  which 
are  involved,  and  devote  the  talent,  time  and 
attention  which  they  have  given  to  the  Se- 
curities Act  and  to  other  Acts  over  the  last 
many  months  to  making  the  credit  union 
movement,  for  the  first  time  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  a  government-sponsored  and  sup- 
ported movement.  When  that  can  be  done, 
we  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  will  have  the 
advantage  of  a  distinctive  form  of  financial 
institution  which  can  play  a  role  in  the 
financial  markets  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
of  significant  benefit  to  the  citizens. 

This  is  not  in  any  way  to  suggest  that  in 
some  way  we  are  going  to  challenge  the 
Royal  Bank  of  Canada  or  the  Bank  of  Mon- 
treal or  any  of  the  other  chartered  banks,  but 
for  the  first  time  we  will  admit  in  this  prov- 
ince what  this  province  has  never  admitted— 
that  there  is  a  place  for  non-profit-making 
co-operative  financial  institutions. 

When  that  comes  about,  we  can  grant  that 
same  kind  of  authority  to  the  credit  union 
movement,  which  I  think  it  is  entitled  to, 
provided  the  government  is  prepared  to  say 
that  every  credit  union  must  be  a  member 
either  of  the  Ontario  Credit  Union  League 
or  the  Federation  de  Caisse  Populaire  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  Maybe  in  due  course 
they  will  be  amalgamated,  but  I  want  to  see 
the  credit  union  movement  given  the  oppor- 
tunity in  Ontario  to  become  something  as 
indigenous  and  as  important  to  the  life  of 
the  province  as  the  Caisse  Populaire  is  in 
the  Province  of  Quebec. 

That  is  why,  with  this  little  short  bill,  I 
have  taken  up  the  time  of  the  House  to 
speak  for  some  time  about  this  problem.  It 
is  the  guts  of  what  the  credit  union  move- 
ment is  all  about.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  address  himself  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the 
hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
proposes  one  thing  in  essence— to  repeal  the 
existing  section  of  the  Act,  section  32,  which 
fixes  the  interest  at  one  per  cent  per  month 
on  the  unpaid  balance,  and  to  allow  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  to  change 
the  amount  of  interest  which  can  be  charged 
on  loans  made  by  credit  unions. 

)Quite  frankly,  I'm  not  that  knowltedgeable 
in  discussing  the  development  and  history  of 
the  credit  union  movement  in  this  province. 
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their  philosophies  and  the  co-operative  at- 
titude that  has  existed  and  the  benefits  that 
have  flowed  from  it.  But  I  am  well  aware 
that  it  is  a  very  positive  economic  force  in 
this  province  and  has  on  deposit  today  about 
$1.3  billion. 

1  think  the  House  has  to  turn  itself  to 
this  questions:  Are  we  willing  to  alltow  the 
credit  unions  to  increase  their  rate  of  inter- 
est? Secondly,  and  this  question  was  raised 
I  think  first  by  the  member  for  Perth  (Mr. 
Edighoffer)  and  taken  up  by  the  member  for 
Windsor  West: 

Are  we  prepared  to  allow  this  to  be  done 
by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council? 
There  are  two  sides  to  the  coin;  the  Lieuten- 
ant Governor  in  Council  setting  the  rates  or 
this  House. 

Going  back  for  a  moment  to  the  1969 
select  report  or  sefect  committee  report 
touched  on  by  the  member  for  Riverdale— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion) Touched  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Touched'  on  for  some 

time;  and  I'm  glad  to  listen  to  his  remarks. 

I  think  he  was  a  member  of  that  committee- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  he  is  always  great 

to  listen  to,  particularly  on  these  one  section 

Acts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  dbn't  intend  to  em- 
bark into  the  recommendations  madte  by  that 
very  august  committee,  of  which  I  presume 
the  hon.  member  from  Riverd'ale  was  a  mem- 
ber. I'm  not  sure.  I  think  he  was. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  was. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Perhaps  that  explains 
some  of  the  enthusiasm  that  has  been  dis^ 
played  here  tonight.  But  it  really  is  a  good 
report  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  he  was  on 
the  committee,  and  he  makes  a  real  contri- 
bution to  committees.  I  remember  many 
nights  in  London,  England,  when  the  hon. 
member  and  I  had  discussions  about  the 
select  conmiittee  report- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Please,  if  there  is  one  thing 
I  d'on't  need  tonight  it  is  for  the  minister 
to  put  me  diown.  I  am  in  a  particularly  ebul- 
lient mood  and  I  don't  want  to  go  out  of 
here  paranoid  because  the  minister  put  me 
down. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  was  this  night  in 
London,  England. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  applaud  the  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  am  glad  to  hear  that, 


because  there  are  a  couple  of  remarks  the 
member  for  Riverdale  made  tonight— he  said 
he  likes  to  go  around  talking  about  the  NDP 
but  he  doesn't  like  to  talk  about  the  NDP 
movement.  He  said  he  doesn't  like  to  talk 
about  it.  I  accept  that.  Because  socially  we 
can  go  around  talking  about  bowels,  but  it 
isn't  socially  acceptable  to  go  around  talking 
about  movements  from  same. 
In  any  event- 
Mr.  Renwick:  That  wasn't  the  conclusion 
that  I  made. 

iHon.  Mr.  Clement:  Oh  I  am  sorry,  I  have 
drawn  the  wrong  conclusion.  I'll  change  my 
notes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  thought  he  had. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  is  always  a 
child  of  Sigmimd  Freud. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  I  will  go  down  to 
the  members'  Ibunge. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  drew  it  to  my  attention  that  he  is 
really  concerned  about  the— catastrophic  is 
it? 

Mr.  Drea:  Catatonic. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Catatonic!  Anyway  he 
called  it  a  hoary  chestnut.  He  has  been  very 
concerned  about  section  91  of  the  BNA  Act 
since  the  moment  of  his  conception. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  is  right.  I  was  bom  with 
it  in  the  back  of  my  mind. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  want  to  tell  members 
about  the  moment  of  conception  of  the  Credit 
Union  Act  in  this  province.  It  happened  in 
1939. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  What  about  other  move- 
ments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  And  they  haven't  reall)' 
been  concerned  about  the  interest  rates  and 
that  sort  of  thing  in  the  past  35  years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  what  one  calls  a 
"liberal"  movement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  can  only  believe— 
and  I  put  this  fairly  to  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore— that  his  remarks  tonight  were  an  at- 
tempt to  transmogrify  the  members  of  this 
House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Could  the  minister  spell 
that  for  Hansard  please? 

Hon.    Mr.    Clenjent:    I    hope    we   are   not 
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paraded  before  the  Speaker  tomorrow  for 
using  improper  language  in  this  House  to- 
night, but  I  just  draw  that  to  the  attention 
of  the  member  for  Lakeshore— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  seldom  use  language  like 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —and  if  he  should  ever 

return- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  Criminal  Code 

al'low  a  transmogrification? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  If  he  should  ever 
return  to  Ireland  or  those  lands  from  whence 
he  came,  please  get  the  assurance  of  his  folks 
and  his  relatives  that  he  is  not  really  con- 
cerned about  section  91  of  the  BNA  Act, 
because  I  don't  think  it's  applicable  tonight. 

Mr.  Renwick:  When  the  minister  men- 
tioned Ireland  the  member  for  Wellington 
South  (Mr.  Worton)  looked  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Getting  on  to  the  re- 
commendations in  the  report  of  the  select 
committee— and  seriously  it's  a  good  one— 
I  have  met  over  the  past  few  months  with 
representatives  of  the  federation  and  of  the 
league.  They  have  made  representations  to 
me,  asking  that  certain  changes  be  made  in 
the  proposed  Act  that  I  undertake  to  intro- 
duce in  the  very  near  future  dealing  with 
credit  unions. 

The  representations  that  have  been  made 
to  me  within  the  last  few  months  from  my 
study  have  not  differed  from  those  that  were 
made  before  the  select  committee  in  1969 
and,  in  many  instances,  ignored  by  that  select 
committee.  I  pass  no  judgement.  Rightly  or 
wrongly,  they  were  ignored;  and  the  same 
representations  were  made  to  me. 

There  will  be  a  new  Credit  Unions  Act 
introduced  in  this  House  in  the  not  too  dis- 
tant future  dealing  with  credit  unions.  They 
are  a  very  significant  banking  institution,  a 
very  significant  economic  factor  in  this  prov- 
ince today;  anyone  in  this  House  who  denies 
that  is  being  ignorant  of  the  facts— and  I  am 
not  suggesting  anyone  here  is  guilty  of  that 
type  of  thing. 

The  facts  of  the  matter  are  these,  Mr. 
Speaker:  When  the  rate  was  set  under  sec- 
tion 32  of  the  Act,  it  was  one  per  cent  per 
month  or  12  per  cent  per  annum  chargeable 
on  loans  payable  by  members.  The  economic 
vice  has  closed  in  the  last  few  weeks, 
wherein  the  prime  rate  charged  by  the  Bank 
of  Canada  now  is  11  per  cent.  Credit  unions 
cannot  compete  in  today's  economic  atmos- 
phere. The  depositor  who  would  normally 
deposit  into  his  account  at  the  credit  union 


is  being  seduced  off  into  other  forms  of  more 
attractive  investments,  and  he's  putting  his 
money  into  guaranteed  investment  certifi- 
cates and  certain  types  of  bank  accounts  that 
are  very  attractive. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  getting  10.25  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  They  are  unable  to 
attract  funds  into  the  credit  union  because 
even  if  they  get  the  money  in  and  pay  the 
prime  rate  of  11  per  cent  and  lend  it  at  12 
per  cent,  which  is  the  maximum,  there  is  a 
one-point  spread  on  which  all  their  adminis- 
trative costs  and  everything  else  must  flow. 
The  credit  unions  have  come  to  us  and  said: 
"Please  release  the  limit  set  under  section 
32."  This  piece  of  legislation  has  been  intro- 
duced to  permit  that. 

Now  the  next  question:  Do  we  set  the 
rate  in  this  House  or  do  we  set  it  under 
regulation?  That's  a  very  bona  fide  question. 
I  am  not  going  to  minimize  it  and  suggest 
that  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  his  or  her 
wisdom  has  more  collective  wisdom  than  the 
members  of  this  House.  But  there's  a  very 
practical  consideration.  I  am  going  to  intro- 
duce a  new  Act  in  the  very  distant  future- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Distant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Yes,  "distant"  being 
perhaps  next  week  or  at  the  resumption  of 
the  session  in  the  fall,  because  when  we  talk 
for  an  hour  and  a  half  or  two  hours  on  a 
section  that's  a  line  and  a  half  long,  I  don't 
know  what  time  I  have  got  left.  But  I  will 
tell  you  this,  Mr.  Speaker:  The  Credit  Unions 
Act  is  drafted  and  it  is  on  my  desk;  and  if  we 
can  get  on  with  the  business  of  government, 
I  will  introduce  it  next  week.  If  we  don't 
have  that  time,  I  have  no  alternative  but  to 
wait  until  fall. 

But  the  point  remains:  Credit  unions  can- 
not compete  today.  A  month  from  now,  if 
the  prime  rate  runs  to  12  per  cent,  it  will 
be  a  great  business.  They  can  put  money 
out  as  12  per  cent  and  pay  12  per  cent  on 
the  money  they  get  in.  In  other  words,  they 
are  not  getting  anywhere,  but  their  adminis- 
trative costs  are  taking  them  further  under- 
ground. 

I  am  not  suggesting  for  a  minute  that  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  his  or  her  wisdom 
has  more  knowledge  of  the  problems,  eco- 
nomic or  otherwise,  in  this  province  than  the 
members  of  this  House,  because  it  simply 
isn't  true.  I  am  just  saying  there  is  a  very 
practical  problem  before  the  credit  unions 
of  this  province,  because  if  the  prime  rate 
jumps  in  the  next  two  or  three  weeks  and  if 
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this  House  isn't  in  session  until  September 
or  October,  we're  doing  the  credit  imion 
movement  a  disservice.  In  fact  we  may  be 
actually  heralding  economic  doom  for  them 
if  we  don't  give  them  the  flexibility  they  re- 
quire by  allowing  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Coimcil  the  flexibility  to  change  the  rate 
by  regulation. 

What  I  propose,  should  this  legislation  pass 
this  House,  is  to  set  a  maximum  rate  for  the 
time  being— and  I  hope  I  don't  have  to  ask 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  to  change  it— of  15 
per  cent  per  annum  or  IV4  per  cent  per 
month,  which  will  mean  that  that  will  be 
the  rate,  save  and  except  any  additional  in- 
crease is  required  because  of  the  economic 
squeeze.  This  is  the  maximum  only  that  the 
credit  union  may  set— not  must  set.  It's  not 
mandatory.  If  a  credit  union  can  negotiate 
on  its  present  rates,  fine.  If  a  credit  union 
cannot  compete  on  the  present  12  per  cent, 
then  it  has  the  flexibility  to  move  to  15  or 
IV4  per  cent  per  month  on  the  unpaid  bal- 
ance. 

I  am  not  prepared  to  embark  on  a  long 
discourse  on  the  philosophy  of  the  credit 
union  movement.  I  accept  that.  I  have  met 
with  these  people  over  the  past  many  months 
and  it's  been  a  very  educational  thing.  I'm 
quite  familiar,  I  think,  with  the  1969  select 
committee  report.  It's  an  excellent  report. 

The  hon.  member  for  Riverdale  asked  why 
the  minister  and  his  people  don't  get  off^ 
their  preoccupations  and  get  down  to  a  gov- 
ernment-sponsored and  supported  movement. 
Let  me  tell  the  member  for  Riverdale  that  the 
league  doesn't  want  the  proposal  as  unani- 
mously submitted  by  the  select  committee 
in  1969. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  made  that  point  perfectly 
clear  that  I  didn't  want  to  recommend  pres- 
entation of  our  recommendations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That's  fine.  The  mem- 
ber very  properly  drew  to  my  attention  that 
the  flexibility  of  setting  rates  by  regulation 
was  adopted  in  British  Columbia  in  1969, 
and  this  is  what  I  ask  now.  I'm  not  asking 
on  a  permanent  basis  that  government  by 
regulation  be  inserted  in  substitution  of  gov- 
ernment by  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  doesn't  have 
to  worry.  We're  not  fighting  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  don't  know  what 
members  opposite  were  doing.  We  started 
at  6:10  o'clock  and  here  we  are  at  9:10. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  are  trying  to  educate  the 
minister. 


Mr.  Renwick:  We  were  trying  to  get  him  to 
understand  what  it  was  all  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  see.  Are  members 
opposite  in  favour  of  this  legislation  as  in- 
troduced? 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  we  said. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  has  that  got  to  do  with 
it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  If  they're  in  favour  of 
this,  I  take  it  that  section  1,  saying  that  sec- 
tion 32  is  repealed,  is  not  really  an  issue. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  wfll  deal  with  that  when 
we  go  into  committee. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  minister  knows  what 
we're  like  when  we  don't  agree  with  legisla- 
tion. 

An  hon.  member:  I  know  what  members 
opposite  are  like  all  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  How  about  the  name 
of  the  Act?  Is  there  any  discussion  on  that? 


Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  the  minister  going  to  amend 


it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  consider  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  will  deal  with  that  in 
committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  There  is  just  one  other 
thing  I'd  like  to  say  to  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  The  cost  of  democ- 
racy comes  high  tonight. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  is  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale  didn't  say  anything  about  some- 
thing being  a  catastrophe  or  being  a  hoary 
chestnut.  I  wonder  if  he  is  overlooking  some 
of  the  problems  that  exist,  perhaps,  in  this 
legislation. 

He  made  me  very  nervous,  because  I 
thought  I  was  going  to  have  to  go  to  the 
Speaker  shortly  because  he  accused  me  of 
fooling  around.  He  said:  "Where's  the  bill? 
The  minister  fools  around."  I  didn't  go  for 
that.  I'm  the  father  of  se\'eral  children  in 
this  province,  most  of  whom  bear  my  name. 

Then  he  went  on  to  say  the  credit  union 
movement  doesn't  appeal  to  a  Tory  govern- 
ment. I  became  more  objective  then  instead 
of  subjective,  because  I  forgot  about  the 
chfldren. 
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He  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  credit  union 
movement  doesn't  appeal  to  a  Tory  govern- 
ment. It  doesn't  only  appeal  to  it,  but  we 
recognize  the  very  important  role  that  credit 
unions  play  in  this  province.  Because  we 
recognize  it,  we  try  to  be  responsive;  because 
we  try  to  be  responsive  we  introduce  legis- 
lation, and  because  we  introduce  legislation 
we  end  up  having  a  discourse  on  whether 
section  91  is  a  hoary  chestnut. 

All  I'm  asking  members  to  do  is  to  support 
this  bill  so  that  we,  in  turn,  can  support  the 
requests  of  the  credit  unions  of  this  province, 
which  to  me  seem  very  valid. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  How  about  the  caisse  popu- 
laire? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Let's  get  on  with  the 
business  of  government.  Let's  not  talk  about 
who  is  right  and  who  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  the  minister  has  taken 
20  minutes. 

Mr.  Renwick:   Mr.   Speaker,  perhaps  in  a 
moment  of  flexibility- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —if  the  minister  wants  us  to 

put  the  bill  in  committee- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 

order.    Order.    Will    the    hon.    member    be 

seated? 

The  motion  is  for  second  reading  of  Bill 
79.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading?  Committee  of  the  whole  house? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


CREDIT  UNIONS  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  79,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Credit  Unions  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  79,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Credit  Unions  Act.  Any  discussion  on  this 
bill? 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Yes,  on 
section  1  of  the  bill,  I  wanted  to  point  out 
to  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  my  col- 
league, the  member  for  Lakeshore  ( Mr. 
Lawlor),  remarked  that  it  was  a  non-cata- 
strophic  bill.    The   minister   heard    only   the 


"catastrophic"  part  of  it.  Most  of  the  remarks 
that  he  made  on  second  reading,  therefore, 
were  irrelevant. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  May  I  speak  to 
that? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes  he  can  speak  to  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  May  the  record  show 
for  posterity— because  I  know  that  for  years 
to  come  students  will  look  up  the  remarks 
tendered  in  this  debate— that  my  notes  show 
that  I  said  it  was  catastrophic.  May  the  re- 
cord show  that  it  has  now  been  corrected 
and  may  scholars  for  years  to  come  recognize 
the  contribution  that  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  made  with  his  remarks  dealing  with 
section  91  of  the  British  North  America  Act. 
Sir  John  A.  Macdonald  would  indeed  be 
proud  of  him  this  evening. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  other  matter  on  section 
1  of  the  bill  is,  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  a  little  bit  more  about  these  nego- 
tiations which  he  had.  Is  he  proposing  that 
all  of  the  credit  unions  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  belong  either  to  the  Ontario  Credit 
Union  League  or  to  the  Federation  of 
Caisses  Populaires? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  have  made  no  such 
suggestion,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  they  belong 
to  any  such  association. 

Mr.  Renwick:   What  is  the  bill  going  to 

say? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  recognize  that  the 
bill  recommends  that  there  be  a  stabilization 
fund  provided  for  the  depositors  in  the  credit 
unions  and  oaisses  populaires.  I  recognize 
that.  I  recognize  that  the  substantial  amount 
of  money  on  deposit— well  in  excess  of  $1 
billion— should  be  protected  by  some  type  of 
insurance  or  stabilization  fund.  I  also  recog- 
nize that  the  Canada  Deposits  Insurance 
Corp.  will  only  accept  deposits  monitored  by 
a  provincial  stabilization  fund  inspected  by 
the  provincial  inspectors.  I  recognize  that.  I 
have  had  discussions  along  these  lines.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  the  caisses  populaires 
or  the  federation  run  their  own  stabilization 
funds  and  that  those  credit  unions  that  be- 
long to  the  league  run  their  own  stabilization 
fund- 
Mr.  Renwick:  And  what  about— 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —and  those  that  don't 
belong  to  any  perhaps  be  subject  to  a  pro- 
vincial stabilization  fund- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Much  better. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —and  I  have  had  some 
discussioins  pointing  out  the  diflScultiesi  there, 
and  I  say  this  very  seriously— we  have  had 
some  fun  tonight  but  I  say  this  very  seriously 
—I  recognize  the  validity,  or  what  I  pre- 
sume to  be  the  validity,  of  the  report  of  that 
1969  select  committee  on  credit  unions,  and 
I  find  it  very  diflBcult  at  this  period  in  time 
to  accede  to  the  requests  of  both  the  federa- 
tion and  the  league  to  vary  the  unanimous 
report  of  that  committee  which  was  rendered 
in  1969.  I  find  it  very  difiicult  to  find  a 
rationale'  to  change  the  recommendations 
made  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  are  only  three  mem- 
bers of  the  committee  left.  I  take  it  that 
what  the  minister  is  saying  is  that  there  are 
going  to  be  three  stabilization  fund's^ 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  No. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —one  for  the  league,  one 
for  the  fed"eration  and  a  provincial'  one  for 
the  maverick  credit  unions  that  don't  belong 
to  either? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  That  is  what  has  been, 
in  effect,  suggested  up  to  the  present  time. 
That  is  not  what  I  am  recommending.  I  dbn't 
wish  to  get  into  that. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  It  is 
entirely  irrelevant. 

Ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Why  dont 
you  caH  for  order  here? 

(Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  only  have 
one  other  question.  The  minister,  during  the 
course  of  his  remarks,  referred  on  one  oc- 
casion to  the  not-too-distant  future  and  the 
next  time  to  the  distant  future  with  reject 
to  the  introdoiction  of  the  bill.  What  did  he 
mean?  Are  you  going  to  introduce  it  before 
we  adjoumi  next  week? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  would  like 
to  say  to  the  member  for  Riverdale  that  I 
d'on't  consider  that  question  really  on  section 
1  of  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
you  are  probably  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  1  carry? 
iSection  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:   Any  discussion  on  section 


2? 


On  section  2: 


Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Yes, 
just  very  briefly,  Mr.  Chairman.  Section  2  is 
where  we  get  to  the  problems  that  I  had  in 
setting  the  rate  by  regulations'  rather  than 
by  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Sorry,  go  ahead. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  I  have  never 
seen  Rusty  so  incensed. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  minister  correctly  point- 
ed out  that  if  the  prime  rate  continued  to 
escalate,  he*  would  want  to  have  that  flexi- 
bility very  quickly,  with  the  House  not  sit- 
ting, to  change  that  rate  by  regulation. 

(Surely  we  could  have  had  an  in-between 
position.  If  we  weren't  going  to  have  it  go 
through  the  House,  and  in  view  of  our 
suspicions  as  to  how  things  occur  in  regula- 
tions, instead  of  doing  it  by  regulation  or  by 
fegisilation  through  this  Legislature,  he  could 
have  set  a  fixed  percentage  above  whatever 
the  prime  interest  might  go  to.  He  is  agree- 
ing now  to  set  it  by  regulation  at  15  per  cent, 
which  is  four  per  cent  above  the  prime  rate 
of  11  per  cent.  The  way  to  amend  this;  Act 
would  have  been  to  allow  them  to  go  to  a 
maximum  of  four  per  cent  above  vmatever 
the  prime  rate  is.  He  wouldin't  even  have  to 
do  it  by  regulation  then. 

il  hope  the  minister  will  take  this  into  con- 
sidferation  for  the  l^arger  bill  he  is  going  to 
bring  in  and  since  he  said  several  times,  by 
implication,  that  there  might  be  something 
dbne  about  this  section  at  that  time. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  any  discussion  of  one  system  as  opposed 
to  the  other— that  is,  the  rate  being  fixed'  by 
the  House  or  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor^ 
is  probably  academic  at  this  particular 
moment.  I  suggest  that  we  have  got  off  on 
a  bit  of  a  tangent  in  discussing  things  like 
the  philosophy  and  what  our  select  conunit- 
tee  has  recommended  in  years  gone  by.  They 
are  not  relative  or  pertinent  to  our  discussion 
tonight. 

(I   think   the   members   opposite    recognize 
there  is  a  critical  situation  facing  the  credit 
unions  in  this  province- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): That's  right. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  We  recognize  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —and  I  am  prepared  to 
enter  into  a  lengthy  debate  when  the  new 
bill  is  before  this  House  at  some  time  in  the 
future. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  distant  future. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  don't  wish  to  limit 
that- 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  we  were  talking 
about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Well,  the  members  op- 
posite are  very  sincere  in  their  criticism  and 
suggestions)  pertaining  to  that  Act,  because 
it's  a  very  important  piece  of  legislation^ 

Mr.  Renwick:  Catastrophic. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  And  perception^ddd 
the  member  say  "perception"? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  minister  said  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Perception. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Catastrophic. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Oh,  perception;  I  see. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  minister 
is  wasting  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  just  like  to 
urge  the  House  to  consider  this  legislation 
here  and  tonight  on  today's  terms,  bearing 
in  mind  that  we  may  not  be  here  in  this 
particular  arena  long  in  the  future,  a  month 
from  now,  two  months  or  three  months  from 
now.  Yet  if  the  prime  rate  changes,  as  it  is 
fixed  by  the  Bank  of  Canada,  the  credit 
imions  must  have  some  flexibility.  We  can^ 
niot  recall  the  House  to  debate  the  same  issues 
that  we  have  debated  here  tonight. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  can't  expect  Bob  Stanfield  to 
do  it,  because  he  would  freeze  everything. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Ord'er,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  ask  the  mem- 
bers to  seriously  consider  it  and,  I  hope,  to 
support  it;  because*  to  not  support  it  really 
will  be— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  this  is  palaver.  No- 
body is  against  it. 

'Mr.  Renwick:  Why  is  the  minister  taking 
so  long  about  such  a  simple  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  —a  blow  against  the 
credit  union  movement  in  this  month. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  have  never  seen  anyone  so 
defensive. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Shall  section  2  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  con- 
tinuing on  this  point,  that  was  precisely  my 
suggestion;  this  section  of  the  amendment 
Act  could  have  easily  set  the  rate  as  a  fixed 
percentage  above  whatever  the  prime  rate 
went  to.  If  the  prime  rate  went  to  12  per 
cent,  if  four  per  cent  was  written  in  this 
section,  it  would  let  the  credit  unions  charge 
16  per  cent.  We  appreciate  that  they  need 
this  increased  interest  rate  at  this  point,  re- 
grettably because  the  cost  of  living  and  the 
cost  of  interest  on  loans  have  gone  to  what 
they  are.  We're  not  fighting  that. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Why 
don't  you  deal  with  it  in  committee? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  What  we're  saying,  though— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  We're  speaking  to  the  sec- 
tion dealing  with— 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  should  say  to  the  mem- 
ber I  think  this  particular  point  was  decided 
in  principle  on  second  reading.  Now  we're 
repeating  the  same  thing. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  wonder  if  there  are  any 
new  questions  or  anything  else  other  than 
that? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  There's  nothing 
new  about  them. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  not,  we  should  get  on 
with  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  take  your  orders  from 
Rusty  Ruston.  That's  all  I  can  say. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Stop  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  new  point  here  is  that 
under   this   section,   and   the   way   in   which 
it's  done- 
Mr.  Ruston:  I  would  like  to  give  a  half- 
hour  speech  on  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  His  interjections  will  make  as 
much  sense  as  your  speeches. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —my  suggestion  is  that  it 
should  have  been  tied  to  a  fixed  rate  above 
the  prime  interest  rate  in  this  country;  then 
we  wouldn't  have  had  to  worry  about  doing 
it  by  regulation,  which  we  find  an  unac- 
ceptable way  of  changing  things. 
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Mr.  Roy:  Good  for  you,  Ted.  That  was  a 
great  point. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  be  brief 
because  I  know  that  this  is  very  important 
legislation,  I  realize  the  position- 
Mr.   Lawlor:    The  member  had  better  be 
brief.  He  has  eflFrontery  to  stand  up  at  all. 

Mr.  Ruston:  —the  credit  unions  are  in  now. 
The  opposition  to  the  left,  of  course,  is,  fili- 
bustering on  this  bill  but  I  think  the  credit 
unions  are  in  a  very  precarious  situation  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Stop  filibustering. 

Mr.  Ruston:  They  need  this  very  badly 
right  now. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Well,  get  on  with  the  busi- 
ness. 

Mr.   Ruston:    Now,  sure,   I  would  like  to 
see  it  by  legislation- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Ruston:   —but,  on  the  other  hand,  if 
this  Legislature  is  not  in  session  to  take  care 
of  it,  I  guess  we  will  have  to  go  along  with 
regulations,  I  feel  now  the  credit  unions  do 
need  this  legislation  immediately. 

I  happen  to  be  in  an  area  where  we  have 
one  of  the  largest  credit  tmions  in  Ontario. 
It  acts,  actually,  I  suppose,  as  a  bank  and 
looks  after  the  collection  of  all  bills  in  the 
area  so  it  serves  a  real  need. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  like  the  caisses 
populaire. 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  don't  think  we  should  fili- 
buster on  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
we  should  go  ahead  and  pass  it  and  give 
the  credit  unions  the  right  to  charge  a  higher 
rate  of  interest  due  to  the  extreme  high  in- 
terest  rates   in   Canada   right  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

Sections  3  and  4  agreed  to. 

Bill  79  reported. 

Hon,  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  reports  a  certain  bill 
without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill    79,    An    Act    to    amend   the    Credit 
Unions  Act. 


DENTURE  THERAPISTS  ACT 

Mr.  Walker,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Miller, 
moves  second  reading  of  Bill  70,  the  Den- 
ture Therapists  Act,  1974. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  have  expected  the 
minister  to  be  sitting  there  because  we  have 
a  few  things  to  say  to  him.  I  suppose  a  lot 
of  other  people  have  something  to  say  to 
him,  but  in  the  light  of  the  fact  he's  a  rela- 
tively elderly  man  he  gave  it  to  one  of  the 
younger  parliamentary  assistants.  I  suppose 
he  wants  to  give  him  something  to  get  his 
teeth  into. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  The 
member  is  younger  than  I  am. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to  us  the 
only  slogan  one  can  use  at  this  stage  is,  "Here 
we  go  again"  on  the  question  of  dentists  and 
denturists, 

I  think  it  is  important,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  re- 
view the  history  of  this  particular  conflict  as 
it  is  possibly  the  best  evidence  we  have  since 
1971  of  the  incompetence  of  a  government 
in  relation  to  what  I  consider  to  be  a  rela- 
tively minor  problem  in  the  overall  adminis- 
tration of  this  province, 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
That's  right. 

Mr.  Roy;  When  one  reviews  the  legislation 
from  the  start  and  recalls  that— I  think  it 
was— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  have  their  share  of 
flip-flops. 
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Mr.   Roy:   —the  present  Attorney  General 
(Mr.  Welch)  who,  when  he  was  Minister  of 
Health,  introduced  the  original  bill- 
Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    He    was    the    policy 
secretary. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  was  policy  secretary.  Was 
he  policy  secretary  then? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  we  used  to  call  them  super- 
ministers  at  that  time.  He  was  policy  secre- 
tary and  at  that  time  he  introduced  a  bill 
which  we  in  the  opposition  debated  at  length 
in  caucus  and  felt,  after  looking  at  the  pros 
and  cons,  that  we  should  support. 

To  our  surprise,  over  the  summer  period 
and  after  the  bill  was  introduced  in  first 
reading,  the  then  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
Potter)  came  along  and  tried  to  introduce  an 
amendment  on  second  reading  of  this  bill. 
The  Minister  of  Health  at  that  time  had  a 
reputation  as  a  fellow  who  was— well,  as  a 
backbenc?ier,  he  had  a  reputation  as  a  guy 
who  was  somewhat  gung-ho;  who  was  going 
to  bring  in  changes  and  bring  in  what  we 
considered  to  be  a  progressive  type  of  legis- 
lation or  amendments  to  legislation- 
Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Get  to 
the  point. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  here  was  the  start  of  the 
downfall.  I  mean  we  are  seeing  now  what 
happened  to  him  when  we  sent  him  over 
to  Correctional  Services,  and  it's  somewhat 
ironic  that  he  should  end  up  there.  I  mean, 
he  wasn't  that  bad.  But  in  any  event,  he 
attempts,  Mr,  Speaker,  to  introduce  legisla- 
tion on  second  reading,  which  would,  in  fact, 
change  the  principle  of  the  bill.  After  much 
debate— it's  painful,  I  know,  for  the  member 
for  Scarborough  Centre  to  have  to  listen  to 
a  review  of  the  pitfalls  the  government  went 
through. 

Mr.  Drea:  Why  do  I  always  have  to  listen 
to  this  member  at  his  worst? 

Mr.  Roy:  What's  that? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  supported 
the  government  in  every  one  of  its  changes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  member  should 
get  to  the  principle  of  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  am  getting  to  the  principle  of 
this  bill. 


Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  we've  got  to  to 
build  up  to  it.  And  there  is  just  no  way, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  government  is  going  to 
weasel  out  of  the  pitfalls,  or  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  see  nothing  in  the  bill  about 
weaseling.  Let's  get  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  right-the  pitfialls. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  But  there 
are  pitfalls. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  are  talking  about  pitfalls. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  decay. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  There 
are  cavities. 

Mr.  Roy:   In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
Minister  of  Health  at  that  time  tried  to  in- 
troduce   on    second    reading   an    amendment 
which  would  change  the  principle  of  the  bill, 
and  had  to  withdraw  the  bill- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  in  the  bill? 
Mr.  Roy:  That's  right,  it  is. 
Mr.  Drea:  Have  you  read  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  is  not  speaking 
to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  right  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  should 
speak  to  this  bill  only. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  wish  you  would  quit  interrupt- 
ing me,  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  breaking  up  my 
train  of  thought  here.  I  am  having  problems. 

Mr.  Drea:  You  never  had  a  train  of 
thought. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  the  member  for 
Scarborough  Centre  should  not  fall  over 
backwards.  He'll  hurt  my  feelings.  In  any 
event,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  second  reading  he  had 
to  withdraw  the  bill,  introduce  a  new  bill 
which  would  force  the  denturists  to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  should 
speak  to  this  bill.  Now,  I  don't  want  to  have 
to  warn  him  again. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  am  speaking  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  He  is 
talking  about  the  bill- 


Mr.  Speaker:  You  are  taking  a  long  time  Mr.  Speaker:  There  is  no  need  to  review 

doing  it.  Get  down  to  this  bill.  the  whole  history-speak  to  this  bill  only. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Listen,  Mr.  Speaker,  you 
listened  to  a  debate  on  a  whole  select  com- 
mittee report  just  a  minute  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wasn't  in  the  chair. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  you  were  on 
second  reading. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  Mr,  Speaker,  we 
are  dealing  with  a  piece  of  legislation  now 
which  is  contrary  to  a  piece  of  legislation 
amended  about  a  year  ago,  against  the  oppo- 
sition of  this  House.  The  then  minister  went 
ahead  and  passed  the  bill  which  would  force 
the  denturists  to  work  under  the  supervision 
of  dentists,  and  after  having  passed  this  legis- 
lation, Mr.  Speaker,  he  proclaimed  certain 
parts  of  it  in  pieces.  And  the  denturists,  of 
course,  defied  the  bill,  which  led  up  to  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  Order  please. 
The  member  will  please  resume  his  seat.  I 
must  point  out  to  him  that  a  complete  review 
of  the  proceedings  regarding  the  denturists' 
bills  of  the  past,  or  any  actions,  are  not 
necessary. 

The  bill  before  us  has  certain  principles 
which  are  envunerated.  And  the  member  can 
surely  stick  to  the  principles  enumerated  in 
this  bill  without  going  back  over  everything 
else. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker— 

An  Hon.  member:  Keep  on  going.  Ignore 
him. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.    J.    M.    Turner    (Peterborough):    Start 
over.  Let's  talk  about  the  bill  now. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  find  it  extremely 
restrictive   when   we  are  to  discuss  policy- 
Mr.  Turner:  When  you  have  to  talk  about 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  I  know  that  you  are  trying 
to  protect  them  on  the  other  side  there,  that 
it's  embarrasing  to  discuss  the  whole  history 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.    Good:    Absolutely.    It's   a   whole- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  is  the  minister? 
Where  is  Welch?  Where  is  Potter? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  All  three 
ministers- 
Mr.  Roy:  I  just  feel,  Mr.  Speaker- 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  axe  hiding  in  an 
ante-room. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  just  feel,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in 
discussing  policy,  in  discussing  a  principle 
of  a  bill,  that  it  is  within  the  terms  of  ref- 
erence and  rules  of  this  House  to  discuss 
what  happened  and  what  led  up  to  this  bill. 
We  always  do  it. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  Get  dowTi  to 
business. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Of  course. 

Mr.  Ruston:  They  do  that  in  Ottawa.  It's 
parliamentary  procedure. 

Mr.  Turner:  This  is  not  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Roy:  And  as  embarrassing  as  it  might 
be,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  have  a  certain  amount 
of  sympathy  with  the  other  side  to  have  to 
bring  this  up— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  lot  of  them  are  blush- 
ing. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  I  think  it's  important  that 
we  do  so. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  Minister  of  Education  is 
even  blushing. 

Mr.    Roy:    In    any    event,    Mr.    Speaker— 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
I  am  not  blushing. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  should  be  if  he's 
not.  He  changed  his  mind  three  times  in 
a  year. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  passed  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  would  force  the  denturists 
to  work  under  the  supervision  of  the— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  defi- 
nitely and  distinctly  disobeying  the  orders 
of  the  Chair.  I  would  ask  him  to  please  stick 
to  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  getting  to  the 
principle  of  this  bill,  but  I  can't  get  to  it 
by  lust  jumping  on  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  See  how  much  trouble  the 
Liberals  have  with  principles? 

Mr.  Roy:  I've  got  to  work  out  gradually, 
logically,   and   I  understand  that  proceeding 
logically    is    diflBcult   for    the    other    side    to 
understand  without  their  procedure- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr,  Roy:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
denturists  defied  the  legislation,  even  though 
the  minister  didn't  even  know  that  the  legis- 
lation had,  in  fact,  been  proclaimed.  In  fact, 
charges  were  laid,  subsequent  to  the  previous 
bill,  and  after  great  public  pressure,  here  we 
have- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Here  comes  one  of  them 
now. 

Mr.  Roy:  —this  present  bill  now.  Here  we 
have  one  of  them  now.  One  of  the  culprits  in 
this  whole- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  Oxford 
(Mr.  Parrott)  is  on  the  way. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
on  this  side  of  the  House  will  have  to  oppose 
this  bill,  because  it  satisfies  no  one  at  all. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  member  has  got  to  be  kid- 
ding. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  will  be  opposing  this  bill 
because  the  minister,  in  introducnig  this 
legislation,  reminds  one  of  a  reluctant  virgin. 
He  is  afraid  to  go  all  the  way. 

Mr.  Turner:  Who  is  afraid? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
feel  that  the  minister  has  succeeded— There 
is  something  rattling  on  the  member's  desk 
over  there,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  is  annoying,  and 
I  wish  you  would  bring  him  to  order. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  feel  that  the 
bill  satisfies  no  one  and,  in  fact,  confuses  the 
public.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  bring  it  to 
the  attention  of  the  House  that  the  previous 
Minister  of  Health,  the  member  for  Quinte, 
seems  to  have  dropped  something  on  his  desk; 
and  it  is  extremely  annoying. 

Mr.  Good:  He  has  been  toothless  before. 

Mr.  Ruston:  That's  his  toothless  bill  over 
there. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  for  various  reasons 
we  were  forced  to  oppose  this  bill.  First  of 
all,  it  confuses  the  public  as  to  what  they  are 
entitled  to  in  relation  to  a  new  profession 
that  has  been  created.  It  has  changed  names 
so  often— it  is  now  called  the  Denture  Thera- 
pists Act.  We  feel  in  allowing  only  complete 
denture— Is  there  something  wrong  with  the 
member  for  Scarborough  Centre? 

Mr.  Drea:  I  just  don't  understand. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Roy:   He  has  difficulty  understanding. 
Yes,  I  guess  he  would.  He  has  been  led  up 
and  down  the  valley  so  often  that  he- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  will  follow  wherever 
they  go. 

Mr.  Ruston:  He  will  follow  over  hill  and 

dale. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  has  his  reward;  third 
assistant  parliamentary  deputy  secretary  to 
somebody. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  is  difficult  to  understand, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  fact  that  under  the  pres- 
ent bill,  partial  removable  dentures  will  be 
allowed  only  under  supervised  denture  thera- 
py, and  we  feel  that  this  is  not  satisfactory. 
In  fact,  with  this  bill  the  minister  has 
succeeded  in  I  suppose  having  both  sides  of 
the  question- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  having  neither. 

Mr.  Roy:  —against  him.  The  dentists  are 
mad  at  him,  because  he  has  allowed  certain 
things  for  the  denturists  to  do.  The  denturists 
are  not  pleased,  because  they  are  only  al- 
lowed to  go  so  far.  And,  of  course,  the  pub- 
lic is  confused,  not  knowing  what  to  expect 
from  either  profession.  We  feel,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  bringing  in  this  type  of  legislation  is  ir- 
responsible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  number  of  mat- 
ters. Of  course,  we  will  be  prepared  to  sup- 
port the  bill  if  the  government  decides  to 
accept  our  amendments,  which  we  feel  will 
enhance  the  bill  and  will  bring  some  logic 
back  in  this  confused  mess,  which  it  really 
is. 

We  feel,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  if  the  govern- 
ment was  prepared  to  accept  our  amendment 
—in  other  words,  after  clause  (1)  of  section  1 
of  the  bill,  to  allow  any  upper  or  lower  re- 
movable partial  dentures— that  we  would  con- 
sider supporting  this  bill. 

There  is  the  other  matter  that  is  diflScuIt 
for  us  to  understand,  Mr.  Speaker.  Not  only 
has  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Miller)  not 
interceded,  but  apparently  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, is  continuing  with  certain  prosecutions, 
which  we  consider  to  be  patently  unfair. 
Charges  have  been  laid  under  a  piece  of 
legislation  which  is  being  amended  to  allow 
denturists  to  do  what  they  were  stopped  from 
doing  under  the  old  bill. 

How  can  the  government  possibly  con- 
vince the  public  of  its  sincerity,  or  convince 
the  profession   of  its  sincerity,  in  amending 
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what  was  clearly  a  mistake  in  the  past,  when 
it  is  prepared  to  continue  to  prosecute  indi- 
viduals who,  according  to  the  government, 
were  breaking  laws  which  are  being  amended 
and  which  would  make  what  they  were  doing 
in  the  past  legal  today? 

Mr.  Good:  Like  hanging  a  guy  after  you 
have  abolished  capital  punishment. 

Mr.  Roy:  And  this  is  where  we  feel,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  government  loses  credibility. 

We  feel  that  other  aspects  of  the  bill  are 
weak.  For  instance,  we  don't  see  any  reason 
for  the  creation  of  the  appeal  board  under 
this  particular  bill.  Why  can't  the  appeal 
board  created,  for  example,  under  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act  be  used  by  anyone  appealing 
a  decision  by  the  committee  under  this  billr 
Are  you  not,  in  fact,  creating  what  we  con- 
sider to  be  heavy  bureaucracy  for  a  very 
limited  group  of  people? 

iWhy  not  use  the  appeal  board  which  has 
been  set  up  under  your— well,  it  has  not  been 
passed  yet,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  it  has  gone 
through  the  committee  —  the  appeal  board 
under  the  Health  Disciplines  Act?  Surely,  I 
would  thiiik  it  is  only  a  question  of  time,  if 
you  are  going  to  proceed'  logically  in  this 
matter,  that  all  professions,  all  disciplines  in 
the  area  of  health  will  be  incllidied  under  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act.  They  will  be  looking 
to  the  appeal  board  under  the  Health  Disci- 
plines Act,  whether  it  is  the  individual  or  the 
public  who  has  a  grievance. 

Mr.  Walker:  It  is  going  to  be  one  and  the 

same. 

Mr.  Roy:  What's  that?  It  is  going  to  be  one 
and  the  same.  We  feel  it  is  being  redundant, 
when  under  this  particular  Act  the  minister 
is  creating  another  appeal  board. 

Mr.  Walker:  It's  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  the  same  thing?  He  doesn't 
say  it  under  this  bill.  The  parliamentary 
assistant  replies,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it's  the 
same  thing.  It's  hard  for  us  to  decide  that 
from  reading  this  bill  and  we  feel  there 
should  be  some  reference  to  it  if  the  minister 
is  creating  the  same  thing.  He  would  not  have 
to  create  it  under  this  bill  if  he  would  just 
refer  an  appeal)  to  the  appeal!  board  as  estab- 
lished under  the  Health  Disciplines  Act.  It 
seems  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  one  of  the 
amendments  the  minister  should  look  at. 

Mr.  Turner:  The  poor  old  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 


Mr.  Roy:  The  second  point  that  should— 
or  another  point  made— what's  the  problem? 

Mr.  Turner:  No  problem. 

Mr.  Roy:   No  problem?  I  don't  have  any 
problems,  either,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  any  event, 
another  point  that  should  be  looked  at  under 
this  bill- 
Mr.  Good:  He  did  a  few  momentsi  ago. 
Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  I  did  a  little  while  ago. 
Mr.  Good:  Not  of  his  own  making, 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes.  I  was  being  interrupted,  Mr. 
Speaker.  That's  the  problem. 

Another  matter  which  should  he  looked  at 
is  that  under  sectioni  2  of  the  present  Act  is 
created  what  is  calJedi  a  board  of  denture 
therapists  which  will  have  nine  members; 
three  members  representing  the  public  inter- 
est and  six  denture  therapists.  I  wonder  if 
the  parliamentary  assistant  and  the  minister 
have  given  consideration  to  the  possibility 
that  we  wild  have  two  classes  of  denture 
therapists  under  this  Act,  those  practising 
under  the  supervision  of  a  dentist  and  those 
not  practising  under  the  supervision  of  a 
dentist. 

We  have  therapists  who  have  acceded  to 
the  requirements  of  the  previous  bill  and 
have  taken  the  exams  and  we  have  the  asso- 
ciation which,  throughout  this  conflict,  since 
1971,  has  been  somewhat  outlawed.  They  are 
the  ones  who  have  put  pressure  on  the  gov- 
ernment and  they  are  the  ones  the  minister 
is  trying  to  pacify  with  this  bill.  Yet  they 
have  no  assurance  under  this  legislation  that 
some  of  their  members  will  be  part  of  this 
board. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  the  minister 
should  look  at  the  fair  distribution  of  indi- 
viduals on  the  board.  If  he  is  going  to  name 
six  denture  therapists  he  should  assure  the 
association  which,  I  would  expect,  would 
have  more  members  than  the  number  of  den- 
tists who  passed'  the  exam,  that  some  of  its 
members  would  be  included  on  thisi  board. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Good  point. 

Mr.  Good:  Once  they  have  passed  their 
exams. 

Mr.  Roy:  There  is  another  matter,  Mr. 
Speaker,  which  I  feel  should  be  looked  into. 
I  saw,  prior  to  the  debate  on  this:  bill  the 
parliamentary  assistant  and  some  of  the  staff 
under  the  galleries  passing  pieces  of  paper 
back  and  forth.  I  take  it  he  will  have  some 
amendments  to  thisi  Act  and  I  would  like  to 


JUNE  13,  1974 


3253 


have  same  idea  of  what  the  amend'ments  are. 
Surely  one  of  the  amendments  will  be  to 
section  30  of  this  Act  which  deals  with  the 
limitation  period  during  which  actions  can  be 
taken. 

Mr.  Walker:  Section  30  will  be  amendfed. 

Mr.  Roy:  Section  30  will  be  amended?  I 
take  it  he  will  be  amending  section  30  to  con- 
form to  his— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  gave  me  these. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  doesn't  have 
to  give  himself  away.  Don't  worry  about  that. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  my  leader  has  just 
handed  me  a  number  of  amendments.  How 
many  are  there?  Something  like  15  amend- 
ments to  the  bill. 

One  of  the  amendments  which  should  be 
looked  at  is  the  amendment  brought  before 
the  committee  on  the  Health  Disciplines  Act, 
dealing  with  the  limitation  period.  I  feel  this 
bill  should  conform  to  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act.  All  disciplines  should,  I  suppose,  be 
regulated  under  a  common  limitation  period 
as  far  as  actions  are  concerned,  if  we  are 
going  to  have  consistency  within  the  health 
field. 

Mr.  Walker:  We  have  picked  up  that  one. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  has  picked  that  one  up? 

Mr.  Walker:  We  have  picked  up  all  the 
amendments  in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  has  picked  up  all  the  amend- 
ments in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act?  If  he 
has,  obviously  this  will  be  an  improvement. 

Mr.  Turner:  He  has  to  be  kidding. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  my 
remarks  on  this  bill,  I  must  again  emphasize 
the  great  and  painful  conflict  we  are  going 
through  again  over  what  I  consider  to  be 
a  relatively  minor  problem  in  the  health  field, 
or  even  in  the  administration  of  this  govern- 
ment. How  the  government  through  stages 
has  flopped  from  one  side  to  the  next!  The 
minister  started  with  the  reputation  of  being 
one  who  would  bring  back  some  logic  within 
the  health  field  and  he  is  attempting  to  tone 
down  a  very  volatile  situation  because  the 
conflict  is  on.  Charges  have  been  laid,  Mr. 
Speaker,  against  denturists  who  were  practis- 
ing against  the  law  and  these  charges  ob- 
viously brought  in  some  public  response. 

It  was  obvious  that  the  previous  minister 


was  very  concerned  about  enforcing  this  legis- 
lation but  having  decided  to  bring  in  some 
amendments  to  the  legislation,  why  did  the 
government  not  bring  in  reasonable  amend- 
ments? Having  decided  to  antagonize  the 
dentists,  why  didn't  it  decide  to  go  all  the 
way  and  at  least  give  the  denturists  something 
that  was  workable? 

With  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  govern- 
ment has  succeeded  in  antagonizing  both 
factions.  It  has  lost  both  sides  and  in  the 
process  confused  the  public  as  to  what  they 
can  obtain  and  what  they  cannot  obtain.  The 
amendments  we  will  be  proposing  are  rea- 
sonable amendments  which  the  government 
should  accept. 

I  suppose  if  the  Tories  were  to  be  honest 
with  themselves  and  if  the  minister  was  to 
be  honest  with  all  members  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, he  should  be  up  on  his  feet,  having 
made  a  statement  thanking  the  opposition 
and  thanking  my  leader  for  the  bill  he  has 
brought  into  this  House  on  two  occasions. 
It  was  the  reasonable  approach  and  the  gov- 
ernment has  plagiarized  his  bill  but  only 
halfway.  That's  the  trouble  with  this  govern- 
ment; it  only  goes  halfway.  Having  decided 
to  do  something  why,  for  God's  sake,  doesn't 
it  do  it  right? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  reluctant  virgins. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  right.  They  are  reluctant 
virgins  and  I  would  hate  ever  to  call  the 
member  for  Scarborough  Centre  a  virgin  but 
he  is  part  of  that  group.  In  any  event,  I 
cannot  understand— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  a  philosophical 
virgin. 

Mr.  Roy:  —and  I  would  be  very  interested- 
Mr.  Drea:  Sit  down;  down. 
Mr.  Roy:  He's  out  of  order. 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
Mr.  Speaker:  On  a  point  of  privilege. 

Mr.  Roy:  On  a  point  of  privilege?  He  is 
going  to  deny  he's  not  a  virgin.  Let  him 
count  on  his  fingers;  how  many  times? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Everybody  is  silent;  cast 
a  pearl. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
privilege,  while  I  recognize  the  intellectual 
incapacities  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  East, 
I  am  not  prepared  to  accept  that  type  of 
criticism  about  my  character. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
would  withdraw  his  criticism? 

Mr.  Roy:  Okay,  Mr.  Speaker;  I  withdraw 
the  criticism.  The  member  is  not  a  virgin.  I 
withdraw  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  acceptable  to  the 
hon.  member? 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr,  Speaker,  on  a  matter  of 
privilege  it  seems  to  me  that  when  someone, 
in  his  own  esteem,  is  as  high,  in  a  relatively 
small  party,  as  the  member  for  Ottawa  East 
is,  he  should  be  able  to  contribute  a  little 
bit  more  to  the  language  of  this  assembly 
than  making  wisecracks  about  my  character. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  The  member 
will  tell  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  quite 
right.  Perhaps  the  hon.  member  would  with- 
draw his  remarks. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  remarks  are  they? 

Mr.  Speaker:  They  are  hardly  appropriate 
in  this  chamber. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  remarks?  I  called  him  a 
virgin,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  withdraw  that 
remark.  I  wouldn't  want  to  oflFend  his  char- 
acter by  having  said  that.  I  can't  recall  any- 
thing else  I  called  him.  If  there  are  some 
other  words- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  you  think  that  is  un- 
parliamentary, Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  has  taken 
objection  to  it.  As  Speaker,  I  ask  the  mem- 
ber to  withdraw. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thought  his  point 

of  privilege- 
Mr.   Drea:    Mr.   Speaker,   to   carry  on  the 

point  of  privilege- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  continuing 
on  a  point  of  privilege.  I  can  remember  an 
occasion  in  here  when  I  gave  a  rather  apt 
description  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  East. 
I  called  him  a  militant  coward.  I  was  directed 
to  withdraw  that  remark  on  the  grounds  that 
the  second  part  of  the  description  was  un- 
parliamentary. I  did  so.  On  this  one,  I  feel 
the  member  is  wisecracking  about  certain 
aspects  of  my  character  which  I  am  not 
prepared  to  discuss  in  this  House  or  any- 
where, at  any  time. 

Mr.  R,  F.  Nixon:  He  withdrew  it. 


Mr.  Drea:  He  did  not  withdraw  it.  He  did 
not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  he  did. 

Mr.  Drea:  He  made  another  wisecrack. 
Now  either  he's  going  to  withdraw  it  or  he's 
not. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  he  withdrew  it, 
for  heaven's  sake. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  hon.  member  with- 
drawn the  remark? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  didn't  say  anything 
unparliamentary. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  remark  that  I 
made  was  that  I'd  called  him  a  virgin  and  I 
said  that  I'm  sorry  I  called  him  a  virgin,  he's 
not  a  virgin,  and  I  withdraw  that  remark. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon:  Very  immature. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  did  it  again. 

Mr.  Roy:  I'm  sorry  if  I  hurt  his  feelings. 
What  else  can  I  say? 

Mr.  Drea:  A  yo-yo  like  him  couldn't  hurt 
my  feelings. 

Mr.  Roy:  Maybe  my  remarks  were  unpar- 
liamentary, but  in  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  closing,  I  would  have  thought  the  member 
for  Scarborough  Centre  would  not  be  quite  as 
sensitive,  especially  in  this  particular  debate. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Leave  him  alone  and  get  on 
with  it. 

Mr.  Turner:  Why  doesn't  the  member  talk 
about  the  bill? 

Mr.  Roy:  I  was  talking  about  the  bill  when 
I  was  rudely  interrupted. 

Mr,  Speaker,  for  the  reasons  that  I  have 
outlined,  unless  the  government  is  prepared 
to  accept  some  of  the  amendments  that  we 
shall  be  proposing,  I  feel  that  we  cannot  sup- 
port this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wish  to  make  a  few  statements  on  Bill  70, 
the  Denture  Therapists  Act  1974,  and  I 
would  like  to  read  a  sentence  from  a  minis- 
terial statement.  It  says: 

After  very  careful  consideration  the  gov- 
ernment has  decided  that  a  new  health 
practitioner  to  be  known  as  a  dental  tech- 
nologist should  be  permitted  to  deal  directly 


JUNE  13,  1974 


3255 


with  the  pubhc  in  the  taking  of  impressions 
for  .  .  . 

And  it  goes  on,  blah,  blah,  blah. 

Now,  you  might  suspect  that  this  minis- 
terial statement  was  read  in  the  House  re- 
cently. But,  lo  and  behold,  this  statement 
was  read  June  26,  1972.  It  shows  the  House, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  government,  by  jump- 
ing from  side  to  side,  has  progressed  nowhere 
since  June  1972,  because  we  are  right  back 
at  the  same  position  that  we  were  then.  It 
demonstrates  the  incompetence  and  the  poor 
way  in  which  the  ministry  has  handled  what 
has  been  described  by  the  member  for  Ottawa 
East  as  a  relatively  small  segment  of  the 
problems  which  face  the  people  of  Ontario. 

Just  last  month  in  the  House,  on  May  16, 
the  Minister  of  Health  said:  "The  changes 
being  introduced  today  specify  how  a  person 
wishing  to  become  a  licensed  denture  thera- 
pist must  qualify."  So,  all  we've  done  in  two 
years  is  change  the  word  from  "technologist" 
to  "therapist".  That's  about  the  extent  of  the 
progress  that's  been  made.  I  think  the  House 
should  not  be  under  any  illusions  that  this 
bill  presently  before  the  House  is  going  to 
solve  the  problem. 

Already  there  is  evidence  that  the  bill 
introduced  is  weak  in  13  different  sections. 
I  was  just  recently  handed  13  amendments 
which  apparently  are  going  to  be  introduced 
when  the  bill  goes  into  committee  of  the 
whole  House.  It's  a  further  demonstration  of 
the  type  of  thinking  which  has  been  going  on 
surrounding  the  problem  of  dealing  with  the 
denturists,  who,  Mr.  Speaker,  grew  by  spon- 
taneous demand  of  the  general  public. 

I  think  there  is  no  stronger  force  in  the 
world  than  an  idea  whose  time  has  arrived. 
I  think  the  reason  that  the  government  has 
been  having  trouble  over  these  past  two 
years  in  dealing  with  the  problem  is  that  it 
fails  to  realize  that  the  general  public  has 
got  fed  up  with  the  services  which  have  been 
provided  in  the  past  by  the  dental  societies 
and  it  has  opted  for  a  technician  to  do  certain 
works  in  the  supply  of  dental  prosthesis  for 
the  mouth. 

This  failure  by  the  government  to  recog- 
nize this  principle  is  the  reason  that  they 
have  been  stumbling  and  lurching  for  the  past 
two  years,  and  they  have  offended  thousands 
of  people,  not  only  those  people  in  the  dental 
society,  not  only  those  people  in  the  den- 
turists' society,  but  thousands  and  thousands 
of  legitimate  citizens  across  this  province. 
Citizens  at  the  rate  of  6,000  a  week  are  seek- 
ing service  from  non-dentist  people  in  order 
to  supply  themselves  with  their  needs. 


This  is  the  kind  of  force  which  has  been 
building  up  and  it  is  continuing  to  flourish, 
and  yet  the  goverrmient  brings  in  a  bill  such 
as  Bill  70,  which  still  does  not  meet  the 
needs  and  demands  that  the  general  public 
has  demonstrated  by  its  acceptance  of,  and 
use  of,  a  dental  technician.  The  bill  does  not 
meet  the  needs  of  the  people  as  they  have 
known  them  in  the  past.  Despite  a  major 
effort  by  this  government  to  try  to  downgrade 
the  supply  of  services  by  this  group,  the 
government  has  still  failed. 

The  next  bill  which  will  probably  be  com- 
ing up  is  going  to  repeal  the  section  which 
provided  for  low-cost  dentures.  This  was  a 
ruse  by  the  government  in  collaboration  with 
the  dental  society  to  try  to  cut  the  ground 
out  from  imder  what  the  denturists  have 
built  up  in  the  public  mind.  Even  though  the 
government  pumped  thousands  and  thousands 
of  dollars  into  such  a  subversive  programme, 
it  still  has  not  reached  its  goal. 

I  believe  the  reason  for  the  discontent 
that  has  been  growing  in  the  province  as  it 
relates  to  this  one  aspect  of  healthy  delivery 
services  is  the  continuous  rise  of  health  care 
delivery  costs  on  all  fronts.  In  the  dentistry 
field  this  has  been  one  of  the  most  pro- 
nounced increases.  The  high  cost  of  dental 
service  has  caused  people  not  to  be  able  to 
have  service.  We  know  there  are  thousands 
of  people  who  have  never  gone  to  a  dentist. 
There  are  thousands  of  old  age  pensioners 
on  limited  and  fixed  incomes  who  cannot  pay 
the  prices  which  have  been  demanded. 

This  is  where  the  strength  of  public  opin- 
ion came  from.  The  vacuum  was  there.  Any 
time  you  create  a  vacuum  someone  is  going 
to  rush  in  and  fill  the  void.  This  is  precisely 
what  the  government  has  been  trying  to  fight. 
It  has  been  trying  to  fight  a  vacuum,  and 
it  hasn't  been  able  to  hold  up,  because  the 
vacuum  is  getting  greater  day  by  day. 

I  think  this  is  the  basic  principle  in  the 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  government  is 
trying  to  maintain  a  position  in  the  face  of 
such  a  public  force  and  it  cannot  maintain  it. 
The  battle  is  just  beginning  as  far  as  I  under- 
stand the  position  of  the  denturists.  The 
minister  has  not  played  fair  with  the  den- 
turists as  far  as  that  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Roy:  Neither  have  the  dentists. 

Mr.  Cerma:  The  minister  promised  he 
would  consult  with  them  and  try  to  resolve 
the  issue  which  has  pitted  one  group  against 
the  other.  And  yet  the  bill  comes  in  without 
consultation.  Certainly  there  was  a  lot  of 
consultation  with  the  dental  society,  with  the 
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ODA,  but  there  was  very  little  or  no  con- 
sultation with  the  denturists  who  are  the 
second  group  in  this  agonizing  affair. 

I  have  no  vested  interest  in  either  one  of 
the  groups.  I  am  here  as  a  member  of  the 
general  public.  Many  of  my  constituents  have 
contacted  me  personally.  They  have  used  the 
services  of  denture  technicians  and  they  are 
satisfied  with  them.  Yet  the  government  saw 
fit  to  deny  them  those  when  it  brought  in  the 
infamous  Bill  246.  Bill  70  will  not  last  on 
the  books  any  longer  than  Bill  246  did. 

The  government  is  still  in  trouble,  and  I 
don't  know  why  it  persists  in  maintaining 
this  position.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  govern- 
ment is  acting  like  musk-oxen,  which,  when 
they  are  faced  with  danger  just  form  a  circle, 
put  their  heads  down  and  close  their  eyes. 
This  is  what  the  government  is  doing.  It  is 
trying  to  railroad  it  through  with  brute  force. 

Take  a  look  at  the  penalty  clause  within 
Bill  70.  It  provides  for  fines  up  to  $5,000- 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Good. 

Mr.  Germa:   —and  fines  up  to  $2,000  for 

different  offences.  Take  a  look  at  any  other 
legislation  and  one  doesn't  see  such  extreme 
penalties.  In  a  bill  we  passed  just  tonight, 
the  Private  Vocational  Schools  Act,  for  falsi- 
fying documents  there  was  a  fine  provision  of 
$1,000.  It  has  got  nothing  to  do  with  this 
but  it  is  a  comparative  thing.  It  is  something 
we  just  dealt  with.  For  falsification  of  docu- 
ments in  that  case  the  fine  would  be  $1,000. 
Falsification  of  documents  in  Bill  70  would 
call  for  a  fine  of  $5,000. 

Is  it  any  greater  crime  to  falsify  a  docu- 
ment under  this  bill  than  it  is  to  falsify  a 
document  under  another  bill?  It  only  proves 
to  me  that  the  government  has  set  its  course 
and  is  going  to  smash  the  Denturist  Society 
of  Ontario.  I  can  just  see  that  this  is  what  is 
happening.  The  government  is  going  to  try 
to  railroad  them  right  out  of  business  as  far 
as  I  am  concerned.  Legislation  that  doesn't 
have  popular  support  is  not  necessarily  good 
legislation.  I  believe  that  a  government,  when 
it  sees  fit  to  introduce  unpopular  legislation, 
has  a  right  to  do  it.  In  fact,  it's  incumbent 
upon  it  to  do  so,  if  it  deems  it  to  be  in  the 
best  interest  of  the  public. 

Here  we  have  a  case  of  unpopular  legisla^ 
tion,  and  the  government  is  ramming  it 
through.  But  I  think  whenever  the  govern- 
ment puts  legislation  like  this  before  the 
people,  and  rams  it  through,  with  all  its 
power,  that  it  should  explain  it.  There  is  a 
responsibility  on  the  government  to  make 
the  reasons  good  and  clear  why  it  is  necessary 


to  impose  this  legislation  on  the  public.  The 
government,  in  all  its  movements  in  the  past, 
has  not  made  clear  why  it  should  pass  this 
unpopular  legislation. 

'We  are  not  going  into  a  new  area  here, 
either,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  know  that  most  of 
Canad'a  right  now  has  legislation  on  the  books 
somewhat  similar  to  this.  Most  of  it  is  better 
than  this,  and  it  is  what  the  public  has 
demanded. 

The  basic  objection  that  we  have  to  this 
bill  is  that  it  does  not  give  this  denture 
therapist,  as  you  call  him  now,  the  right  to 
deliver  the  services  that  the  public  has  got 
used  to  receiving  from  him.  You  are  cutting 
back  on  the  delivery  of  services  the  public  is 
used  to  and  which  the  public  demands.  I 
think  this  is  the  basic  principle  that  you  have 
missed,  and  the  reason  that  we  have  to  vote 
against  this  bill. 

(There  is  no  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  the 
service  the  public  has  been  receiving  for 
these  past  many  years  should:  not  be  con- 
tinued. There  is  no  evidence  that  I  have 
been  able  to  uneover,  or  that  anyone  has  been 
able  to  uncover,  that  these  technicians,  by 
working  directly  in  the  mouth  of  a  patient, 
are  causing  a  serious  health  hazard. 

There  have  never  been  malpractice  suits  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  Each  and  every  one 
of  these  people  operating  have  liability  in- 
surance by  Lloyd's  of  London.  Lloyd's  of 
London  has  never  had  a  claim  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  There  is  no  evidence  that  these 
people  whom  you  are  legislating  practically 
out  of  business  are  a  danger  to  the  health  of 
the  average  person  in  Ontario.  Certainly,  as 
a  layman,  I  am  willing  to  take  my  chances 
with  them,  and  apparently  6,000  other  laymen 
per  week  are  willing  to  take  their  chances, 
because  they  know  the^"  have  been  getting 
ripped  off  by  the  dental  association  and  the 
dentists  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

The  bill  will  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  effectively 
destroy  the  denturists'  society.  This  is  the 
organization  which  rushed  in  to  fill  a  need 
when  the  service  was  not  being  supplied  by 
the  dental  association.  Now,  unless  we  allow 
the  denturists  free  access  to  make  partial  den- 
tures, we  are  going  to  rob  them  of  over  50 
per  cent  of  their  business,  and  you  are  going 
to  rob  the  public  of  Ontario  of  access  to  50 
per  cent  of  their  services.  That's  the  serious 
part  of  it— the  people  who  carmot  afford  to 
go  to  where  you  are  trying  to  direct  them. 
You  are  denying  them  the  right  to  go  some- 
place else. 

I  think  the  people  in  the  health  disciplines 
section  of  our  community  are  the  last  to 
und'erstand   that   the   consumer— in   this    case 
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he  is  called/  the  patient  and  he  is  not  a 
patient;  call  him  a  consumer— has  had  very 
little  to  say  about  the  type  of  service  he  gets, 
or  where  he  is  going  to  get  the  service.  I 
think  it  is  time  you  realized  that  the  patient, 
or  the  consumer,  has  a  right  to  determine 
this.  He  should  have  some  cnoice,  within  cer- 
tain guidelines  and  boundaries,  as  dictated  by 
the  government. 

But,  by  this  one  stroke  of  the  pen,  the 
minister  is  now  denying  him  of  50  per  cent 
of  the  access  that  he  enjoys  at  present— albeit 
illegally.  And  the  reason  he  is  still  enjoying 
it  illegally  is  because  the  force  of  public 
opinion  is  so  great  that  no  government,  not 
even  the  big,  blue  machine  government,  can 
stand  against  it. 

il  would  also  like  to  bring  to  the  attention 
of  the  House,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  minister— 
I  said  before  that  he  hadn't  been  playing  ball 
with  the  denturistsi  as  we  presently  Know 
them— is  not  only  not  co-operating,  but  has 
taken  certain  steps  even  to  subvert  their 
organization  by  sending  out  private  letters  to 
each  and  every  person  in  the  denturist  asso- 
ciation, reminding  them  that  they  weren't 
necessarily  wedded  to  their  executive  and  that 
they  should  maybe  question  the  direction  in 
which  their  executive  was  taking  them. 

But  I  should  like  to  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  even  despite  the  minister's  attempt  at 
subverting  the  denturists'  society,  that  a  meet- 
ing was  held  on  Sunday,  June  2,  and  a  deci- 
sion was  made,  I  will  quote  now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
from  a  letter  dated  June  3,  1974,  and  ad- 
dressed to  the  Hon.  Frank  Miller,  Minister 
of  Health.  It  says: 

A  decision  was  taken  by  all  present  at 
the  meeting  resulting  in  the  members  vot- 
ing unanimously  (with  one  abstention)  that: 

(a)  The  members  are  fully  prepared  to 
write  examinations,  provided  that  reason- 
able guidelines  can  be  agreed  to  between 
this  society  and  your  ministry;  and 

(b)  That  Bill  70  as  it  now  stands  is  un- 
acceptable to  this  society  so  long  as  it  un- 
reasonably restricts  denturists  from  provid- 
ing those  services  to  the  public  which  the 
public  have  come  to  expect  and  have  a 
right  to  receive. 

I  endorse  that  statement,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
public  has  a  right  to  receive  this  kind  of 
service.  The  public  has  a  right  to  decide 
what  they  want— and  the  minister  is  denying 
them  that  right. 

In  a  further  letter  to  the  Hon.  Frank  Mil- 
ler, the  denturist  society  said:  the  failure  of 
Bill  70  was  in  not  allowing  denturists  to 
provide  partial  dentures  directly  to  the  pub- 


lic; despite  the  fact  that  they  have  been  doing 
so  successfully  for  the  past  several  years. 

Now  it  is  no  secret  that  I,  and  members  of 
this  party,  have  supported  the  licensing  of 
non-professionals  in  the  denturist  field,  who 
have  carried  the  name  of  denturist  for  these 
past  many  years.  I  am  quite  proud,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  be  here  tonight  to  speak  to  this 
bill  and  to  also  vote  against  it  as  far  as 
second  reading  is  concerned. 

The  bill  is  quite  a  complex  bill.  It  provides 
for  two  types  of  denture  therapists;  It  pro- 
\ides  for  a  supervised  denture  therapist  and 
it  provides  for  a  denture  therapist  who  works 
without  supervision.  It  also  provides  for  a 
governing  board  of  denture  therapists  and  it 
calls  for  the  creation  of  several  committees— 
an  executive  committee,  a  registration  com- 
mittee, a  complaints  committee,  a  denture 
therapist  appeal  board.  As  well  as  the  denture 
therapist  appeal  board,  decisions  can  be  also 
appealed  to  the  Supreme  Court. 

But  even  despite  all  of  these  safeguards, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  basic  principle  of  the  bill 
has  been  lost— and  for  this  purpose  and  for 
this  reason  we  have  to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  say 
a  few  words  regarding  this  bill.  We  in  this 
party  are  very  sorry  that  the  bill  does  not  go 
all  the  way  and  include  the  legal  making  of 
partial  denture  plates  by  those  who  will  be 
trained  and  licensed  to  make  dentures  where 
the  mouth  is  completely  vacant  of  teeth. 

The  matter  of  the  bill  being  brought  in  its 
present  form  before  the  Legislature  is  one 
that  has  been  under  speculation  for  some 
time.  We  know  very  well,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  Minister  of  Health  has  been  surveying  the 
political  attitudes  around  the  province  on  this 
particular  subject;  and  having  found  that 
there  was  no  other  way  but  to  bring  in  some- 
thing, he  has  brought  in  what  we  consider  to 
be  a  bill  deficient  in  its  major  principles. 

The  reason  for  the  minister  not  allowing 
licensed  denture  therapists  to  make  any  kind 
of  removable  prosthetic  dentures  is  hard  to 
understand.  The  minister  must  surely  realize 
that  it  is  not  the  capability  of  the  licensed 
denture  therapists  that  is  in  question,  because 
those  who  have  been  licensed  who  were 
formerly  registered  dental  technicians,  have 
been  making  partial  plates  on  nothing  more 
than  a  prescription  written  by  the  dentist. 

I  have  seen  these  prescriptions;  I  have  had 
them  shown  to  me.  The  prescriptions  simply 
say:  "Make  teeth  to  fill  vacancies  4,  5  and 
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6  and  hook  them  onto  .  .  ."  and  they  number 
the  other  teeth.  That's  about  all  that  was 
stated  on  the  prescriptions. 

From  that  point  on,  the  registered  dental 
technician  was  on  his  own;  he  had  to  con- 
struct and  make  the  appliance  that  went  back 
into  the  patient's  mouth,  and  he  was  respon- 
sible for  it  fitting  properly. 

There  is  no  problem  there;  so  it  must  be 
something  deeper.  As  was  said  by  the  member 
for  Ottawa  East,  we  think  it  is  a  matter  of 
trying  to  partially  satisfy  one  group  that  has 
a  great  deal  of  public  sympathy,  and  rightly 
so,  and  still  not  go  all  the  way  to  completely 
dissatisfy  the  dentists  in  the  province. 

Unfortunately,  the  dentists  have  shown  that 
their  low-cost  dental  clinics  have  not  been  a 
success.  In  my  own  area,  only  nine  of  77 
dentists  in  the  area  subscribe  to  the  low-cost 
dental  clinic.  It  has  been  definitely  shown 
that  their  clinics  were  not  putting  out  the 
quality  of  dentures  that  one  expects  to  get 
even  for  the  price  that  was  paid. 

I  think  the  whole  thing  is  a  matter  of 
attitudes  that  will  have  to  be  changed  over 
the  years.  People  in  the  dental  profession  to 
whom  I  have  spoken  have  said  they  see  the 
need  for  support  staflF  in  the  dental  profession 
to  take  some  of  the  workload  from  them  so 
that  they,  as  dentists,  can  spend  their  time 
more  advantageously  on  preventive  dentistry 
and  on  doing  the  work  on  live  teeth  that  has 
to  be  done  to  preserve  those  teeth;  work 
which  is  presently  so  badly  needed  by  people, 
especially  as  they  grow  a  little  older. 

This  can  only  be  accomplished  over  a 
period  of  time  when  the  complete  matter  of 
making  artificial  teeth  or  dentures  is  taken 
away  and  rightly  given  to  people  who  are 
technicians,  who  are  trained  as  laboratory 
people  and  who  are  trained  in  the  making 
of  impressions. 

Some  people  who  have  already  received 
their  licences  as  licensed  denture  therapists, 
have  explained  to  me  in  detail  what  the 
course  consisted  of;  and  it  was  very  com- 
prehensive. It  meant  the  taking  of  impres- 
sions, the  building  of  the  denture,  the  fitting 
of  the  denture,  and  everything  completely 
associated  with  it  from  the  begiiming  to 
the  end. 

I  don't  think  the  capability  of  the  licensed 
denture  therapists  is  in  question  at  all.  I 
think  the  minister  must  realize  that  they  are 
going  to  be  properly  trained  or  he  wouldn't 
let  them  make  dentures  at  all. 

We  object  very  strenuously  to  the  fact 
that  the  work  is  being  restricted  and  that 
partial    dentures    cannot   be   made.    What   I 


think  is  needed,  of  course,  is  co-operation 
between  the  dentists  and  the  licensed  denture 
therapists  so  that  this  work  can  be  given  to 
one  who  is  well  qualified  and  dealing  with 
it  on  a  day-to-day  basis.  Perhaps  in  the  long 
run  he  will  become  more  expert  and  better  at 
it  than  many  dentists  who  are  doing  it  on  a 
more  irregular  basis. 

I  think  there  is  a  very  great  principle  in- 
volved here.  Under  this  Act,  the  licensed 
denture  therapists  would  be  restricted  from 
making  partial  plate  repairs.  They  would  not 
even  be  allowed  to  make  repairs  to  partial 
plates. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  relate  to  you  what 
happens  in  most  instances  when  repairs  are 
required.  A  person  goes  to  the  dentist,  walks 
up  to  the  desk  and  gives  the  nurse  his  partial 
denture.  The  nurse  picks  up  the  phone,  calls 
a  laboratory  which  sends  a  taxi  or  a  messenger 
over  to  pick  up  the  plate;  he  takes  it  back 
to  the  lab  which  repairs  it.  It  goes  back  to 
the  dentist.  She  phones  the  patient  that  the 
repair  is  waiting,  sometimes  the  same  after- 
noon, and  he  picks  it  up.  The  only  diflFer- 
ence  is  that  the  dentist  probably  marks  up 
the  repair  costs  from  the  lab  by  100  per  cent. 

In  many  instances,  the  patient  is  not  seen 
by  the  dentist.  The  patient  simply  leaves  his 
or  her  partial  plate  with  the  nurse  in  the  re- 
ception office.  This  happens  on  many  occa- 
sions. Why  the  licensed  denture  therapist 
should  be  restricted  from  making  repairs  to 
partial  plates,  I  do  not  know. 

The  one  thing  of  major  concern,  of  course, 
in  the  making  of  partial  dental  plates,  is  the 
health  of  the  remaining  teeth.  Here,  of 
course,  is  the  obstacle  to  allowing  the  denture 
therapist  responsibility— that  is,  the  lack  of 
co-operation  on  the  part  of  the  dentist  to 
certify  that  the  mouth  is  orally  healthy  and 
the  condition  of  the  teeth  is  such  that  they 
can  receive  a  partial  plate.  Why  has  the 
minister  not  been  more  firm  in  stating  that 
it  will  be  a  requirement  of  dentists  to  relay 
information  to  other  professional  people?  That 
is,  to  the  licensed  denture  therapists  who  are 
going  to  be  trained  in  a  field  and  a  skill 
which  is  disassociated,  in  many  aspects,  from 
the  practice  of  dentistry.  Why  the  minister 
does  not  require  that  certificates  can  and 
should  be  given  by  other  professional  people 
I  do  not  understand. 

It's  the  only  thing  one  could  even  raise  a 
question  on  as  to  why  a  licensed  denture 
therapist  should  not  be  able  to  make  a  par- 
tial plate  and  that  is  simply  that  somebody 
must  certify  as  to  the  health  of  the  existing 
teeth.  This,  of  course,  must  be  done  by 
x-rays  which  the  licensed  denture  therapists 
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are  not  trained  to  handle;  but  there  is  no 
reason  in  the  world  why  a  dentist  couldn't 
say:  "You  need  a  partial  plate.  Your  teeth 
look  good.  Here  is  a  prescription.  Go  to  the 
licensed  denture  therapist  of  your  choice  and 
have  a  partial  plate  made." 

I  dare  say  10  years  from  now  that  is  what 
will  be  happening;  maybe  even  five  years 
from  now  that's  what  will  happen.  If  we 
don't  have  co-operation  among  the  medical 
and  the  support  staflF  and  the  dentists  and 
the  support  staflF  there,  all  our  health  delivery 
systems  in  the  province  are  going  to  be 
jeopardized.  I  don't  think  they  should  be 
jeopardized  by  the  small  attitudes  and  the 
restrictive  thinking  of  one  professional  group. 
Unless  that  part  of  the  bill  is  going  to  be 
amended,  we  will  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  voting  against  this  bill  on  three  grounds. 
One  is  that  the  bill  does  not  deal  with  the 
group  called  denturists.  The  government  has 
dealt  with  them  very  unfairly  now  for  some 
time  and  this  bill  does  not  satisfy  their  legiti- 
mate aspirations  and  needs.  Two,  the  bill  does 
not  deal  with  the  need  of  the  public  for  cheap 
dentures.  It  does  not  deal  with  them  fully.  It 
provides  for  full  dentures  but  does'  not  allow 
for  cheaper,  partial  dentures,  which  the  den- 
turists have  been  able  to  provide  before. 

Thirdly,  and  which  is  the  most  important 
point,  the  bill  does  not  deal  with  the  present 
crisis  in  health  care  in  Ontario.  The  govem-- 
ment  has/  not  dealt  vdth  the  crisis  and  dbes 
not  understand  what  the  problem  in  the 
health  care  system  is  in  Ontario.  Typically, 
as  in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  the  govern- 
ment acts  partially,  temporarily  patching  up 
the  system,  without  understanding  the  need 
for  a  massive  reform  in  the  health  care  system. 

It  d^oes  not  understand  the  intellectual 
change  which  has  occurred'  in  the  thinking 
about  health  care.  It  does  not  understand  the 
need  for  a  complete  change  in  terms  of 
moving  towards  preventive  medicine.  And  it 
does  not  understand  the  financial  problem 
people  have  in  meeting  their  health  care 
needs,  and  I  don't  mean  only  OHIP  neces-- 
sarily,  because  there  is  ako  the  need  to  pay 
for  drugs  and  dental  care. 

The  government  fails  to  deal  with  this,  and 
on  these  grounds  above  aU,  we  must  vote 
against  the  government  on  tliis  bill  to  show 
that  it  is  no  use  to  continue  producing  minor 
bills.  It  is  essential  now  to  deal  thoroughly 
with  the  problem  and  I  do  not  believe,  nor 
does  this  party  believe,  that  the  present  gov- 


ernment is  able  either  to  undterstand'  the  crisis 
nor  to  do  anything  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate?  The  hon,  leader 
of  the  opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  know, 
sir,  I  have  had  on  the  order  paper  a  bill  in 
my  i^me  which  would  essentially  permit  den- 
turists to  practise  independently  of  direct 
dental  supervision.  Although  we  were  pre- 
pared to  support  the  bill,  introduced  now 
many  months  ago  by  the  present  Attorney 
General  in  his  then  capacity  as  policy  secre- 
tary, we  have  had  an  opportunity  to  examine 
the  ramifications  of  the  procedures  for,  let 
us  say,  making  the  dbntal  prosthesis,  in  more 
detail,  sir,  than  really  I  had  wished  to  know. 

We  have  had  the  opportunity  of  a  good 
deal  of  advice,  both  from  the  dentists  in  their 
professional  organization,  and  from  the  den- 
turists in  their  organization  as  well.  We  have 
even  come  to  know  well,  on  a  first-name 
basis,  the  people  from  both  organizations,  as 
over  the  many  months  we  have  had  the  op- 
portunity to  discuss  that  subject  which  seems 
to  grow  in  interest  week  by  week, 

fTo  be  frank,  I  am  sick  to  dbath  of  the  con- 
troversy, and  I  know  most  members  of  the 
Legislature  are  too.  I  am  sure  you  would  not 
rule  me  out  of  order  when  I  would  say  that 
this  legislation  is  an  example  of  grave  incom- 
petence and  bad  judgement  on  the  part  of 
the  various  ministers  of  health  and  those  who 
have  advised  them. 

The  rumour  network  around  here  gives  the 
credit,  really,  to  a  former  Attorney  General, 
who  is  not  now  an  elected  member  of  the 
House,  for  having  brought  to  some  sort  of 
conclusion,  the  policy  of  the  government 
based  in  the  bill  we  are  debating  tonight. 
Some  sort  of  a  compromise  which,  although 
it  offend^  the  dentists  and  the  denturists,  is 
something  that  the  Minister  of  Health  could 
get  approved  by  his  caucus  colleagues,  and 
which  would  meet  the  criticism  directed'  by 
opposition  members,  and  by  editorialists  in 
the  community,  against  the  unacceptable  gov- 
ernment policy  for  so  many  months. 

It  is  true  this  bill  takes  what  politicians 
like  to  call  a  step  in  the  right  direction.  It 
will  allow  properly  qualified  denture  therapists 
as  they  are  now  called— we  might  refer  to 
them  as  denturists  since  that  is  the  word 
that  is  normally  used  to  describe  them  in  the 
community— to  practice  their  skills  and  abil- 
ities without  direct  dental  supervision.  It 
draws  the  line,  however,  at  partial  plates.  We 
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have  heard  from  professionals  the  warning 
that  if  denturists  are  permitted  to  fit  partial 
plates  there  would  be  a  grave  danger  to 
those  living  teeth  remaining  in  the  gums; 
and  that  therefore  the  denturists  should  be 
restricted  to  an  adentulous  arch,  or  more 
specifically  from  the  dentists  to  an  adentulous 
mouth. 

It  is  very  diflBcult,  of  course,  to  say  that  we 
don't  agree  with  the  dentists'  judgement  in 
this  regard.  We  can  look  at  examples  in  other 
jurisdictions  which  do  permit  the  denturist 
to  build  these  partial  plates  and  there  are 
not  great  lists  of  cases  where  serious  damage 
has  been  done.  As  a  matter  of  fact  it  has 
not  been  possible  to  determine  any  greater 
level  of  serious  damage  than  that  which 
might  have  taken  place  if  the  work  was 
done  either  under  the  direction  of  a  dentist 
or  by  a  dentist  directly. 

So  we  don't  discount  the  advice  that  has 
been  given  to  us  from  either  side  or  from 
impartial  people.  I  suppose  it  comes  down 
to  the  fact  that  since  we  are  empowered 
to  establish  the  scope  of  the  procedures  that 
various  professionals  and  Dara-professionals 
have,  we  simply  have  to  make  the  judgement 
as  individuals,  and  in  our  system  as  a  caucus, 
and  we  have  decided  that  we  cannot  accept 
the  provisions  of  this  bill. 

The  step  in  the  right  direction  does  not  go 
far  enough,  but  in  fact  smacks  of  a  ridiculous 
political  compromise  which  is  not  going  to 
meet  the  requirements  either  of  the  dentists, 
who  feel  the  government  is  endangering  the 
good  health  of  the  citizens;  and  the  den- 
turists, who  feel  that  with  these  provisions 
they  cannot  adequately  serve  the  need  of  the 
community  which  has  been  established  over 
years. 

I  hope  it  is  not  irresponsible  to  suggest  that 
the  past  legislation  has  led  denturists  to  flout 
the  law  because  they  felt,  and  the  community 
felt  and  we  felt,  that  the  law  which  this  bill 
attempts  to  amend  was  unenforceable.  It  did 
not  meet  the  needs  of  the  community  and  the 
community  did  not  see  the  threat  to  their 
dental  health  which  was  postulated  by  the 
dentists  in  their  statements  both  individually 
and  as  a  professional  group. 

So  the  bill  itself,  in  restricting  the  practice 
of  the  denture  therapists,  is  unacceptable.  The 
restrictions  have  to  come  somewhere,  be- 
cause there  are  those  who  say  if  you  allow 
denturists  to  build  partials,  then  of  course 
they  are  going  to  have  to  make  certain  in- 
dentations in  living  teeth  to  which  the  par- 
tials will  be  attached.  Once  that  is  permitted 
the  next  step  would  be,  I  suppose,  the  pos- 


sible use  of  x-rays  to  see  what  the  state  of 
the  living  teeth  is. 

And  so  it  goes.  The  next  thing  would  be 
the  installation  of  x-ray  equipment  or  the 
installation  of  dental  drilling  equipment  and 
so  on  until  you  would  have  an  unwarranted 
intrusion  into  the  professional  aspects  of 
dentistry. 

So  we  really  have  the  responsibility  of 
establishing  the  scope  of  the  practice  of 
dental  therapy.  I  suppose  this,  once  again, 
is  a  matter  of  individual  judgement  and  in 
our  case,  of  course,  a  party  judgment  arrived 
at  after  a  considerable  amount  of  research 
and  consultation. 

We  believe  that  the  scope  should  be  en- 
larged to  include  partial  plates.  In  a  sense 
it  embarrasses  me  to  be  even  talking  about 
the  matter  as  a  matter  of  public  debate  here. 
Surely  it  should  have  been  possible  to  reach 
a  meeting  of  reasonable  minds  so  that  the 
legislation  could  have  come  forward  many 
months  ago,  if  not  years  ago,  in  a  manner 
which  would  not  be  subject  to  debate  but  be 
approved  on  all  sides. 

We  have  seen  the  scope  of  denture  therapy 
broadening  in  many  jurisdictions,  including 
Canada.  We  have  seen  it  expanding  from  one 
province  to  another  until  it  became  a  matter 
of  some  real  concern  here.  Since  it  was  ap- 
parent that  denturists  were  practising  out- 
side the  law  as  it  then  was,  many  people  in 
the  community  were  quite  prepared  to  fol- 
low the  advice  of  their  friends  and  neighbours 
and  relatives,  who  had  availed  themselves  of 
those  services  without  any  apparent  ill  eflFects, 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  at  costs  far  below 
those  which  were  charged  by  the  dental  pro- 
fession for  similar  services. 

There  was  the  feeling  that  these  services 
were  overly  expensive  and  that  the  dental 
profession  itself  now  sees  at  least  an  error  in 
its  public  relations  procedures  in  that  the 
community  was  not  prepared  to  accord  to 
them  the  kind  of  support  based  on  what  the 
dentists  had  expected  at  that  time. 

So,  I  suppose  they  were  the  authors  of 
their  own  misfortune,  if  they  see  it  that  way, 
over  these  many  months,  in  fact,  years. 

Then,  when  the  government  was  pushed  to 
take  some  action,  by  questions  in  the  House, 
speeches  in  the  House  and  articles  in  the 
various  publications  saying  that  the  commu- 
nity ought  to  be  permitted  to  legally  avail 
itself  of  these  services  at  a  much  lower  cost, 
the  government  moved  as  a  matter  of  policy 
so  to  do.  The  pressures  were  brought  to  bear 
on  members  of  all  caucuses  in  this  regard, 
and  as  has  already  been  put  before  you,  Mr. 


JUNE  13,  1974 


3261 


Speaker,  over  your  mild  objection,  there  was 
a  change  in  policy  on  more  than  one  occasion. 

We  are  now  presented  with  this  bill,  which 
is  the  latest  attempt  by  the  government  to 
regulate  the  practice  of  dentistry  and  denture 
therapy  so  that  the  people  are  served,  in  the 
wisdom  of  the  government,  in  an  effective 
way.  We  feel  that  the  community  is  not  well 
enough  served  by  this  bill  in  that  it  is  not 
given  the  legal  right  to  have  a  denture 
therapist  provide  a  partial  plate. 

We  also  feel  that  the  bill  has  other  short- 
comings that  have  already  been  described. 
It  is  not  really  necessary  to  repeat  those 
matters,  because  I  think  the  crux  of  the 
opposition  has  got  to  be  the  scope  of  the 
practice  of  denture  therapy  itself. 

We  feel  the  government's  proposal  is  un- 
necessarily limiting  that  scope,  that  the  range 
should  be  broadened,  since  we  are  dealing 
with  dental  prosthesis,  dentures  in  other 
words,  to  include  partials.  The  denturists 
have  indicated  by  a  letter  to  the  Minister  of 
Health,  copies  of  which  have  been  made 
available  to  us,  that  they  are  prepared  to,  I 
suppose,  bargain  in  this;  and  that  they  feel 
they  could  reasonably  limit  their  practice  with 
their  patients  if  the  partials  were  those  which, 
I  think,  in  the  words  of  people  knowledgeable 
in  these  matters,  oppose  dentures  in  the  oppo- 
site arch. 

I  don't  choose  to  concern  myself  with  the 
exact  meaning  of  that,  because  it  is  beyond 
my  competence  and  to  some  extent  even  a 
bit  beyond  my  interest.  But  it  is  our  judge- 
ment that  partials  have  been  admitted  to  the 
scope  of  the  practice  of  denture  therapy  in 
other  jurisdictions  without  ill  effects;  and 
although  there  are  those  who  can  point  to  ill 
effects,  that  in  comparison  they  are  the  same 
ill  effects  that  are  found  whether  it  is  a  pro- 


fessional dentist  or  some  other  who  has 
actually  done  the  prescribing,  the  fitting  and 
everything  that  goes  with  it. 

We  feel,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  government 
has  still  not  come  up  with  an  acceptable 
solution  to  that  matter,  and  we  intend  to 
oppose  the  bill  on  that  basis. 

I  am  not  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  your 
plans  are  regarding  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness further  tonight.  There  may  be  others 
besides  the  minister  who  would  speak,  but  as 
I  have  said,  our  position  is  before  you  and  I 
would  hope,  sir,  that  it  is  not  your  intention 
to  proceed  with  the  division  at  this  time. 
However,  we  do  intend  to  divide  the  House 
in  our  opposition  when  the  time  comes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  other  members 
wishing  to  participate?  I  recognize  the  hon. 
member  for  Sandwich-Riverside  (Mr.  Burr). 
In  view  of  the  hour  perhaps  he  would  move 
the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Mr,  Burr  moves  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
fore I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House  I 
would  like  to  say  that  by  some  agreement,  I 
believe  quite  acceptable,  we  will  continue  this 
debate  tomorrow  and  continue  with  the  other 
bill,  the  second  bill,  as  well.  Then,  provided 
we  accomplish  those  two  items,  we  will  pro- 
ceed to  Bill  80,  the  Succession  Duty  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

ARBITRATION  AWARD  FOR  CSAO 


Manage- 


Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman, 
ment  Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
should  like  to  announce  that  the  public  ser- 
vice arbitration  board  has  issued  an  award 
on  employee  benefits  for  employees  in  the 
public  service  bargaining  unit  represented  by 
the  Civil  Service  Association  of  Ontario. 

The  arbitration  board  consisted  of  His 
Honour  Judge  J.  C.  Anderson,  of  Belleville, 
the  chairman;  Kenneth  W.  Preston  of  Willow- 
dale,  representing  the  employer;  and  Donald 
H.  Taylor  of  Toronto,  representing  the  em- 
ployees. 

The  parties  will  meet  shortly  to  work  out 
the  details  of  an  agreement  which  will  en- 
compass the  benefits  provided  by  the  award, 
the  highlights  of  which  are  as  follows: 

1.  There  will  be  a  greatly  improved  ex- 
tended health  plan  which  -will  combine  the 
present  semi-private  hospital  and  extended 
health  plans.  Under  the  new  plan,  there  will 
no  longer  be  deductible  amounts  to  be  paid 
by  the  employee  and  there  will  be  co-insur- 
ance on  drugs  only.  The  employee  will  pay 
10  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  prescription  drugs 
and  the  plan  will  pay  the  balance.  The 
government  will  pay  100  per  cent  of  the  pre- 
mium for  the  new  plan  whereas  the  employee 
pays  the  full  cost  of  the  existing  plan. 

2.  The  government  will  pay  100  per  cent 
of  the  premium  for  basic  life  insurance  in- 
stead of  75  per  cent  as  at  present.  The  amount 
of  basic  insurance  will  continue  to  be  75  per 
cent  of  salary  but  there  will  now  be  a  mini- 
mum coverage  of  $7,500. 

3.  The  benefit  level  under  the  long-term 
income  protection  plan  will  be  increased  from 
50  per  cent  to  66%  per  cent  of  gross  salary 
and  the  government  will  pay  75  per  cent  of 
the  premium  instead  of  66%  per  cent  as  at 
present. 

4.  The  vacation  plan  will  be  changed  to 
provide  five  weeks  of  vacation  after  25  years 
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of  service.  This  will  replace  the  present  ar- 
rangement which  provides  five  weeks  after 
29  years  of  service. 

5.  Another  notable  feature  of  the  award  is 
that  it  sets  out  the  terms  of  reference  for  a 
joint  union-management  insurance  benefits 
review  committee  which  had  been  under 
discussion  by  the  parties.  Included  in  the 
terms  of  reference  will  be: 

(a)  the  development  of  the  specifications 
of  the  group  insurance  plans  which  will  be 
sent  out  to  public  tender  as  soon  as  the 
specifications  can  be  drawn  up; 

(b)  consideration  by  the  committee  of  the 
tenders  submitted  by  individual  companies 
with  the  understanding  that  the  successful 
company  may  reinsure  as  may  be  necessary; 

(c)  a  recommendation  to  the  government  on 
the  selection  of  the  carrier;  and 

(d)  periodic  review  of  experience  under 
the  insurance  plans. 

The  revised  plans  will  be  implemented 
when  the  tendering  process  has  been  com- 
pleted. However,  improved  cost-sharing  ar- 
rangements on  the  existing  basic  life  and  ex- 
tended health  and  hospital  coverage  will  take 
eflFect  in  July.  The  expiry  date  of  the  new 
agreement  will  be  Sept.  30,  1975. 

Similar  benefits  will  be  made  available  to 
public  servants  who  are  excluded  from  the 
bargaining  unit. 


GAINS 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AflFairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  later 
this  morning  I  will  be  introducing  legislation 
to  provide  a  guaranteed  annual  income  for  the 
elderly,  the  disabled  and  the  blind  citizens 
of  Ontario  commencing  July  1.  Through 
GAINS,  which  will  become  the  cornerstone 
of  our  income  security  system,  we  will  take  a 
significant  step  in  providing  for  the  dignity 
and  security  of  more  than  300,000  of  our 
pensioners  and  disabled  citizens. 

When  the  tax  credit  system  is  brought 
under  provincial  administrative  control  on 
Jan.  1,  1976,  it  will  be  meshed  with  GAINS 
and  Ontario  will  lead  the  world  in  providing 
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adequate  minimum  incomes  for  all  people  in 
need. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  The 
world? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  I  don't 
believe  that. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  What 
makes  him  stop  at  the  world?  A  man  like 
the  Treasurer,  barely  mortal,  shouldn't  stop  at 
the  world. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Prime  Minister  Edward 
Heath  broached  the  idea  14  months  ago  and 
said  the  UK  was  first  in  the  world  out  in 
point  of  fact  we  started  in  1969  and  it  was 
only  last  week  when  Mr.  David  Lewis  caught 
up  with  us, 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  government  is  still  behind 
BC,  let  alone  the  world.  It  is  still  behind 
BC.  In  British  Columbia  it  went  up  to  $229 
a  month  yesterday. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  federal  NDP  leader 
finally  caught  on  to  the  advantages  of  credit 
a  week  or  two  ago. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  They 
were  taking  it  from  our  convention  of  10 
years  ago. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  govern- 
ment is  becoming  a  bowl  of  hogwash. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order  plfease. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  addition  to  GAINS,  we 
will  also  provide  prescribed  dlrugs  without 
charge  to  more  than  548,000  needy,  disabled 
or  elderly  citizens  beginning  in  September. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  too  much. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  GAINS  will  provide  a 
minimum  income  of  $2,600  for  single  persons 
65  years:  of  age  and  over  and  for  every  blind 
or  disabled  person  receiving  provincial  social 
assistance.  For  an  elderly,  blind'  or  disabled 
married  couple,  the  guaranteed  income  is! 
$5,200,  where  both  qualify, 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Never 
mind;  the  member  for  High  Park  (Mr.  ShiJ- 
man)  loves  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  just  repeating  his 
budget  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  These  two  programmes 
will  provide  an  additional  $95  million  to  those 
citizens  whose  standards  of  living  are  severely 
eroded  by  the  effects  of  inflation. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  going  to  tie  it 
into  the  cost  of  living?  Is  he  going  to  index 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  legaslation  which  I 
am  introducing  will  be  administeted'  by  the 
Ministry  of  Revenue. 

(Benefits  for  the  blind  and  disabled  will  be 
authorized  through  amendments  to  the  regu- 
lations under  the  Family  Benefits  Act  andi  will 
be  adtministered  by  the  Ministry  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services. 

The  drug  benefit  programme  will'  involve 
an  extension  of  existing  benefits  and  it  will 
be  administered)  by  the  Ministry  of  Health. 

I  know  that  members  of  the  House  will  be 
anxious  to  encourage  and  assist  constituents 
to  participate  in  these  programmes  and  my 
three  colleagues  have  arranged  to  supply 
members  with  background  material  and  de- 
tailed information  on  the  programmes. 

Advertisements  will  inform  citizens  of  these 
benefits  commencing  at  once.  Members  will 
notice  that  information  and  assistance  is  avail- 
able by  telephone,  free  of  charge  from  any- 
where in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  dtaw  par- 
ticular attention  to  some  eltements  of  these 
programmes  in  order  to  avoid  confusion  or 
delays  for  recipients. 

The  great  majority  of  the  elderly  who  are 
entitled  to  GAINS  are  already  receiving  the 
federal  guaranteed  income  supplement.  Be^ 
ginnin'g  in  July  they  will  automatically  receive 
GAINS  cheques  which  will  raise  their  in- 
comes up  to  the  guaranteed)  levels.  They  do 
not  needi  to  apply  for  it. 

'Similarly,  the  blind  and  disabled  who  are 
at  present  receiving  family  benefits  will  auto- 
matically receive  the  increased  benefits  under 
the  Family  Benefits  Act. 

The  drug  benefit  will  also  automatically  em- 
brace those  who  receive  the  guaranteed  in- 
come supplement,  GAINS  or  provincial  family 
benefits.  Eligibility  certificates  will  be  sent  to 
CIS  and  GAINS  recipients  beginning  in  Sep- 
tember. Family  benefits  recipients  will  receive 
their  drug  cards  in  the  form  of  a  stub  attached 
to  their  monthly  family  benefits  cheque. 

In  addition,  there  are  about  10,000  elderly 
persons  ineligible  for  the  federal  supplement 
who  will  become  eligible  for  the  Ontario 
GAINS.  For  example,  Ontario  residents  over 
65  who  have  lived  in  Canada  for  the  past  five 
years  are  likely  to  be  eligible  for  GAINS.  If 
they  are  not  now  receiving  family  benefits, 
they  must  apply  specifically  for  GAINS.  There 
are  also  a  niunber  of  blind  and  disablled  resi- 
dents who  will  become  eligible  for  assistance 
with  the  introdiuction  of  GAINS.  The  minis- 
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tries  are  trying  to  reach  these  two  groups  by 
a  variety  of  means  and  we  would  appreciate 
any  assistance  members  can  give  to  this  end. 

It  is  obvious  that  GAINS  and  the  d'evelop- 
ment  of  a  universal  guaranteed  income  system 
for  those  in  need  create  an  anomaly  with  re- 
spect to  those  persons  in  long-term  care  in- 
stitutions who  are  alieady  being  supported 
financially  by  the  province.  It  would  be  in- 
equitable and  unreasonable  to  add  full  GAINS 
benefits  to  the  large  public  outlays  now  bene- 
fitting these  institutional  residents.  We  con- 
sidered the  possibility  of  withholding  GAINS 
for  those  who  are  institutionalized,  but  to  dio 
so,  while  creating  equity  between  those  who 
are  institutionalized  and  those  who  are  not, 
would  deny  the  principle  of  universality  and 
would  effectively  deny  some  of  our  people 
opportunities  to  make  responsible  decisions 
on  their  own  behalf.  This  government  has 
already  made  it  clear  that  it  does  not  believe 
that  individuals  should  have  to  give  up  their 
independence  and  become  institutionalized  in 
ordier  to  receive  health  and  social  services. 

As  a  first  step  in  implementing  this  policy, 
it  has  been  decided  that  the  present  charge 
of  $4.50  per  day  will  be  increased  to  $5.45 
in  institutions  operating  under  the  extended 
care  programme.  This  means  that  the  com- 
fort allowance  of  the  extended  care  residents 
will  remain  at  $51.  Other  needy  residents 
of  homes  for  the  aged  and  charitable  insti- 
tutions will  receive  an  increase  in  their  com- 
fort allowance  from  $35  to  $43. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  all  members  of 
the  House  support  these  programmes  which 
were  among  the  innovations  of  my  budget  to 
offset  the  impact  of  inflation  on  groups  of 
citizens  who  are  being  particularly  affected 
by  it.  But,  more  than  that,  it  is  an  historic 
step  toward  a  guaranteed  annual  income  for 
those  in  need  in  this  beautiful  Province  of 
Ontario.  GAINS  is  a  landmark  in  the  social 
progress  of  Ontario,  and  I  am  happy  to  in- 
troduce this  legislation  today.  We  will  be 
]:)ringing  this  legislation  forward  quickly,  and 
I  look  for  the  support  and  co-operation  of  all 
members  for  a  speedy  passage.  The  three 
operating  ministers  and  officials  will  assist 
me  in  the  standing  committee  on  social  de- 
velopment when  this  important  measure  is 
considered.  Thank  you. 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  just  for  a 
moment  take  the  time  of  the  House,  I  would 
like  to  introduce  a  very  important  group  of 
visitors  to  the  chamber,  a  group  of  36  grade  8 
students  from  Sioux  Lookout  Sacred  Heart 
Separate  School.  They  are  visiting  Toronto 
with  the  assistance  of  the  young  travellers' 


programme,  supplemented  by  the  extra  as- 
sistance that  they  have  raised  in  their  own 
community.  They  are  led  by  three  capable 
northern  teachers.  Miss  Ann  Chabot,  Molly 
Brown  and  Gerry  Pinkess.  I  am  sure  the 
members  will  want  to  welcome  them. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  well  I 
have  the  opportunity  of  introducing  to  you 
some  36  grade  8  students  from  Monsignor 
Gleason  School  in  the  city  of  Kitchener.  They 
are  visiting  and  are  in  your  east  gallery. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  proceed  to  the  oral 
question  period  I  should  like  to  inform  the 
House  that  I  have  received  the  resignation 
of  Femand  Guindon,  Esquire,  as  member  for 
the  electoral  district  of  Stormont,  effective 
today. 

Oral  questions.  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  BOARD 
PENSIONS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour  if  he  would  not  think  it  appropriate 
in  view  of  the  statement  made  by  the  Treas- 
urer in  introducing  the  GAINS  programme, 
if  he  made  a  similar  statement  that  would 
reflect  government  policy  on  the  payment  of 
pensions  to  the  injured  workmen  who  are 
coming  to  Queen's  Park  today  to  further  their 
cause. 

Would  the  minister  now  be  prepared  to 
say  more  specifically  what  plans  the  govern- 
ment has  to  bring  the  pensions  payable  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  legisla- 
tion somewhere  into  line  with  the  substantial 
problems  that  pensioners  are  facing  with  in- 
creases in  the  cost  of  living? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  matter  is  on  my  desk.  It 
has  been  on  there  for  a  number  of  weeks.  I 
think  I  have  absorbed  it  pretty  well  now 
and  hope  to  have  it  before  cabinet  very 
shortly.  I  hope  it  will  receive  cabinet  ap- 
proval. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  minister  has  been  expressing  these  hopes 
since  his  appointment  just  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago  and  his  predecessor  was  expressing 
similar  hopes  for  so  long,  can  we  be  assured 
of  an  announcement  before  the  House  rises 
within  the  next  two  weeks,  or  is  there  some 
possibility  that  this  may  drag  on  and  be  a 
matter  for  consideration  once  more  at  the 
session    that    resumes    in    the    fall?    Can    he 
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further  indicate  specifically  that  his  proposal, 
which  is  gathering  dust  on  his  desk,  calls  for 
the  establishment  of  some  sort  of  an  index- 
ing procedure  or  will  the  change  of  payments 
always  be  associated  with  a  political  de- 
cision, indicating  that  the  province  leads  the 
world  and  associated  with  the  kind  of  Pro- 
gressive Conservative  largesse  which  in  many 
minds  does  not  add  to  the  responsibility  of 
the  long-range  solution? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
first  assure  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
that  it  is  not  gathering  any  dust  on  my  desk. 
If  it  were,  I'm  sure  that  any  dust  would  be 
oflF  it  by  the  time  I  meet  the  delegation  that 
I  expect  to  meet  about  10:45  this  morning.  I 
am  going  down  to  meet  them.  No,  I  can't 
say  that  it  will  be  in  any  way  tied  in  with 
indexing.  We  have  a  proposal  which  I've 
gone  over.  I  like  it  and  I'll  be  trying  to 
support  that  before  the  cabinet.  I  can't  prom- 
ise members  that  there  will  be  any  statement 
l>efore  the  House  adjourn^  before  the  summer, 
but  I  hope  there  may  be  and,  if  not,  it  will 
be  shortly  afterwards. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  They  always  have  diflB- 
culty  with  the  cabinet. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  minister  re- 
jected the  concept  of  indexing? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  at  ^e  present 
time,  yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  a  shame. 

Mr.  Lewis:   That  is  just  indefensible. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  Supplemen- 
tary; Surely  the  minister  isn't  teUing  us  that 
there  is  the  possibility  that  the  people  who 
are  currently  receiving  grossly  inadequate 
pensions,  as  a  result  of  disabilities  and  the 
loss  of  spouses  and  the  like,  may  have  to 
wait  until  the  fall  of  this  year  before  there 
will  be  an  upgrading  of  their  pensions?  Surely 
he  recognizes  his  predecessor  has  been  prom- 
ising this  since  last  spring. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  un- 
derstanding is  that  this  does  not  require  any 
action  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  by  way  of  supplemen- 
tary, since  the  government  has  raised  the 
minimum  wage,  has  indicated  improvements 
pending  for  the  Civil  Service  Association, 
and  has  even  raised  the  family  benefits  al- 
lowances, why  is  it  that  those  on  workmen's 
compensation  are  always  the  last  to  receive 
any  increase  in  pensions,  and  then  the  gov- 
ernment sets  it  at  a  fixed  level  and  refuses 
to  tie  it  to  the  cost  of  living? 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  to 
the  problem  involved,  as  members  know,  the 
record  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
has  been  that  it  has  always  been  charged  to 
industry.  So  far,  the  public  purse  through 
the  consolidated  revenue  fund  has  not  picked 
up  the  expense  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board. 


Mr.  M.  C  Germa  ( Sudbury ) :  Why  should 


it? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  shouldn't. 

Hon  Mr.  MacBeth:  Maybe  it  shouldn't,  but 
then  we  get  into  this  problem  of  whether 
present  employees  should  pay  for  past  respon- 
sibilities. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  not  true.  They  pay 
in  their  taxes  every  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  know  it.  It  is  hard 
for  management  to  separate  the  various 
pockets. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  ( Ottawa  Centre ) :  What  is 
the  problem?  The  man  was  hurt  in  1951  and 
he  gets  the  damages  for  the  rest  of  his  life. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  that's  not  the 
principle  I'm  referring  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  question  should 
be  directed  in  proper  order  and  the  minister 
should  answer  it  in  proper  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  There  is  the  problem 
of  the  group  that  will  be  paying  for  increasing 
past  pensions.  In  other  words,  the  injury 
may  have  taken  place  10  or  15  years  ago. 
The  government  recognizes  its  responsibility 
to  bring  these  people  up  to  date. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  He  is  a 
new  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  But  should  the  cost  of 
that  be  levied  against  the  present  industries, 
the  present  employers,  or  should  it  be  levied 
against  the  public  purse?  Surely  it  is  not 
entirely  justified  to  charge  that  to  the  present 
employers- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Take  it  out  of  the  public 
purse. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  —when  we  are  looking 
at  past  responsibilities. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  should  pay  the 
just  pension  first  and  decide  where  it  comes 
from  later. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right.  The  minister 
should  pay  the  pension  and  then  decide. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  after  hav- 
ing said  all  that,  I  welcome  the  pressure  that 
the  opposition  is  presently  putting  upon  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Supplementary.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  been  asking  this  for  a 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  one  more  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  ( Parkdale ) :  Does  the  min- 
ister recognize  that  there  is  a  whole  group 
of  people,  those  whose  psychiatric  disorders 
stem  from  the  injuries,  who  are  not  covered 
under  the  Act,  and  will  the  minister  do  some- 
thing to  cover  that  particular  group? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That,  sir,  I'll  have  to 
investigate.  It  is  not  gathering  dust  on  my 
desk:  it's  not  even  there  yet.  But  I  will  under- 
take to  investigate  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  is  it  gathering 
dust? 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  promised  at  the  time 
the  task  force  was  set  up. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


PETROLEUM  PRODUCT  PRICE 
INCREASES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker.  Since  we  all  join  in 
the  concern  over  the  cost-of-living  increase 
announced  just  two  or  three  days  ago  and 
we  have  heard  about  it  so  frequently  from 
people  at  the  federal  level,  can  the  Treasurer 
indicate  if  there  has  been  any  revision  of 
policy  statements  made  in  the  last  few  weeks 
and  if  the  province  is  now  considering  taking 
some  action  to  contain,  if  not  roll  back,  the 
cost  of  petroleum  products,  which  have  been 
dealt  with  by  other  provincial  jurisdictions? 

Without  repeating  the  arguments  in  fav- 
our of  one  action  or  the  other,  can  the 
Treasurer  indicate  that  this  province,  along 
with  others,  is  giving  some  further  consider- 
ation to  government  policy  so  that  we  can  at 
least  have  some  moderation  of  these  prices 
in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  Minister  of  Energy 
(Mr.  McKeough)  may  want  to  comment  on 
this. 


Mr.  Lewis:  I  doubt  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  too  busy  reading  the 
paper. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Dealing  with  the  general 
problem,   our  hope   and   expectation   is   that 
Mr.  Stanfield  will  form  the  government- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  With  18  per  cent  of  the 
vote? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  come  to  grips  with 
inflation,  in  contrast  to  the  incumbents,  who 
seem  to  care  nothing  about  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Now  that  the  Treasurer 
has  risen  to  his  usual  level  of  assistance  for 
the  consumers  of  this  province,  can  he  indi- 
cate if  there  is  any  policy  that  this  govern- 
ment is  considering?  This  is  well  within  its 
powers  and  responsibility,  and  the  responsi- 
bility is  not  given  any  additional  sheen  and 
lustre  by  the  ridiculous  comments  the  Treas- 
urer has  made  this  morning. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  I'd  like  to  go  on 
with  another  question- 
Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  have  a  supplementary, 
Mr.  Speaker?  Has  the  Treasurer  noticed  that 
the  Province  of  Nova  Scotia  has  just  brought 
in  legislation  within  the  last  24  hours,  I  be- 
lieve, giving  authority  to  their  petroleum 
prices  review  board,  not  just  to  review  the 
prices  as  they  are  set,  but  specifically  to 
roll  them  back?  Does  not  the  Treasurer  think 
that  Ontario  should  intervene  in  a  similar 
fashion,  since  we  are  now  the  only  aflFected 
province  in  Canada  that  refuses  to  defend  the 
consumers  involved? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  government  is  not 
leading  the  world  on  this  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  question  should  be 
directed  to  the  Minister  of  Energy. 

Some  hon.  members:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  shirks  his  re- 
sponsibility all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  is  a  matter  of  con- 
trolling prices  in  a  particular  area,  and  the 
question  should  be  directed  to  the  Minister 
of  Energy. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  point  out  that  the  other 
provinces  that  have  found  it  possible  to  sub- 
sidize the  consumer  in  one  way  or  another 
are  using  moneys  collected  by  the  federal 
government  from  Ontario. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nonsense! 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  nuts! 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  an  absolutely 
irresponsible  statement.  Does  the  Treasurer 
deny  that  he  has  a  budget  of  $8  billion,  col- 
lected from  the  taxpayers  of  this  province, 
not  in  their  capacity  as  citizens  of  Canada, 
but  as  residents  of  the  province,  and  that  it  is 
his  responsibility  to  see  that  the  financial 
policy  is  for  the  benefit  of  our  consumers? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  don't  mind  reciting 
the  dozen  or  so  provisions  of  the  Ontario 
budget  which  are  intended  to  alleviate  the 
efi^ects  of  inflation  on  our  less  prosperous 
citizens- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  was  before  the  increase. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  that's  the  question, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  copy  of  the  budget 
statement  here,  and  I  will  go  through  the 
appropriate  sections. 

Mr.   Breithaupt:   That's   not  the   question. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  absolutely  a  waste  of 
time  to  try  to  elicit  any  information  or  any 
rational  discussion  from  the  Treasurer. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


tions:  It  would  appear  to  a  person  outside  the 
cabinet  that  it  would  be  in  his  ministrj^  that 
the  effects  probably  would  be  most  carefully 
reviewed  and  that  the  business  community 
and  the  consumers  would  tend  to  turn  to  him 
rather  than  the  Solicitor  General,  even  though 
he  has  travelled  about  the  province  exten- 
sively seeking  views.  Unfortimately,  since  that 
time  he  has  indicated  no  policy.  Is  the  minis'- 
ter  saying  that  the  policy  must  be  made  by 
the  Solicitor  General  and  that  his  ministry 
will  have  no  input? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Oh,  I  am  not  saying 
that  at  all.  I  am  saying  the  policy  would  be 
determined  by  cabinet  after  hearing  the 
recommendiations  of  the  Solicitor  General, 
who  has  travelled  throughout  the  province 
hearing  representations  and  receiving  briefs. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  When  is  he  going  to  quit 
travelling  and  make  up  his  mind? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Insofar  as  the  ultimate 
carriage  of  die  legislation  is  concerned,  it 
might  well  be  within  the  purview  of  my  minis- 
try, but  I  have  not  been  so  advised  as  of  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


STORE  HOURS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  direct 
a  question  to  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations.  Is  it  possible  that  gov- 
ernment policy  regarding  store  hour  legisla- 
tion on  a  provincial  basis  can  be  announced 
before  the  House  rises,  if  we  do  rise  in  the 
next  week  or  two,  since  some  of  the  munici- 
palities such  as  Etobicoke  obviously  have  got 
sick  of  waiting  and  the  storekeepers  and 
others  have  got  to  the  point  where  the  appli- 
cation of  the  provincial  law  has  become  al- 
most a  fiasco? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  not  seized  with  that  responsibility.  The 
responsibility  is  that  of  the  Solicitor  General 
(Mr.  Kerr),  which  he  undertook  at  the  time 
he  was  the  policy  field  secretary. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  see 
who  is  seized  with  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  have  no  knowledge 
of  the  particular  policy  that  the  government 
is  going  to  invoke.  I  just  can't  help  the  leader. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary  to  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Rela- 


HOUSING  MORTGAGE  FUND 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
provincial  Treasmrer:  Given'  that  the  recent 
CMHC  figures  on  housing  show  a  quite 
calamitous  drop  in  starts  in  urban  Ontario  for 
the  month  of  May— down  nine  per  cent  from 
last  year,  which  will  destroy  me  stated  an- 
noimcement  of  the  Ministry  of  Housing  a 
week  or  two  ago,  and  the  attribution  of  the 
reason  for  this  being  the  interest  rate— is  the 
Treasurer  now  ready  to  consider  the  establishr 
ment  of  a  major  mortgage  fund  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  using  the  Ontario  Savings 
Office  as  the  vehicle,  vdth  interest  rates  at  a 
level  of  6  per  cent  to  8  per  cent— we  would 
prefer  6  per  cent— achieved  either  by  way  of 
tax  credit  or  by  way  of  legislative  edict  by  the 
gavemment? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
aware  of  these  circumstances.  A  number  of 
options  are  under  active  consideration,  and 
government  policy  will  be  announced  in  due 
course. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Is 
the  Treasurer  saying  then  that  he  is  going  to 
take  some  serious  step  to  intervene  into  the 
housing  crisis  in  a  way  that  will  free  money 
in   large    amounts    at   low   interest   rates   for 
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wouldi-be  house  purchasers,  who  are  now  sy»- 
tematical'ly  excluded  by  both  federal  and)  pro- 
vincial policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Sir,  I  am  saying  no  more 
and  no  less  than  my  previous  words  would 
indicate.  Government  policy  will  be  known  in 
due  course. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  What 
recourse  is  there  for  the  consumer  house  pur- 
chaser in  Ontario,  who  is  now  precludfed  from 
purchasing  any  house— with  housing  starts'  de- 
clining, with  very  imhappy  predictions  for 
the  marketplace,  and  with  the  whole  housing 
policy  in  a  shambles  around  the  Treasurer? 
When  will  he  intervene  to  provide  some  pro- 
tection? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  citizens'  option  is  to 
vote  Conservative  and  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  tax  credit  that  Mr.  Stanfield  announced. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  absohitely  ridic- 
ulious.  The  Treasurer  is  an  embarrassment  to 
the  House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  a  good  thing  that  he  is  re- 
signing, 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  doesn't  the  Treasurer 
quit?  He  is  absolutely  irresponsible'. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  dt)esn*t  even 
understand  what  he's  saying. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Rather  than  use  Canada  Pension  Plan  funds 
in  order  to  reduce  Ontario's  public  dfebt,  will 
the  minister  take  that  money— which  has  been 
raised  from  taxpayers— and  use  it  to  finance 
housing  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  in  order 
to  help  offset  the  decline  in  housing  starts? 

Hon,  Mr.  White:  A  number  of  options  are 
undter  active  consideration  and'  government 
policy  will  be  made  known  in  due  course. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  The 
Treasurer  sounds  like  a  broken  record. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  rather  like  the  Tories 
and  the  anti-inflation  policy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Between  the  Treasurer  and 
Bob  Stanfield,  there  won't  be  a  Tory  left  in 
Ontario. 


Mr.   Stokes:   The  Treasurer  is   completely 
bankrupt. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  has  a  genius  for  alienating 
Ontario.  Keep  at  it;  keep  at  it. 

Mr.    Breithaupt:    The    Treasurer    is    self- 
destructive. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Who  is  over  there,  and 
who  is  over  here? 

Mr.   Lewis:   That's   a  temporary  situation; 
temporary  for  only  30  years  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    If    the    NDP    were   in 
power,  I  would  double  my  majority. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  Treasurer  talking 
about?    He    was    frantic,    panic-stricken    last 
time- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  why  he  is  not  ruiming 
again. 

May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment— 

Hon.   Mr.   White:   That's  not  bad-11,383 
plurality. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Any  man  who  is  copping 
out  can't  run  his  flag  up  any  mast. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:   Funny  how  some  figures 
stick  in  one's  mind. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  got  those  numbers 
tattooed  on  his  eyelids. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


FLORA  GORGE 

Mi.  JjGwist  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment,  is  he  prepared  to  undertake  an 
environmental  impact  study  of  the  entire 
Flora  Gorge  area  in  order  to  resolve  the 
controversy,  once  and  for  all,  about  the  build- 
ing of  the  bridge  across  the  gorge? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  not  within 
the  ambit  of  our  ministry.  I  believe  it  is  up 
to  Wellington  county  council  to  decide  where 
the  bridge  is  going  to  go.  They  have  the 
authority  to  hire  their  own  environmental 
people,  if  they  so  wish,  to  study  the  matter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand  that.  By  way  of 
supplementary:    The    chief    planners    in    the 
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adjacent  regional  municipality  have  indicated 
that  they  think  the  bridge  would  be  a  mis- 
take, and  that  it  has  serious  implications  for 
regional   transportation   in   that   part   of   the 

Erovince,  and  since  the  minister  is  about  to 
ring  in  legislation  on  environmental  impact 
studies,  does  he  not  think  that  this  is  a 
project  worthy  of  his  ministry's  assessment? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Not  at  this  point  in 
time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  so  much  for  environ- 
mental studies. 

May  I  ask— oh,  the  Minister  of  Education 
(Mr.  Wells)  isn't  here. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  He  has 
not  been  for  a  long  time. 

DISPUTE  AT  BORDEN  CO.  LTD. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour:  Has  the  strike  at  the  Borden's  plant 
in  Belmont  been  brought  to  his  attention  as 
yet? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  they 
had  a  meeting  yesterday  on  it.  I  know  there 
have  been  some  rough  incidents  there;  but 
there  was  a  meeting  yesterday  and  meetings 
are  continuing. 

STRIKE  AT  FORT  FRANCES  CLINIC 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  related  labour  matter: 
Can  the  minister  make  any  report  to  the 
House  about  the  progress  in  the  negotiations 
on  the  Fort  Frances  medical  clinic  problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  can 
say  about  the  Fort  Frances  medical  matter 
at  the  present  time,  is  that  there  is  a  meeting 
set  for  June  17.  I  know  there  was  a  report  in 
this  morning's  paper  in  connection  with  an 
incident  that  happened,  I  think,  a  week  ago. 
I  have  not  received  any  police  report  on  it, 
so  I  do  not  know  whether  that  was  connected 
or  rose  out  of  the  strike  situation  or  not— I 
have  no  evidence  that  it  did.  But,  as  a  result 
of  that,  one  of  my  staff  went  out  there  this 
week  and  the  meeting  is  set  for  the  17th. 


UNION  GAS  AND  FIRESTONE  DISPUTES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  the  minister 
could  bring  us  up  to  date;  is  there  any 
further  announcement  on  the  Union  Gas 
situation? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  All  I  can  say  there, 
again,  is  that  I  think  they  are  making  pro- 


gress   and   that   meetings    are   continuing   to 
date. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  about  Firestone?  Now 
that  the  minister  is  giving  this  resume  of  his 
activity— what  about  Firestone? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  They 
are  making  progress. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  afraid  that  the 
report  there  is  the  same.  You  will  see  that 
the  ministry  is  at  least  working.  There  are 
meetings  going  on  there  today,  as  well.  The 
cost  of  living  has  been  the  issue,  and  I  think 
there  is  some  progress  in  regard  to  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  the  cost  of  living  is 
going  up. 


COST  OF  LIVING  INCREASES 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  I  want  to  ask  one 
last  question  of  the  Treasurer;  eliciting,  I  am 
sure,  a  similar  response— but  why  not  give 
him  the  opportunity?  Given  the  food  price 
component  of  the  cost  of  living  jump  in  the 
month  of  May,  will  the  provincial  Treasurer 
launch  the  kind  of  investigation  into  the 
possibility  of  price  fixing  and  administer 
prices  in  the  supermarket  industry,  which 
my  colleague  from  Wentworth  and  others 
have  been  calling  for,  and  which  the  Min- 
ister of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations 
does  not  feel  is  within  his  purview? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  sir,  if  we  put  a 
freeze  on  the  price  of  butter  here  in  Ontario, 
not  having  any  power  over  tariffs  and  inter- 
provincial  trade  and  such  like,  it  will  simply 
mean  no  butter  here  in  Ontario.  That's  why 
we  have  supported  the  federal  Conservative 
policy  to  apply  a  90-day  pause  to  prices  and 
income. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Farm  products? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  didn't  start 
to  support  that  imtil  only  three  weeks  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  shall  not  be  done  on  a 

provincial  basis. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  farmers  will  love 
that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary:  I  want  to  ask 
the  minister,  since  he  raised  that,  does  he 
think  there  is  any  element  of  fairness,  justice 
or    equity   in   freezing   wages    at   intolerably 
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low  levels  and  freezing  prices  at  intolerably 
high  levels?  And,  how  can  he  legitimize  that 
kind  of  injustice  for  the  consumers  of  On- 
tario? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  sir,  I  don't  think  that 
would  be  fair  but  I  think— 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  what  the  minister  would 
be  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —a  90-day  pause- 
Mr.  Lewis:  A  90-day  pausel 

Hon  Mr.  White:  —with  zero  inflation  is 
worth  a  try. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  just  repudiated 
Stanfield  by  saying  it  would  be. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Frozen  bananas. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Although 
the  Treasurer  may  not  choose  to  answer  me 
or  anybody  on  a  question  like  this,  does  he 
not  understand  that  in  the  policy  of  his  fed- 
eral leader— which  he  says  he  adheres  to  so 
strongly— the  flexibility  involved  in  that  does 
not  apply  to  a  freeze  on  the  foodstuffs  from 
the  farm;  and  how  can  he,  therefore,  imply 
that  the  election  of  a  Conservative  govern- 
ment in  Ottawa  is  going  to  have  any  eflFect  on 
the  prices  of  foodstuffs? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  it  because  he  doesn't  under- 
stand? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  it  that  the  minister 
doesn't  understand? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  understood  from 
the  published  reports  that  there  will  be  no 
freeze  on  the  products  up  to  the  farm  gate. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  doesn't 
know  any  more  about  the  policy  than  Stan- 
field  does. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  it  that  the  minister  is 
as  simple  as  he  implies  others  are? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  the  Treasurer  is  not 
simple;  he  is  just  a  menace. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary:  Since  the 
Treasurer  is  so  enthusiastic  about  his  federal 
leader's  policy,  and  since  nobody  else  seems 
to  know,  can  he  tell  this  House  what  would 
happen  under  a  federal  Tory  government 
after  the  90-day  pause— or  has  he  any  more 
ideas  than  anybody  else? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  90-day  pause  is  in- 
tended to  give  the  new  government  an  oppor- 


tunity to  reduce  their  expenditures  by  $450 
million- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Will  the  minister  decide 
what  he  is  going  to  do? 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  not  going  to  be  a 
Tory  government.  Relax. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  to  enable  the  new 
goverrmient  to  bring  the  money  supply  under 
control,  which  increased  at  an  annual  rate  of 
35  per  cent  in  the  first  three  months  of  this 
year,  and  to  contemplate  changes  in  tariffs 
and  other  direct  controls— perhaps  including 
minimum  down  payments. 

Mr.  Martel:  Is  the  minister  going  federal, 
by  any  chance? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:   That  is  die  reason  for 

the  90-day  pause. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  like  an  albatross. 

Mr.  Stokes:  "Calamity  John". 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  minister  buy  a 
car  that  wouldn't  run  for  90  days? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  has  no  further  questions,  the  hon. 
Minister  of  the  Environment  has  the  answers 
to  questions  asked  previously. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  doesn't  the  Treasurer 
get  on  the  hustings? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nobody  wants  him.  He 
is  like  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis).  The  Tory 
candidates  say,  "Don't  send  him." 

Ilntenjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

STUDY  OF  VINYL  CHLORIDE 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  refer- 
ence to  questions  from  the  members  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside (Mr.  Burr)  and  Scarborough 
West  regarding  polyvinyl  chloride  manu- 
facturers and!  users  in  Ontario: 

In  April,  1974,  the  air  resources  branch  of 
my  ministry  initiated  a  study  of  vinyl  chforidte 
and  poltyvinyl  chloride  as  a  potential  hazard 
in  the  vicinity  of  plants  producing,  handling 
or  using  this  material.  There  are  two  prin^ 
cipal  producers  of  the  material  in  Ontario— 
namely,  Dow  Chemical  Co.  in  Samia  and 
B.  F.  Goodrich  in  the  Niagara  Falls  area. 
There  are  many  users  of  the  product. 

/Investigations  are  under  way  to  determine 
the  number  and  names  of  all  the  companies 
which  use  the  prodtict.  The  best  methods  of 
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measuring  levels  in  the  air  are  being  dteter- 
mined  and  surveys  will  be  madb  at  each  of 
the  potential  sources  of  die  contaminant. 

My  ministry  will  continue  to  work  with  the 
Ministry  of  Health  in  the  investigation  of  this 
matter. 

I  know  how  widely  read  the  hon.  member 
for  Sandwich-Riverside  is  and  if  he  has  any 
further  information  on  vinyl  chlbrides  or  poly- 
vinyl chlorides,  I  would  certainly  appreciate 
hearing  from  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
further  answers  to  another  question? 


FORD  MOTOR  CO. 

*  Hon.  W.  Niewmaii:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
member  for  Windsor-Walkerville  asked  me 
a  question  the  other  day.  I  was  diverted  and 
I  didn't  really  answer  his  question;  I'd  like 
to  answer  it  at  this  time  if  it  is  all  right. 

It  is  regarding  Ford  Motor  Co.  in  the 
Windsor  area.  Early  in  1972,  with  the  co- 
operation of  the  ministry,  the  Ford  Motor  Co. 
in  Windsor  replaced  two  low  exhaust  stacks 
with  higher  stacks  at  a  cost  of  $450,000.  This 
resulted  in  the  abatement  of  offensive  odours 
from  that  som-ce  but  it  became  evident  that 
there  were  other  sources  which  had  been 
masked  by  the  stronger  odour  problem  from 
the  low  stacks. 

Iln  August,  1973,  the  company  submitted  a 
programme  to  the  ministry,  outlining  what 
they  believed  was  necessary  to  abate  pollu- 
tion resulting  from  the  remaining  sources.  The 
ministry  subsequently  conducted  a  compre- 
hensive survey  in  order  to  ascertain  the  exact 
sources  which  required  attention  and'  accordi- 
ingly  the  programme  was  expandtedf  and  sub- 
sequently approved  in  March,  1974.  It  is 
anticipated  that  the  work  required'  to  obtain 
full  compliance  with  this  programme  wil  be 
completed  by  May,  1975. 

In  the  course  of  the  implementation  of  this 
programme,  we  anticipate  that  the  odour 
problems  which  have  been  offensive  to  the 
area  residents  will  be  significantly  reduced. 

'A  minor  delay  of  approximately  three 
months  has  been  encountered  dtie  to  late  de- 
livery of  steel  components.  Nevertheless,  these 
delays  will  not  result  in  a  delay  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  overall  programme. 

IThe  total  cost  of  the  work  required  in  this 
programme  is  estimated  to  be  $1,600,000. 
From  1966  to  the  end  of  1974,  the  company 
will  have  spent  in  excess  of  $13  million  for  all 
environmental  control  programmes. 


Mr.  Speaker,  in  1973,  my  ministry  received 
50  complaints  from  residents  in  the  area.  So 
far  this  year,  we  have  received  12  complaints. 
We  anticipate  that  the  measures  defined  in 
the  programme  will  significantly  improve  the 
air  quality  in  the  area. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  A 
supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  minister 
aware  that  many  residents  refused  to  com- 
plain because  of  the  lack  of  action  on  the 
part  of  the  ministry?  Would  the  minister 
consider  asking  the  Ford  Motor  Co.  to  put 
up  a  bond  to  show  their  good  faith  that  they 
will  complete  the  project  within  the  stated 
time? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I'll  take  that  under 
consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Revenue 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked  pre\'i- 
ously. 


EXEMPTION  OF  RESOURCE  LANDS 
FROM  LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Hon.  A.  K.   Meen   (Minister  of  Revenue): 

Thank   you,   Mr.    Speaker.    On   May  21   the 

hon.    member   for   Scarborough   West   asked 

a  question  with  respect  to  a  certain  sale  of 

lands   by   Inco.    The   member   asked: 

Now  that  it's  been  revealed  that  Inco  is  selling 
land,  which  it  bought  for  $1  an  acre,  at  an  average 
price  of  $5,500  to  $7,500  an  acre,  does  that  not 
seem  to  the  minister  to  be  the  kind  of  speculation 
that  would  permit  the  inclusion  erf  resource  land  in 
his  bill? 

I  answered  that  I  wasn't  familiar  with  the 
situation  but  that  I  would  look  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  advised  that  to  qualify 
for  the  exemption  from  the  speculation  tax 
granted  in  respect  of  Canadian  resource 
property,  the  principal  value  of  these  particu- 
lar lots  would  have  to  depend  on  their  min- 
eral resource  content. 

The  sale  of  the  land  in  question  is  of  sur- 
face rights  only  and  it  is  therefore  reason- 
able, I  believe,  to  conclude  the  principal 
value  of  the  land  is  dependent  upon  its  use 
for  residential  purposes.  Such  being  the  case 
the  lands  are  not  included  in  the  definition 
of  Canadian  resources  property  and  are  there- 
fore designated  lands  within  the  provisions 
of  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

However,  I'm  advised  that  although  as  not- 
ed by  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West 
the  selling  price  is  substantially  higher  than 
the  original  acquisition  cost,  it  is  not  higher 
than  the  fair  market  value  as  at  April  9,  1974, 
and  therefore  no  speculation  tax  would  be 
payable  on  those  transactions. 
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Mr.  MacDonald:  Boy!  How  the  friends  get 
awa\'  with  it. 

Mr.   Lewis:    It  must  be  nice  to  be  Inco. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


INQUIRY  INTO  CONDUCT  OF  OHC 
OFFICIALS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Attorney  General.  Could  the 
Attorney  General  advise  us  if  any  progress 
whatsoever  has  been  made  into  the  investi- 
gation of  the  conduct  of  certain  senior  offi- 
cials of  Ontario  Housing,  which  resulted  from 
the  information  laid  before  His  Honour  Judge 
Waisberg,  bearing  in  mind  that  the  infor- 
mation was  put  there  last  fall  and  there  still 
has  been  no  apparent  action  taken? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has  been 
some  progress  made.  The  investigation  is  not 
yet  completed  but  we  do  expect  that  the 
third  phase  of  the  investigation  will  be  com- 
pleted before  too  long,  following  which  cer- 
tain determinations  will  be  made  with  re- 
spect to  following  up  on  the  results  of  that 
investigation. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  bear- 
nig  in  mind  the  investigation  apparently  has 
been  going  on  for  seven  months,  how  long 
does  it  take  to  investigate?  Or  do  we  need 
an  investigation  to  investigate  the  investiga- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  we 
don't.  I'm  quite  satisfied  that  the  investiga- 
tion has  been  quite  extensive  and  that  the 
time  that  has  transpired  has  been  very  neces- 
sary to  make  sure  that  we  have  in  fact 
covered  all  the  relevant  matters  to  be  taken 
into  account. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Did 
the  minister  indicate  that  the  third  phase 
was  going  to  be  completed  soon? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  What  I  am  getting  at  is 
that  the  investigation  was  divided  into  three 
parts,  and  they  are  well  into  the  third  part 
or  third  phase.  I  was  advised  as  recently  as 
yesterday  that  they  were  well  into  that,  and 
that  they  expect  to  be  finished  with  that 
before  too  long,  following  which  they  will 
make  certain  determinations. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Can 
the    minister    indicate    whether    the    phases 


were  groups  of  people,  territories,  or  levels 
of  depredation?  What  were  the  phases? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  have  no  further  com- 
ment with  respect  to  the  investigation,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 


MABEL  BAGG 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Attorney  General. 
We  had  a  little  colloquy  in  the  wdngs  yester- 
day about  this  question;  he  comes  well 
armed,  I  trust. 

What  is  his  ministry  prepared  to  do  about 
the  case  of  Mabel  Bagg,  a  woman  of  85 
years  of  age  who  until  the  last  day  or  two 
has  been  held  at  Golden  Age  Home  as 
mentally  incompetent  and  for  vmom  2,000  of 
her  fellow  bingo  players  at  the  Kingsway 
Club  have  petitioned  that  she  be  leased  into 
the  custoday  and  care  of  a  good  friend  of 
hers  and  who  claim  that  she  can't  be  mentally 
incompetent,  as  they  play  bingo  witii  her 
every  night  of  the  week? 

Hon.    Mr.    Welch:    Well,    Mr.    Speaker,   I 
have  no  comment  as  to  the  level  of  compe- 
tency necessary  to  play  bingo- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  Treasurer  doesn't  do  that 
very  well  either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  higher  than  some  of  the 
ministers'.  Remember  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  know  that  the  hon. 
member  would  appreciate  that  that  deter- 
mination was  made  according  to  certain 
medioal  standards.  The  public  trustee  is,  of 
course,  in  charge  as  a  statutory  committee 
under  the  Mental  Health  Act.  The  lady  in 
question  is  presently  back  in  hospital  re- 
ceiving some  treatment;  and  certainly,  follow- 
ing some  further  medical  determination  as  to 
when  she  may  be  released,  the  concern  and 
interest  of  others  will  be  taken  into  account 
as  to  what  is  in  her  best  interests  with  respect 
to  her  room  and  boarding. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary;  the  hon. 
member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
woman  is  very  aged  and  her  friends  are 
willing  to  look  after  her,  in  simple  humanity 
wouldn't  it  be  easier  just  to  release  her  to 
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the  friends  and  not  to  put  her  into  a  home 
where  she  doesn't  want  to  go? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  would  think  the  ulti- 
mate determination  is  what  is  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  lady  in  question.  I  think  we 
would  have  to  get  some  advice;  a  Dr.  Fitz- 
gerald has  taken  some  interest  in  her.  She  is 
in  hospital  now,  taking  medical  treatment; 
when  she  will  be  ready  to  be  discharged,  I 
don't  know. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  public 
trustee  is  simply  managing  her  aflFairs.  Cer- 
tainly, I  think  it  is  to  the  credit  of  some 
of  the  people  who  have  taken  an  interest  in 
this  case,  that  they  are  prepared  to  provide 
that  type  of  personal  attention  for  her.  So  I 
appreciate  the  fact  that  it  has  been  raised. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 


TAX  ON  ACCOMMODATION 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Revenue.  With  respect  to  the 
retail  sales  tax  and  the  application  of  the 
three  per  cent  tax  for  accommodation  for 
transients  of  less  than  31  days,  can  the 
minister  advise  us  if  that  tax  is  in  fact  charged 
for  the  accommodation  for  children  who  are 
going  to  summer  camps?  If  so,  will  the  minis- 
ter not  make  an  exception  to  this  matter  so 
that  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  not  collecting 
this  tax  for  the  sending  of  children  to  summer 
camps? 

Hon.  Mr,  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  tax  of 
three  per  cent  that  is  applied  on  summer 
camps  that  provide  food  as  well  as  lodging 
is,  in  our  opinion,  an  extremely  reasonable 
tax.  It  works  out  at  substantially  less  than 
the  tax  which  would  otherwise  be  chargeable. 
I  rnight  point  out  to  the  hon.  member  that 
ch\u"ch  eamps  and  others  operated  by  chari- 
table organizations  are,  under  the  Retail  Sales 
Tax  Act,  now  completely  exempt. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Do  I  conclude  after  the  minister's 
assiurance  to  me  yesterday  that  he  would  re- 
view this,  that  his  conclusion  is  "No,  this 
really  is  a  good  tax"? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  think  it  is  fair  to  say 
I  consider  the  tax  reasonable  in  the  circum- 
stances. It  is  a  moderated  tax  substantially 
below  the  tax  which  would  be  charged  on 
food  if  one  looked  at  the  taxes  charged  in 
restaurants.  If  one  calculates  a  50  per  cent 


figure— let's  say  the  daily  rate  at  a  camp  is 
roughly  50  per  cent  for  accommodation  and 
other  supervisory  facilities  and  the  other  50 
per  cent  is  for  food.  Perhaps  it  is  closer  to 
60  per  cent  for  food  but  if  one  takes  it  at 
50  per  cent— therefore  being  on  the  generous 
side  because  food  taxes  can  run  at  10  per  cent 
if  a  meal  is  over  $4— if  one  assumes,  and 
this  seems  to  be  fairly  close  statistically,  that 
50  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  food  is  cierived 
through  the  dinner  meal;  30  per  cent  through 
lunch  and  20  per  cent  for  breakfast,  on  that 
basis  there  would  be  tax  chargeable  at  least 
on  the  supper. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  On  that  basis  the  total 
eflFective  tax  for  accommodation  and  for  food, 
if  it  were  charged  at  the  normal  rate,  would 
work  out  at  about  six  per  cent.  We  have 
taken  a  figure  of  three  per  cent,  which  we 
consider  to  be  very  reasonable  in  the  cir- 
cumstances. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  supplementar)-  question, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Forgetting  for  the  moment  the 
tedious  rationalization  on  the  tax,  does  the 
minister  not  consider  it  would  be  wise  to 
fulfil  his  rhetoric  about  giving  childiren  an 
opportunity  to  get  to  the  Canadian  outlands 
and  so  on  by  removing  the  tax  particularly 
since  it  applies  to  the  cniMren  whose  families 
can't  send  them  for  more  than  31  days?  If 
they  send  them  for  more  than  31  da}'s  be- 
cause they  have  the  nwney,  there  is  no  tax. 

Hon.    Mr.    Meen:    Mr.    Speaker,    I    would 
simply  point  out  that  these  are  decisions  the 
government  has  to  make  from  time  to  time- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  And  makes  them  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —and  perhaps  the  Treas- 
urer in  some  subsequent  budget  would  want 
to  determine  whether  this  class  was  exempt. 
It  is  certainly  not  something  which  would  be 
considered  at  this  time. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  a  Tory  the  minister  is. 
What  an  unremitting,  unrelenting  Tory  the 
minister  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Ontario  will  be  well  rid  of 
him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Can'  the  minister  advise  the  House 
in  due  course— to  use  the  Treasurer's  phrase^ 
the   amount    of   money   raised   by   this   tax? 
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Would  the  minister  not  consider  that,  in  this 
particular  circumstance  just  as  in  the  relief 
salte  situation,  the  province  really  should  re- 
consider its  attempt  to  collect  tax  in  these 
particular  matters? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
would  be  in  a  position  to  determine  the 
amount  of  tax  recovered  in  this  quarter,  I 
will  certainly  determine  whether  that  is  avail- 
able and  if  so  make  it  available  to  the  hon, 
member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  the  minister  could 
take  it  up  with  the  Treasurer? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur,  I  think,  is  next. 


CITY  OF  THE  LAKEHEAD  ACT 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  A 
question  of  the  Minister  with  Portfolio  asso- 
ciated with  the  Treasury.  Do  I  understand 
correct^  that  he  is  plarming  to  bring  in, 
either  later  today  or  early  next  week,  amend- 
ments to  the  City  of  the  Lakehead  Act? 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Yes,  Mr,  Speaker,  I  am  bringing  it  in 
today, 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  I  might:  In  view  of  the  overwhellming  sup- 
port in  Thunder  Bay  for  a  true  ward  system 
—some  80  per  cent  of  1,400  submissions— db 
the  minister's  amendments  include  the  imple- 
mentation of  a  true  ward  system  in  the  city 
of  Thunder  Bay  for  the  coming  December 
elections? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  doesn't  the  hon, 
member  wait  for  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry 
I  couldii't  hear  all  of  the  question  but  I  will 
be  introdtucing  the  bill  today.  It  does  deal 
with  representation  by  ward  system.  Maybe 
we  could  wait  until  the  bill  is  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  Huron. 


LENNOX  GENERATING  STATION 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Thamk  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy. 
Can  the  minister  confirm  the  allegations  of 
two  commissioners  of  the  Kingston  Utilities 
Commission  that  part  of  the  construction  of 
the  Lennox  generating  plant  was  torn  down 
when  4  decision  was  made  to  use  oil  instead 
of  coal?  Can  the  minister  further  confirm  that 


Hydb-o's  assistant  general  manager,  Donald 
Ireland,  advised  the  commissioners  that  the 
plant  would  not  be  converted  from  coal  to 
oil  after  the  decision  had  been  made? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  En- 
ergy): Mr,  Speaker,  I  saw  that  story  in  the 
press.  I  am  afraid  I  have  no  further  details. 
I  will  be  glad  to  get  them  for  the  member, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand^ 
wich-Riverside. 


LEAD  HAZARD  FROM 
ELECTRIC  KETTLES 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations  regard- 
ing electric  kettlfes.  Has  the  minister  made  any 
progress  in  persuading  manufacturers  to  re- 
call electric  kettltes  now  declared  imsafe? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
way  of  measuring  whether  I  have  been  suc- 
cessful or  not.  Bearing  in  mind  my  innate 
modesty,  I  wouldn't  like  to  say  that  I  have 
been  successful  in  all  areas. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Did  the  minister  get  his 
own  changed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  But  I  understand,  and 
only  by  word  of  mouth,  that  some  of  the 
companies  are,  in  fact,  developing  policies 
right  now  to  accept  kettles  back  and  replace 
them.  I  cannot  verify  that.  I  will'  be  in  a  posi- 
tion to  verify  that  later  on  next  week  but  I 
can't  today.  It's  hearsay  as  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, 

Mr.  Burr:  Supplementary:  Does  the  minis- 
ter realize  that,  if  the  matter  is  not  pressed, 
these  policies  might  wither  on  the  vine  of  the 
manufacturers? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Or  simply  boil  over. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Or  evaporate. 

Mr.  Burr:  If  this  happens,  there  vidll  be  a 
huge  market  for  electric  kettles  for  the  manu- 
facturers which  they  themselves  will  have 
created  by  their  inadequate  products  in  the 
first  place, 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  known  as  free  enter- 
prise: 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
sure  the  hon,  member  is  aware  that  I  have 
no  legislation  available  which  can  compel 
them  to  do  this,  I  have  urged  the  industry 
through  the  media  to  consider  and,  if  at  all 
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possible,  to  do  this.  But,  again,  I'm  not  fa- 
miliar with  the  cost  implications  or  whether 
it  can  be  handled  or  whether  as  a  matter  of 
public  relations  the  companies  would  con- 
sider going  this  step  or  not.  I  indicated  last 
week  I  hoped  they  would,  but  it's  easy  for 
me  to  suggest  that  they  take  this  step.  I  am 
not  aware  of  the  cost  implications. 

As  I  said  earlier,  I  understand  some  of 
them  have  been  taking  this  step.  I  can't 
verify  that  and  I  don't  hold  that  out  as  gospel 
until  I  get  that  information  confirmed. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That  is  planned  obsolescence. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think,  in  view  of  the  fact 
there  are  only  a  few  moments  left,  that  we 
have  had  enough  supplementaries.  The  hon, 
member  for  Windsor- Walkerville. 


CARNIVAL  RIDE  SAFETY 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  carnival  ride  accidents  continue 
and  that  just  last  Tuesday  of  this  week  two 
people  were  injured  on  a  ride  on  Bob-Lo 
Island,  just  oflF  Amherstburg  in  the  Detroit 
River,  is  the  minister  considering  including 
in  legislation  concerning  a  uniform  building 
code  a  section  that  would  control  and  regu- 
late carnival  ride  safety? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  not  considering  that  in  the  Ontario  Build- 
ing Code.  At  the  present  time,  I  am  advised 
that  various  mimicipalities  have  by-laws  deal- 
ing with  this  particular  matter. 

Probably  one  of  the  greatest  policing  sys- 
tems with  relation  to  carnival  rides  is  con- 
ducted by  the  insurance  industry  which  will 
not  insure  a  ride  unless  they  have  done  the 
usual  safety  inspections.  In  addition,  most 
municipalities,  or  the  major  ones,  will  not 
allow  a  carnival  or  a  ride  to  be  erected 
within  the  municipality  unless  proof  of  sub- 
stantial insurance  coverage  has  been  filed 
with  the  municipality.  I  was  not  aware  of 
the  matter  to  which  the  member  refers  near 
Amherstburg  some  few  days  ago  until  he 
mentioned  it  this  morning. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 


LIFE  INSURANCE  PRICES  HANDBOOK 

Mr.  Cerma:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Com- 
mercial Relations:  I  wonder  if  he  is  aware  of 


the  need  of  the  publication  of  a  prices  hand- 
book as  far  as  life  insurance  is  concerned, 
so  that  the  public  can  be  protected  from  in- 
surance companies  which  are  ripping  them 
off.  Is  he  also  aware  that  certain  jurisdic- 
tions have  already  published  such  a  prices 
handbook  so  that  people  can  make  com- 
parisons when  purchasing  life  insurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  a  publication  available  in  this  province. 
It  used  to  cost  somewhere  in  the  neighbour- 
hood of  $2  annually.  It's  by  Stone  and  Cox 
and  that  information  is  contained  in  that  pub- 
lication. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

CONSERVATION  AUTHORITY  FOR 
BLACK  CREEK  AREA 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources:  When  does  the  min- 
ister plan  to  establish  a  conservation  author- 
ity on  the  flood-prone  Black  River  area  near 
Orillia,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  again  this 
year  there  was  flooding  in  that  area  which 
caused  serious  problems  for  the  septic  tank 
systems  in  the  area  of  the  Black  and  Head 
Rivers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
point  out  to  the  hon.  member  that  we  do 
not  initiate  the  setting  up  of  the  conserva- 
tion authority.  That  must  come  from  the 
respective   municipalities   in   the   area, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury East. 

PITS  AND  QUARRIES  CONTROL  ACT 

Mr.  Martel:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Natural  Resources:  Is  the  minister  going  to 
introduce,  before  the  adjournment,  amend- 
ments to  the  Pits  and  Quarries  Control  Act 
which  would  encompass  northern  Ontario 
under  the  purview  of  the  Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  would 
not  require  a  change  in  the  Pits  and  Quarries 
Control  Act  to  bring  in  the  area  to  which 
the  hon.  member  refers.  We  are  looking  at 
the  situation  and  we're  working  actively  on  it 
and  I'm  hopeful  we'll  have  some  decision 
within  the  next  few  months. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Still  not  high  enough  for  most 
of  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  The  amendments  to 
the  Pits  and  Quarries  Control  Act  will  come 
in  the  fall. 
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Mr.    Lewis:    They   will?  That  is  just   the 

beginning. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


FAMILY  PLANNING  SERVICES 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  question  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary'  for  Social  Development,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  she  aware  of  the  request  made  by 
the  Status  of  Women  council  that  there  be  a 
provincial  government  statement  of  policy  on 
birth  control  in  family  plaiming  services?  Does 
the  government  intend  to  ensure  that  every 
public  health  unit  in  the  province  provides 
family  planning  services  on  the  scalfe,  say,  of 
the  successful  efforts  in  Ottawa? 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the 
hon.  member,  yes,  we  are  aware  of  that  and 
it  is  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister  say  when  a 
statement  will  be  made  and  what  the  govern- 
ment's stand  is? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can- 
not. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  she  could  put  together  20 
or  30  pages  and  read  it  to  us  one  day.  She 
can  give  us  another  exercise  in  futility  some 
afternoon. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 


NORTH  PICKERING  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Deacon:  Another  question  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Secretary  for  Social  Development:  In 
connection  vdth  the  inquiry  into  me  expro- 
priation of  the  North  Pickering  site,  undier 
section  25,  will  the  minister  table  the  teims  of 
the  inquiry  which  will  be  held  in  that  situa- 
tion? Does  that  come  under  her?  Not  at  all? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. There  are  about  60  seconds 
left. 


CONSERVATION  OF  ENERGY 
USED  IN  HEATING 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Energy:  Regarding  the  statement 
recently  made  by  Mr.  Rounthwaite,  the  im- 
mediate past  president  of  the  Royal  Archi- 


tectural Institute  of  Canada,  that  72  per  cent 
of  the  energy  consumed  in  heating  human 
shelter  in  North  America  is  wasted,  what  is 
the  minister  doing  to  reduce  this  amount  of 
waste? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  am  not  aware  of  the 
particular  statement  which  Mr.  Rounthwaite 
has  made.  We  met  with  him  on  a  couple  of 
occasions  and  the  architects  association  has 
been  most  helpful.  We  are  developing  an  on- 
going conservation  of  energy  programme  in 
which  certainly  the  waste  of  heat  in  not  only 
homes  but  factories  and  commercial  establish- 
ments is  very  much  to  the  fore.  Obviously, 
where  the  biggest  impact  can  be  madfe,  over  a 
period  of  time,  is  in  new  buildings  and  there 
are  a  number  of  interesting  proposals  there, 
proposals  of  various  kinds  of  total  energy 
utilization. 

Particularly,  Ontario  Hydro  and  the  Minis- 
try of  Consumer  and  Conmiercial  Relations 
and  our  own  ministry  have  been  making 
representations,  and  I  think  effective  ones, 
with  the  full  support  of  the  architecits  and 
others,  that  the  National  Building  Code  up- 
dating will  have  higher  standards  in  terms  of 
insullation  and  the  conservation  of  energy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce 32  grade  8  students  from  St.  Joseph's 
Island  Central  Public  School;  the  person  in 
charge  is  Mr.  Wells;  also  Mrs.  Wallace  and 
Mrs.  Edie.  I  would  like  the  members  to  wel- 
come themi  at  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  are  they? 

Mr.  Singer:  They  don't  seem  to  be  here. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 
(Presenting  reports. 
Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 


COUNTY  OF  OXFORD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intitdted.  An  Act  to  restructure  the  County  of 
Oxford. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  I 
advised!  the  House  that  I  would  introduce 
legislation  to  provide  for  the  restructuring  of 
the  county  of  Oxford.  This  bill  has  been'  re- 
quested by  the  county  council  and  the  coun- 
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cik  of  Woodstock  and  Ingersoll  andi  incor- 
porates their  views  on  the  restructuring. 

As  requested  by  the  area  councils,  I  will 
introdtice  amendments  at  the  appropriate  time 
to  deal  with  the  representation  on  the  area 
councils  and  allow  a  warden  to  maintain  a 
seat  on.  the  council  of  the  area  he  represents. 
This,  of  course,  will  reduce  the  size  of  the 
coimty  councill?  by  one  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Can  the  minister  indicate  when  he 
wants  to  proceed  with  secondl  reading  of  this 
biU? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would 
like  to  proceed  with  it  on  Tuesday,  if  pos- 
sible. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh  boy. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Further  to  the  point  of 
order,  has  the  minister  made  arrangements  to 
have  the  bill  distributed  in  Oxford  county 
and  has  he  madte  any  arrangements  to  get  the 
views  of  those  people  concerned? 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  By  Tues- 
day? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  ar- 
ranged that  the  bill  will  be  distributed  to 
every  council  in  Oxford  and  my  staff  will  be 
down  there  Monday  and  Tuesday  to  discuss 
any  matter  which  is  of  any  concern  to  them, 
and  bring  it  back.  The  committee  of  the 
whole  House  will  then  deal  with  any  amend- 
ments as  are  mentioned  here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order- 
Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  permitted  the  out-of- 
order  point  of  order  by  the  leader  of  the 
Liberal  Party.  I  suppose  I  should  for  the 
leader  of  the  new  Democratic  Party. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  was  that  out  of  order? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  you 
would  explain  why  that  was  out  of  order? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Because  there  was  nothing  in 
the  proceedings  which  was  not  in  order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  may  be,  but  a  point  of 
order  which  requests  clarification  and  asks 
a  question  is  also  in  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  member  may  rise  on  a 
point  of  clarification.  If  the  minister  is  agree- 
able to  provide  it,  fine,  but  it's  not  a  point 
of  order. 


Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  I  didn't  know  there 
was  a  point  of  clarification.  I  appreciate  your 
precedent-setting  innovation,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No  precedent-setting  at  all. 
It  has  often  been  done. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  I  rise  on  a  point,  if  I 
may— which  is  damnably  uncomfortable  and, 
therefore,  I  shall  proceed  —  I  want  to  know 
why  it  is  necessary  to  engage  in  the  affront 
to  Oxford,  which  is  obviously  implied,  and 
to  the  Legislature,  by  introducing  a  bill  on 
Friday  and  ramming  it  through  on  Tuesday 
in  the  end-of-session  war  of  attrition  which 
he  always  engages  in.  What  kind  of  a  step 
is  this  for  local  government?  Why  can't  the 
minister  wait  a  week  or  two? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Because  the  boss  told 
him  to  do  it  that  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  apparently 
the  hon.  member  wasn't  here- 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  wasn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —when  I  made  my  state- 
ment yesterday. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  read  the  minister's  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  This  has  been  something 
which  has  been  discussed  for  four  years  at 
the  local  level. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  haven't  seen  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  has  been  requested  re- 
cently by  the  area  councils.  I  don't  ^vish  to 
get  into  a  debate  with  the  member  at  this 
time,  nor  do  I  think  it's  proper. 

Mr.  Martel:  Do  them  properh-  then. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  comment  on  the  point 
of  order? 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  the  entire  debate  is  out 
of  order.  It  is  not  a  point  of  clarification,  nor 
a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order— on  a  dif- 
ferent point  which  has  nothing  to  do  with 
what  is  being  discussed,  if  you  don't  mind. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot:  (Timiskaming):  What 
does  the  member  want  to  do,  resign? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  will  hear  the  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you.  At  the  moment 
there  are  two  estimates  slated  to  be  before— 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  is  not  a  point  of  order, 
how   many   estimates    are   before    any    com- 
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mittee  or  in  the  House.  It  is  not  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  it  is  a  point  of  orderl  How- 
can  we  conduct  the  business  if— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  will  please 
be  seated.  I  have  ruled  it  is  not  a  point  of 
order. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  challenge  your  ruling. 

Mr.     Speaker:     Those    in    favour    of    the 
Speaker's  ruling  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 
The  Speaker's  ruling  is  sustained. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  believe  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  is  out  of 
order  arid  I  warn  him  to  obey  the  rulings  of 
the  Chair. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


GUARANTEED  ANNUAL  INCOME  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  Residents  65  Years 
of  Age  and  Over. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


MUNICIPAL  FRANCHISES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Franchises  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  for  disputes  regarding  the  trans- 
mission of  gas  to  go  before  the  Ontario 
Energy  Board. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
WATERLOO  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality   of   Waterloo   Act,    1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
provides  for  new  arrangements  for  represen- 
tation from  the  City  of  Waterloo  on  the 
council  of  the  regional  municipality  of  Water- 
loo. 


CITY  OF  THE  LAKEHEAD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  City  of  the 
Lakehead  Act,  1968-1969. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  long  has  the  Treasurer 
been  in  the  House?  When  was  he  elected? 
Was  it  1963  or  1967? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  1959. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  can  only  take  15  years,  eh? 

Hod.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
changes  the  name  of  the  municipal  corpora- 
tion of  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  to  conform 
with  the  decision  of  the  voters  in  that  munic- 
ipality. It  also  covers  arrangements  for  their 
1974  elections,  which  will  be  held  on  the 
same  ward  basis  as  the  previous  elections.  It 
also  continues  the  authority  of  council  to 
provide  mill  rate  reductions  in  the  rural  wards 
of  Mclntyre  and  Neebing  to  reflect  the  lower 
levels  of  municipal  services  available  there. 
At  the  appropriate  time  I  will  be  amending 
the  bill  to  allow  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  to 
tax  certain  lands  to  be  leased  by  the  Cana- 
dian Lakehead  Exhibition  for  commercial 
purposes, 

Mr.  Foulds:  On  a  point  of  clarification, 
Mr,  Speaker,  does  the  minister  have  any  idea 
when  that  appropriate  time  for  his  suggested 
amendment  will  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  depending 
on  the  pleasure  of  the  House,  I  would  sug- 
gest it  might  be  Tuesday  evening  or  Thurs- 
day. I  don't  know. 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  said  in  his  statement,  Mr, 
Speaker,  that  he  intended  to  bring  an  amend- 
ment to  allow  the  city  to  tax  the  Lakeihead 
Exhibition  grounds.  Is  that  an  amendment  to 
the  bill  that  he  has  now  filed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  Foulds:  So  he  has  not  yet  published 
it?  Could  I  find  out  when  he  expects  to  bring 
that  in?  Tuesday  evening  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't  give 
a  definite  time.  The  committee  of  the  whole 
House  will  have  to  deal  with  it.  I  would 
suggest  that  second  reading  might  be  on 
Tuesday  evening,  and  it  would  then  go  into 
committee  of  the  whole  House  and  I'll  intro- 
duce the  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  have  waited  this  long 
and  the  minister  still  has  to  change  the  bill 
at  the  last  minute. 
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HEALTH  INSURANCE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  in  the  absence  of  Hon. 
Mr.  Miller,  moves  first  reading  of  bill  in- 
tituled. An  Act  to  amend  the  Health  Insur- 
ance Act,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill 
contains  a  number  of  minor  amendments 
that  the  minister  wanted  placed  before  the 
House,  and  I  am  sure  they  will  all  be  self- 
explanatory. 


PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  in  the  absence  of  Hon. 
Mr.  Miller,  moves  first  reading  of  bill  in- 
tituled. An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Health 
Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  same 
applies  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Boy,  the  government  is  engag- 
ing in  abuse  of  the  House.  Why  couldn't 
these  bills  have  been  ready  three  or  four 
weeks  ago?  Why  do  they  do  this  at  the  end 
of  every  session? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Timiskaming 
is  a  disgrace  to  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  seventh  order, 
resuming  the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  70,  the  Denture 
Therapist  Act,  1974. 


DENTURE  THERAPISTS  ACT 
(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  aspect  of  this  bill  that  interests 
me  most  is  the  assurance  that  the  oral  health 
of  customers  is  being  protected. 

As  you  will  recall,  for  several  months  the 
denturists  insisted  upon  having  a  certificate 
of  oral  health  signed  by  a  doctor  or  a  dentist. 
However,  this  practice  was  ended  when  the 
dental  association  ofiBcials  persuaded  the 
medical  association  ofiBcials  to  write  a  letter 
to  physicians  telling  them  that  they  were  not 
qualified  to  assess  the  oral  health  of  a  per- 


son. Apparently  a  suflBcient  number  of  the 
physicians  agreed  with  this  delimitation  of 
their  own  expertise  and,  as  a  result,  very 
few  physicians  then  were  willing  to  sign  cer- 
tificates of  oral  health  and,  of  course,  even 
fewer  dentists  were  doing  it. 

In  Alberta,  a  certificate  of  oral  health  was 
required  before  denturists  could  function,  but 
there,  too,  the  dentists  would  not  co-operate, 
despite  their  claims  of  great  concern  for  the 
health  of  patients  or  customers.  And  eventu- 
ally this  requirement  has  been  rescinded  in 
AllDcrta. 

So  the  minister,  I  have  concluded,  is  right 
in  not  going  the  certificate  route.  The  only 
sensible  solution,  in  my  opinion,  is  to  give 
the  denturists  or  dental  therapists— whatever 
they  are  going  to  be  called— the  proper  train- 
ing to  enable  them  to  recognize  any  abnor- 
malities or  symptoms  of  disease  in  the  mouth. 
In  such  a  case  the  denturist  would  refer  the 
customer  to  a  dentist  or  a  physician. 

This  bill  does  not  permit  partials  to  be 
supplied  by  the  denturists.  This  is  a  mistake 
that  the  government  insists  on  making.  Other 
members  have  spoken  about  it  and  I  shall  not 
dwell  upon  it  any  further. 

But  when  the  minister  first  introduced  Bill 
70  he  assured  me  that  repairs  for  partial 
dentures  by  denturists,  without  reference  to  a 
dentist,  would  be  permitted.  The  denturists 
could  legally  deal  directly  with  the  public  for 
this  purpose— the  repair  of  partials.  When  the 
parliamentary  assistant  replies,  I  should  ap- 
preciate an  assurance  that  this  is  still  the 
intention  of  the  ministry. 

The  trend  in  Canada  is  to  let  denturists 
make  partials  and  it  is  a  pity  that  Ontario  is 
not  among  the  leaders  in  tiiis  respect,  because 
the  sooner  this  controversy  is  resolved,  by  al- 
lowing the  denturists  to  make  both  partials 
and  complete  dentures,  the  sooner  the  ill- 
feeling  will  subside,  however  slowly. 

It  is  my  concern,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
denturists  be  given  the  proper  training  in 
recognizing  good  and  poor  oral  health,  and 
as  I  said  the  sooner  this  is  done,  the  better. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Etobi- 
coke. 

Mr.  L.  A.  Braithwaite  (Etobicoke):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I'd  like  to  join  in  this  debate  to  op- 
pose the  bill  as  presented  by  the  ministry. 
I  won't  take  the  time  of  the  House  to  go  into 
the  history  of  the  advances  and  the  retreats 
and  back-flips  of  the  government  in  this  par- 
ticular situation.  I  think  the  time  has  come 
really  for  the  shadow  boxing  to  end,  because 
Ontario  should  put  itself  into  position  where 
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it  is  the  same  as  most  other  provinces  and, 
to  my  way  of  thinking,  it  should  allow  den- 
turists  to  treat  the  public  without  the  restric- 
tions as  proposed  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  may  know,  some  time 
ago  there  were  arrests,  and  the  actual  trials 
of  some  of  these  denturists  have  not  been 
held  as  yet.  I'm  going  to  touch  on  that  later. 
But  it  appears  to  me  that,  if  nothing  else,  the 
government— because  it  has  brought  in  this 
bill— should  dismiss  the  charges  that  are  out- 
standing now,  because  there  is  no  sense  in 
pursuing  these  gentlemen  who,  after  all,  were 
doing  what  they  felt  was  best  for  the  com- 
munity and  what,  by  the  way  Mr.  Speaker, 
most  of  the  community  agrees  with, 

i  want  to  take  a  moment  to  tell  the  House, 
Mr.  Speaker  about  my  particular  concern. 
When  the  minister  introdbcedi  the  bill  he 
mentioned  that  as  far  as  he  was  concerned 
that  he  was  going  to  make  certain  that  the  bill 
was  enforced  and  that  the  cMuse  with  refer- 
ence to  partials  was  strictly  adhered  to.  That 
means  we  are  going  to  have  more  of  these 
raids  by  the  gentlemen  in  bltie.  I  think  this 
is  one  of  the  things  which  has  caused  more 
ill  feeling  in  this  province  than  anything  that 
I  can  think  of  for  the  moment. 

In  Etobicoke  there  is  a  lady  named'  Mrs. 
Sangster  who  lives  in  my  riding,  on  Widdi- 
combe  Hill.  I  thought  the  House  might  be 
interested  in  knowing  that  on  last  New  Year's 
Eve,  this  lady  had  a  denture  and  the  tooth 
came  out  in  the  front.  She  tried  all  afternoon 
at  the  hospital,  dentists,  the  dental  college 
and  different  places  to  see  if  she  could  find  a 
dentist  to  get  this  thing  fixed,  and  she  had 
no  luck. 

She  had!  been  scheduled'  to  attend)  a  New 
Year's  party  on  Dec.  31,  1973.  She  phoned 
her  hostess  and  told  her  that  because  of  die 
tooth  Aat  was  missing  she  would  not  be  able 
to  attend.  This  hostess  told  her  that  she  had 
been  driving  along  the  Queens^vay  that  very 
day  and)  she  noticed  a  denture  clinic  called, 
I  believe,  the  Parklawn  denture  clinic.  I  think 
it  is  a  Mr.  Pilarski  who  runs  it.  This  lady  went 
there  late  on  New  Year's  Eve,  around  6 
o'clock,  as  this  gentleman  was  just  going  out. 
True  to  the  tradition  of  denturists,  he  turned 
around  and  lookedi  after  her  tooth  for  her. 
She  was  so  pleased  with  the  service,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  she  asked  him  about  getting  a 
new  denture  made. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  On  a  point  of 
order,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  don't  think  there  is  a 
quorum. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  while  the  Clerk 
takes  count. 


Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
17  members  present. 

Mr.  Speaker  ordered  that  the  bells  be  rung 
for  four  minutes. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
a  quorum  present. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  member  for  Etobi- 
coke proceed. 

Mr.  Braithwaite:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
speaking  of  the  case  of  Mrs.  Sangster.  I  was 
talking  about  the  question  of  police  raids.  I 
think  that  I  was  at  the  point  where  I  said 
this  fedy  had  a  tooth  put  into  her  denture  so 
that  she  would  be  able  to  attend  a  New  Year's 
party. 

But  before  she  left  the  denturist's  oflBce, 
Mr.  Speaker,  she  was  so  pleased  with  his 
attention  and  with  the  job  he  had  done,  that 
she  discussed'  the  making  of  another  denture 
with  him  and  an  appointment  was  made  for, 
I  believe  it  was  to  be  the  next  Wednesday 
after  New  Year's,  at  the  Parkway  denture 
clinic. 

She  attended'  that  Wednesday.  While  she 
was  there  that  day,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  just 
happened,  she  wrote  me:  "That  not  one,  not 
two,  not  three,  but  four  big  policemen  came 
in  and  raided  the  joint." 

Being  a  very  law  abiding  person,  she  was 
sitting  there  and  couldn't  believe  what  hap- 
pended.  Under  pressure  from  the  police,  Mr. 
Speaker,  she  was  forced  to  give  her  name 
and  addiress  and  they  forced  her  to  admit  to 
them  that  she  was  there  to  have  work  dione, 
etc.  All'  in  all,  it  was  a  very  shabby  perform- 
ance. 

Now  I've  brought  this  matter  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  House  before,  Mr.  Speaker.  But 
what  I  am  concerned  about  todiay  in  discuss- 
ing this  bill  is  that  if  this  kind  of  police 
intervention  is  going  to  be  required  in  the 
future  to  enforce  the  terms  of  the  bill,  it 
seems  this  government  is  going  to  make  itself 
even  more  unpopular  than  it  is  now.  And  as 
far  as  I  can  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  nothing  can 
be  gained. 

I  would'  urge  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr. 
Miller),  Mr.  Speaker,  to  invoke  a  grandfather 
clause  to  allow  the  existing  denturists  to  take 
an  examination  which  would  be  fairly  given 
and  which  would  be  equitably  marked,  so 
that  they  may  all  qualify  to  deal  with  the 
public.  If  this  is  not  entirely  possible,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  see  no  reason  why  those  who 
could  not  pass  a  very  fair  test  could  not  be 
upgraded  so  that  they  could'  pass. 

In  other  words,  those  who  are  presently  in 
the  profession  of  denturism  should  be  allowed 
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to  continue.  This  is  my  opinion,  Mr.  Speaker. 
And  I  might  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
there  have  been  very  many  letters,  telegrams, 
telephone  calls  and  personal  visits  to  me  by 
people  in  Etobicoke.  I  can  say  without  doubt 
that  I  speak  for  the  people  of  Etobicoke  when 
I  say  that  denturists  should  be  allowed  to 
deal  directly  with  the  public. 

As  far  as  new  entrants  into  the  profession 
are  concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  see  no 
reason  why  these  people  shouldn't  take  some 
sort  of  a  course  as  proposed.  But  when  they 
are  finished,  it  is  my  contention  they,  too, 
should  be  allowed  to  deal  with  the  public. 
If  the  government  is  concerned  on  the  matter 
of  health,  I  don't  see  what  objection  anybody 
would  have  or  could  have  to  a  doctor  or  a 
dentist  providing  an  oral  certificate  of  good 
health. 

All  in  all,  my  conclusion  is  that  the  time 
has  come  for  this  shadow  boxing,  as  I've 
called  it,  to  end.  So  many  people  have  spoken 
to  this  government  and  told  it  that  they  would 
prefer,  they  would  insist,  that  the  denturists 
be  allowed  to  deal  directly  with  the  public 
without  the  intervention  of  dentists,  I  think 
this  government  should  start,  even  at  this  late 
date,  to  listen  to  the  people  who  will  be 
voting  in  a  year  or  so, 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  say  from  personal  expe- 
rience that  I  have  attended  at  the  Kingsway 
denture  clinic.  I  have  had  work  done  on  my 
own  mouth  and  I  can  say  without  a  doubt 
that  the  work  has  been  on  the  highest  level. 
The  attention  given  me  has  been  as  good,  if 
not  better,  than  what  could  be  found  in  any 
dentist's  office.  All  in  all,  my  experience  has 
been  shared  by  many  of  my  constituents. 

So  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  join  my  col- 
leagues in  opposing  this  bill  and  in  urging  the 
government  to  allow  denturists  to  deal  direct- 
ly with  the  public, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  River- 
dale, 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  ( Riverdale ) :  Mr,  Speak- 
er, I  want  to  speak  just  briefly  about  one 
aspect  of  this  bill,  which  is  certainly  novel 
and  unusual  so  far  as  any  of  the  health  disci- 
plines are  concerned,  and  that  is,  that  while 
the  assembly  has  been  engaged  in  debating 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  dealing  with  doc- 
tors and  dentists  and  the  nursing  profession 
and  the  optometrists,  and  that's  been  in  com- 
mittee for  a  considerable  period  of  time,  this 
is  the  first  time,  to  my  knowledge,  that  a  bill 
has  been  brought  into  the  assembly  which 
has  a  definition  of  professional  incompetence 
in  it. 


What  concerns  me  about  it  is  why  the 
government  should  choose  the  denture  thera- 
pists as  the  first  body  of  persons  practising 
a  particular  field  of  specialty  in  which  to 
introduce  a  definition  of  incompetence.  I  don't 
think  that  the  denture  therapists  are  any  more 
subject  to  being  competent  or  incompetent 
than  the  doctors  or,  indeed,  my  own  profes- 
sion, the  lawyers. 

I'm  very  much  concerned  that  if  the  gov- 
ernment is  serious  about  imposing  a  test  of 
competence,  the  government  must  be  certain 
that  it  imposes  that  test  on  each  and  every 
one  of  the  health  discipline  professions,  and 
on  other  professions  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  I  do  not  think  there  is  anything 
which  allows  the  government  to  single  out  the 
denture  therapists. 

I  can't  tell  whether  the  parliamentary  as- 
sistant to  the  Minister  of  Health  is  listening 
or  not  listening;  but  on  a  Friday  morning,  if 
Se  doesn't  mind,  Td  just  as  soon  have  his 
attention  to  what  I'm  saying. 

My  concern  is  with  the  definition  of  in- 
competence and  competence  which  is  in  the 
bill,  and  the  ramifications  of  that  with  respect 
to  the  government's  policy  in  all  of  the  pro- 
fessions, I  expect  the  parliamentary  assistant, 
in  the  absence  of  the  Minister  of  Health,  to 
deal  with  this  question  when  he  speaks  at  the 
close  of  this  debate  on  second  reading. 
The  Act  says: 

"Incompetence"  means  the  display  of  a 
lack  of  knowledge,  skill  or  judgement  in 
the  professional  care  of  a  patient  or  dis- 
regard for  the  welfare  of  a  patient  of  a 
nature  or  to  an  extent  that  demonstrates 
that  the  denture  therapist  is  unfit  to  con- 
tinue in  the  practice  of  denture  tharapy  or 
the  practice  of  supervised  denture  therapy. 

Changing  the  term  "denture  therapist"  to 
"an  appropriate  profession,"  it  would  seem  to 
me  that  that  kind  of  definition  is  applicable 
to  each  and  every  profession  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  The  government  then  provides 
further  on  in  the  bill  that  the  disciplines 
committee  will  have  the  authority  to  deal 
with   this   question  of  incompetence. 

It's  set  out  in  section  11  of  the  bill  that 
there  are  two  aspects  of  the  problem;  one, 
professional  misconduct,  which  is  defined,  and 
which  I  set  to  one  side  because  I  think  pro- 
fessional misconduct  lends  itself  to  each  of 
the  professions  and  I  think  is  applicable  in 
each  of  the  professions  as  they  presently  exist. 
But  it  provides  that: 

The  discipline  committee  shall, 

(a)  when  so  directed  by  the  board, 
executive    committee    or    complaints    com- 
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niittee,  hear  and  determine  allegations  of 
professional  misconduct  or  incompetence 
against  any  licensee;  (2)  In  the  case  of 
hearings  into  allegations  of  professional 
misconduct  or  incompetence,  the  discipline 
committee  shall, 

(a)  consider  the  allegations  .  .  .  [And  so 
on  and  so  forth] 

(b)  determine  whether  upon  the  evidence 
and  the  facts  so  ascertained  the  allegations 
have  been  proved; 

(c)  determine  whether  in  respect  of  the 
allegations  so  proved  the  licensee  is  guilty 
of  professional  misconduct  or  incompe- 
tence; 

(d)  determine  the  penalty  to  be  imposed 
as  hereinafter  provided  in  cases  in  which 
it  finds  the  licensee  guilty  of  professional 
misconduct  or  of  incomptence  ...  (4)  The 
discipline  committee  may  find  a  licensee 
to  be  incompetent  if  in  its  opinion  he  has 
displayed  in  his  professional  care  of  a 
patient  a  lack  of  knowledge,  skill  or  judge- 
ment or  disregard  for  the  welfare  of  the 
patient  of  a  nature  or  to  an  extent  that 
demonstrates  he  is  unfit  to  continue  in 
practice. 

I  just  cannot  conceive  what  was  in  the  mind 
of  the  government  when  it  introduces  that 
kind  of  test  in  this  profession  and  yet  we 
have  before  us  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
dealing  with  other  professions— I  may  refer 
to  them  as  the  elitist  professions  in  the  health 
field— and  have  no  such  definition  of  incom- 
petence. It  seem  to  me  passing  strange  that 
the  government  singles  out  this  particular 
area  of  specialty  to  introduce  the  conception 
of  incompetence  in  professional  practice. 

I  want  a  clear  statement  from  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant.  I  want  a  straightforward 
statement  as  to  whether  he  intends,  or  the 
ministry  intends,  to  amend  the  Health  Dis- 
ciplines Act  as  it  presently  is  before  the  com- 
mittee to  provide  for  the  inclusion  in  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act  as  it  deals  with  doc- 
tors, dentists,  optometrists,  nurses— and  what- 
ever the  fifth  profession  is  that  is  covered  in 
that  bill— whether  or  not  they  are  going  to 
include  the  same  kind  of  test  and  the  same 
kind  of  authority  for  the  discipline  com- 
mittees which  are  set  up  under  each  of  those 
professional  bodies. 

I  just  simply  cannot  understand  why  the 
denture  therapists  are  singled  out  for  this 
particular  treatment,  unless  the  government 
is_determined  to  amend  the  provisions  of  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act  related  to  each  and 
every  one  of  the  other  health  disciplines  and 
in  due  course,  any  other  profession  which  is 


recognized  and  granted  a  status  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  address  themselves  to  this  bill? 
If  not,  the  hon.  parliamentary  assistant. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  our  opinion  that  the  Denture 
Therapists  Act,  1974,  provides  an  appro- 
priate and  reasonable  level  of  health  care  to 
all  the  citizenry. 

It  doesn't  go  as  far  as  the  opposition 
wishes.  However,  we  are  satisfied  that  it 
achieves  the  dual  purpose  of  safeguarding  the 
oral  health  of  the  citizenry  and  at  the  same 
time  allowing  the  citizenry  access  to  denture 
therapists. 

It  was  important  to  ensure  this  oral  hygiene 
for  the  public.  We  are  satisfied'  that  the  skill 
and  competence  required  of  a  registered;  den- 
ture therapist  who  has  successfully  completed 
the  examinations  that  we  have  laid  out  in  the 
prescribed  courses  is  sufficiently  adequate  to 
safeguard  the  public. 

'He  will  be  allowed,  however,  to  apply 
prosthetic  appliances  or  to  fix  or  repair  pros"- 
thetic  appliances  for  ad'entulous  arches.  That 
is  where  the  arch  or  the  mouth  in  this  par- 
ticular case  has  no  live  teeth. 

Except  under  supervision,  the  denture  ther- 
apists, of  course,  will  not  be  allowed  to  in- 
stall or  fix  partials.  The  member  for  Brant, 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  (Mr.  R.  F. 
Nixon),  last  evening  put  the  reasons  very  well 
as  to  why  partials  should  not  be  allowed.  He 
indicated  there  was  a  grave  danger  to  those 
living  teeth  which  remain  in  the  gums;  to 
attach  partials  to  live  teeth  would  likely 
require  things  like  x-rays,  drilling  equipment 
and  the  like.  X-rays,  of  course,  are  not 
machines  allowed  to  denture  therapists. 

I  think  it  would  be  very  easy,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  see  denture  therapists,  if  the  scope  of  den- 
ture therapy  were  expanded  beyond  what  is 
included  in  Bill  70,  very  quickly  proceeding 
into  the  area  of  x-ray  machinery  and  drilling 
equipment  in  order  to  attach  these  prosthetic 
appliances  properly  to  live  teeth.  That 
primarily  is  the  reason  we  have  d^ecided  it 
would  not  be  appropriate  for  partials  to  be 
included  as  part  of  the  scope  of  denture 
therapists. 

'The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  concluded 
that  the  scope  should  be  enlarged  to  include 
partial  plates  for  the  same  reasons.  The  basic 
difference  here  is  we  concluded  that  den- 
ture therapists  should  not  be  allowed  to 
include  partial*  as  part  of  their  scope.  It  is  a 
complex  piece  of  mechanical  work  to  fit  a 
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partial  in  order  to  provide  the  proper  anchor- 
age. It  requires  a  skill  beyond  what  is  now 
contemplated  and  beyond  what  we  are  testing 
denture  therapists  for  under  Bill  246.  It  is 
generally  something  that  approaches  the 
domain  of  dentistry  and  it  seems  useless  to 
have  two  particular  disciplines  practising  in 
precisely  the  same  area. 

Questions  were  raised  last  evening  about 
the  denture  therapy  appeal  board.  That  board 
will  be  one  and  the  same  as  the  health  dis- 
ciplines board,  which  in  itself  is  an  appeal 
body.  Of  course.  Bill  22,  the  Health  Dis- 
ciplines Act,  has  not  been  passed  as'  yet  but 
it  is  the  intention  to  have  tiie  same  compos'- 
ition  on  the  dtenture  therapist  appeal  board 
as  will  be  on  the  health  disciplines  board.  The 
Denture  Therapists  Act  will  not  be  pro- 
claimed until  after  the  August  examination 
which  have  been  announced  by  the  minister. 

As  to  the  question  of  whether  or  not  there 
are  two  classes  of  people  who  will  be  eligible 
for  membership  on  the  governing  board  of 
denture  therapists,  there  are  at  present  137 
people  who  have  taken  the  examinations 
under  Bill  246  in  the  past  year  or  so.  In  the 
August  examination  there  will  be  another 
group  which  will  enlarge  that  137  figure.  All 
of  those  people  will  be  eligible  for  appoint- 
ment once  the  bill  is  proclaimed. 

As  to  the  August  examination,  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  a  significant  amount  of  interest  has 
been  shown  in  it,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  under- 
stand or  we  know  of  about  103  denturists,  if 
I  can  use  the  word,  in  the  province.  It  is  said 
by  the  denturists'  society  that  they  have  up- 
wards" of  150  to  200  people.  In  any  case, 
over  100  applications  had  been  requested 
and  sent  out  for  the  August  examination 
which  would  suggest  to  me  that  we  will  have 
a  very  large  body  from  which  to  select  the 
six  persons  to  be  appointed  to  the  governing 
board  of  dtenture  therapists. 

The  question  of  repairs  raised'  by  the 
member  for  Sandwich-Riverside  is  covered  by 
section  l(m),  the  defining  section,  which  re- 
quires supervision  where  partials  are  to  be 
repaired.  In  the  case  of  a  fully  adentulous 
arch,  it  would  be  covered  by  the  section  im- 
mediately preceding  that,  section  (1). 

On  the  question  of  incompetence  raised!  by 
the  member  for  Riverdale,  the  section  quoted 
in  Bill  70,  which  is  section  1(h)  in  the  defi- 
nition section,  has  been  picked'  up,  by  and 
large,  from  the  words  in  the  Health  Disci- 
plines Act  and  has  been  covered  in  every 
part  of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  in  Bill  22. 
In  fact,  it  can  be  found  in  section  60,  sub- 
section 4,  on  page  40  of  the  Health  Disci- 
plines Act  and  is  covered  in  the  dfentistry  part 


of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  under  section 
37,  subsection  4,  which  is  found  on  page  22. 
I  will  just  read  that: 

The  disciplines  committee  may  find  a 
member  to  be  incompetent  if  in  its  op- 
inion he  has  displayed  in'  his  professional 
care  of  a  patient  a  lack  of  knowledge,  skill 
or  judgement  or  disregard  for  the  welfare 
of  the  patient  of  a  nature  or  to  an  extent 
'that  demonstrates  he  is  unfit  to  continue  in 
practice. 

That  is  in  section  37(4),  found  on  page  22  of 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  Bill  22.  It  is 
covering  all  of  the,  as  the  member  caUs 
them,  elitist  profess-ions,  so  we  are  really  not 
introdticing  new  subject  matter.  While  the 
definition  of  incompetence  in  the  Denture 
Therapists  Act  has  been  tailored)  for  denture 
therapists,  by  and  large,  it  accomplishes  the 
same  purposes  as  indicated  in  the  portions  of 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act  relative  to  in- 
competence, namely,  section  37(4)  of  the 
denistry  portion,  section  60(4)  of  the  medicine 
section  and  in  the  other  parts  of  the  Act  for 
every  other  discipline  in  its  particular  case; 
and  that  incltides  pharmacy,  optometry  and 
nursing  as  well  as  dentistry  and)  medicine. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  legislation  represents,  as 
the  Lead'er  of  the  Opposition  indicated;  fest 
night,  a  step  forward.  Perhaps  it  is  not  sufiB- 
ciently  far  for  some  members  of  the  opposi- 
tion to  accept.  However  it  is  as  far  as  we  are 
prepared  to  go.  Those  are  my  comments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  70. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for 
second  reading  of  Bill  70,  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 


Ayes 

Nays 

Allan 

Braithwaite 

Bales 

Breithaupt 

Beckett 

Bun- 

Bemier 

Campbell 

Birch 

Deacon 

Brunelle 

Deans 

Carruthers 

Gaunt 

Clement 

Germa 

Davis 

Good 

Downer 

Haggerty 

Drea 

Lawlor 

Gilbertson 

MacDonald 

Hamilton 

Martel 

Handleman 

NeAvman 

Havrot 

(Windsor- Walkervaie) 

Hodgson 

Nixon 

(Victoria- Haliburton)   (Brant) 

Hodgson 

Renwick 

(York  North) 

Ruston 
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Ayes  Nays 

Irvine  Singer 

Jessiman  Spence 

Kennedy  Stokes 

MacBeth  Worton-21. 

Maeck 

Meen 

Morningstar  / 

Newman 

(Ontario  South) 
Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 
Rowe 
Scrivener 
Timbrell 
Turner 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Wardle 
Welch 
White 
WinkIer-36. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  "ayes" 
are  36,  the  "nays"  are  21. 

Motion  agreed  to;  secondi  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  undierstand)  the  bill  will  be 
going  to  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
Monday  we  will  proceed  with  the  considera- 


tions that  we  had  before  us  today— namely 
Bill  71;  and  then  we  will  deal  with  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House,  Following  that, 
we  will  introduce  the  GAINS  legislation. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Just  before  the 
adjournment  motion  is  put,  I  wouM  ask  the 
minister  if  he  couldi  inform  us  whether  he 
intends  to  deal  with  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act  and  the  GAINS  bill  that  was  introdticed 
tod)ay  by  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  before 
the  social  development  committee;  or  whether 
we  might  be  able,  over  the  weekend,  to  come 
up  with  another  committee  that  could  deal 
with  the  GAINS  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  under- 
stand, and  as  I  have  said  so  many  times  in 
this  House,  I  do  not  interfere  with  the  affairs 
of  the  committees.  I  undierstand  they  will 
direct  their  own  affairs,  and  that  that  has 
already  been  considered. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  It  is  customary 
at  the  hour  of  adjournment  to  ask  questions 
of  the  House  leader  as  to  what  the  pro- 
gramme might  be.  It  is  out  of  ordfer  to  do  so 
otherwise,  that  is  at  other  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1:10  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce another  school  from  the  great  riding 
of  Algoma,  28  students  from  Wawa,  and  the 
teacher  in  charge,  Mrs.  Rose  Leclerc,  and 
also  the  chaperons  and  bus  driver.  I  wish  the 
members  would  give  them  a  welcome.  They 
are  in  the  west  gallery,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  join  with  me 
in  greeting  some  40  grades  7  and  8  students 
from  Ignace  Public  School  who  have  travelled 
some  1,200  miles  by  bus  to  be  in  the  galleries 
today.  I  would  ask  the  House  to  greet  them. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Hodgson  ( Victoria-Haliburton ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  introduce  to  you 
and  to  the  House,  36  students  from  Kinmount 
Public  School  in  the  village  of  Kinmount, 
under  the  direction  of  Mrs.  Isobel  Austin. 
Would  you  welcome  them,  please? 

Mr.  E.  P.  Momingstar  (Welland):  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  a  pleasure  and  an  honour  at 
this  time,  to  present  to  the  hon.  members 
of  this  Legislature  33  grade  8  students  from 
Fonthill,  in  that  part  of  the  regional  munic- 
ipality of  Niagara  known  as  part  of  the 
banana  belt.  I  would  appreciate  your  giving 
them  a  word  of  welcome. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


SENIOR  CITIZENS'  WEEK 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  take  pleasure  in  acknowledging  Senior 
Citizens'  Week  which  began  yesterday  and 
continues  until  next  Saturday.  In  recognition 
of  this  special  week,  I  would  like  to  welcome 
those  guests  in  the  Legislature  today  repre- 
senting agencies  concerned  with  senior  citi- 
zens and  aging. 

This  is  the  fourth  consecutive  year  that 
the  Province  of  Ontario  has  set  aside  a  spe- 
cial week  to  focus  attention  on  its  elderly 
citizens.    It  is   organized  through  the  senior 
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citizens'    bureau    and    district    ofiBces    of    the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services. 

The  theme  this  year  is  "Living  every  min- 
ute of  it,"  which  emphasizes  the  capacity  to 
enjoy  life  at  any  age.  Although  our  modem 
society  tends  to  designate  65  as  the  oflRcial 
age  of  retirement  from  the  work  force,  this 
by  no  means  indicates  retirement  from  life. 
Retirement  years  should,  in  fact,  mean  the 
beginning  of  a  new  and  equally  rewarding 
lifestyle. 

Within  Ontario,  special  programmes  and 
opportunities  for  the  elderly  are  expanding 
every  year.  The  emphasis  is  on  local  sup- 
port services  which  enable  many  more  senior 
citizens  to  remain  within  their  own  homes 
and  communities. 

In  addition  to  programmes  and  services 
to  meet  physical  needs,  increasing  importance 
is  being  placed  on  creating  opportunities  for 
meaningful  activities  and  personal  develop- 
ment. This  year's  resource  kit  distributed  by 
the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Ser- 
vices contains  an  outline  of  some  of  these 
opportunities  in  the  areas  of  employment, 
education,  recreation,  travel  and  volunteer 
programmes,  such  as  Ontario's  Senior  Volun- 
teers in  Service.  Over  20,000  resource  kits 
have  already  been  distributed  to  senior  citi- 
zens and  individuals  who  work  with  the 
elderly. 

In  virtually  every  community  a  variety  of 
activities  will  be  taking  place  during  this 
special  week.  I  understand  that  many  mem- 
bers have  taken  a  personal  interest  in  Senior 
Citizens'  Week  and  have  been  instrumental 
in  distributing  posters  and  resource  kits  to 
their  constituents.  With  their  continued  par- 
ticipation and  support,  I  am  confident  that 
this  year's  special  week  will  be  the  most 
successful  ever. 

In  keeping  with  this  year's  theme,  I 
would  like  to  praise  the  work  of  the  senior 
citizens'  clubs  throughout  the  province. 
Through  them,  thousands  of  senior  citizens 
get  together  to  'live  every  minute  of  it." 
As  a  recognition  of  their  role,  special  "action 
age"  grants  of  up  to  $400  per  club  will  be 
given  this  year  to  celebrate  the  theme  of 
enjoying  the  retirement  years. 
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There  are  over  400  senior  citizens'  clubs 
and  groups  that  we  estimate  could  qualify 
for  this  special  grant  and  I  would  like  to 
encourage  all  interested  clubs  to  contact  the 
nearest  district  office  of  the  Ontario  Min- 
istry of  Community  and  Social  Services  to 
find  out  how  to  apply. 

By  assisting  these  clubs,  Ontario  would 
like  to  recognize  senior  citizens  and  praise 
them  for  their  present  and  past  contributions 
to  this  province. 


NORTHERN  COMMUNITIES  ACT 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio ) :  Mr.  Speaker,  later  today  I  will  intro- 
duce the  Northern  Communities  Act.  This 
legislation,  which  was  promised  in  the  Speech 
from  the  Throne,  is  the  culmination  of  our 
search  for  a  form  of  local  government  that 
will  meet  the  unique  needs  of  the  residents 
of  northern  Ontario. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Which, 
by  no  coincidence,  took  until  the  last  week 
of  the  session;  sure.  He  has  done  it  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  the  focus  of  a  pro- 
gramme we  are  developing  to  provide  resi- 
dents of  small  northern  communities  with 
both  a  vehicle  for  meaningful  political  ex- 
pression and  an  opportunity  to  obtain  the 
services  and  benefits  of  urban  life  which  we 
in  southern  Ontario  take  for  granted. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  We  will  be 
sitting  in  August. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  This  is  the  most 
unwieldy  cabinet  I  have  ever  seen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Specifically,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Northern  Communities  Act  will  allow 
residents  of  small  communities  in  unorganized 
territories  to  organize  themselves  and  elect 
councils  that  will  be  able  to  set  budgets,  levy 
taxes  and  share  in  provincial  grants. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Why  couldn't  we  have  had  this  two  months 
ago? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  don't  the  ministers  or- 
ganize themselves?  Why  don't  they  set  good 
examples? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  councils  will  have 
authority  to  provide  for  sewer  and  water 
services,  sidewalks,  garbage  collection  and 
disposal,  fire  protection,  street  lighting,  parks, 
community  centres,  programmes  of  recreation 
and  the  regulation  of  trailers,  trailer  camps, 
trailer  parks,  tourist  camps,  motels,  air  har- 


bours  and  landing  grounds,   as   well   as  the 
control  of  dogs  and  other  animals. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Did  the 
minister  say  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  have 
air  up  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  In  many  cases,  the  ser- 
vices and  activities  will  be  provided  by  the 
province  under  contract  to  the  community 
council.  However,  the  council  will  set  the 
local  priorities  and  make  decisions. 

Until  now,  communities  which  lack  the 
population  and  economic  base  to  support  full 
municipal  status  have  been  denied  the  bene- 
fits of  incorporation,  including  grants  made 
by  many  ministries  for  a  variety  of  local 
services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  be  dealing  with  an- 
other aspect  of  the  problem  when  we  amend 
the  Municipal  Act  to  reduce  the  minimum 
population  for  townships  from  1,000  to  500 
so  that  the  Municipal  Board  will  be  able  to 
deal  with  the  restructuring  of  improvement 
districts  into  townships  with  fully  elected 
councils. 

We  are  also  looking  at  better  ways  to  direct 
growth  and  development  in  the  unorganized 
territories  without  applying  solutions  designed 
for  the  needs  of  southern  Ontario. 

During  the  summer  and  fall,  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  will  discuss  this  Act  with  residents  in  the 
north,  and  I  expect  we  will  see  the  first  of 
these  new  communities  incorporated  by  Jan. 
1,  1976. 


READMISSIONS  TO  ONTARIO 
HOSPITALS 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health): 
Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  information  of  members 
of  the  House,  I  am  tabling  a  report  on  re- 
admission  rates  to  psychiatric  hospitals.  You 
may  remember  that  a  question  about  this  was 
raised  by  the  member  for  St.  George  (Mrs. 
Campbell).  At  that  time  I  replied  that  it  had 
not  been  government  policy  to  release  these 
figures,  but  said  I  would  review  the  matter. 

It  has  been  decided  to  make  these  figures 
available,  and  in  future  they  will  be  produced 
on  a  quarterly  basis.  I  believe  these  figures 
should  be  read  with  an  understanding  of  the 
manner  in  which  they  have  been  compiled, 
Mr.  Speaker.  The  statistics  include  as  re- 
admissions  to  psychiatric  services,  all  patients 
who  have  received  such  service  in  the  past, 
even  though  the  previous  admission  may  have 
been  10  or  12  years  ago  and  the  readmission 
is  the  first  time  during  that  period  that  further 
assistance  has  been  required. 
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Also,  these  readmission  figures  reflect  the 
increasing  trend  to  outpatient  services.  Our 
objective  being  to  move  the  patient  out  of 
hospital  and  back  into  the  community  as 
quickly  as  possible,  visits  to  outpatient  ser- 
vices by  patients  discharged  from  psychiatric 
hospitals  are,  for  statistical  purposes,  indi- 
cated as  readmissions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


STORMONT  BY-ELECTION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I'd  like  to  ask  the  Premier  ta  question  per- 
taining to  the  vacancy  in  the  Legislature, 
relating  to  the  resignation  of  the  former 
Minister  of  Labour  (Mr.  Guindon).  Is  the 
Premier  aware  that  the  provisions  of  the 
Legislative  Assembly  Act  permit  a  writ  to  be 
issued  for  a  by-election  under  the  circum- 
stances of  resignation  only  during  the  period 
of  time  when  the  House  is  not  in  session? 
And  during  the  past  year,  is  he  aware  that 
the  House  was  not  in  session  for  those  few 
minutes  between  the  prorogation  speech  from 
His  Honour  and  the  new  Speech  from  the 
Throne  opening  the  current  session  on 
Msirch  5? 

Will  the  Premier  undertake  some  action  so 
that  we  can  move  toward'  the  filling  of  the! 
Stormont  seat  without  delay— hopefully  with 
a  by-election  this  fall— so  that  we  can  get  this 
settled  before  the  Legislation  might  adjourn 
for  its  summer  recess  some  time  this  week, 
next  week  or  the  week  after? 

Mr.  Raid:  We're  ready  for  the  Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  cer- 
tainly interested  in  this  matter  audi  I  have 
been  giving  it  consideration. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Does  the 
Premier  mean  that  he  may  be  considering  an 
amendtment  to  the  Act  that  we  could  have 
before  us  at  this  session,  or  could  he  solve  it 
by  some  other  procedure? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  con- 
sidering two  or  three  possibilities. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  the  Premier 
would  tell  us  what  they  are?  This  is  public 
business.  Surely  there  is  nothing  secret  about 
that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  I  am 
sorry,  I  don't  understand.  Perhaps  the  Premier 


could  clarify  it  for  me.  I  assumed  that  he 
could  call  a  by-election  in  Stormont  some 
time  during  the  summer  months,  effective  in 
October  or  November.  Is  that  not  so? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  just  can't  be  called  at 
all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  that's  very  convenient, 
isn't  it? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Why  doesn't 
the  Premier  prorogue  the  House? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Will  he  have  a  by-election? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leadbr  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
further  supplementary.  Does  the  Premier 
mean  to  imply,  by  his  rather  coy  response  to 
the  question,  that  he  is  prepared  to  take 
action  so  that  there  will  be  a  by-election  this 
fall?  Surely  the  Premier  is  not  contemplating 
the  possibility  of  postponing  it  later  than 
September  or  October? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  said 
that  I'm  considering  several  possibilities. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Would  the  Premier  mind  con- 
sulting with  us  about  the  date  before  he  goes 
ahead?  We  have  a  convention. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Labour  Day. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  Premier  waiting  to  make 
sure  that  the  former  minister  gets  elected 
federally? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  put  a 
question  to  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 
Development,  pertaining  to  the  daycare  issue. 
Can  the  minister  report  to  the  House  what 
other  reports  were  made  available  to  her— 
other  than  the  secret  cabinet  interministerial 
report  that  the  minister  refuses  to  table— 
which  resulted,  or  at  least  affected  in  any 
way,  the  statement  of  policy  she  delivered  to 
the  House  a  week  or  so  ago,  on  which  there 
has  been  such  a  strong  negative  response  from 
many  parts  of  the  community? 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  hon. 
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Leader  of  the  Opposition,  to  begin  with,  this 
is  not  a  secret  report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Make  it  public. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  It  was  distributed  to  the 
social  policy  field.  It  is  a  confidential  report. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No\\',  there  is  a  distinction. 

Mr.  Reid:  Transfer  her  to  the  Ministry  of 
Education. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  There  were  many  people 
who  were  consulted  before  the  final  decision 
was  made  and  before  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Call  it  private  disclosure. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  —final  policy  was  decided 
upon.  There  was  a  paper  initiated  by  the 
National  Social  De\elopment  Council.  Many 
well-known  people  in  day  care  worked  on 
that  report  and  man\'  of  the  recommenda- 
tions in  that  report  are  identical  to  the  ones 
that  came  out  in  the  policy  of  the  social 
policy  field  on  day  care. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  key  ones  differ;  they 
differ  so  much. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementar)':  I  hope  the 
minister  will  not  be  too  timid  about  defending 
what  ma)%  in  fact,  be  an  indefensible  stand. 
Would  she  undertake  to  table  the  papers  and 
recommendations,  other  than  the  confidential 
—some  people  might  call  it  secret— cabinet 
document  so  that  those  people  who  are  so 
deeply  concerned  with  this  and  so  irate  about 
the  statement  of  government  policy,  will  at 
least  have  the  ben^t  of  knowing  some  of  the 
background  that  led'  to  the  statement  of 
policy  that  we  had  a  few  day®  ago? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
ver)'  happy  to  table  some  of  those  reports  that 
are  available  to  anyone  who  wants  them  at 
this  moment,  but  I  would  like  to  remind  the 
hon.  member  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  in 
this  province  who  are  not  irate— 

An  hon.  member:  They're  happy. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  — peopfe  who  feel  that 
this  very  flexible  new  approach  to  providing 
ver)"  badly  needed  daycare  services  in  this 
province  is  very  acceptable  and  that  the  ones 
we  are  hearing  from  are  those  who  have  par- 
ticular vested  interests. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Shame,  shame!  A  supplement- 
ary, Mr.  Speaker:  Why  does  the  minister  draw 


attention  to  the  Canadian  Council  on  Social 
Development  document  in  the  House  today, 
when  it  was  specifically  that  document  whose 
primary  recommendations  were  violated  in 
her  statement— the  recommendations  relating 
to  qualifications  for  staff,  the  recommendations 
relating  to  ratios  and  the  recommendations 
relating  to  personnel?  It  was  that  document 
that  she  repudiated.  Why  does  she  use  it 
now? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  re- 
pudiating it.  I'm  just  simpl}'  stating  that  some 
of  the  recommendations  in  that  report  are 
those  that  we  used.  Naturally  there  are  some 
that  we  didn't. 

Mr.  I^ewis:  The  inconsequential  ones.  Yes, 
I  should  say  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  supplementary  question  of 
the  minister.  Can  she  comment  on  the  fact 
that  those  who  appear  to  support  the  policy 
statement  are  basically  the  Mini-Skools  oper- 
ation which  is  an  operation  for  profit  in  the 
field? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not 
in  a  position  to  answer  that  because  I  haven't 
heard  from  the  Mini-Skools  people. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary  then:  What 
are  these  vested'  interests?  Would  the  minister 
like  to  name  them  now  that  she  has  let  it 
slip  or  let  it  out?  Would  she  like  to  name  the 
vested  interests,  the  integrity  of  whose  sub- 
missions she  impugns?  What  are  those  vested 
interests  that  are  opposed  to  her  daycare 
legisfetion,  other  than  the  co-operative, 
parent-led  and  municipal  daycare  field?  Who 
are  they? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  sure  the 
hon.  member  is  very  aw^are  of  the  lobbying 
that  has  been  going  on  by  those  who  are 
involved  in  early  childhood  education.  They 
are  the  ones  who  have  decided  that  day  care 
must  be  based  on  educational  opportunities 
by  professional  people. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  it  is  much  broader  than 
that. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  agree  that  this  is 
very  acceptable  but  we  also  agree  that  it  isn't 
practical.  If  we're  to  provide  daycare  centres 
for  the  many  hundreds  of  working  mothers 
who  need  it  at  this  time,  then  we  have  to  be 
flexible.  That's  what  we  are  talking  about. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  This  government  is  against 
children  of  ever)-  age.  They  are  against 
children. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  not  day  care. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  The  hon. 
member  is  a  phoney  baloney. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position has  the  floor. 


MINI-SKOOLS  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  another  question 
of  the  same  minister.  Actually  it's  on  the 
same  subject  since  Mini-Skook  Ltd.  was  men- 
tioned by  my  colleague.  Is  the  Mini-Skools 
corporation  one  of  the  groups  that  dbes  ap- 
prove of  the  new  policy  and  is  that  the  same 
corporation  that  is  headed  by  a  former  Minis- 
ter of  Education  of  a  Conservative  adlminis^ 
tration  in  one  of  the  western  provinces?  Is 
that  the  same  corporation  that  is  financed  by 
one  of  the  major  insurance  companies  as  a 
profit-making  enterprise?  And  is  that  the  same 
corporation  which,  in  fact,  was  licensed  on 
244iour  intervab  during  a  period  in  1973? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  has  a  great  deal  more  information 
than  I  have  about  Mini-Skools. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  As  usual. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  then  care  to  get  the  information 
for  me,  since  it  is  of  great  concern'  to  many 
people,  about  the  status  of  Mini-Skook  in 
this  province  and  the  provision  of  day  care  on 
a  private,  profit-making  basis? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be 
very  pleased  to  get  that  information  for  the 
hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary:  Since 
the  question  of  the  role  of  Mini-Skools  and 
its  numbers  has  been  raised  with  the  minister, 
privately  and  publicly,  on  a  number  of  oc- 
casions in  the  last  number  of  weeks,  I  don't 
understand  her  lack  of  knowledge.  Has  the 
outfit  not  been  dealt  with  or  looked  into  be- 
fore now?  Is  she  saying  this  is  the  first  time 
for  her  secretariat? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  didn't 
say  that.  I  said  the  hon.  leader  of  the  Liberal 
Party  had  a  great  deal  more  information 
about  the  organization  of  the  Mini-Skools 
than  I  have. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Much  of  it  is  in  Hansard;  much 
of  it  was  in  committee. 


Mr.    Speaker:    The    hon.    Leader    of    the 
Opposition. 


BROWNDALE'S  ARRANGEMENTS 
WITH  MINISTRY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  should  probably  ask  the 
same  minister  if  she  is  prepared,  on  a  policy 
basis,  to  table  the  financial  dealings  and  con- 
tractual arrangements  with  BrowTidale  Na- 
tional and/or  Brovmdale  Ontario  which,  ac- 
cording to  a  Globe  and  Mail  report,  is  doing 
business  with  the  Ministry  of  Health  to  the 
extent  of  $6.5  million  for  the  provision  of 
care  and  assistance  for  emotionally  disturbed 
children  in  this  province  and  many  other 
groups  as  well. 

An  hon.  member:  It  should  be  investigated. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
question  should  be  more  properly  directed 
to  the  Minister  of  Health. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  With  your  permission, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  so  direct  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  article 
in  the  Globe  and  Mail  elaborated  a  number 
of  points  about  the  method  of  financing  and 
the  operation  of  the  Browmdale  homes.  There 
are  many  things  to  be  taken  into  account. 
Within  the  last  year  the  ministry  has  put 
Browndale  on  a  per  diem,  per  patient  basis. 
The  average  daily  rate  is  certainly  nowhere 
near  the  maximum  we  pay  for  such  opera- 
tions. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  that  rate,  $59? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  It's  $59.26  including  all 
costs— for  day  care  and  other  types  of  care, 
for  occupancy  costs  and  so  on.  The  highest 
rate,  I  believe,  we  are  paying  is  somewhere 
in  the  range  of  $92  on  a  per  diem  basis  to  a 
private  institution.  But  it's  very  diflScuIt  to 
compare  one  operation  vdth  another  because 
of  the  entirely  diflPerent  types  of  care  being 
given  to  children  suflPering  from  different  men- 
tal illnesses.  SuflBce  it  to  say  we  have  some 
300  children  being  treated  by  the  Browoidale 
organization,  many  of  whom  have  been  re- 
jected for  treatment  by  other  organizations  in 
the  province;  our  staff  continue  to  watch  the 
operation  with  interest  and  to  this  point  they 
are  satisfied  with  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary,  vdth 
your  permission:  Is  the  minister  prepared  to 
table  the  contract  and  the  financial  negotia- 
tions over  the  last  two  to  three  years  with 
Brov^oidale?  Could  I  ask  further  if  there  is 
any  contemplation  of  the  provision  of  these 
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services  on  a  public  basis  rather  than  through 
a  private,  although  non-profit,  organization? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Of  course,  children's 
mental  health  services,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  pro- 
vided on  a  public  basis  in  a  number  of  areas 
in  the  province,  through  a  number  of  hospi- 
tals and  other  public  organizations.  It's  only, 
I  believe,  some  four  or  five  years  since  the 
Ministry  of  Health  passed  the  Children's 
Mental  Health  Act  and  started  to  unify  the 
very  disparate  methods  of  treatment  which 
were  being  given  by  many  organizations, 
voluntary  and  otherwise.  I  don't  feel  I  would 
be  able  to  table  the  information  the  member 
is  asking  for. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  figures  indicate— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South  with  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A 
supplementary:  Would  the  minister  be  able  to 
indicate,  what  is  the  range  of  per  diem  costs 
in  the  public  institutions  which  are  treating 
children? 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  A  red 
herring! 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Not  a  red  herring  but 
relevant. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  can  give  that  to  the 
hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  it  at  Thistletown  for 
example? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That's  a  government- 
operated  one  on  a  non-profit  basis.  There  is 
no  use  comparing  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  minister  talking 
about?  It's  the  public  sector. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  does  it  cost? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  think  one  could  obtain 
that  through  the  estimates.  I  don't  have  it 
here. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  doesn't  have  Thistletown? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  The  lowest  I  see  on  the 
list  here  is  $42.53  per  day;  the  highest  I 
see  on  the  list  is  $92.77  per  day. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Those  are  not  the  public  ones 
the  minister  was  talking  about,  are  they? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  would  the  median 
cost  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I'd  have  to  work  that  out 
for  the  hon.  member.  Even  the  straight  daily 


costs  are  not  necessarily  comparable  because 
they  don't  always  include  the  same  types  of 
service.  Therefore,  I  think  trying  to  average 
these  at  this  point  in  time  would  be  meaning- 
less unless  we  looked  at  the  age  group  being 
treated,  how  many  of  them  were  inpatients 
versus  outpatients,  and  so  on  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George  had  a  supplementary,  I  believe. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  view 
of  the  fact  that  Thistletown  has  been  cut 
back  in  the  amount  that  it  requires  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  Clarke  Insitute 
has  had  to  close  its  beds,  does  this  mean 
that  there  is  a  new  policy  with  this  min- 
istry that  we  will  transfer  children  over  to 
Browndale  rather  than  keep  them  in  the 
government  facility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all, 
that  is  one  of  those  great  distortions  of  the 
truth. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  There  was  no  such  thing 
as  the  so-called  cutback  in  Thistletown,  only  a 
reduction  from  their  request  to  what  we 
would  give  them.  It  happens  that  Thistletown 
got  the  greatest  percentage  increase  in  bud- 
get of  any  institution  under  my  ministry  this 
year.  Period. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Tell  us  about  their  per  diem. 
How  much  over  $100  a  day  is  it?  Tell  us 
about  Thistletown. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  May  I  have  the  answer 
to  my  question,  Mr.  Speaker.  Is  there  a  new 
policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  asking  myself. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay,  good. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  he 
has  probably  had  enough  of  this,  but  did 
the  minister  say  there  were  300  patients  in 
the  care  of  Browndale? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  is  the  approximate 
number. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  we  are  picking  up 
$21,000  a  year  for  each? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  could  well  be. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabusld  (Renfrew  South): 
Who  are  the  directors? 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  Pub- 
lic enterprise  is  doing  okay. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  First  of  all,  I  think  there 
were  314  at  one  point  recently,  but  300  is 
the  basis  upon  which  it  is  paid. 

Let's  get  one  thing  clear.  I  am  interested 
in  the  quality  of  care  and  the  cost  of  that 
care.  Whether  it  is  provided  by  a  private 
person  or  a  government  agency  is  not  of  con- 
sequence to  me.  I  am  interested  in  the  best 
care  at  the  lowest  possible  cost. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Since 
the  minister  is  concerned  with  the  best  care 
at  the  lowest- 
Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  surely  developing 
into  a  debate.  In  any  event,  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West  is  next. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  wanted  just  to  ask  the  min- 
ister this:  Surely  all  the  figures  that  relate  to 
the  various  institutions,  whether  under  the 
Children's  Mental  Health  Centres  Act  or 
whether  a  government  operation  as  a  psy- 
chiatric wing  like  Thistletown,  are  available 
to  the  members  of  the  House  through  esti- 
mates and  through  discussion.  Why  then 
would  the  minister  hesitate  in  dealing  with 
them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  didn't  believe  I  was 
really  hesitating. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  are  all  funded  by  the 
ministry,  aren't  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Which  one  did  I  hesitate 
on? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  that  is  the  only  way 
to  deal  with  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  On  tabling  the  contracts, 
I  think  that's  an  entirely  diflFerent  thing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  the  cost. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MiUer:  No,  it  is  not.  It's  a  per 
diem  contract. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West,  a  new  question? 


MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO  ACT 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  have  a  question  of  the 
minister  responsible  for  municipal  and  re- 
gional government  matters,  if  I  may.  Could 
the  minister  inform  the  House  who  requested 
the  amendments  to  the  municipality  of  Metro- 


politan Toronto  bill  dealing  with  the  pro- 
vision of  basic  housing  policy,  as  laid  down 
by   Metropolitan  Toronto  in  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  answer 
that  question,  I  believe,  quite  fully.  The  hon. 
member  is  aware  that  the  Metro  chairman  did 
meet  with  the  Minister  of  Housing  and  did 
request  that  the  government  proceed  with 
permissive  legislation  in  this  session,  which 
we  have.  It  is  not  legislation  which  is  man- 
datory on  Metro  to  enact  nor  is  it  mandatory 
for  the  area  municipalities  to  enact  either. 
But  if  Metro  council  decides  to  enact  it  by 
legislation,  then  they  must  proceed  by  by- 
law. It  is  my  understanding  that  the  Metro 
chairman  will  decide  with  his  coimcil 
whether  or  not  they  wish  to  proceed.  It  is 
good  planning  if  they  wish  to,  and  if  they 
don't  it  is  up  to  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  did 
it  not  strike  the  minister  as  peculiar  that  in 
all  other  instances  of  amendment  in  his  bill, 
or  indeed  in  the  Ministry  of  Housing  bill 
that  we  dealt  with,  a  recommendation  had 
come  from  Metro  and  the  area  councils 
rather  than  from  the  metropolitan  chairman 
alone,  and  that  by  dealing  with  it  in  this 
fashion  the  minister  is  obviously  jeopardizing 
the  integrity  of  much  of  the  housing  plan 
which  has  developed  from  the  area  munic- 
ipality? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  I  don't  feel  we  are 
jeopardizing  the  integrity  at  all.  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  must  recognize  this,  that  the 
chairman  has  a  duty  to  perform  on  behalf  of 
Metro  council. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  not  going  to  be  on 
behalf  of  Metro  council. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  His  duty  was  to  brmg 
forth  to  the  government  a  proposal  which 
can  be  enacted  or  otherwise  by  the  Metro 
council. 

The  Metro  council  will  decide  if  they  wish 
to  have  a  housing  policy  for  all  of  Metro, 
and  if  they  don't,  that's  up  to  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  mean'  that  he 
and  the  chairman  can  enter  into  something, 
whether  permissive  or  mandatory,  which 
doesn't  come  to  the  minister  through  debate 
in  the  Metro  council  or  the  area  councils? 
Does  a  private  little  tete-A-tete  with  Paul 
Godfrey  result  in  this,  when  it  hasn't  had 
discussion  at  the  Metro  level? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  believe  the  leader 
of  the  NDP  has  really  got  the  point. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  got  the  point. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  point  is  this— 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  getting  it  now! 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —there  was  a  proposal  to 
the  government  to  make  it  permissive. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  believe  that 
is  the  fire  siren.  We  should)  empty  the 
chamber.  We  wall  resume  as  soon  as  the 
siren  has  cleared.  I  have  a  note  of  the  time 
remaining  in  the  question  period. 

(The  House  resiuned  at  2:40  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  view  of  the  circumstances 
I  think  it  would  be  appropriate  to  wait  a  few 
moments  before  we  resimie  the  question 
period,  to  give  all  the  members  an  oppor- 
tunity to  return.  We  will  therefore  wait  for 
three  more  minutes.  I  will,  of  course,  add 
that  to  the  time  for  questions. 

The  House  resumed  at  2:43  o'clock  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Wie  will  now  resume  the 
question  period  which  was  interrupted  at 
exactly  2:30.  I  will  therefore  add  13  minutes 
to  the  question  period.  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  Levds:  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
had  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker, 
of  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  responsible 
for  municipal  affairs:  Does  the  minister  not 
realize  that  by  passing  the  amendment  re- 
quested by  Chairman  Godfrey  he  strengthens 
Godfrey's  hand  in  getting  the  bylaw  in  the 
form  that  Godfrey  wants  before  the  Metro 
council?  And  will  he  withdraw  the  amend- 
ments related  to  housing  until  there  have  been 
discussions  between  the  Metro  mayors  and 
Metro  councils  and  the  chairman,  so  that  a 
proposal  that  ever>ibody  supports  can  come 
before  this  Legislature  in  the  fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would'  like 
to  draw  to  your  attention  that  I  believe  I  had 
the  floor  when  the  House  adjourned,  but  in 
any  event,  I'll  answer  the  question  that  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  has  brought  for- 
ward. 

I  was  about  to  say  that  the  legislation  is 
permissive.  The  legislation  is  not  unusual  for 
this  government  to  bring  forth.  We  bring 
forth  many  Acts  which  are  not— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Except  that  here  the  minister 
is  shafting  the  city  of  Toronto  and  doing  it 
deliberately. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —requested  specifically  by 
any  council.  What  we  are  doing  in  this^  case 


is  listening  to  what  we  thought  a  very  good 
proposal  by  the  Metro  chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  self-serving  proposal.  It 
will  slbw  down  housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It's  for  good'  planning 
purposes.  Now,  if  Metro  council  decide  they 
dont  wish  to  proceed  with  this,  that's  their 
prerogative.  They  have  the  right  to  do  so.  I 
think  that's  the  way  we  should  operate  in 
this  government. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  bring  forth  legis- 
lation which  allows  people  to  proceed  in  a 
proper  manner. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


PRICE  INCREASES  BY  FORD  MOTOR 
CO.  OF  CANADA  LTD. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  if  I  may,  of  the 
Premier:  Can  he  table  the  correspondence 
he  has  had  with  Stelco  and,  I  believe,  either 
Ford  or  Chrysler?  I  can't  remember  which  of 
the  two  automobile  companies  he  was  writing 
to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
could  do  that.  For  the  hon.  member's  recol- 
lection, it  was  Ford  he  asked  me  about. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary  to 
that,  has  the  Premier  noticed  that  Stelco  has 
announced— even  while  there  is  an  intended 
scrutiny  of  its  price  increases— yet  another 
price  increase  in  steel  and  that  Algoma  has 
now  moved  forward  to  parallel  the  Stelco 
increases?  Is  it  not  time  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario  to  intervene— since  clearly  the  federal 
government  is  getting  nowhere— to  protect 
our  consumers  in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
noticed  that  and,  of  course,  hopefully  after 
July  8  we  will  have  a  government  in  Ottawa 
which  is  prepared  to  come  to  grips  with  that. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Halle- 
lujah. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Recognizing  that  all  of  us  agree 
that  is  now  an  unlikely  prospect,  whatever  it 
was,  will  the  Premier  undertake,  through 
some  kind  of  investigation  through  his  minis- 
try or  that  of  the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations,  a  scrutiny  of  the  addi- 
tional price  increase  which  Stelco  has  an- 
nounced and  the  parallel  price  increase  by 
Algoma,  so  that  everything  from  housing  to 
automobiles  doesn't  show  the  repercussions? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think,  of 
course,  we  will  watch  with  great  interest  the 
present  study  or  review  or  whatever  termi- 
nology is  being  used.  Quite  obviously  we  are 
concerned  about  increases  whether  they  are 
in  steel,  automobiles  or  what  have  you  and 
this  government  has  made  this  abundantly 
clear.  I  think  it  is  also  appropriate  to  point 
out  while  it  is  great  to  review  and  have  some 
discussion,  it  is  another  thing,  after  review  or 
after  a  discussion,  to  determine  what  policy 
a  provincial  jurisdiction  can  undertake  with 
respect  to  the  question  of  prices. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Let's  face  it, 
the  Premier  is  not  John  F.  Kennedy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  say  this  to  the  hon. 
member— quite  obviously  he  is  not  interested, 
nor  is  his  party,  in  the  increasing  inflation  in 
this  country.  They  sit  there  across  the  House; 
they  talk  about  one  issue;  they  talk  to  us 
about  it  and  they  go  out  and  support  the 
programme  of  the  present  federal  government. 

Interjections  by  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  govern- 
ment is  doing  nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  hon.  members  are  a 
bunch  of  hypocrites. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  incredi- 
ble. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  hon.  member  voted 
against— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  had  better  be  care- 
ful. There  is  a  partisan  note  creeping  into  his 
replies.  He  should  be  careful  about  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  hon.  member  is  quite 
right. 


HOUSING  STARTS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Housing  now  that,  according  to  the  latest 
CMHC  figures,  the  seasonally  adjusted  rate 
of  housing  for  Ontario  will  be  down  to 
98,375  units  in  1974  as  compared  to  110,536 
units  in  1973,  a  decline  of  12.4  per  cent- 
more  dramatic  than  any  specific  decline  of 
its  type  since  1966— what  is  the  minister  pre- 
pared to  do  to  change  the  situation  in  housing 
which  nothing  so  far  announced  has  altered? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker  I  think  it 
was  two  weeks  ago  when  I  pointed  out  to 
the  hon.  member  mat  housing  starts  were  up 
nationally  by  three  per  cent. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Minus  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  hon.  member 
at  that  time  said,  "That  is  a  lie."  I  assume  the 
hon.  member  would  like  to  withdraw  that 
statement  now? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hold  on  a  moment.  I  didn't  say 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  is  in  Hansard. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  didn't  say  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  he  did. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  be  silly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  haven't  brought  it 
up  before  now,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  it  is  in 
Hansard  and  I  think  the  hon.  member  might 
want  to  take  a  look  at  that  and  perhaps  with- 
draw the  statement. 

We  have  looked  at  the  CMHC  figures  and 
they  indicate  that  for  the  month  of  May  in 
Ontario  we  are  down  some  800  imits.  The 
reduction  by  800  units,  I  think  we  can  say, 
without  any  equivocation  whatsoever,  is  due 
to  the  fact  that  some  of  the  builders  and 
some  of  the  developers  are  delaying  their 
starts  until  such  time  as  we  finalize  our 
housing  action  agreements. 

Mr.  Deans:  When  is  that  going  to  happen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  800  is  abso- 
lutely minusculfe,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  will  more 
than  make  up  for  that  when  we  get  our  hous- 
ing action  programme.  The  housing  starts 
will  be  accelerated  and  I  simply  dbn't  accept 
the   seasonally   adjusted   projections. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  When? 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  When? 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  say  that  if  I  used  the 
word  "lie"  I  certainly  withdraw  it.  I  dbn't 
recall  it.  Leaving  the  national  starts  aside— 
and  I  quite  agree  they  are  up;  I  have  those 
figures  in  front  of  me— may  I  ask  the  minister 
when  he  is  going  to  table  one  contract  with 
a  municipality,  one  agreement  with  a  muni- 
cipality or  with  a  dteveloper  to  give  substance 
to  his  Ontario  housing  action  programme, 
which  contracts  or  agreements  the  minister 
has  been  promising  for  months,  but  not  a  one 
has  yet  appeared  before  the  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Soon,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Before  we  adjourn,  whenever 
that  is  likely  to  be;  in  the  next  week  or  10 
days? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Hopefully,  Mr. 
Speaker. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Hopefully,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Those  are  phantom  houses. 


DISPUTE  BETV^^EEN  AGGREGATE 
PRODUCERS  AND  HAULERS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour  if  he  was  able  to  do  anything  to  bring 
together  the  Aggregate  Prodlucers  i^sociation 
and  the  Haulers  Association  in  an  effort  to 
overcome  that  grievous  labour  diflBculty  and 
to  prevent  yet  another  demonstration,  I  gather 
this  Wednesday,  triple  the  size? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  Mr.  Dickie  of  our  ministry  had 
one  meeting  with  them.  He  was  able  to  get 
them  together.  I  do  know  I  had  a  telephone 
call  today  from  the  lawyer  acting  for  the 
truckers  and  I  put  that  on  Mr.  Dickie's  desk 
with  the  hope  that  he  would  be  able  to  get 
back  with  them.  But  they  are  talking  to  one 
another  through  their  two  representatives. 

CLOSING  OF  PELHAM  SECONDARY 
SCHOOL 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will'  leave  it  at  that. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  the  Minis- 
ter of  Education,  can  he  give  us  a  final,  or 
nearly  final,  report  on  the  circumstances  of 
Pelham?  Is  he  prepared  to  acquiesce  to  the 
request  of  the  Niagara  South  board,  both  by 
way  of  financing  from  his  ministry  and  re- 
vision of  the  boundaries  in  ordfer  that  the 
school  continue  to  exist? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  indicated,  a  meeting  is  to 
be  held.  That  meeting  will  be  held  between 
the  Niagara  South  board  and  the  Lincoln 
board  on  June  26,  and  until  that  time  we 
stand  waiting  to  hear  what  is  the  outcome  of 
that  meeting. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  the 
minister  is  surely  aware  that  the  Niagara 
South  board  has  instituted  a  qualification,  a 
fiat  in  the  discussions,  which  says  that  the 
province  must  imdertake  financial  support  up 
to  a  level  of  $500,000-1  dion  t  know  where 
the  figure  came  from— for  the  alterations  to 
the  structure  of  the  school?  Has  the  minister 
responded  to  that  qualification  from  the 
Niagara  South  board? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  That  isn't  quite  right,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Actually  they  have  never  put  any 
qualification  like  that  on  it.  The  indication  is 
that  if  the  school  is  to  stay  open  and  be  filled 


to  capacity,  it  will  probably  have  to  be 
renovated.  Now  in  that  case,  they  will  then 
have  to  come  to  us  and  ask  for  renovations, 
but  that  has  not  been  put  as  a  qualification 
of  working  anything  out. 

'The  basic  qualification  is  deciding  whether 
the  Lincoln  board  will  send  students  there 
and  pay  for  them;  and  the  Lincoln  board  has, 
incidentallly,  put  some  qualifications  on  that, 
because  it  says  if  it  is  going  to  send  200 
students  there  it  will  also  want  the  Niagara 
South  board  to  take  some  of  the  teachers  it 
presently  has  for  those  200  students.  There 
are  various  matters  like  that  which  have  to  be 
worked  out;  therefore  the  meeting  on  Tune 
26. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  caU  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce,  the  Minister  of  Colleges 
and  Universities  has  the  answer  to  a  question 
asked  previously. 


OWNERSHIP  OF  HUMBER  COLLEGE 

Hon.  J.  A.  C.  Auld  (Minister  of  Colleges 
and  Universities):  Mr.  Speaker,  last  Thursday, 
the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  (Mr.  Shul- 
man)  asked  me  to  explain  the  circumstances 
under  which  Joseph  Burnett  had  become  the 
owner  of  Humber  College  and  rents  it  to  our 
ministry.  I  said  that  I  wasn't  aware  of  the 
particular  instance  but  I  would  look  into  it. 

The  member  for  High  Park  made  inquiries 
which  turned  out  to  refer  to  the  rental  by 
Humber  Colllege  of  its  Queensway  campus 
premises.  I  would  like  to  preface  my  response 
by  pointing  out  that  22  Colleges  of  Applied 
Arts  and  Technolo^  operate  from  more  than 
70  locations  throughout  Ontario.  As  a  result 
of  the  rapid  expansion  of  college  enrolment 
and  the  moratorium  on  capital  expenditures, 
the  premises  at  many  of  these  locations  are 
rented  rather  than  owned.  The  financial 
aspects  of  rental  agreements  are  reviewed  by 
the  ministry,  but  I  believe  it  would  be  in- 
appropriate for  the  ministry  to  exercise  any 
greater  degree  of  scrutiny  or  control. 

il  have  made  inquiries  regarding  the 
Queensway  campus  of  Humber  College  and 
can  provide  the  following  information:  The 
premises  in  question  were  leased  to  the  Lake- 
shore  District  Board  of  Education  by  Blend- 
craft  Construction  Ltd.  in  September,  1966. 
The  board  of  education  for  the  borough  of 
Etobicoke,  which  succeeded  the  Lakeshore 
District  Board  of  Education,  entered  into  a 
revised  lease  with  Blendbraft  Construction 
Ltd.  in  March,  1967.  The  board  agreed  to 
rent  the  premises  for  $93,000  per  annum  for 
10  years,   a  rental  cost  of  $2.18  per  sq  ft. 
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Shortly  thereafter,  Peebles  Avenue  Invest- 
ments Ltd.,  which  is  Mr,  Burnett's  private 
company  I  understand,  acquired  title  to  the 
premises.  Then  in  April,  1968,  the  premises 
became  the  Queensway  campus  of  Humber 
College  when  the  college  took  over  the  Etobi- 
coke  retraining  school. 

In  May,  1968,  Humber  College  agreed  to 
rent  a  41,000-sq  ft  addition  that  would  be 
constructed  by  Peebles  Avenue  Investments. 
The  college  and  Peebles  Avenue  Investments 
executed  a  lease  whereby  the  enlarged  prem- 
ises, totalling  84,006  sq  ft,  were  leased  to 
April  30,  1979,  for  $197,975  per  annum,  a 
rate  of  $2.36  per  sq  ft.  It  is  under  this  agree- 
ment that  the  college  presently  rents  its 
Queensway  campus  facilities. 

The  Queensway  campus  is  one  of  six  prem- 
ises rented  by  Humber  College  at  costs  per 
sq  ft  varying  between  $2.18  and  $4.16.  If 
the  hon.  member  or  other  members  wish,  I 
can  provide  full  details  of  the  college's  other 
rental  agreements,  of  which  there  are  six. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Nice  to  see  him  back. 


TRANSFERS  OF  GREY  COUNTY 
PRINCIPALS 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
discuss  the  Premier's  "Journey  into  History" 
last  Saturday,  when  the  train  broke  down, 
but  I  have  a  much  more  important  question 
to  ask— 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Where 
has  the  hon.  member  been? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Is  the  Premier  aware  of  the 
letter  he  received  on  April  2— 

Mr.  Havrot:  Was  the  hon.  member  on  holi- 
days all  last  week? 

Mr.  Sargent:  —related  to  the  fact  that  the 
Grey  County  Board  of  Education  transferred 
two  secondary  school  principals  out  of  their 
schools  and  communities  against  their  wishes, 
and  over  the  clearly  expressed  protests  of  the 
students  and  staffs  of  the  schools  and  the 
parents  in  the  respective  communities,  where 
no  rationale  even  remotely  acceptable  to  any 
of  these  groups  has  been  given  by  the  board 
for  this  action- 
Mr.  D.  J.  Wiseman  (Lanark):  What's  the 
question? 


Mr.    Sargent:    —and  these  principals  were 
not  given  a  hearing  of  any  kind  before  the 
decision  to  transfer  was  made- 
Mr.   Speaker:    We're  waiting  for  a   ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  ( Dovercourt ) :  What  is  the 

question? 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  view  of  all  these  things— 

An  hon.  member:  What's  the  question? 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  hon.  member  should  be 
in  Stratford.  He's  a  great  actor. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —and  in  view  of  the  fact  that 
274  teachers  are  going  to  go  on  strike,  is  the 
Premier  concerned  about  the  man  on  his 
right,  who  is  doing  nothing  about  this?  And 
what  is  the  Premier's  position  on  this  right 
now? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Absolute  nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
only  say  about  the  man  who  is  situate  geo- 
graphically to  my  right,  I  could  only  wish 
that  all  areas  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  were 
served  by  men  of  his  capacity  and  integrity 
in  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  is  his  capacity? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  the  chap  who 
goofed. 

Mr.  Deans:  Or  at  least  his  political  affilia- 
tion. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  for  the  particular 
problem  mentioned  by  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey-Bruce,  Mr.  Speaker,  while  quite  ob- 
viously I  am  concerned  about  it,  as  I  am 
about  all  problems,  I  would  say,  wiih  re- 
spect, that  the  hon.  member  might  direct 
that  question  to  the  Minister  of  Education. 

Mr.  Sargent:  All  right,  I  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  may. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  is  the  Minister  of 
Education  going  to  do  about  it?  He  knows 
the  situation.  What's  going  to  happen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  will  recall  he  called  me  on  the 
telephone  about  this  situation  a  week  or  so 
ago.  We  chatted  about  it.  I  indicated  to  him 
that   I   think   this   is   a   responsibility  of  the 
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local  school  board— the  matter  of  hiring  teach- 
ers, of  appointing  principals  and  so  forth— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Autonomy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Appointing  principals, 
switching  them  from  school  to  school,  are 
matters  that  rest  with  the  local  school  board. 

Mr.  Havrot:  How  about  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Now,  if  the  people  in  the 
community  have  a  complaint  in  this  particu- 
lar area,  it  should  be  directed  to  the  local 
school  board.  And  it  is  wrong,  really,  for  the 
party  that  talks  about  local  autonomy  to  sug- 
gest that  we  should  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary:  I  compli- 
ment the  minister  on  his  respect  for  local 
autonomy,  but  does  he  realize  there  are  many 
underlying  factors  that  don't  qualify  here 
at  all?  One  man  has  four  years  to  go- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Question.  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —on  his  contract,  and  he's 
going  to  have  to  move  holus-bolus.  The 
House  leader  is  going  to  lose  his  seat  over 
this,  he  is.  He  is  going  to  lose  his  seat. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  that  a  question? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 


STRIKE  AT  DARRIGO'S 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Labour  with  regard  to  the  situa- 
tion at  Darrigo's  food  markets,  where  the 
workers  have  been  negotiating  for  a  full  year 
since  certification  in  June,  1973,  and  have 
not  yet  succeeded  in  getting  a  contract  and 
are  out  on  strike.  Is  the  ministry  involved 
^t  all  in  this  strike;  and  what  action  does 
the  minister  propose  to  take  with  an  em- 
ployer who  is  defying  the  law  and  a  legally 
certified  group  and  is  obviously  not  bargain- 
ing in  good  faith? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  in- 
formation on  that  is  simply  that  there  are  no 
meetings  scheduled.  We  are  aware  of  it, 
and  I  will  see  what  I  can  do  to  get  the 
ministry  more  actively  involved. 


DISPUTE  BETWEEN  AGGREGATE 
PRODUCERS  AND  HAULERS 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  While  I'm  on  my  feet, 
Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  make  a  slight  correction 


to  the  answer  I   gave  to  the  leader  of  the 
NDP?    Actually,    Mr.    Dickie    did   not   meet 
with  the  aggregate  people- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  what  I  thought, 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  —but  he  arranged  a 
meeting  with  them.  I  understand  the  two 
have  met,  but,  as  I  say,  I  had  a  call  from 
one  of  them  this  morning  and  I  left  the 
message  with  Mr.  Dickie  in  the  hope  that  he 
would  give  them  a  call  back  this  afternoon 
and  see  what  more  he  could  do.  But  I  was 
wrong  when  I  said  that  Mr.  Dickie  had  met 
with  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 


CANADIAN  BRIDGE  WORK  STOPPAGE 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Labour.  Back  on  May  13,  I  asked 
the  Minister  of  Labour  a  question  concerning 
the  work  stoppage  at  the  Canadian  Bridge 
division  plant  of  Hawker  Siddeley  in  the 
city  of  Windsor.  May  I  repeat  the  question 
to  the  minister  and  ask  him  if  he  is  aware 
of  the  situation?  Does  he  realize  that  the 
strike  has  been  on  for  75  days,  and  that  it 
has  not  been  resolved?  And  will  he  look  into 
the  situation  and  attempt  to  resolve  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
undertake  to  look  into  the  situation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sot  West. 


WELLESLEY  HOSPITAL  ARBITRATION 
AWARD 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  again, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  minister  determine 
why  it  is  taking  so  long  for  the  arbitration 
award  to  be  handed  down  to  the  medical 
technologist  unit  at  Toronto's  Wellesley  Hos- 
pital—it being  now  over  35^  months  since 
the  final  submissions  were  heard— and  if,  in 
that  situation,  those  workers  may  well  expect 
an  award  based  on  awards  to  other  hospital 
workers  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  recently  in- 
volving the  Labour  ministry  and  the  Ministry 
of  Health? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  again  I 
can  simply  undertake  to  try  to  speed  up  the 
reports  that  they  are  waiting  for. 


JUNE  17,  1974 


3305 


Mr.   Speaker:    The  hon.   member  for  Kit- 
chener. 


WASAGA  BEACH  ZOOLOGICAL  PARK 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Premier:  In  view  of  the  earlier  questions 
asked  of  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tourism 
and  the  Minister  of  Colleges  and  Universities 
concerning  assistance  to  the  Ontario  Zoo- 
logical Park  at  Wasaga  Beach,  is  the  Premier 
now  in  a  position  to  announce  any  policy 
with  respect  to  the  saving  of  this  institution 
so  that  it  can  remain  as  a  tourist  attraction 
and  so  that  the  very  valuable  collection  of 
animals  that  has  been  gathered  from  all 
over  the  world  can  be  kept  in  one  place, 
protected,  and  hopefully  developed  even 
further? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  in 
a  position  to  say  anything  further  today.  I 
would  only  remark  that  wnen  I  was  on  that 
very  delightful  train  trip  on  Saturday  I  was 
presented  with  one  petition  and  it  was 
brought  to  my  attention  by  another  group 
with  respect  to  the  zoo  at  Wasaga. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lanark. 


MILK  PRODUCTION  INCENTIVE 
PROGRAMME 

Mr.  Wiseman:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food:  Is  it 
true  that  the  milk  incentive  programme  that 
has  been  so  successful  in  the  province,  is  due 
to  end  at  the  end  of  this  month?  And  if  so, 
would  the  minister  consider  extending  that 
time  for  another  six  months  or  a  year,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  it  has  been  quite  successful 
in  producing  more  milk  and  helping  our 
farmers? 

Hon.  W.  A,  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  What  programme? 

Mr.  Wiseman:  The  one  that  helped  the 
farmers  increase  their  milk  production  by  15 
or  20  per  cent,  the  forgivable  part 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  matter 
is  under  consideration  at  the  moment.  I 
haven't  got  a  positive  answer  for  the  member, 
but  it  is  under  consideration  and  we  are 
recommending  it  be  continued— but  we  have 
to  look  at  it  in  all  its  aspects. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 


ETHYLENE  OXIDE 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Health 
regarding  ethylene  oxide  and  the  recent  dis- 
covery by  scientists  at  Columbia  University 
that  they  were  able  to  use  it  to  form  muta- 
genic and  carcinogenic  substances:  Inasmuch 
as  ethylene  oxide  is  often  used  for  the  steriliz- 
ing of  pharmaceuticals,  antibiotics,  medical 
instruments  and  plastic  tubing  in  medical 
equipment,  can  the  minister  find  out  whether 
this  procedure  has  been  or  is  being  followed 
in  hospitals  throughout  Ontario,  and  if  so, 
whether  the  continued  use  of  this  substance 
should  be  reviewed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
pleased  to  try  and  find  some  information  on 
that  topic. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 


FLEMINGDON  WOODS 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  question 
is  to  the  Minister  of  Housing.  Could  the 
Minister  tell  us  now  whether  he  has  in  fact 
answered  the  questions  of  the  residents  of 
Flemingdon  Woods,  and  particularly  has  the 
minister  now  given  them  an  audited  statement 
of  the  debt  in  that  particular  development? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
bad  no  questions  put  to  me  by  the  residents 
of  Flemingdon  Woods,  and  I  don't  have  an 
audited  statement  of  whatever  the  operations 
are  in  that  development.  OHC  was  the  banker 
in  the  project,  loaned  the  money  to  the 
developer,  and  the  rest  of  it  is  in  accordance 
with  the  Condominium  Act,  or  if  there  is  any 
violation  of  the  Condominium  Act  then  my 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and 
Commercial  Relations  (Mr.  Clement),  should 
be  asked. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  contemplating  any  amendments  to 
the  condominium  legislation  so  that  this  sort 
of  a  thing  cannot  nappen,  as  it  has  hap- 
pened on  so  many  occasions— even  in  occa- 
sions where  the  HOME  programme  has  not 
been  involved— where  a  large  debt  is  turned 
over  to  the  condominium  owners  when  those 
people  who  have  been  operating  it  want  to 
unload  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
said  in  answer  to  the  member  for  St.  George, 
the  question  of  the  administration  and'  any 
amendments  to  the  Condominium  Act  do  not 
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rest  with  my  ministry  but  with  the  Ministry 
of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Hamil- 
ton East. 


MINIMUM  WAGE  RATES 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Labour.  Would  the  minister  explain,  if  there 
is  an  explanation,  why  we  have  to  wait  three 
months  for  the  implementation  of  the  mini- 
mum wage  provisions  that  he  announced  on 
June  11,  in  face  of  the  fact  that  the  people 
who  really  need  the  increase  most  are  those 
on  the  minimum  wage? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
computations  were  done  as  at  an  expected 
implementation  date  of  Oct.  1.  Second,  there 
are  a  good  number  of  industries  and  institu- 
tions which  wanted  at  least  six  months'  notice, 
so  that  they  could  regulate  their  contracts 
and  put  out  their  advertisements,  particularly 
in  the  tourist  industry,  where  they  wanted 
their  brochures  and  things  of  that  nature  with 
the  rates  correctly  based  on  what  the  wage 
would  be. 

It's  as  the  result  of  the  requests  of  various 
groups  that  we  have  announced  this  in 
advance  and)  the  calculations,  as  I  say,  have 
been  done  as  of  Oct.  1. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Windi- 
sor-Walkerville. 


MICROWAVE  OVENS 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Rel'ations.  In  light 
of  the  fact  that  the  Food'  and  Drug  Adlminis^- 
tration  in  the  US  have  ordered  permanent 
warning  labels  on  all  new  microwave  ovens 
and  also  because  of  the  fact  that  in  Canada 
many  of  the  microwave  ovens  used  in  homes 
and  quick  food  vending  establishments  do 
leak  higher  than  permissible  amounts  of  radia- 
tion, is  the  minister  prepared  to  take  the  same 
action  concerning  the  microwave  ovens  as 
has  been  taken  concerning  electric  kettles? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
aware  of  the  problem.  I  think  they  interfere 
with  the  people  who  have  pacemaker  im- 
plants; they  interrupt  the  operation  of  that 
type  of  device. 

(I  am  not  going  to  initiate  any  legislation 
along  those  lines  because  I  have  no  legisla- 


tion under  which  to  frame  same,  but  I  under- 
stand my  colleague  the  Minister  of  Health  is 
contemplating  legislation  of  this  nature  deal- 
ing with  microwave  and  laser  devices. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Health 
is  just  starting  to  contemplate  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay. 


OFFICIAL  GEMSTONE  FOR  PROMXCE 

Mr.  Stokes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Premier.  In  view  of  the 
widespread  acceptance  of  the  amethyst  as  a 
gemstone,  will  me  Premier,  in'  concert  with 
his  colleagues,  make  every  effort  to  have  it 
designated  as  the  oflBcial  gemstone  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  as  a  counterpart  for  the 
trillium  which  would  foster  a  brand  new  gem- 
stone industry  in  northern  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  tlie  hon. 
member  and,  I  believe— 

Mr.  Deans:  Say  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —some  few  weeks  ago  the 
member  for  Fort  William  and!  the  Minister 
of  Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bemier)  raised  with 
me  the  possibility  of  Ontario  determining  that 
this  particular  mineral  would  become  the 
oflBcial  stone  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  Quite 
frankly  we  have  not  had  an  oflBcial  stone,  a 
mineral  per  se. 

I  think  there  is  some  merit  in  it.  Certainly 
I  have  no  negative  reactions.  I  haven't  quite 
frankly,  given  a  great  deal  of  thought  to  it 
yet  because  of  other  matters,  but  perhaps 
when  the  House  concludes  it  is  something 
that  could  be  pursued.  As  I  say  initiall}',  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  no  negative  thoughts  about 
it  at  all. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  a  little  bit  of  nickel;  a 
slip  of  iron. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
privilege  if  I  may. 

On  May  24,  1974,  the  Minister  of  Housing 

said,  in  reply  to  a  question: 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  latest  figures  I  have  seen  from 
CMHC,  which  arrived  on  my  desk  yesterday  morn- 
ing, indicate  that  housing  starts  on  a  projected  basis 
are  at  286,000  in  Canada  which  is  an  all-time  record; 
and  Ontario  is  maintaining  its  pace  in  relationship  to 
other  provinces. 

Mt.  Lewis:  No,  that  is  wrong. 

I  think  the  words  that  I  used  were  appro- 
priate and   I  think  the  observation  I  made 
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was  appropriate  because  while  Canada  in- 
creases, Ontario  decreases.  I  would  thank  him 
not  to  attribute  to  me  statements  which  simply 
aren't  on  the  record. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Well,  ril  show  the 
member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay.  Fair  enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  pro- 
ceeding with  the  balance  of  the  ordters  of  the 
day  I  wonder  if  I  might  introduce  to  the 
members  of  the  House  the  former  member  for 
Grenvilfe-Dundas,  the  Hon.  Fred  Cass,  who 
is  with  us  today,  and  extendi  to  himi  a  very 
warm  welcome  on  behalf  of  all'  of  us. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  here  once  a  week,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Throw  him  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure  we  are  very  pleased 
to  have  Mr.  Cass  with  us  today  and  I  am 
sure  he  will  have  observed  that  nothing  has 
changed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  wasn't  very  nice. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Motions. 

Introduction  of  bills. 


NORTHERN  COMMUNITIES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  first  reading  of  bill  intituled. 
An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Incorporation  of 
Communities  and  Territories  without  Munici- 
pal Organization. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  further  to 
my  statement  to  the  House  the  other  day, 
the  bill  empowers  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White) 
to  establish  in  territory  without  municipal 
organization  a  community,  the  inhabitants  of 
which  will  be  a  body  corporate.  There  will 
be  an  elected  council  of  either  three  or  five 
members  as  determined  by  the  Treasurer 
and  they  will  exercise  the  powers  and  duties 
as  provided  in  the  bill. 

A  procedural  bylaw  is  set  out  in  schedule 
A  of  the  bill  to  govern  the  proceedings  of  the 
council  and  those  proceedings  may,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Treasurer,  be  amended  by 
the  council.  The  organization  expenditures  of 
a   new    community   during   its   first   year   of 


operation,  as  approved  by  the  Treasurer,  may 
be  paid  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund. 
We  wiU  proceed,  Mr.  Speaker,  with  first 
reading  only  now  and  I  expect  second  and 
third  this  fall. 


MILK  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  going  to  amend 
that? 

An  hon.  member:  He  has  only  just  amend- 
ed it. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  He  is  not 
following  Manitoba,  is  he? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  hope  so. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Wouldn't  that  be  wonderful? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  pur- 
pose of  the  bill  is  to  provide  for  the  control 
of  the  quality  of  milk,  by  imposing  on  and 
collecting  from  a  producer  penalties  when 
milk  supplied  by  the  producer  fails  to  comply 
with  the  prescribed  standards,  or  is  produced 
on  premises  or  with  equipment  which  fail 
to  comply  with  the  prescribed  standards. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
DURHAM  ACT 

Mr.  Sargent  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Durham  Act,  1973. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  betting  on  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Management  Board  to  second 
that  one. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Is  he 
adding  the  Chairman  of  the  Management 
Board's  name  to  Durham? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  purpose  of 
this  bill  is  to  remove  the  confusion  which 
exists  between  the  town  of  Durham  and  the 
regional  municipality  of  Durham.  The  name 
Frost  has  been  chosen  in  honour  of  the  late 
Hon.  Leslie  Frost  and  I  am  quite  sure  that 
every  member  of  the  House  would  join  in 
honouring  this  great  man. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Except  maybe  the  Chairman 
of  the  Management  Board 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  regional  municipality  of 
Frost?  That  will  frost  Ottawa,  I'll  tell  you. 

Mr.  Good:  No  tax  revenues. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Speaker:    Orders  of  the  day. 

DENTISTRY  ACT 

Mr.  Walker,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Miller, 
moves  second  reading  of  Bill  71,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Dentistry  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendment  before  us  now 
is  somewhat  complementary  to  the  amend- 
ment brought  in  a  few  days  ago  deahng  with 
the  position  of  denturists  and  the  scope  of 
their  work  in  the  province. 

The  ministry,  in  conjunction  with  the  den- 
tists of  the  province,  introduced  a  programme 
whereby  the  costs  of  dentures  available  di- 
rectly from  dentists  would  be  managed  by 
the  section  of  the  bill  which  had  been  pre- 
viously introduced  and  which  is  repealed  by 
this  particular  section.  It's  an  interesting  tale 
indeed— probably  not  interesting  enough  to 
recount  to  you,  sir,  this  afternoon— that  the 
government,  in  an  attempt  to  bolster  its 
policy  of  excluding  denturists  from  independ- 
ent practice,  was  attempting,  by  the  piece 
of  legislation  repealed  by  this  amendment,  to 
insist  that  dentists  would  provide,  let's  say 
relatively  low-oost  dentures  across  the  prov- 
ince. 

They  undertook,  as  you  will  recall,  to  use 
public  funds  for  an  elaborate  advertising 
campaign  in  which  the  names  and  locations 
of  the  dentists  participating  in  this  plan 
were  brought  to  public  attention.  There  was 
some  criticism  of  the  utilization  of  public 
funds  for  that  purpose  since  it  was  tanta- 
mount to  advertising  the  services  of  indi- 
vidual dentists. 

There  were  also,  as  you  know,  certain 
shortcomings  in  the  programme  in  that  the 
low-cost  dentures  were  not  readily  available 
in  all  communities. 

While  I  suppose  we  must  indicate  if  not 
gratitude  at  least  interest  in  the  dentists'  pro- 
grarome  of  attempting  to  forestall  the  increase 
in  the  scope  of  denturists  in  this  province,  we 
must  say  the  programme  was  an  abject  fail- 
ure. I  think  it  is  an  indication  of  its  failure 
that  the  government  has  moved  to  repeal  this 
rather  strange  piece  of  legislation  which  was 


put  on  the  books  about  a  year  ago.  I  don't 
think  it  is  worthy  of  an  extended  debate  in 
the  House  other  than  to  say  it  was  an  ad- 
hesive plaster,  a  Band-Aid  put  on  a  piece  of 
government  policy  which  was  totally  inade- 
quate and  certainly  could  not  be  repaired 
simply  by  the  addition  of  this  sort  of  joint 
policy  between  the  former  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  Potter)  and  the  dentists. 

I  am  glad  to  see  it  expunged  from  the 
legislation  of  the  province.  I  feel  it  was  a 
rather  strange  procedure,  by  way  of  policy 
and  by  way  of  enactment,  for  the  govern- 
ment to  use.  It  was  a  substantial  failure  in 
that  many  people  would  not  avail  themselves 
of  these  cutrate  dentures  since,  apparently, 
they  did  not  come  up  to  the  standards  they 
were  prepared  to  insist  on. 

It  still  comes  to  the  point,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  under  the  system  which  has  evolved  in 
this  province,  in  spite  of  the  inhibiting  legis- 
lation of  this  government  over  the  last  num- 
ber of  years,  people  are  demanding  high 
quality  dentures  at  low  prices.  The  dentists 
so  far  have  not  been  able  to  provide  that 
service  in  a  manner  acceptable  to  the  general 
public. 

It  is  our  hope  that  government  policy  will 
go  several  steps  beyond  where  it  is  now  so 
that  the  people  in  the  community  who  re- 
quire these  services  can  go  to  denturists  or  a 
dental  therapist,  as  they  will  be  known  after 
the  passage  of  the  companion  bill,  and  be 
able  to  get  high  quality  dentures  and  partial 
dentures,  properly  fitted,  properly  cared  for, 
at  reasonable  prices.  We  have  no  objection 
to  the  repeal  of  that  section. 

I  suppose  the  dentists  would  be  well  ad- 
vised to  establish,  among  themselves  on  a 
professional  basis,  a  cost  for  their  services  and 
the  prosthesis  they  fit  into  the  mouths  of  their 
patients  at  a  level  acceptable  to  them,  con- 
sonant with  good  service  and  high  quality. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  the  introduction  of  Bill  71  is  a  clear 
indication  that  the  government's  earlier  plan 
to  force  upon  the  people  of  Ontario  a  service 
they  didnt  have  faith  in  has  ended  in  com- 
plete and  dismal  failure,  despite  the  spending 
of  thousands  of  public  dollars  by  the  Ministry 
of  Health  in  trying  to  promote  a  private 
organization. 

I  question  the  right  of  the  minister— I  did 
all  along— to  expend  public  moneys  to  pro- 
mote the  dentists  of  Ontario.  Even  as  late 
as  Thursday,  March  21,  in  the  Globe  and 
Mail  the  president  of  the  ODA  stated  in  a 
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news  story  that  about  700  dentists  were 
oflFering  a  low-cost  denture  service  that  the 
government  was  spending  $30,000  to  adver- 
tise. As  late  as  March  the  government  was 
still  in  the  business  of  throwing  away  public 
funds  to  try  and  promote  this  programme. 
And  here  it  is,  just  60  days  later,  with- 
drawing the  whole  programme. 

The  thing  has  been  a  complete  and  dismal 
farce  right  from  the  beginning.  I  have  a  letter 
here,  Mr,  Speaker— and  I  would  like  to  read 
it  into  the  record— which  I  had  occasion  to 
write  as  a  result  of  the  introduction  of  this 
low-cost  denture  programme  which  the  gov- 
ernment has  been  advertising.  I  think  the 
letter,  which  I  wrote  on  behalf  of  a  con- 
stituent, lays  out  just  what  has  been  going 
on  in  these  low-cost  denture  clinics  operated 
by  the  Ontario  Dental  Association. 

I  will  omit  the  constituent's  name,  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  I  do  not  have  permission  to  use 
his  name  in  this.  The  letter  is— 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  wondering  if  the  hon. 
member  is  really  speaking  to  the  bill  intituled 
the  Dentistry  Act  or  if  he  is  going  back  to 
the  Denturists  Act. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Speaker,  Bill  71  calls  for 
the  repeal  of  the  section  of  the  Dentistry 
Act  which  provides  for  low-cost  denture 
service  by  the  dentists.  This  is  precisely  what 
I  am  speaking  to— the  withdrawal  of  the  low- 
cost  denture  plan. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  may  pro- 
ceed. I  had  some  doubt  that  he  was  on  the 
bill,  but  he  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Cerma:  I  think  I'm  on  the  right  bill- 
Bill  71,  Mr.  Speaker— and  it  does  deal  with 
the  low-cost  denture  plan. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  letter  was  written  by 
myself  on  April  5,  1974,  to  the  Ontario 
Dental  Association,  and  I  will  not  use  the 
constituent's  name: 

Dear  Sirs: 

The  above-noted  constituent  recently  ap- 
proached me  in  a  very  high  state  of  agita- 
tion regarding  the  activities  of  the  dental 
profession  and  also  the  function  of  the  low- 
cost  denture  clinic  in  the  city  of  Sudbury. 
Mr.  [ — ]  was  directed  there  by  a  dentist  to 
have  himself  fitted  with  a  full  set  of  den- 
tures for  the  advertised  price  of  $180. 
Upon  his  first  visit  to  this  clinic,  he  was 
obliged  to  make  a  deposit  of  $30  as  for- 
ward payment  for  the  dentures  expected. 

Once  the  dentures  were  made,  he  re- 
turned  for  his   first  fitting   and  he  found 


them  very  unsatisfactory.  Dr.  Ralston,  who 
was  the  dentist  in  charge  of  the  clinic,  then 
relined  the  dentures  at  the  first  fitting,  but 
I  am  informed  that  it  had  the  effect  of 
throwing  out  the  alignment  to  such  a 
degree  that  the  back  teeth  were  separated 
by  one-eighth  of  an  inch  when  the  front 
teeth  were  touching.  Even  in  spite  of  this 
poor  fitting,  he  did  try  to  learn  to  use 
these  new  dentures.  They  were  so  loose 
and  sloppy  that  whenever  he  sneezed,  he 
informed  me,  they  would  fall  out  on  the 
floor. 

Mr.  [ — ]  returned  to  the  denture  clinic  to 
try  and  have  further  adjustments  made,  but 
to  his  surprise  the  person  in  charge  took 
the  teeth  away  from  him  and  immediately 
refunded  his  money  and  informed  him  to 
go  elsewhere  to  have  another  set  of  teeth 
made.  At  no  time  did  Mr.  [ — ]  ask  for  a 
refund  of  money,  and  was  quite  incensed 
that  they  had  dismissed  him  in  such  a 
fashion. 

This  constituent  also  had  with  him  cer- 
tain advertisements  which  had  been  ap- 
pearing in  the  local  press  and  in  the  Globe 
and  Mail,  March  27  and  March  30,  1974, 
which  were  sponsored  by  the  Ontario  Den- 
tal Association.  It  is  his  opinion  that  the 
statements  which  are  headed  as  fact  in 
this  advertisement  are  not  in  good  taste. 
Mr.  [ — ]  had  further  clippings  which  ad- 
vertised Ontario's  low-cost  denture  pro- 
graj;nme  and  which  were  sponsored  by  the 
Hon.  Richard  T.  Potter,  the  former  Min- 
ister of  Health.  He  objected  strenuously 
that  public  funds  should  be  used  to  adver- 
tise private  business,  especially  when  it  has 
been  so  unsatisfactory  to  him. 

I  might  add  that  I  am  receiving  many 
severe  criticisms  pertaining  to  the  dental 
profession  generally.  I  am  personally  in- 
censed at  their  activities  as  they  relate  to 
the  manufacture  and  fitting  of  false  teeth 
by  people  other  than  dentists.  An  investiga- 
tion of  this  matter  would  be  appreciated. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  was  on  April  5  and  to  this 
date  I  have  not  had  any  response  from  the 
Ontario  Dental  Association.  So  you  see  the 
futile  position  the  general  public  are  placed 
in  when  they  do  lodge  legitimate  complaints. 
They  don't  even  get  a  response  from  these 
professional  organizations.  To  some  degree, 
I  have  to  support  the  opposite  bill  that  we 
are  working  with  this  week  in  that  the  min- 
ister has  taken  some  steps  to  control  the  self- 
appointed,  self-anointed,  self-governing,  self- 
policing  and  self-licensing  bodies,  and  this 
applies  to  all  of  the  professional  bodies.  But 
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we  are  dealing  here  with  this  low-cost  den- 
ture plan. 

If  the  plan  was  any  good,  and  I  think  it 
would  have  had  some  merit  had  the  dental 
association  had  any  feeling  about  supplying 
people  with  dentures,  but  in  fact  only  17  per 
cent  of  the  dentists  in  Ontario  participated  in 
the  plan;  and  most  of  them,  I  understand, 
participated  rel^uctantly.  Those  who  did  par- 
ticipate apparently  didn't  give  diecent  service. 
If  you  complained  they  took  the  teeth  right 
out  of  your  mouth  and  told  you  to  go  else- 
where. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huroni-Bruce):  It  is  just  like 
taking  the  oats  out  of  the  horse's  mouth! 

Mr.  Germa:  I  might  also  say,  Mr.  Speaker, 
before  I  get  sidetracked,  the  same  gentteman 
that  I  wrote  to  the  ODA  about  did  return  to 
my  office,  even  though  I  had  not  received 
any  response  from  the  ODA.  This  man  did 
go  to  another  dentist  and  got  himself  another 
set  of  low-cost  dtentures. 

(He  came  back  into  my  oflBce  again  with  his 
second  set  of  teeth,  and'  he  had  them  in  his 
pocket  this  time.  He  took  these  teeth  out  of 
his  pocket  and  he  laid  these  teeth  on  my  desk. 
I  am  not  and  I  don't  profess  to  be  trained 
in  this  profession  and  neither  is  he.  He  is  a 
tailor  by  trade  and  he  has  got  nothing  to  do 
with  the  trade  at  all.  His  complaint  was  that 
these  teeth  were  biting  the  side  of  his  cheek 
on  one  side  only  and  he  couldin't  figure  out 
why  every  time  he  went  to  eat  he  was  biting 
himself.  So  we  looked  at  these  teeth  on  my 
desk  and  we  examined  them. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  He 
should  leave  them  in'  his  mouth. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  beg  pardon? 

Mr.  Walker:  He  shouldn't  leave  them  in 
his  pocket. 

Mr.  Germa:  Even  with  our  untrained  eyes, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  could  observe  that  these 
teeth  were  mounted  probably  one-eighth  of 
an  inch  off  of  the  gum  ridge.  They  were 
moimted  in  the  direction  to  which  they  would 
go  in  order  to  bite  this  one  particular  cheek 
of  his.  He  and  I,  in  our  amateur  fashion, 
decided  that  this  set  of  teeth  mounted  in  this 
plastic  framework  were  in  fact  one-eighth  of 
an  inch  off  the  true  centre,  and  therefore  re- 
sulted in  his  chewing  his  own  cheek.  He 
couldn't  wear  them.  And  this  was  his  second 
time  around. 

I  said,  "Well,  it's  hopeless).  I  have  already 
written  to  the  ODA  in  Toronto"— and  he  has 
a  copy  of  the  letter— "and  I  have  had  no  re- 
sponse." He  didn't  know  what  to  do  because 


he  knew  it  was  illegal  to  go  to  a  denturist. 
He  was  trying  to  obey  the  laws  of  this  land. 
He  didn't  want  to  turn  himself  into  a  criminal 
and  yet  he  had  to  go  through  this  struggle 
twice. 

As  far  as  I  know,  and  I  haven't  seen  him 
lately  Mr.  Speaker,  he  still  walks  around  Sud- 
bury with  his  teeth  in  his  pocket.  The  $180 
he  spent  is  no  good'  to  him. 

(I  think  there  is  a  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  why 
the  Ontario  Dental  Association  did  not  sur- 
vive in  supplying  low-cost  dentures,  and  why 
they  were  not  interested  in  supplying  a  ser^ 
vice  that  the  people  can  afford.  The  secret 
came  out  in  a  study  which  was  done  by  the 
Ontario  Dental  Association,  dated  September, 
1972,  entitled  "The  Public  Concern."  This 
review  by  the  dental  association  was  designed 
to  answer  a  whole  bunch  of  questions  that  the 
public  was  directing  at  the  dtental  profession 
generally.  It's  interesting  that  they  were  so 
honest  in  this  one  particular  answer  to  a 
question  which  appears  in  appendix  K,  page^ 
1,  of  this  report. 

The  question  is:  "How  can  the  dentist 
justify  fees  of  $400,  $500  and  $600  for  a 
plate?"  I  am  sure  everyone  here  has  had  a 
constituent  ask  him  how  the  dentists  have  the 
nerve  to  charge  that  kind  of  money.  The 
answer  from  the  Ontario  Dental  Association 
was  this:  "Under  the  free  enterprise  system, 
if  the  dentist  feels  his  talents  are  worth  that 
much  and  the  person  looking  for  this  level 
of  expertise  agrees  to  pay  that  fee,  that  is 
strictly  their  arrangement.  The  patient  appre- 
ciating excellence  is  glad  to  pay  for  it.' 

So,  we  are  back  to  the  old  supply  and 
demand.  If  you  have  the  fat  buck  in  your 
purse  you  can  go  out  and  get  a  good  set  of 
teeth  in  Ontario.  If  you  haven't  a  good  buck 
in  your  pocket,  then  you  have  to  go  and  put 
up  with  this  kind  of  nonsense  and  buy  teeth 
that  you  carry  in  your  pocket  instead  of  your 
mouth. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Germa:  This  is  the  reason,  Mr.  Speaker, 
for  a  rising  discontent  and  why  the  people 
who  have  chosen  to  be  dental  mechanics  or 
therapists  or  denturists,  whatever  you  call 
them,  have  a  great  following.  There  is  solid 
support  for  them  out  in  this  community.  I 
would  like  to  have  seen  the  government  con- 
tinue with  the  low-cost  dental  plan.  I  would 
like  to  see  dentures  made  by  competent, 
qualified,  trained,  excellent  persons.  But  under 
the  present  system  we  have  no  choice  but  to 
abolish  it,  because  these  people  just  will  not 
deliver  fal'se  teeth  at  a  price  that  the  average 
citizen  can  afford. 
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For  that  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  even'  though 
it  would  be  desirable  to  have  a  dentist  manu- 
facture and  prepare  and  do  all  of  these  things, 
they  haven't  done  it  in  the  past.  The  Ministry 
of  Health  has  not  been  able  to  force  them 
into  doing  it,  even  despite  government  legis- 
lation and  even  despite  thousands  of  dollars. 
I  suppose  the  best  thing  to  do  is  to  just 
scrap  it  and  maybe  try  to  make  amendinents 
to  the  other  bill,  which  will  provide  a  widier 
service  to  those  people  who  need  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  member 
for  London  North. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  not  a 
very  great  deal  that  can  be  said  about  this 
particular  Bill'  71.  It  is  entirely  consequent, 
of  course,  on  Bill  70.  The  section  of  the  bill 
entitled  section  1  repeals  section  20(a)  of  the 
Dentistry  Act,  found  in  section  3  of  chapter 
141  and  which  merely  provides  the  mechanics 
by  which  legislation  could  be  established  for 
a  low-cost  denture  programme  and)  the  estab- 
lishing of  a  price  for  it,  and  that  the  govern- 
ment deems  not  to  be  necessary  any  longer 
and  accordingly  abolishes. 

However,  I  should  report  that  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  Ontario  Dental  Asso- 
ciation and  individiual  dentists— some  700 
throughout  the  province  so  far— will'  be  con- 
tinuing the  low-cost  denture  programme  on 
their  own  as  a  voluntary  operation;  and  for 
that  I  am  sure  they  are  to  be  commended. 

Mr,  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second  read^ 
ing  of  BiM  71.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

'Aoreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill   71,   An   Act  to   amend  the  Dentistry 
Act. 

Clerk    of   the    House:    The   second   ordter. 
House  in  committee  of  the  wholte. 


DENTURE  THERAPIST  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  70,  the  Denture 
Therapist  Act,  1974. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  70,  the  Denture  Thera- 
pist Act,  1974.  Are  there  any  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments  on  any  of  the  first  three 
sections? 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  should  just  advise  that  I  have  a 
large  number  of  amendments  to  this  par- 
ticular bill.  Most  of  them,  of  course,  pick  up 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act.  The  first  one 
appears  at  section  4(8).  I  believe  each  of  the 
opposition  parties  have  received  copies  of 
the  amendments.  If  they  haven't,  we  can  pro- 
vide some  additional  ones. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  before  this? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Perhaps, 
Mr.  Chairman,  we  could  receive  another  copy 
of  those  amendments.  I  think  my  leader  has 
them  and  1  know  that  he  is  just  about  to  re- 
turn to  the  House  because  there  are  some 
additional  comments  that  he  wishes  to  make 
on  particular  sections. 

If  we  can  have  the  amendment  we  might 
be  in  a  position,  then,  to  at  feast  deal  with 
those  amendments.  If  it  is  acceptable,  perhaps 
we  could  proceed  with  the  various  minor 
amendments  and  have  those  put;  and  then 
when  my  leadfer  arrives,  we  would  be  able 
to  deal  with  the  area  that  he  particularly 
wishes  to  amend.  I  undierstand  that  the 
amendments  which  he  proposes  will  be  in  the 
first  section,  perhaps  because  they  most  par- 
ticularly involve  the  definitions  in  subsectioriiS 
(1)  and  (m)  of  "practice  of  dtenture  therapy," 
and  the  subsequent  "practice  of  supervised 
denture  therapy"  in  each  particular  case. 

Perhaps  it  would  be  possible,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, for  the  various  amendments  to  be 
spoken  to  generally  if  the  parliamentary 
assistant  has  anything  that  he  chooses  to  say 
concerning  all  of  them,  after  which  I  think 
we  would  be  prepared  to  proceed  with  the 
dealing  with  them,  if  that  is  possible. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  particular 
in  these  first  three  sections  that  any  of  the 
members  present  would  care  to  deal  with  at 
the  present  time? 

Mr.  Walker:  Perhaps  I  can  assist  here  by 
making  some  very  general  comments  as  to 
the  large  numbers  of  amendments  that  come 
in.  This  does  not  particularly  relate  to  any 
one  individual  clause,  but  under  the  circum- 
stances perhaps  this  will  assist  for  a  few 
moments. 

Most  of  these  amendments  arise  out  of  dis- 
cussions with  various  bodies.  Some  of  them 
arise    out    of    discussions    with    the    Ontario 
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Dental  Association;  some  are  as  a  result  of 
amendments  made  in  the  social  development 
committee  in  its  study  of  the  Health  Disci- 
plines Act. 

Just  to  summarize  some  of  the  amend- 
ments, when  we  get  to  section  4(8)  it  will  be 
found  that  that  particular  amendment  relates 
to  receiving  a  provisional  licence;  and  to  re- 
ceive a  provisional  licence  an  individual  has 
to  successfully  complete  a  course  of  study 
rather  than  just  take  it.  This  is  a  rather  im- 
portant amendment  and  will  mean  that  a 
series  of  successful  completions  must  occur 
before  any  provisional  licence  will  be  granted. 

The  balance  really  pick  up  the  similar 
provisions  in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act. 
They  relate  a  great  deal  to  the  question  of 
incapacity;  they  will  relate  to  complaints  and 
the  appeal  board;  they  relate,  in  section  20, 
to  restoration  of  licences  and  references  to 
the  discipline  committee  on  the  issue  of  in- 
capacity. Generally  speaking,  Mr.  Chairman, 
they  are  almost  in  the  legal  phrase,  mutatis 
mutandis. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  the  first  three  sections  of  the 
biU? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): On  section  1,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

On  section  1: 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  was  interested  to  hear 
the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Miller)  who  is 
not  participating  in  this  debate  other  than  in 
the  hallway  just  outside  this  chamber— indi- 
cating to  the  media,  although  he  hasn't  made 
such  an  announcement  in  the  House,  that 
the  denturists  had  met  with  him  over  the 
weekend  and  they  have  agreed  to  take  the 
course  of  training  and  the  special  examina- 
tions leading  to  certification  as  denture  thera- 
pists. 

I  had  understood  that  was  their  policy, 
but  this  is  the  first  time,  as  far  as  I  know, 
that  it  has  been  announced  pubhcly.  I  think 
that  is  a  good  course  of  action  for  them  to 
take. 

I  think  we  must  be  aware,  however  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  that  does  not  necessarily 
mean  they  support  the  provisions  of  this  bill. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  I  would  indicate  to  you, 
sir,  that  that  is  not  the  case;  they  do  not 
support  the  provisions  of  the  bill.  It  may  very 
well  lead  to  the  denture  therapists— as  they 
would  then  be  called  when  they  successfully 
take  the  course  and  are  granted  certification 


—may  very  well  lead  them  to  continue  break- 
ing the  law  of  Ontario  as  they  have  in  their 
capacity  as  denturists  in  the  past. 

Now  I  would  be  the  last  to  recommend 
breaking  the  law  to  any  citizen.  I  have  heard 
others  say  in  this  chamber  and  elsewhere 
that  if  the  law  is  an  ass,  it  should  not  be 
obeyed.  It  is  my  own  feeling,  and  I  hope  I 
am  not  overly  conservative  in  this  regard, 
that  the  law  is  to  be  obeyed  and  the  citizen 
can  work  very  hard  indeed  to  have  it  changed, 
both  through  his  representation  in  the  Legis- 
lature and  in  the  community. 

I  am  afraid  that  if  we  do  not  extend  the 
scope  of  denture  therapy  to  include  the  fitting 
of  partial  dentures,  we  are  going  to  lead  a 
number  of  denture  therapists  to  break  the 
law,  because  they  consider  that  an  unwar- 
ranted restriction  in  scope. 

You  are  aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  other 
jurisdictions  permit  the  fitting  of  partial  den" 
tures;  and  as  far  as  we  are  aware  and  from 
the  information  we  have  been  able  to  adduce 
from  experts  in  this  field— adimittedly  biased 
in  one  way  or  the  other,  but  at  least  putting 
forward  their  understanding  of  the  facts  as 
they  are— there  has  never  been  any  indication 
that  the  service  of  the  fitting  of  a  partial  den- 
ture by  a  dtenture  therapist  has  led  to  any 
more  problems  than  if  the  same  ser\ice  was 
provided  under  the  supervision  of  a  dentist. 

T  and  my  colleagues  in  the  Liberal  Party 
have  examined  these  alternatives'  carefully, 
and  we  regret  that  the  government  has  not 
seen  fit  to  allow  the  scope  to  include  the 
fitting  of  partials;  for  that  reason  we  believe 
it  is  necessary  for  an  amendiment  to  be  offered 
to  section  1,  which  establishes  the  scope  of 
denture  therapy. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  moves  that  the  following 
words  be  added  to  section  l(lXi),  (ii)  and  (iii): 
"or  any  upper  or  lower  removable  prosthetic 
denture." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  I  may  say  something 
further  on  the  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
am  aware  of  a  division  of  opinion  in  this  re- 
gard; we  tried  to  assess  the  opposdng  vieMs  as 
carefully  as  we  could.  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  if  the  courses'  provided  for  denture 
therapists  are  adequate;  if  the  certification  is 
based  on  adequate  preparation  and  instruc- 
tion and  the  successful  completion  of  that 
course;  if  the  supervision  by  the  Ministry  of 
Health  is  such  that  the  denture  therapists  are 
not  goin'g  to  be  led  into  other  dental  work, 
let's  say;  if  the  scope  is  established  by  this 
amendment  and  adequately  policed,  if  I  may 
use  those  wordis,  by  the  Ministry  of  Health— 
and  I  hesitate  to  use  those  words,  but  they 
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would  mean  adequate  inspection— then  the 
health  and  well-being  of  the  citizens  will  not 
be  in  jeopardy. 

We  believe  that  the  provision  of  these  ser- 
vices go  reasonably  together,  and  we  would 
ask  that  the  amendment  be  considered  by 
members  on  all  sides. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud»- 
bury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it's  quite  easy  for  me  and  this  party  to 
accept  the  amendment,  because  as;  we  know 
and  as  you  should  know,  as  the  minister 
should  know  and  as  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant should  know,  we're  not  breaking  new 
ground  in  Canada  if  we  adopt  this  amend- 
ment. 

|The  Province  of  Quebec  has  been  operating 
such  a  plan  whereby  denturists  can  work  on 
partial  dentures  with  the  provision  of  a  cer- 
tificate of  oral  health.  I  don't  know  what  is 
added  by  the  certificate  of  oral  health,  but  it 
is  at  least  added  insurance  that  someone  who 
has  been  trained  medically  has  examined  the 
mouth  and  certifies  at  that  time  that  the 
mouth  is  fit  and  proper  to  have  a  denture 
placed.  I  haven't  heard  any  public  outcry 
come  out  of  the  Province  of  Quebec  on 
account  of  denturists  being  able  to  do  partial 
devices. 

I  don't  see  why  we  in  Ontario  have  to 
always  be  behind  the  rest  of  Canada.  We're 
forever  in  a  catch-up  process.  It  matters  not 
whether  we're  talking  about  wages  or  even 
the  supplying  of  dentures;  we're  alWays  try- 
ing to  catch  up  with  somebody  else.  The 
province  had  a  wonderful  opportunity  here 
when  the  denturists  did  such  a  good  job  of 
focussing  public  attention  on  a  requirement 
that  wasn't  being  met  in  Ontario.  The  public 
out  there  is  very  well  edlicated  as  to  what 
we're  talking  about  here  in  this  chamber. 
They  know  exactly  what  we're  saying.  They 
know  exactly  what  they've  been  getting.  They 
have  been  getting  this  kind  of  service  in'  the 
past,  and  I  don't  see  why  we  should  take  it 
upon  ourselves  to  deny  them  that  service. 

In  a  letter  dated  June  3  and  addlressed  to 
the  Minister  of  Health,  the  Denturist  Society 
of  Ontario  informed  the  minister  that  at  a 
public  meeting  they  had  approved  the  follow- 
ing resolution  with  only  one  abstention— and 
section  (b)  of  that  resolution  reads': 

Bill  70,  as  it  now  stands,  is'  unacceptable 
to  this  society  so  long  as  it  unreasonably 
restricts  denturists  from  providing  those  ser- 
vices to  the  public  which  the  public  have 
come  to  expect  and  have  a  right  to  receive. 


The  public  already  has  this  service,  Mr. 
Chairman.  This  bill  is  therefore  not  progres- 
sive; it  is  denying  a  service  that  has  already 
been  provided.  The  public  has  accepted  it. 
There  hasn't  been  any  pubHc  health  problem 
that  has  been  reported  to  this  Legislature  or 
to  the  minister.  And  if  there  has  been  some- 
thing reported'  to  the  minister,  now  is  the  time 
to  bring  it  forward. 

Whenever  you  put  a  restriction  on  a  per- 
son, you  should  have  to  justify  it.  There  has 
yet  to  be  any  reason  put.  Even  when  the 
minister  was  denying  them  the  right  to  do  full 
dentures,  he  didn't  justify  this  action.  He  just 
said:  "This  is  the  law  of  the  land  and  you 
will  have  to  obey.  You  peasants  just  have  to 
obey  my  laws.  I  don't  have  to  justify  the  law 
to  the  public  or  to  you." 

'Here  he  is,  he  is  doing  the  same  thing. 
The  whole  principle  is  wrong.  He's  got  to 
make  his  case.  He  couldti't  make  a  case  and 
he  couldn't  make  it  stick  on  a  full  denture; 
and  I  suspect  he  can't  make  his  case  on  this 
matter  of  a  partial  denture  which  we  are  talk- 
ing about  now,  I  think  it  is  incumbent  upon 
the  ministry  to  justify  its  actions,  and  to  this 
point  it  hasn't  done  so. 

It  is  for  this  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I 
suspect  this  bill  is  going  to  fail  just  as  dis- 
mally as  Bill  246  failed.  The  government 
can't  stand  in  the  way  of  public  opinion,  and 
there  is  a  wide  body  of  public  opinion  out 
there  which  demands  and  sees  the  need  of 
this  service. 

I  cannot  understand  why  the  minister  in- 
sists on  denying  this  service.  He  tried  to 
eliminate  this  service  completely.  He  had  to 
back  off.  He  just  backed  off  a  little  bit  from 
the  edge.  He's  still  close  to  the  brink  of 
destruction.  There's  still  no  satisfaction  out 
there  from  this  bill. 

I  don't  know  why  this  ministry  insists  on 
making  trouble  for  itself.  This  ministry  has 
been  in  trouble  for  the  past  three  years.  We 
go  through  Ministers  of  Health  like  popcorn. 
Why?  Are  they  getting  advice  from  the  wrong 
people?  Have  these  professional  societies  got 
him  by  the  nose  so  that  he  can't  think  for 
himself?  Can't  he  think  on  behalf  of  the 
people  out  there,  or  does  he  just  think  about 
these  professional  societies  who  put  the 
thumbscrews  on  him?  Are  his  advisers  selling 
him  down  the  river,  or  don't  they  know? 

He  has  an  obligation  to  let  this  House 
know  just  what  brings  him  to  make  these 
actions;  because  they  are  absolutely  unaccept- 
able the  way  he's  been  bringing  them  in. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 
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Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  When 
the  pariiamentary  assistant  comments  on  this, 
perhaps  he  can  tell  us  when  the  government 
expects  to  get  back  to  the  position  of  the  bill 
that  was  originally  presented  on  the  dentur- 
ists,  which  in  fact  would  have  met  the  re- 
quirements of  the  amendment  of  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition.  As  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant recalls,  initially  the  government  did  pro- 
pose that  denturists  would  be  able  to  prac- 
tice directly  with  the  public,  then  the  govern- 
ment changed  its  mind  in  some  embarrass- 
ment. It  was  a  reversal  of  form  which  we're 
more  accustomed  to  see  from  this  side  of  the 
House,  from  the  opposition. 

But  at  any  rate,  the  government  now  is 
beginning  to  back-track.  When  is  it  going  to 
come  up  with  a  reasonable  kind  of  position? 
The  position  proposed  by  the  amendment  is 
reasonable.  There  may  be  other  positions 
which  may  be  reasonable;  but  what  is  pro- 
posed here  and  the  distinctions  that  are  made 
just  aren't. 

It  seems  to  me  the  government  is  still 
dancing  to  a  tune  which  has  been  laid  down 
by  the  dentists.  It  allows  the  dentists  to 
abandon  their  low-cost  scheme.  Because  of 
the  pressure,  it  allows  denturists  to  do  certain 
things,  but  not  others;  and  certainly  not  to 
practice  fully  within  the  kind  of  competence 
for  which  they  will  be  qualified  under  the 
courses  and  the  requirements  laid  down  in 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
London  North. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  rejecting 
the  amendments  proposed  by  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition,  I  really  do  not  have  to  go 
through  many  of  the  arguments.  The  argu- 
ments have  been  well  made  and  well  founded 
by  all  sides  in  this  particular  issue,  and  it 
would  be  repetitious,  certainly  Mr.  Chairman, 
other  than  to  say  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
diflFerence  between  installing  a  partial  and 
installing  a  full  plate  into  an  edentulous  arch; 
and  I  think  that  is  recognized  by  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition,  who  suggested  that  those 
were  the  arguments  against  the  partials  being 
given  to  the  denture  therapists.  However,  in 
their  particular  opinion  they  have  concluded 
the  damage  is  not  so  great  as  to  not  allow  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  isn't  any  indica- 
tion of  damage  at  all. 

Mr.  Walker:  In  this  instance,  of  course, 
if  you  are  fitting  to  live  teeth  there  would 
be,  as  you  indicated,  the  question  of  x-rays, 
which  are  not  within  the  domain  of  the  den- 
ture therapists  but  are  beyond  the  skill  and 


competence  of  what  is  anticipated  of  a  den- 
ture therapist,  certainly  beyond  the  skill  and 
competence  of  what  they  are  tested  for.  And 
also  things  like  drilling  machinery  and  so  on 
to  attach  to  live  teeth,  this  would  start  to 
really  approach  so  much  the  domain  of  den- 
tistry to  be  surely  dentistry  itself.  For  that 
reason  the  position  being  taken  is  that  par- 
tials will  not  be  permitted.  In  effect,  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  would  accomplish  that  purpose 
and  we'd  have  to  reject  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour— all  right. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  is  right  when  he  said  the 
arguments  have  been  made.  The  arguments 
that  the  opposition  has  been  making  have 
proven  true.  The  arguments  that  the  govern- 
ment has  been  making  for  the  past  two  years 
are  not  true.  You  haven't  been  able  to  put 
up  any  defense  against  the  position  put  up 
by  the  opposition,  and  that's  why  you  are 
backing  off— at  least  you  are  backing  off  a 
little  bit— because  we  were  right  from  the 
beginning  and  we  are  still  right  as  far  as 
this  issue  is  concerned. 

You  say  they  are  going  to  be  damaged. 
Have  you  any  evidence?  It's  incumbent  upon 
you  to  present  your  evidence  now.  You  just 
can't  stand  there  and  say  there  is  damage 
or  there  is  danger.  You  haven't  shown  us  any 
danger.  They  are  doing  it  in  Quebec  every 
day.  I  don't  know  how  many  thousands  a 
day  they  are  doing.  Are  you  going  to  try  and 
tell  me  that  Quebec  is  going  to  end  up  in 
trouble  on  account  of  this?  We  don't  see 
that.  Have  you  any  information  to  back  up 
your  statement  that  this  is  a  dangerous  prac- 
tice to  grant  to  denturists? 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  has  the 
ability,  even  being  a  layman,  to  come  to  con- 
clusions as  to  what  causes  damage  and  what 
doesn't  cause  damage  in  the  form  of  oral 
care.  In  this  particular  case  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  to  extend  to  a  partial  route,  to 
extend  that  far,  and  to  allow  x-raying  and 
to  allow  drilling  and  to  allow  attaching  of 
partials,  which  are  complicated  pieces  of 
machinery,  to  live  teeth  is  unwarranted  and 
goes  too  far.  Frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  those  are 
the  arguments. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  what— 

Mr.  Walker:  I  believe  we  are  not  the  only 
province  which  does  this.  I  believe  Alberta, 
for  instance,  prohibits  partials. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  the  point  is  well 
made  by  the  hon.   member  for  Sudbury.   It 
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is  true  that  some  jurisdictions  don't  permit 
it;  it  is  also  true  that  some  jurisdictions  do; 
and  try  as  we  may,  there  has  been  no  evi- 
dence indicated  that  it  is  dangerous  to  the 
oral  health  of  the  people  in  the  province 
where  this  power  is  given. 

I  don't  want  to  be  offensive  to  the  hon. 
member  for  London  North,  but  obviously  he 
has  come  m  here  under  orders  from  the 
Minister  of  Health,  who  was  here  just  a 
minute  ago  but  who  somehow  doesn't  want 
to  be  in  the  chamber  when  this  matter  is 
discussed,  as  if  there  is  something  nasty 
about  talking  about  dentures  and  partials 
and  that  sort  of  thing.  We  are  all  sick  of 
talking  about  it,  but  isn't  it  strange  that  he 
has  taken  no  part  in  this  debate  at  all,  other 
than  to  say  to  his  junior:  "No  amendments. 
Stonewall  it.  Just  call  for  a  vote  as  soon  as 
you  can  and  that'll  settle  it  and  we'll  be  well 
rid  of  it."  I  really  am  offended  at  that  atti- 
tude, because  obviously  there  is  no  way  that 
any  amount  of  debate  can  convince  an  up- 
wardly-mobile junior  parliamentary  assistant 
not  to  follow  orders.  Obviously  he  is  going 
to  follow  orders,  however  long  it  takes,  and 
we  could  be  arguing  that  black  was  white  or 
otherwise  and  it  wouldn't  make  any  difference 
to  him  what  the  argument  is  because  it  is 
all  setded. 

I  just  want  to  register  my  objection,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  the  fact  that  the  Minister  of 
Health,  who  has  been  involved  in  all  the 
negotiations  and  a  few  minutes  ago  was  mak- 
ing an  announcement  pertaining  to  this  fol- 
lowing his  meeting  with  the  denturists  over 
the  weekend,  isn't  in  the  House  and  by  a 
matter  of  specific  personal  decision  has  ab- 
sented himself.  Really,  while  we  are  talking 
to  an  honourable  gentleman,  the  member  for 
London  North,  we  are,  in  fact,  talking  to  no- 
body who  has  the  power  to  make  any  tiny 
change  from  the  policy  established  by  the 
minister  who,  somehow,  doesn't  feel  he  s'hould 
be  here  for  this  debate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  I'd  like  to  pursue  this  matter 
a  little  further  if  the  parliamentary  assistant 
insists.  There  is  a  procedure  to  get  around 
these  things  you  are  worried  about.  You  are 
worried  about  the  denturists  taking  x-rays. 
There  are  jurisdictions  which  have  a  certificate 
of  oral  health  procedure  whereby  the  mouth 
is  examined;  presumably,  if  it  is  thought 
that  x-rays  are  necessary,  the  x-rays  would 
be  done  at  that  point  in  time  and  the  person 
would  come  to  the  denturist  with  a  certificate. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  thought  you  didn't  support 
that? 


Mr.  Germa:  Certainly  I  support  that.  I  don't 
think  it's  necessary  but  if  that  is  the  re- 
quirement necessary  to  convince  you  to  allow 
this  to  happen,  I  would  support  that  avenue. 
Other  jurisdictions  have  such  a  system; 
British  Columbia,  Manitoba  and  Quebec  have 
a  certificate  of  oral  health  system  in  place 
and  working.  This  will  eliminate  a  lot  of  those 
hazards  which  you  seem  to  be  hung  up  on, 
or  feel  that  there  are  going  to  be  certain 
dangers. 

I  would  also  like  to  ask  you  to  explain  the 
minister's  statement  on  May  16  when  he 
introduced  these  bills.  I  wonder  if  you  re- 
call what  he  said?  "Experience  elsewhere 
has  shown  that  the  oral  bill  of  health  pro- 
cedure is  impractical."  Where  do  all  these 
statements  come  from,  without  any  substan- 
tial evidence  to  prove  them?  Have  you  got 
some  evidence  to  say  that  the  certificate  of 
oral  health  is  impractical?  "Experience  else- 
where has  showTi— " 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  Those 
provinces  are  so  far  ahead  you  will  never 
catch  up. 

Mr.  Germa:  Elsewhere?  Where  has  it  been 
showTi?  Where  has  it  been  shown  that  the 
certificate  of  oral  health  cannot  work  and 
does  not  work?  We  have  three  provinces  al- 
ready using  them.  Would  not  the  certificate 
of  oral  health  meet  your  fears  that  there 
could  be  damage  done?  Would  the  certificate 
of  oral  health  not  include  an  x-ray;  or  could 
it  not  include  an  x-ray?  I  suggest  it  could. 
I  suggest  the  x-ray  could  come  as  part  of  the 
certificate  of  oral  health. 

It's  already  been  done  in  Ontario;  you 
know  that,  I  m  sure  you  know  that.  Volun- 
tarily, the  denturists  went  out  and  got  the 
necessary  arrangements  made  whereby  people 
were  coming  in  with  certificates.  Medical 
doctors  were  signing  some  certificates.  Den- 
tists were  signing  some  certificates.  With 
that  kind  of  protection,  you've  got  to  come 
up  with  more  evidence  to  prove  you  are 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  public.  I  suspect  you 
are  not  acting  on  behalf  of  the  public.  I 
suspect  you  are  acting  on  behalf  of  one  of 
the  most  vicious  pressure  groups  in  the 
province,  the  Ontario  Dental  Association. 

You  have  eliminated  over  50  per  cent  of 
the  business  of  denturists  by  slipping  in  this 
one  section  which  says  they  cannot  do 
partials. 

That's  over  50  per  cent  of  their  business 
and  I  think  you  knew  that  when  the  amend- 
ment was  brought  in. 

I'd  like  you  to  answer  those  several  ques- 
tions about  the  certificate  of  oral  health  and 
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why  this  could  not  eliminate  the  hazards 
you  envisage.  Also,  maybe,  you  would  reply 
on  the  minister's  statement  that  experience 
elsewhere  has  shown  that  the  procedure  is 
impractical  —  that  is,  the  procedure  of  a 
certificate  of  oral  health. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  fail  to  see 
how  any  certificate  of  oral  health  has  any 
connection  whatsoever  with  the  question  of 
a  partial.  If  the  whole  issue  of  partials  re- 
lates to  the  complicated  mechanical  work, 
relates  to  the  question  of  anchor,  relates  to 
the  question  of  drilling  the  live  teeth,  how  on 
earth  can  a  certificate  produced  by  somebody 
in  advance  of  that  person's  arrival  at  the 
denture  therapist  clinic  have  any  purpose 
whatsoever?  I  fail  to  see  the  argument  raised 
by  the  member. 

As  to  the  comments  made  by  the  member 
relative  to  the  minister's  statement  on  May  16, 
the  observation  made  by  the  minister  was 
as  a  result  of  the  studies  conducted  within 
our  ministry  in  observation  of  other  govern- 
ments in  Canada  which  have  used  this  par- 
ticular certificate  of  oral  health  or  oral 
hygiene.  It  has  been  found  really  to  serve 
very  little  purpose  once  the  route  of  allow- 
ing denture  therapists  to  practise  unsuper- 
vised is  pursued. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  a  word  on  this. 

I  think  the  parliamentary  assistant  misses 
the  point  on  the  whole  matter  of  the  making 
of  partials  and  an  oral  bill  of  health.  As  I 
said  on  second  reading  of  the  bill,  the  health 
of  the  existing  teeth  is  what  must  be  certi- 
fied as  well  as  the  health  of  the  mouth  itself. 
It  is  the  existing  teeth  involved  with  the 
making  of  a  partial  denture  which  would 
have  to  be  certified  by  someone  who  has 
the  competence  to  x-ray— this  of  course  is 
involved— who  has  the  skill  and  competence 
to  examine  the  oral  cavity  for  any  other 
problems  that  might  exist. 

So  the  whole  matter  relates  itself  to  the 
licensed  denture  therapist  not  only  doing  the 
mechanical  work,  taking  the  impressions  for 
which  he  is  duly  trained  and  for  which  he 
will  be  licensed  under  the  laws  laid  down 
by  the  government  and  with  the  training  laid 
down  by  the  government.  One  aspect  of  it 
that  certainly  must  be  carried  out  is  the 
making  of  the  partial  by  the  person  in- 
volved to  suit  whatever  condition  exists  there 
as  far  as  the  making  and  filling  in  the 
vacancies  is  concerned.  Certainly  he  is  well 
qualified  to  do  that  end  of  it  because  those 
who  have  been  doing  it  for  years  as  licensed 
dental  technicians  do  it  on  nothing  more  than 


a  prescription  from  the  dentist;  this  is  simply 
a  matter  of  saying  fill  in  certain  vacancies 
in  the  mouth  and  attach  it  here  and  there 
according  to  the  prescription.  So  the  person 
who  has  been  trained  up  to  now,  licensed  as 
a  registered  dental  technician,  has  been 
doing  it  just  on  a  piece  of  paper,  a 
prescription. 

Now  if  he  receives  from  the  dentist  a  cer- 
tificate of  oral  health  this  would  include  not 
only  the  health  of  the  mouth  but  the  health 
of  the  existing  teeth.  If  there  is  a  remote 
chance  there  may  have  to  be  some  drilling 
work  done  on  the  existing  teeth  to  fit  the 
partial,  this  would  be  part  of  the  oral  health 
certificate  that  would  come  from  the  dentist 
to  the  licensed  denture  therapist.  The  dent- 
ist's certificate  would  say  that  the  mouth  is 
in  fine  condition  to  receive  a  partial  plate, 
the  teeth  are  firm  and  solid  and  the}'  are 
okay,  and  in  his  opinion  they  are  suitable  to 
have  a  partial  plate  attached. 

The  argument  you  will  probably  come  back 
with  is:  Who  is  going  to  be  responsible  for 
the  partial  plate?  Well,  the  licensed  denture 
therapist  will  have  to  take  complete  respon- 
sibility for  the  application  which  he  has 
made.  The  dentists  will  have  to  take  respon- 
sibility for  the  oral  bill  of  health— that  his 
x-rays  were  read  properly,  that  those  teeth 
were  solid  and  healthy  and  that  if  he  him- 
self were  making  the  partial  he  would  put  it 
on  those  teeth  as  they  now  exist. 

I  know  what  your  problem  is.  Your  prob- 
lem is  you  can't  get  the  co-operation  of  the 
dentists  to  give  an  oral  bill  of  health.  Why 
don't  you  start  working  on  that  problem? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  it  goes  beyondi  that, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  member  for  Waterlbo 
North  has  suggested  that  in  this  particular 
situation  the  dentist  would  provide  some 
type  of  certificate  which  wouloi  say  that  the 
teeth  are  healthy  and  accordingly  can  accept 
whatever  necessary  anchor  there  is.  Well  if 
there  is  to  be  drilling,  who  does  the  drilling? 
Does  the  dfentist  provide  a  hole  in  the  tooth 
before  it  arrives  or  does  the  dtenture  therap- 
ist provide  the  drilling?  In  that  particular 
case,  I  think  that  extends  beyond  die  scope 
I  prefer  to  see  denture  therapists  invohed  in 
and  certainly  that  is  the  position  within  the 
ministry. 

It  raises  other  questions  as  well,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. When  I  indicated  that  it  hasn't  worked 
in  other  jtirisdictions,  experience  has  shown 
that  the  patients  themselves  do  not  want 
this  joint  approach  of  some  type  of  oral  certi- 
ficate. Primarily  this  is  because  it  splits  the 
responsibility    between,    on    one    hand,    ob- 
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viously,  a  dtentist,  and  on  the  other  hand, 
obviously,  a  denture  therapist.  It  is'  something 
that  is  not  particularly  desirable  when  one 
can  say:  "Well,  it  was  his  responsibility  to 
say  the  tooth  was  sound;"  or  the  denturist 
could  say:  "It  was  his  responsibility  to  make 
sure  that  he  was  drilling  in  the  right  spot;" 
or  whatever.  Secondly,  there  is  an  additional 
cost  involved:  There  would  be  a  visit  to  a 
dentist  and  perhaps  an  x-ray  to  get  some 
kind  of  certificate  to  say  that  the  teeth  are 
sound  and  so  on.  Then  there  would  be  a 
second  visit  to  a  denture  therapist  for  the 
plate  to  be  made  and  the  partial  to  be 
anchored  by  drilling  or  whatever  it  might 
be. 

I  think,  all  in  all,  it  divides  the  respon- 
sibility in  a  way  that  is  really  not  proper, 
not  functional  and  really  would  serve  no 
purpose.  In  the  situation  today,  the  public 
now  have  the  option,  if  they  wish,  to  go  to 
a  dentist  and  have  the  teeth  prepared  in  their 
own  way,  as  it  was  before.  They  also  have 
the  option  to  go  to  one  of  the  low-cost  den- 
ture services  if  cost  is  a  factor  and  yet  they 
still  wish  to  have  the  services  of  a  dental 
surgeon.  They  have  the  further  option  of 
going  to  a  denture  therapist  who  is  a  super- 
vised denture  therapist  in  the  case  of  a 
partial.  Or  they  have  the  option  of  going 
to  a  denture  therapist  if  it  is  anything  but 
a  partial.  I  think  that  covers  the  spectrum. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  will  put  the  question 
then. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Nixon's  motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  pleas©  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Shall  we  stack  this? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  will  stack  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  any  later  part 
of  section  1?  Anything  before  section  2? 

(Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chainnan^ 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  On  section  1? 

Mr.  Germa:  I  would  like  to  move  an 
amendment  to  section  1,  but  with  this;  other 
amendment  stacked  I  just  don't  know  how 
it  will  function. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  amendment  is  to  sec- 
tion 1(1).  Is  yours  to  a  different  section? 

Mr.  Germa:  This  amendment  would  be  to 
the    same    section.    I    was    working    on    the 


premise  that  this  amendment  by  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  would  be  defeated. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Gee,  I  don't  think  you 
should  assume  that. 

Mr.  Germa:  For  some  reason  I  had  that 
premise. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  understand  that  it  has 
been  our  view  that  subsections  of  sections 
can  be  amended  and  that  the  passing  or 
defeat  of  one  subsection  has  not  meant  that 
the  section  is  automatically  carried.  So  in 
particular  areas,  such  as  this  kind  of  a  sec- 
tion, where  there  are  many  subsections,  the 
matters  can  still  be  dealt  with  separately. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Providing  it  is  a  different 
matter. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  the  member  ac- 
quaint us  with  the  content  of  his  amendlment 
so  we  might  rule  whether  it  is  the  same 
thing  in  different  words  or  whether  it  is 
entirely  new? 

iMr.  Germa:  It  has  a  little  variation,  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  it  is  definitely  on  the  same 
section. 

Mr.  Germa  moves,  seconded  by  Mr.  Deans, 
that  section  l(i)  of  Bill  70  be  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  of  item  (i)  the  words: 
And  any  removable  partial  prosthetic  denture 
where  such  denture  is  necessary  to  oppose 
any  complete  upper  or  complete  lower  pros- 
thetic denture;  and  by  adding  the  same  words 
after  the  word  "arch"  in  item  (ii)  and  by 
adding  the  same  words  after  the  word  "both" 
in  item  (iii). 

Mr.  Chairman:  To  me  that  is  not  a  signi- 
ficantly different  amendment  to  the  one  pro- 
posed by  Mr.  Nixon- 
Mr.  Germa:  It  is  different,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —except  that  it  refers  to 
it  as  being  opposite  a  full  set  of  teeth  on 
the  other  half  of  the  mouth. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  wonder  if  I  could  explain 
the  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  I 
understand  it.  Possibly  you  haven't  caught 
the   difference  in  the  two  amendments. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  the  one  from  the 
letter  to  the  denturists. 

Mr.  Germa:  The  first  amendment  would 
provide— 

An  hon.  member:   Have  you  got  an  extra 

copy? 
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Mr.  Germa:  I  only  have  the  two  copies.  I 
sent  one  to  the  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  amendment  pro- 
vided that  a  denturist  could  work  on  a  par- 
tial denture  at  any  time  or  any  moment.  This 
amendment  which  I  have  presented  would 
provide  that  a  denturist  would  be  able  to 
work  on  a  partial  denture  where  it  occludes 
only  to  a  full  upper  or  lower  denture.  I  think 
the  denturist  society  explained  it  quite  well. 

Mr.  Walker:   That  is  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Germa:  Not  really. 

Mr.  Walker:  It  is  the  same  thing  as  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  moved. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  it  is  not  quite  the 
same. 

Mr.  Germa:  Let  me  go  through  this  again, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  first  amendment  would 
call  for  a  denturist  to  be  able  to  work  on  a 
partial  denture  at  any  time,  regardless  of  the 
state  of  the  other  parts  of  the  mouth.  The 
amendment  I  would  present  would  provide 
that  a  denturist  would  be  able  to  work  on  a 
partial  denture  only  when  it  occludes  to  a 
full  upper  or  a  full  lower. 

This  is  the  reason  I  want  to  do  this.  Can 
you  imagine  the  dilemma  a  person  is  going 
to  be  in,  when  he  needs  a  full  plate  in  one 
arch  and  he  needs  a  partial  in  the  other  arch? 
He  decides  to  go  to  his  denturist  to  get  his 
full  plate  and  then  he  is  forced  to  go  to  a 
dentist's  office  to  get  his  partial  plate.  How 
do  these  two  mechanics,  working  at  arm's 
length  from  one  another,  maybe  in  two  dif- 
ferent cities,  ever  bring  these  two  dentures 
together  so  that  they  would  fit  and  occlude 
one  to  the  other?  Can  you  not  see  this  man 
running  back  and  forth  between  his  den- 
turist's  office  and  his  dentist's  office  with  his 
teeth  in  his  pocket  probably? 

This  amendment  tries  to  bring  some  sanity 
in  this  world,  to  the  whole  operation,  so  this 
person  wouldn't  have  to  gallop  back  and 
forth. 

I  know  what  your  intention  is.  By  having 
this  restriction,  you  are  going  to  force  the 
man  into  the  dentist's  office  to  get  the  full 
plate  and  the  partial  made  in  the  dentist's 
chair.  Presumably  some  people  will  do  that, 
but  there  are  some  people  who  for  various 
reasons  will  not  bend  to  your  wishes.  You  are 
going  to  make  life  very  difficult  for  them  in 
order  to  get  these  two  separate  jobs  done; 
namely  a  full  denture  to  occlude  to  a  partial 
denture.  I  think  it  is  important. 


In  the  letter  that  I  had— I  don't  have  it 
with  me  right  now— that  is  what  it  is  sup- 
posed to  accomplish,  and  I  think  it  is  a  rea- 
sonable request. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  I  have 
studied  the  wording  of  both  amendments. 
If.  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon's  motion  were  to  pass, 
that  would  certainly  include  what  you  are 
doing  here.  So  I  see  no  difference  in  the 
final  amendment. 

Mr.  Germa:  That  was  my  original  hesita- 
tion to  present  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  was  work- 
ing on  the  premise  that  the  first  resolution 
would  be  defeated.  Certainly  if  the  first 
amendment  passes,  then  there  is  no  need 
for  mine.  This  is  what  I  was  trying  to  settle 
with  you  when  I  first  started. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  same  thing  would  be 
true  if  it  were  defeated,  I  would  say. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  this  is  worded  dif- 
ferently. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  rule  that  it  is  not 
sufficiently  different  to  place  it  separately. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
haven't  been  listening  to  what  I  was  talking 
about.  Shall  I  repeat  it  and  maybe  you  can 
get  through  your  head  what  I  was  talking 
about? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
repeat  it. 

Mr.  Germa:  There  is  a  difference  in  those 
two  amendments  and  I  am  asking  you  to 
recognize  them. 

Mr.  Walker:  There  is  no  difference. 

Mr.  Germa:  There  is  a  difference. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  can  be  voted  on 
at  the  same  time. 

Mr.  Germa:  Now  can  I  go  through  it 
again? 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  can  vote  on  it  as  an 
amendment  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Germa:  If  I  can  see  the  difference, 
certainly  you  should  be  able  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  my  opinion,  if  the  bill 
passes,  in  other  words  if  the  present  section 
1(1)  stands  as  it  is  here,  there  is  really  noth- 
ing new  being  said  in  the  amendment  of  the 
member  for  Sudbury  that  isn't  said  in  Mr. 
R.  F.  Nixon's  amendment. 
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Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  On  a  point 
of  order,  if  I  may:  Is  it  not  possible  for  the 
amendment  to  be  put  as  a  subamendment, 
for  the  subamendment  to  be  placed  before 
the  amendment?  Therefore,  if  it  carries,  then 
obviously  the  amendment  would  carry  as 
amended.  Rather  than  spend  half  an  hour 
wrangling  about  it,  why  don't  you  fust  put 
it  as  a  subamendment  and  allow  the  vote  to 
be  taken? 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  members  are  will- 
ing to  have  it  placed  as  a  subamendment  up 
to  Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon's  amendment  we  could 
deal  with  it  that  way.  We'll  consider  it  as 
a  subamendment,  an  amendment  to  Mr. 
R.  F.  Nixon's  amendment. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  you  do  know  the 
diflFerence. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  comment? 
Shall  we  stack  this  then  too? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  haven't  really  voted 
on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  haven't  really  voted. 
Those   in   favour  of   Mr.    Genua's   motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  will  stack  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  haven't  seen  five  mem- 
bers stand  up  yet.  It's  defeated  then. 

Any  further  comment  in  the  first  section? 
All  right,  section  2.  Any  comment,  question 
or  amendment? 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  2 
establishes  a  governing  board  for  denture 
therapists  and  subsection  2  says:  "The  board 
shall  be  composed  of  three  members  repre- 
senting the  public  interest  and  six  denture 
therapists." 

I  would  presume  that  the  six  denture 
therapists  would  have  to  be  selected  from 
those  who  are  now  holders  of  the  certificate 
in  denture  therapy.  In  other  words,  that  large 
group  of  people  to  which  this  bill  really 
specifically  applies,  the  denturists,  will  not 
be  eligible  for  inclusion  in  that  board  until 
they  have  taken  the  course,  passed  the  ex- 
amination and  are  certificated  as  denture 
therapists.  So  the  board,  to  begin  with— and 
it  could  continue  for  a  considerable  length 
of  time— would  be  made  up  of  three  govern- 
mental appointees,  possibly  including  a  den- 
tist—that would  be  the  responsibility  of  the 


Ministry  of  Health— plus  six  present  denture 
therapists,  who  have,  let's  say,  lived  directly 
under  the  requirements  of  the  present  law 
which  is  being  amended  by  the  provisions 
of  the  bill  now  before  us. 

I  have  been  in  contact  with  a  number  of 
present  denture  therapists.  I  know  they  are 
well  organized  and  they  are,  as  far  as  I 
know,  very  much  in  favour  of  the  amend- 
ments that  are  presently  before  us.  They 
realize,  as  does  the  government,  as  do  the 
members  of  the  Legislature  and  the  commu- 
nity, that  we  cannot  continue  with  the  super- 
vision under  the  statute  as  it  presently  is 
without  amendment. 

But  I  simply  draw  to  your  attention,  sir, 
that  under  the  provisions  of  subsection  2  of 
section  2,  no  present  denturist  would  be 
eligible  to  sit  on  that  governing  council.  I'm 
not  proposing,  in  an  amendment  that  I'll  put 
before  you  in  a  moment,  that  they  should  sit 
on  that  council  as  denturists  per  se  without 
having  taken  the  course  and  obtaining  the 
qualifications  to  allow  them  to  become  den- 
ture therapists,  or  that  we  should  try  to  dis- 
locate the  procedures  unduly.  I  do  feel, 
however,  that  the  board  itself  would  have 
difficulty  in  commanding  the  allegiance  and 
respect  of  the  present  denturists  if,  by  the 
statute,  they  were  prohibited  from  occupying 
a  position  on  that  board.  I  have  swithered 
in  my  own  mind  as  to  just  how  it  could  best 
be  accommodated.  I  want  to  say  a  little  more 
about  it,  but  I  would  like  to  move  my 
amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  moves  that  section  2, 
subsection  2,  be  amended  by  striking  out  the 
words  "six  denture  therapists"  in  the  second 
line  and  adding  the  words  "three  denture 
therapists  and  three  members  of  the  Den- 
turist Society  of  Ontario  licensed  to  practice 
denture  therapy." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'm  not  at  all  sure  that 
this  would  meet  the  requirements  of  every- 
body concerned.  But  it  would,  in  fact,  recog- 
nize that  large  group  of  people  presently 
known  as  denturists,  who  have  been  practic- 
ing illegally  under  the  present  statute  for 
many  months.  I  think  it  would  recognize  the 
fact  that  the  bill  is  designed  to  accommo- 
date them,  and  they  in  turn  have  indicated 
they  are  prepared  to  take  the  proper  courses, 
try  the  examinations  and  if  successful  operate 
as  denture  therapists.  It  would  be  an  indi- 
cation that  we  in  this  House  recognize  their 
special  position  in  this  governing  council.  It, 
in  fact,  might  not  be  necessary  to  continue 
this  special  adaptation  without  some  limit. 
But  certainly  when  we  are  establishing  the 
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procedures  as  they  presently  are,  it  is  an 
indication  of  our  recognition  of  the  special 
status  of  the  present  denturists. 

I  would  urge  the  minister  to  give  some 
consideration  to  this  amendment.  If  he  has 
an  alternative  procedure,  I  would  be  pre- 
pared to  withdraw  the  amendment  and  hear 
what  he  has  to  say.  But  I  do  believe  we 
would  be  making  a  mistake  if  we  constituted 
a  board  which,  de  facto,  excludes  the  present 
denturists. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  to 
support  the  amendment.  It  is  abundantly 
clear  in  this  latest  adventiure  into  the  prob- 
lem we've  been  having  with  the  denturists 
that  the  government  has  done  everything  it 
can  to  subdue  the  Denturists  Society  as  we 
know  it  in  Ontario  today. 

Even  as  late  as  last  week,  the  minister 
sent  out  letters  to  each  individual  member 
of  the  Denturists  Society  trrying  to  incite 
them  against  their  leadership,  I  don't  know 
why  the  ministry  has  treated  this  one  organ- 
ization so.  Of  all  the  organizations  in  Ontario 
this  one  has  been  handled  a  little  bit  worse 
than  any  I've  ever  seen. 

In  this  bill,  the  government  has  completely 
ignored  the  fact  that  the  denturist  has 
brought  this  service  to  the  people  of  Ontario, 
has  educated  the  people  of  Ontario  into  us- 
ing this  and  demanding  this  kind  of  service. 
Now,  when  it  comes  time  to  write  legislation, 
the  government  completely  ignores  what 
they've  done.  It  ignores  their  expertise,  it 
ignores  their  experience  and  any  other  of 
the  things  which  they  might  bring  to  bear 
upon  it.  As  an  organization,  they  have  no 
voice  or  say  in  what's  going  on. 

Does  the  minister  think  that  by  ignoring 
them  completely  they're  going  to  go  away? 
They'll  just  disappear?  They'll  curl  up  in  the 
dust?  He  shouldn't  be  so  naive.  TTiey  are 
a  well-knit  and  cohesive  group.  Even  though 
the  minister  sent  out  this  letter  to  subvert 
them  they  still  voted  unanimously  to  take  the 
position  they  did.  Yet  the  government  con- 
tinues on  its  merry  way,  forever  pounding 
these  people  the  way  it  is  doing. 

I  am  very  pleased  we  will  be  able  to 
support  this  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
would  like  to  speak  briefly  with  respect  to  the 
amendment  which  has  been  made  by  my 
leader.  I  think  we  will  all  be  better  off  as 
soon  as  the  various  apparently  competing 
groups    of    dentists,    denture    therapists    and 


denturists  begin  to— I  was  going  to  say  pull 
together  but  I  don't  think  that's  the  right 
phrase  I  should  use.  What  I  think  I  should 
say  is  a  good  amount  of  spirit  and  interest 
has  been  shown,  particularly  witliin  our 
community,  as  unfortunately  the  divisions  in 
this  health  service  area  have  been  more  and 
more  sharpened  by  comments  back  and  forth. 

There  have  been  great  public  involvements. 
Of  course,  it  is  true  and  unfortunate,  as  my 
leader  has  said,  that  certain  persons  have  felt 
their  only  obligation  or  the  only  possible  way 
they  could  make  an  impression  on  the  public 
interest  is  to  defy  the  law.  This,  of  course, 
is  most  unfortunate  because  I  am  certain  no 
one  would  vwsh  to  do  this  unless  driven  to 
it  by  forces  which  that  person  felt  he  was 
no  longer  able  to  control. 

I  think  we  have  the  opportunity  in  this 
amendment  to  bring  some  of  the  goodwill 
back  into  this  whole  situation.  If  the  minister 
is  prepared  to  consider  this  amendment, 
those  who  have  been  operating  as  denturists 
and  who  then  qualify  will,  perhaps,  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  they  are  not  going  to  be 
looked  down  upon  or  not  dealt  with  partially 
or  unfairly  by  this  board  composed  of  other 
persons. 

I  think  that  it  is  likely  that  only  one  of 
the  three  members  suggested  at  the  present 
time  is  going  to  be  a  denturist.  I  presume 
we  should  bring  in  the  other  two  groups, 
as  well  as  the  public,  by  having  the  situ- 
ation as  set  out  in  my  leader's  amendment 
accepted  by  the  government. 

We  have  the  opportunity  of  getting  this 
group  together  in  a  feeling  of  balance  and 
goodwill  so  that  the  future  development  of 
this  entire  area  will  be  done  in  a  balanced 
and  adequate  way  for  the  health  care  of  the 
people  of  the  province  and  in  the  best  in- 
terests of  all  concerned.  I  hope  that  the  par- 
liamentary assistant  will  consider  accepting 
this  amendment,  even  though  this  amendment 
may  be  necessary  only  for  a  few  years  and 
could  be  changed  at  some  time  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  parliamentary 
assistant. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  speaking  to  the 
amendment  proposed  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  I  just  might  refer  the  House  to 
section  1(e)  of  the  Act,  where  it  defines  a 
denture  therapist,  meaning  a  person  licensed 
under  the  Act  to  engage  in—  and  so  on.  That 
covers  all  the  categories. 

That's  further  defined  in  subsection  i  of 
section  1,  where  it  defines  licensed  to  mean, 
firstly,  licensed  to  "engage  in  the  practice  of 
denture  therapy;"  or  secondly,  "the  practice 
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of  supervised  denture  therapy;"  or  thirdly, 
it  also  "includes  a  provisional  licence." 

Now  that  we  have  been  advised,  just  this 
morning,  by  the  denturist  society— on  unani- 
mous agreement,  I  may  say— that  they  are 
prepared  to  take  the  examination  schedided 
for  August,  then  I  think  the  arrangements  or 
the  procedures  established  under  provisional 
licensing,  covered  in  section  4(7)  further  on 
in  the  Act,  will  provide  a  sufficient  vehicle  by 
which  these  individuals  can  find  themselves 
on  the  board. 

Now,  here  is  the  procedure,  as  we  know 
it,  with  respect  to  the  137  denture  therapists 
who  have  now  taken  the  three  sets  of  ex- 
aminations, if  they  wish  to  be  independent 
of  supervision— they  are  now,  of  course,  super- 
vised denture  therapists.  Within  the  period  of 
one  month  following  the  proclamation  of  the 
bill— which  will  not  occur  until  after  the 
August  examinations— within  one  month,  if 
they  wish  to  be  provisionally  licensed,  they 
will  have  to  make  application  for  the  pro- 
visional licence  as  an  unsupervised  denture 
therapist.  That  is  for  a  once-in-a-lifetime 
period  of  six  months,  so  that  after  they  have 
successfully  completed  the  courses  that  have 
been  laid  down,  they  then  can  receive  their 
permanent  licence. 

With  respect  to  those  within  the  Denturist 
Society  of  Ontario— and  we  have  a  known 
list  of  about  103;  though  I  believe  there 
might  well  be  more  than  that;  it  has  been 
said  of  upwards  of  200— they  will  have  to 
take  the  examinations  in  August;  which,  of 
course,  are  under  Bill  246,  the  1972  Denture 
Therapist  Act. 

When  they  have  taken  the  examinations— 
and  they  have  now  unanimously  agreed  as  a 
result  of  their  meeting  on  Sunday  to  take 
those  examinations— they  then  will  be  in  the 
same  position  as  the  present-day  supervised 
denture  therapists.  They  too  can  make  ap- 
plication within  one  month.  They  must  do 
it  within  the  one-month  period  for  this  so- 
styled  provisional  licence. 

Therefore,  within  one  month,  and  conceiv- 
ably within  a  very  few  days  following  the 
successful  completion  of  examinations  in 
August,  we  will  have  a  category  of  people 
with  provisional  licences.  This  will  include 
the  137  we  now  have  as  having  passed  ex- 
aminations, plus  all  those  who  will  take  the 
examinations  in  August.  That,  in  theory, 
should  be  the  entire  group  of  denturists  of 
the  Denturist  Society  of  Ontario. 

From  that  group  the  governing  board  of 
denture  therapists  can  be  composed  of  three 
members  representing  the  lay  interest,  and  of 
course,  six  denture  therapists.  At  that  point 


in  time  there  will  be  not  only  the  137,  but 
perhaps  something  approaching  a  further  200 
additional  denture  therapists.  Therefore,  they 
are  all  in  the  same  category  and  they  are 
all  then  eligible. 

I  would  assume  that  the  government  would 
like  to  keep  its  options  open  as  to  the  number. 
Rather  than  saying  three  and  three— three  of 
the  old  137  and  three  of  the  new  200— per- 
haps it  should  be  four  of  the  new  200  and 
only  two  of  the  denture  therapists. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  would  like  to 
change  it  that  way,  that  is  fine. 

Mr.  Walker:  All  I'm  saying  is  the  options 
will  be  left  open  at  this  point.  The  Lieuten- 
ant Governor  in  Council  will  have  the  op- 
portunity of  appointing  the  six  denture 
therapists,  which  will  come  from  a  list  of 
some  337  perhaps,  and  they  will  include  the 
entire  grouping  of  the  Denturist  Society  of 
Ontario.  I  would  assume  that  a  certain  num- 
ber of  people  from  the  Denturist  Society  of 
Ontario  wiU  find  themselves  on  the  board. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would'  assume  so  too, 
Mr.  Chairman.  Yet  when  the  parliamentary 
assistant  says  that  after  that  date  in  August 
they  in  fact  will  all'  have  the  same  quali- 
fications there  is  this  difference:  Two  hundred 
of  them  will  have  gone  through  the  refining 
fire  of  the  last  few  months  by  virtue  of  their 
membership  in  and  allegiance  to  the  concepts 
and  principles  of  the  Denturist  Society  of 
Ontario,  If  you  think  about  it  you  will 
realize  that  is  a  qualification  that  no  one 
else  can  have— that  these  people  have  fought 
a  good  fight  and  they  have  taken  substantial 
personal  risks. 

If  there  is  any  way  that  we  can,  in  this 
legislation,  reassure  them  that  their  govern- 
ance is  not  going  to  be  in  the  handsi  (rf  those 
who  did  not  take  their  course  of  action,  and 
therefore  might  have  a  somewhat  different 
attitude  towards  the  professional  aspects  and 
scope  of  their  profession,  we  should  do  so. 
Thus  the  big  difference  that  cannot  be 
expunged  by  legislation  is  that  the  present 
members  and  members  at  that  time  of  the 
Denturist  Society  of  Ontario  have  a  quali- 
fication that  others  simply  cannot  match.  You 
see  the  difference? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  see  the  difference.  We  will 
find  ourselves  in  a  position  where  there  may 
be  no  people  within  one  particular  category. 
You're  suggesting  a  three  on  three  and— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  you  want  to  make  it 
four  and  two  that's  all  right. 
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Mr.  Walker:  All  right,  but  you're  talk- 
ing about  three  denture  therapists.  They  will 
all  be  dtenture  therapists  after  August. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  they  won't  all  be 
members  of  the  Denturist  Society  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Walker:  So  what  you're  saying  is  that 
all  337  will  be  eligible  for  three  seats  and 
the  other  200  will  be  eligible  for  three  seats. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  right;  that's  exactly 
right. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  that  gets  into  some 
very  confusing  situations.  In  fact  one  of  the 
groups  may  well  disappear.  We  may  find  oui^ 
selves  having  to  come  back  to  increase  it  to 
six,  because  the  denture  therapists  who  are 
the  137  presently  in  existence  may  well  join 
the  Denturist  Society  of  Ontario  if  it  con- 
tinues. Therefore,  they  will  all  be  Denturist 
Society  of  Ontario  and  we're  stuck  with  the 
other  three. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Fine-so? 

Mr.  Walker:  Or  the  Denturist  Society  of 
Ontario  may  weU  regroup  itself  into  one 
large  group  and  we'd  be  stuck  finding  some 
people  from  the  Denturist  Society.  I  think, 
in  this  case,  we  have  to  rely  on  the  good 
grace  of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council 
to  ensure  that  the  various  groups  are  properly 
represented. 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Your  advice  has  been 
very  gracious  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Genna:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  accept 
the  parliamentary  assistant's  premise  that 
everybody  is  going  to  be  a  denture  therapist 
after  August. 

Mr.  Walker:  If  they  want  to  be  inde- 
pendent this  is  how  they  can  be  indfependent. 

Mr.  Germa:  There  are  going  to  be  two 
kinds  of  denture  therapists.  If  you  look  at  the 
definition  of  denture  therapist  it  means  a  per- 
son licenced  under  this  Act  to  engage  in  the 
practice  of  denture  therapy  or  the  practice  of 
supervised  denture  therapy.  This  is  precisely 
the  point. 

,   (Mr.  Walker:  But  look  at  the  definition  of 
licence  on  the  next  page. 

iMr.  Germa:  No,  the  supervised  denture 
therapist  is  a  different  bird  altogether  from 
the  denturist  who  has  been  operating  as  an 
independent  aU  these  years.  I  suggest  to  you 
that  even  though  one  is  called  a  supervised 


denture  therapist  and  the  other  person  just 
a  denture  therapist,  there  is  a  great  difference 
between  these  two  people.  The  method  of 
remuneration  is  entirely  different  and  they 
might  have  a  different  outlook  and  a  differ- 
ent attitude.  One  person  is  working  for  wages 
and  the  other  person,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, is  a  business  person.  He  is  running 
his  own  business  as  a  denturist. 

I  can  see  a  danger  regardless  of  who  takes 
over  the  board.  Until  this  thing  settles  out 
like  you  say,  if  these  people  all  amalgamate 
at  some  future  date  so  be  it,  but  I  suspect 
these  two  birds  have  different  feathers  com*- 
pletely,  and  the  other  person  is  a  man  or  a 
person  who  works  for  wages,  he  is  not  en- 
gaged in  the  practice  of  denture  therapy  as 
a  business,  he's  doing  it  as  a  job,  as  a  means 
of  earning  a  wage.  There's  a  big  difference 
there  in  these  two  people. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  see 
the  difference  in  feathers  between  the  two. 
I  really  think  that  many  of  their  interests 
are  identical,  but  even  if  there  were  differ- 
ences in  feathers,  I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that 
many  boards  do  well  because  there  are  di- 
verse opinions  on  the  boards. 

Mr.   Chairman:   Those  in  favour  of  Mr.— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  one 
more  point,  and  that  is  I  would  suggest  to 
the  parliamentary  assistant  that  he  does  con- 
sider the  possibility  that  certain  goodwill 
can  result  if,  in  the  initial  appointments  that 
are  made,  a  balance  is  struck  so  that  those 
who  have  been  members  of  the  Denturist  So- 
ciety and  those  who  have  become  denture 
therapists  both  feel  they  are  sufficiently  well 
represented  that  one  is  not  going  to  get  a 
possible  advantage  over  the  other.  I  think 
it's  going  to  take  some  time  to  build  up  the 
goodwill  of  working  together  in  this  profes- 
sional health  care  area. 

I  would  certainly  encourage  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  to  pass  on  our  views  to  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council  and  that, 
with  the  difference  in  numbers  of  approxi- 
mately 200  to  100,  some  balance  could  like- 
wise be  struck  initially  in  the  appointments, 
because  of  the  backgrounds  of  the  particular 
persons  involved,  perhaps  on  a  four  to  two 
relationship.  This  might  bring  about  some 
goodwill  and  leave  a— I  don't  dare  say  it- 
good  taste  in  the  mouths  of  all  who  are 
involved  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour   of    Mr. 
Nixon's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
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In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Shall  we  stack  this  with  the  others? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  section  3? 
Anything  on  any  other  section  before  sub- 
section 8  of  section  4? 

Mr.  Germa:  Section  3(2) (b)— could  I  ask 
a  question?  That's  on  page  5. 

Mr.      Chairman:      There     is     no     section 

3(2)(b). 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Section  4(2) (b). 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  can  ask  a  question. 

Mr.   Germa:   I  am  sorry.  If  I  may  ask  a 
question  on  4(2) (b).  That's  where  it  is. 
Section  3  agreed  to. 

On  section  4: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury', 

Mr.  Germa:  In  4(2) (a)  it  tells  us  that 
the  registration  conmiittee  will  conduct  ex- 
aminations and  prescribe  fees,  and  then  (b) 
says  that  they  "may  exempt  an  applicant 
from  any  licensing  requirement."  I  can't  en- 
visage why  at  any  point  in  time  you  would 
grant  a  licence  to  a  man  who  has  not  faced 
any  of  the  regulations  which  are  laid  down. 
Maybe  the  parliamentary  assistant  could  ex- 
plain why  it  is  necessary  to  have  that  dis- 
claimer clause  in  there.  It  sounds  dangerous 
to  me. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has  been 
picked  up  from  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
and  is  identical  to  the  wording  in  the  various 
five  parts  of  phase  one  of  the  Health  Dis- 
ciplines Act.  In  fact,  I  can  refer  him  to 
section  32  (2)  of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act, 
on  dentistry.  You'll  find  precisely  the  same 
words  applying  there.  It's  an  attempt  to  have 
uniformitx. 

My  suspicions  are  that  there  will  be  very 
few  occasions,  indeed  if  any,  that  would  have 
this  particular  situation  apply.  However,  in 
an  effort  to  have  uniformity  and  consistency, 
this  is  identical  with  all  the  other  portions 
of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  which  cover  a 
discipline. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  saying 
that  there  will  be  very  few  or  maybe  none— 
why  do  we  leave  this  door  wide  open  so 
that  it  could  happen,  that  the  registration 
committee  could  grant  a  licence  to  a  person 
such  as  myself  who  knows  nothing  about 
the  business? 


Mr.  Walker:  You  have  to  take  the  ex- 
amination. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  don't  have  to  worry 
about  that. 

Mr.  Walker:  It  is  just  strictly  consistency, 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  merely  picking  up  all 
the  words.  The  only  argument  that  is  valid 
in  this  case- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  His  campaign  chairman 
might  want  to  be  licensed. 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes,  when  you  are  ready  you 
can  make  an  application  and  we'll  see  iip  it 
is  not  possible  to  licence  you. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Chairman,  you  haven't 
explained  why  it  is  here.  All  you  do  is  refer 
to  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  and  you  say 
it's  for  consistency.  Will  you  tell  me  why 
it  is  in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  then?  Why 
would  you  want  an  opening  to  license  a  per- 
son who  doesn't  meet  any  requirements? 

Mr.  Walker:  Of  course,  as  the  member  has 
quite  correctly  said,  that  went  through  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act,  was  vetted  very  care- 
fully by  the  standing  committee  on  social 
development,  an  all-party  committee,  and 
was  deemed  appropriate  by  them  to  be  main- 
tained in  the  Act.  I  understand  there  were 
no  objections  raised  by  opposition  members 
on  this  particular  portion  of  each  of  the 
parts  of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  and 
certainly  I  believe  nothing  was  raised  relative 
to  section  32,  which  dealt  with  dentistry. 

As  to  why  it  should  be  there  or  why  the 
conmiittee  saw  fit  to  put  it  in,  I  wasn't  privy 
to  the  arguments  and  there  has  been  no  trans- 
cript kept  of  those  particular  arguments.  I 
can't  give  you  the  reasons,  other  than  to  say 
I  rather  suspect  that  there  may  some  cir- 
cumstance or  some  occasion  some  day  where 
it  seems  appropriate  to  pursue  this  course 
of  action.  I  can  think  of  some  circumstances 
where  professors  of  law  are  admitted  to  the 
Law  Society  of  Upper  Canada  without  having 
practised  and  without  having  gone  through 
a  period  of  articles.  I  have  always  wondered 
about  it  myself,  particularly  when  I  was  going 
to  school  there.  However,  in  some  cases  it 
was  deemed  appropriate  and  the  discretion 
was  exercised— and  presumably  in  the  right 
direction.  In  this  case  the  same  thing  is  avail- 
able to  the  governing  board  of  denture 
therapy. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  You  might  want  to  desig- 
nate somebody  an  honorary  denture  therapist. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  subsection  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill?  Carried. 

Anything  further  before  subsection  8?  If 
not,  the  hon.  parliamentary  assistant  has  an 
amendment  on  section  4(8). 

Mr.  Walker:  Section  4(8),  Mr.  Chairman, 
deals  with  the  courses  of  study,  and  my 
amendment  will  eliminate  the  word  "taken" 
and  replace  it  with  the  words  "successfully 
completed,"  which  is  at  the  request  of  the 
Ontario  Dental  Association.  I  think  it  is  a 
reasonable  request. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  section  4(8)  of  the 
bill  be  amended  by  striking  out  "taken"  in 
the  third  line  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
"successfully  completed." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  section 
4? 

Section  4,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  the  next  four  sections?  If 
not,  the  hon.  parliamentary  assistant  on  sec- 
tion 9. 

Sections  5  to  8,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  9: 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  section  9(2)(a)  of 
the  bill  be  amended  by  adding  after  "com- 
mittee" in  the  second  line  "or  to  the  executive 
committee  for  the  purposes  of  section  11(a)." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  section 
9? 

Section  9,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  parliamentary 
assistant  has  an  amendment  to  section  10. 

On  section  10: 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  section  10  of  the 
bill  be  amended  by  renumbering  subsection 
4  as  5  and  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
subsection: 

(4)  Where  a  quorum  of  the  discipline  com- 
mittee commences  a  hearing  and  the  member 
thereof  who  represents  the  public  interest  is 
unable  to  continue  to  act,  the  remaining 
members  may  complete  the  hearing  notwith- 
standing his  absence. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  further  on  section 
10? 

Section  10,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  parliamentary 
assistant  has  an  amendment  to  section  11. 

On  section  11: 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  amendment 
to  section  11  is  in  the  form  of  a  new  section 
11(a);  and  11(a)  of  course  falls  immediately 
after  section  11(10)  and  prior  to  section  12. 

I  move  that  the  bill  be  amended  by  adding 

the  following  section- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  you  going  to  read 

the  whole  thing?  Coidd  it  be  agreed  that  it 

be  put  into  the  record? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  am  prepared  to  dispense 
with  reading  it? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Could  we  take  it  as  having 
been  read?  Is  that  agreed  by  the  committee? 
Agreed. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Perhaps,  Mr.  Chairman, 
we  could  have  a  few  brief  remarks  on  this 
matter,  as  this  attempts  to  delineate  the  move 
from  the  disciplinary  committee  to  the  board 
of  inquiry.  Perhaps  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant could  comment  briefly  on  it  and  that 
might  save  some  questions  or  comments  from 
this  side? 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  ^^'hen  it  was 
decided  that  capacity  or  incapacit\'  should 
become  subject  matter  of  the  Denture  Thera- 
pists Act— this  was  subsequent  to  the  bill 
having  been  printed,  of  course,  for  the  first 
time— it  was  picked  out  word  for  \\'ord  from 
section  38(1)  of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act, 
which  has  already  gone  through  the  commit- 
tee stage.  From  a  content  point  of  view  it  is 
word  for  word  from  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act;  for  particular  reference,  38(1)  of  that 
Act. 

The  decision  was  made  on  reflection  that 
capacity  or  incapacity  should  become  the 
subject  matter  of  the  Denture  Therapists  Act, 
1974. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section     11,    as    amended,    agreed    to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  next  amendment  is  to 
section  13.  Is  there  anything  on  section  12? 

On  section  12: 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes,  I  would  just  like  to 
ask  a  couple  of  questions  with  respect  to 
section  12.  Of  course,  it  is  important  that 
there  are  proper  appeal  procedures  in  these 
matters. 

What  I  would  like  to  know  from  the  par- 
liamentary assistant  is  if  he  can  advise  us 
of  the  Idnd  of  persons  he  foresees  being 
named  to  this  appeal  board.   In  the  earlier 
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sections,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  had  set  out  the 
matter  of  a  governing  board  of  denture 
therapists  which  attempts,  so  we  are  told, 
to  balance  the  public  interest  with  persons 
who  are  particularly  well  versed  in  the  area 
of  the  work  itself. 

I  wonder  if  we  can  get  any  guidance  as 
to  who  is  expected  to  form— that  is,  by 
general  view— the  appeal  board?  Obviously, 
names  are  not  wanted;  but  I  wonder  if  it  is 
the  intention,  for  example,  to  have  perhaps  a 
dentist,  a  medical  doctor,  a  lawyer;  how  do 
you  intend  to  do  this  when  you  will  be  deal- 
ing with  some  particularly  difficult  areas 
which  may  cross  the  bounds,  especially  when 
you  are  looking  at  matters  of  incompetence 
or  inabilit>-  to  continue  a  practice?  Are  you 
going  to  involve  a  psychiatrist  or  are  you 
going  to  involve  a  medical  doctor,  as  I  have 
said?  How  do  you  see  the  thing  developing 
and  what  sort  of  areas  are  you  going  to  be 
looking  to  for  appointments  to  this  appeal 
board? 

Mr.  Walker:  The  appeal  board,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  be  the  same  people,  will  be  the 
same  individuals,  as  the  Health  Disciplines 
Board.  It  is  anticipated  that  Bill  70,  this 
Denture  Therapists  Bill,  will  be  proclaimed 
some  time  late  in  August  or  the  first  of 
September;  about  that  time.  Subsequent  to 
that,  Bill  22,  which  is  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act,  will  be  proclaimed.  The  Health  Dis- 
ciplines Board,  established  under  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act,  is  an  appeal  body  and  that 
appeal  body  will  become  precisely  the  same 
individual  body  as  the  Denture  Therapist 
Appeal  Board. 

It  will  bear  no  relationship  whatsoever  to 
denture  therapists.  The  board,  I  imderstand, 
will  bear  little  if  any  resemblance— I  think 
it  is  fair  to  say  no  resemblance— to  any  of 
the  health  disciplines. 

As  I  understand  the  situation,  the  indi- 
viduals to  be  appointed  to  the  Health  Dis- 
ciplines Board  will  not  be  health  discipline 
people.  Lawyers  therefore  are  eligible. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wasn't 
thinking  of  putting  in  an  application  myself. 
It  is  interesting  to  see  how  you  are  proceed- 
ing to  attempt  eventually  to  tie  these  things 
together.  It  has  taken  obviously  as  many 
years  as  there  are  in  the  history  of  the 
province  to  have  the  various  professions  in 
the  health  field  working  and  co-ordinating 
well,  and  hopefully  better,  their  efforts  as 
they  develop,  especially  when  it  gets  to  the 
very  difficult  areas  of  discipline  within  a  pro- 
fession. I'm  encouraged  by  your  views  of 
having   the   same   general   persons   involved. 


sitting  in  appeal  from  the  other  health  dis- 
ciplines, being  included  here.  It  seems  a 
good  start. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  12  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  12  agreed  to. 

On  section  13: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  13,  the  parliamen- 
tary assistant  has  an  amendment. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  clause  (b)  of  sub- 
section 1  of  section  13  of  the  bill  be  deleted 
and  the  following  substituted  therefor: 

(b)  submit  an  annual  report  on  its  activities 
to  the  minister  and  which  shall  include  such 
additional  information  as  the  minister  may 
require,  and  the  minister  shall  submit  the 
report  to  the  Lieutenant  General  in  Council 
and  shall  then  lay  the  report  before  the  as- 
sembly if  it  is  in  session  or,  if  not,  at  the 
next  ensuing  session. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  2  of 
section  13  of  the  bill  be  deleted  and  the 
following  substituted  therefor: 

(2)  the  board  may  obtain  expert  or  pro- 
fessional advice  in  connection  with  a  hearing 
or  complaint,  but  the  adviser  shall  be  a  per- 
son independent  of 

(a)  the  parties  in  the  case  of  a  hearing  or 

(b)  the  complainant  and  the  member  com- 
plained against  in  the  case  of  a  complaint; 

and  in  the  case  of  a  hearing  the  nature  of 
the  advice  shall  be  made  known  to  the  parties 
in  order  that  they  may  make  submissions  as 
to  the  advice. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  13,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

On  section  14: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  parliamentary  assistant 
has  an  amendment  to  section  14. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  2  of 
section  14  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  striking 
out: 

"and  the  licensee  an  opportunity  to  make 
representations"  in  the  11th  and  12th  lines; 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  words,  "an 
opportunity  to  state  his  complaint  and  the 
licensee  an  opportunity  to  state  his  answer 
thereto,  either  personally,  by  his  agent  or 
in  writing." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  14,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 
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Sections  15  to  19,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  20: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  before  we 
get  to  section  20?  If  not,  the  parliamentary 
assistant  has  an  amendment  to  section  20, 
subsection  1. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  1  of 
section  20  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  striking 
out  the  words  "or  cancellation"  in  the  fifth 
line. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  amendments  to 
section  20? 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  2  of 
section  20  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  insert- 
ing after  the  word  "committee"  in  the  second 
line,  the  words  "or  where  the  revocation  or 
suspension  was  on  the  grounds  of  incapacity 
to  the  registration  committee." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  20,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

On  section  21: 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  an  amendment  to 
section  21. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  1  of 
section  21  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  striking 
out  "or  that  any  premises  are  being  used  by 
any  person  to  engage  in  the  practice  of 
denture  therapy  without  being  licensed  under 
this  Act"  in  the  third,  fourth  and  fifth  lines. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  one  comment.  What 
is  the  effect  of  striking  out  those  words?  Does 
it  simply  mean  that  there  cannot  be  the  land 
of  raid  on  a  suspected  malpractice  situation 
that  has  been  sort  of  a  tradition  in  the  den- 
tist's powers  over  a  nmnber  of  years?  What 
does  this  accomplish? 

Mr.  Walker:  If  I  can  answer  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition,  this  applies  strictly  to  off- 
licensed  or  non-licensed  premises.  Wherever 
there  is  a  licensed  premises  or  licensed  per- 
son, those  premises  can  be  investigated  as 
may  be  required.  However,  for  anyone  else— 
any  other  non-licensed  premises— they  could 
not  be  subject  to  a  raid  or  an  investigation 
as  suggested  here  by  section  21. 

No  other  Act  has  this  particular  provision, 
and  frankly,  this  goes  a  bit  far  to  allow 
for  non-licensed  premises  to  be  subject  to 
some  type  of  raiding.  In  effect,  if  these  words 
were  allowed  to  remain  in  section  21,  that 
would  mean  that  perhaps  any  member's  home 
here    could    be    subject    to   a    raid    by    the 


registrar  or  the  committee  that  was  under  him 
—civil  rights. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  would  that  happen? 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  We  haven't 
had  that  in  the  statutes  for  about  50  years. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  parliamentary 
assistant  on  the  next  subsection. 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  subsection  2  of 
section  21  of  the  bill  be  amended  b}-  striking 
out  the  words  "or  the  premises  that  he  be- 
lieves upon  reasonable  and  probable  grounds 
are  being  used  to  engage  in  the  practice  of 
denture  therapy  by  a  person  without  a 
licence  under  this  Act"  in  the  seventh,  eighth 
and  ninth  lines. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Section  21,  as  amended  agreed'  to. 

'Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  before  we  get  to  section  30? 

Mr.  Germa:  Section  26. 
On  section  26: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Germa:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  about  the  fines  section. 
Section  26  provides  penalties  for  illegal  prac- 
tice. It  provides  that  there  be  a  fine  of 
$2,000  for  the  first  offence,  and  a  fine  of 
$2,000  or  six  months  for  the  second  offence. 

When  I  compare  that  with  other  jurisdic- 
tions, Mr.  Chairman,  it  just  makes  me  shudder 
that  oiu"  penalty  clause  should  be  so  much 
more  severe  than  other  jurisdictions  who  have 
had  these  people  operating  for  many  years. 
Alberta,  for  instance,  I  understand)  has  had 
these  people  legally  operating  for  11  or  12 
years. 

I  would  point  out  that  for  the  first  of- 
fence of  illegal  practice  in  Alberta,  the  maxi- 
mmn  fine  is  $50,  and  second  offence  is  $100. 
In  Manitoba,  the  first  offence  for  illegal  prac- 
tice is  $200  to  $500,  and  the  second  offence 
is  $500  to  $1,000.  In  British  Columbia,  the 
first  offence  is  $200  to  $500,  and  the  second 
offence  is  $500  to  $1,000.  Our  penalty  is 
four  times  more  severe  than  even  the  most 
severe  jurisdiction  that  I've  mentioned;  and 
Alberta,  which  has  had  the  most  experience 
in  this,  has  seen  fit  to  have  only  a  penalty 
clause  of  $50. 

Have  you  got  a  bunch  of  desperadoes  do\vn 
there  that  you're  trying  to  control,  or  is  this 
fust   another   indication   of  your  attitude   to- 
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ward  these  denturists  that  you're  going  to 
clobber  them  and  really  subdue  them?  Could 
you  try  to  justify  penalty  clauses  which  are 
so  out  of  Kne  with  the  other  jurisdictions  in 
the  country? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  it's  unfair,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, to  contrast  the  penalty  sections  for 
contraventions  of  the  Denture  Therapists  Act 
with  contraventions  of  similar  Acts  in  other 
jurisdictions  in  Canada.  It  would  be  better 
to  treat  the  denture  therapists  as  a  new 
discipline,  which  they  are,  and  to  treat  them 
in  similar  fashion  with  other  disciplines  that 
we  have  in  the  province.  In  fact,  if  you  will 
observe  the  maximum'  fin©  for  the  first  offence 
in  the  case  of  dentistry,  under  section  43  of 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act  the  amount  is 
$5,000. 

lAkhough  it  is  fair  to  say  that  each  disci- 
pline is  peculiar  and  has  to  be  treated  on  its 
own,  nevertheless  some  relationship  should 
be  given  to  other  disciplines  within  the  juris- 
diction of  Ontario  and  not  with  jurisdictions, 
in  my  opinion,  in  other  jurisdictions  in 
Canada, 

Secondly,  the  hon.  member  waved  the 
figure  of  $2,000,  flagging  it  as  a  substantial 
figure.  Btit  it  must  be  kept  in  mind  that  a 
judge,  who  on  hearing  a  particular  case  in- 
volving a  contravention,  will  make  the  de- 
cision as  to  the  amount,  but  he  can  not 
exceed  $2,000.  There  may  be  a  circumstance 
where  $2,000  is  warranted'.  But  on  the  other 
hand,  there  may  be  a  circiunstance  where 
something  far  less  than  that  is  appropriate, 
and  I'm  sure  the  trial  judge  in  his  discretion 
will  properly  exercise  it. 

■Section  26  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments  be- 
fore we  get  to  section  30?  If  not,  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  on  section  30. 

On  section  30: 

(Mr.  Walker  moves  that  section  30  of  the 
bill  be  dieleted  and  the  following  sub- 
stituted therefor: 

No  licensee  is  liable  to  any  action  arising 
out  of  negligence  or  malpractice  in  respect 
to  professional  services  requested  or  rend- 
ered, unless  such  action  is  commenced 
(within  one  year  from  the  date  when  the 
person  commenced  the  action,  knew  or 
lought  to  have  known  the  fact  or  facts 
tipon  which  he  alleges  negligence  or  mal- 
Ipractice. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  speak  to 
that? 


Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  can't  find  any  logical  sense 
in  amending  section  30,  which  was  an  ad- 
vanced step  to  the  old  section  30,  and  sub- 
stituting this  new  one. 

Probably,  the  amendment  emanates  from 
the  remarks  made  by  Julian  Porter,  when 
the  Health  Disciplines— no,  it  doesn't.  A  head 
is  being  shaken  at  me  from  under  the  gal- 
lery. However,  there  is  a  man  named  Julian 
Porter  who  appeared  before  the  committee 
dealing  with  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  and 
he  found  it  a  terrible  thing  that  those  doc- 
tors and  hospitals  should  be  held  on  the 
hook  a  little  longer  than  a  year,  and  that 
power  should  be  given  to  the  courts  even  to 
extend  the  period  beyond  that, 

I  think  the  limitation  period  of  one  year 
is  far  too  small,  far  too  short,  and  I  can 
see  no  advantage  at  all  in  taking  away  from 
the  courts  the  discretion  that  was  given  to 
them  in  section  30  as  it  is  printed. 

The  minister's  assistant  is  going  to  argue 
that  the  words  "or  ought  to  have  knovm" 
perhaps  are  a  sufficient  safeguard.  Well,  the 
hon.  member  who  is  putting  the  bill  before 
the  House  is  a  lawyer,  and  he  knows  that 
the  courts  get  very  technical  about  analysing 
the  words  "or  ought  to  have  known."  Then, 
the  onus  is  thrown  upon  the  complainant 
to  establish  that  he  didn't  know  and  there 
was  no  reason  that  he  ought  to  have  known, 
and  it  is  a  very  serious  onus. 

I  don't  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
amendment  is  appropriate.  If  it  goes  through, 
we  are  going  to  be  told,  "Well,  you  are  a 
member,  you  accepted  it  in  Bill  70,  so  why 
should  you  argue  against  it  in  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act?" 

I  am  going  to  argue  agaiQst  it  in  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act  when  that  comes  be- 
fore committee  of  the  whole  House.  I  think 
it's  wrong  in  principle.  I  think  the  limitation 
period  should  be  extended  rather  than  lim- 
ited and  I  think  that  there  should  be  a 
discretion  left  to  the  courts  to  further  extend 
if  the  court  feels  that  there  is  some  reason 
to  extend  it— not  that  the  onus  should  be  put 
on  the  complainant  to  prove  there  was  no 
reason  that  he  ought  to  have  known. 

For  those  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are 
going  to  oppose  this  amendment  to  section 
30. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understand 
there  was  some  confusion  alleged  within  the 
health  disciplines  discussions  in  the  social 
development  committee,  which  brought  about 
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a  reworking  of  the  section  to  clarify  a  nebu- 
lous situation.  The  result  was,  of  course,  this 
particular  section  which  we  have  picked  up 
from  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  in  particu- 
lar section  17  of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act. 
This  having  been  picked  up  from  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act,  I  would  assume  first 
of  all  that  if  the  member  is  successful  in 
arguing  the  cause  and  changing  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act  that  no  doubt  if  that  amend- 
ment is  accepted,  an  amendment  in  this 
particular  case  would  be  made  to  make  a 
consistency  from  one  to  another,  as  this  en- 
tire Act  is  merely  meant  to  lay  the  ground- 
work or  pave  the  situation  for  ultimately 
becoming  one  of  the  parts  of  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act.  Everything  is  attempted  to 
try  to  achieve  absolute  consistency,  where- 
ever  possible,  with  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act  that,  of  course,  has  gone  through  the 
committee  stage  and  is  yet  to  arrive  here  for 
third  reading. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yet  to  arrive  here  for  com- 
mittee of  the  whole  House. 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes,  and  if  the  change  occurs 
in  the  House  relative  to  that,  then  I  would 
assume  there  would  be  a  change  made  in 
this  at  some  appropriate  time.  On  the  ques- 
tion of  the  prescription  period,  I  tend  to 
agree  that  the  government  is  a  bit  amiss  in 
not  having  a  consistent  prescription  period 
in  all  matters  in  which  there  is  legislation 
relating  to  prescriptions. 

For  instance,  motor  vehicle  accidents  deal- 
ing with  hospitals  or  dealing  with  municipal 
corporations  or  whatever  it  might  be,  wheth- 
er it  is  one  year  or  two  years— I  am  not  really 
addressed  in  my  own  mind  and  concluded 
in  any  significant  way— however,  I  do  feel 
that  it  should  be  consistent  from  one  Act  to 
the  other  so  that  everybody  knows  that  there 
is  a  prescription  period  in  which  to  allege 
the  malpractice. 

I  would  think  that  the  local  registrar  could 
well  have  some  authority  to  extend  this  one- 
year  period  not  unlike  motor-vehicle  situa- 
tions where— 

Mr.  Singer:  Registrar  of  what?  The  Su- 
preme Court? 

Mr.  Walker:  —the  local  registrar  of  the 
Supreme  Court,  where  there  appears  to  be 
dealings  or  circumstances  that  specifically 
warrant  the  extension.  I  think  if  there  is  a 
dealing  with  an  insurance  company,  a  local 
registrar  in  a  motor-vehicle  situation  would 
extend  the  one-year  prescription  period.  I 
would  think  that  he  has  that  authority. 


Mr.  Singer:  No,  he  has  no  such  power. 

Mr.  Walker:  Well,  I  thought  my  reading 
of  the  rules  of  practice  suggested  that  he 
had  that.   However,  I  may  be  incorrect. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  you  are  one  day  beyond 
the  prescription  period;  you  are  out. 

Mr.  Walker:  Well,  in  any  case,  it  is  the 
issue  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  Out,  out,  out. 

Mr.  Walker:  —consistency  here  and  pick- 
ing this  up  from  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
I  think  in  this  situation  is  absolutely  war- 
ranted. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  the  member  for  London  North  has  given 
his  amendment  a  very  bad  defence.  What  he 
is  saying,  in  eflFect,  is  because  there  was 
some  worry  in  the  standing  committee  about 
the  limitation  period,  and  because  Julian 
Porter  did,  in  fact,  have  his  way— and  let's 
remember  who  Julian  Porter  is. 

Mr.  Walker:  Who  is  he? 

Mr.  Singer:  Julian  Porter  is  the  solicitor 
for  the  Ontario  Medical  Association;  so  he 
doesn't  come  to  this  with  an  unprejudiced 
point  of  view.  He  puts  forward  the  case  of 
his  client,  as  a  good  lawyer  should  do.  I  am 
not  criticizing  his  putting  forward  this  idea; 
it  is  in  his  client's  interest  that  the  limitation 
period  should  be  as  short  as  possible.  That's 
the  argmnent  he  put  forward,  and  apparently 
he  convinced  the  standing  committee  or  the 
minister  at  that  time.  I  am  going  to  try  to  un- 
convince  the  minister  at  the  appropriate 
time.  But  what  you  are  saying  is  that  be- 
cause something  was  down  below  that  hasn't 
yet  been  finished  here,  in  the  interests  of 
consistency  let's  be  consistent  with  something 
that  might  eventually  happen  up  here.  Now 
let  me  tell  you  how  inconsistent  you  are 
being. 

Mr.  Walker:   Best  chance  you'll  ever  get. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  all  right.  Let's  analyse 
what's  being  attempted  here.  We  are  cutting 
back  the  limitation  period.  One  of  the  Minis- 
ters of  Health— I've  forgotten  which  one;  it 
might  have  been  the  hon.  member  for  Carle- 
ton  East  (Mr.  Lawrence)  when  he  was  Minis- 
ter of  Health— listened  to  the  pleas  I'd  been 
making  for  many  years  and  extended  the 
limitation  period,  either  insofar  as  hospitals 
are  conoemed  or  doctors,  and  made  one 
two  years,  while  the  other  stayed  at  one 
year.  Previously  it  had  been  six  months  and 
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one  year.  So  a  few  years  ago,  one  of  those 
limitation  periods  was  extended  to  two  years. 
Then  when  the  people  who  were  called 
upon  to  write  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
were  looking  for  a  period,  they  took  the 
latest  figure  that  the  Legislature  had  dealt 
with;  and  that  was  two  years.  But  they  went 
a  bit  further  and  put  in  something  that  had 
some  additional  and,  I  think,  substantial 
merit;  that  gave  the  court  the  power  to 
extend  the  time  for  commencing  the  action 
either  before  or  after  the  time  so  limited  on 
such  terms  as  they  considered  proper.  Now 
what's  wrong  with  that? 

The  member  for  London  North  suggests 
that  the  registrar  be  given  this  power,  and 
I  think  that  is  wrong.  I  don't  see  how  we 
can  give  an  administrative  official  the  right  to 
assert  or  perform  a  judicial  function.  If  that 
function  is  going  to  be  performed,  I  think  it's 
got  to  be  performed  by  the  court- 
Mr.  Walker:  That's  not  his  job. 

Mr.  Singer:  —and  with  great  respect  to 
the  member  for  London  North,  I  say  there 
is  no  power  to  extend  the  limitation  period 
in  an  automobile  accident. 

Mr.  Walker:  It's  been  done. 

Mr.  Singer:  If  it  is  366  days,  you  are  out; 
and  if  you  have  not  issued  your  writ  within 
the  year's  period,  it  is  just  tough.  I  think 
that  law  is  too  hard;  I  think  that  the  law 
is  ven-  difficult.  I  think  the  member  for 
London  North  has  to  understand  the  games 
that  are  played  by  those  who  act  on  behalf 
of  the  professional  associations.  And  they 
play  the  game  very  well.  They  drag,  they 
delay,  and  they  don't  tell  the  people  about 
limitation  periods;  then  the  complainant  sud- 
•denly  wakes  up  one  morning  to  find  that  he 
is  out  of  court  merely-  by  reason  of  provision 
of  a  statutory  limitation  period  which  can 
do  him  harm. 

The  phrase  that  is  salving  somebody's 
conscience  is  "or  ought  to  have  known,"  and 
I  suppose  litigation  could  be  taken  and  great 
arguments  could  be  presented  on  whether 
or  not  somebody  ought  to  have  known.  But 
that  puts  the  burden  absolutely  on  the 
shoulders  of  the  complainant,  and  it's  a  very 
Tiard  burden  to  overcome.  I  don't  think  that 
the  consistency  should  tend  to  the  argument 
put  forward  by  Mr.  Porter  down  below.  I 
think  that  the  consistency  should  tend  to  con- 
firm what  was  originally  written  into  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act  and  what  section  30  in 
this  bill,  Bill  70,  says  as  originally  printed. 

I  think  you  are  hurting  those  people  who 
believe  they  have  a  complaint,  and  I  think 


you  are  placing  them  at  the  mercy  of  pro- 
fessional and  competent  advisers.  Most  of  the 
complaints  are  not  going  to  come  into  the 
bands  of  competent  advisers  until  they  are 
in  very  serious  trouble,  and  they  may  delay  it. 
They  may  unnecessarily  delay  it  because  of 
ignorance  or  because  they  are  led  to  be- 
lieve that  somebody  is  looking  into  their 
complaint.  I  don't  think  two  years  with  a 
power  of  review  for  the  courts  is  unreason- 
able at  all.  I  would  urge  in  the  name  of 
consistency  that  the  hon.  member  for  London 
North  accept  the  halting  step  that  the  mem- 
ber for  Carleton  East  took  once  when  he 
was  the  Minister  of  Health,  and  that  we 
move  in  that  direction. 

I  have  a  bill  before  the  House  about  com- 
plaints that  suggests  six  years,  and  everybody 
is  shocked  at  the  thought  that  you  could 
sue  somebody  six  years  after  an  event.  I  don't 
think  that  is  so  shocking  either.  I  suppose  my 
argument  would  be  a  little  weaker  if  I  at- 
tempted to  argue  six  years  at  this  time.  But 
surely  what  is  originally  in  the  Act  in  section 
30,  and  what  was  originally  in  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act,  makes  much  more  sense  than 
one  year,  and  then  the  onus  being  on  the 
complaintant  to  prove  that  there  was  no  way 
that  he  knew  or  ought  to  have  known. 

He  ought  to  have  known?  If  he  has  a  pain 
in  his  gum  that  he  doesn't  think  is  very 
serious,  is  somebody  going  to  suggest  if  he 
had  such  a  pain  he  should  have  taken 
eminent  medical  advice  and  found  out  that 
he  had  a  complaint,  or  that  somebody  had 
left  a  piece  of  tooth  sticking  in  his  gum 
or  whatever?  How  should  he  ought  to  have 
known?  Why  not  make  it  two  years  and  why 
not  give  the  courts  the  general  power  to 
review? 

I  would  urge  that  the  member  for  London 
North  withdraw  this  amendment  and  accept 
section  30  as  written  in  Bill  70  . 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Walker's  motion 
carry? 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Walker's  motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay."  In 
my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  we  stack  this  with  the 
others? 

Mr.  Singer:  Right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  a  later  section 
of  this  bill?  If  not,  we  have  three  stacked 
motions  here. 
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The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  R.  F. 
Nixon's  motion  that  section  11,  subsections 
(i),  (ii)  and  (iii)  be  amended  with  the 
addition  of  the  words  "or  any  upper  or  lower 
removable  prosthetic  denture,"  which  was 
negatived  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  28,  the  "nays"  37. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  R.  F. 
Nixon's  motion  that  section  2  be  amended 
by  striking  out  the  words  "six  denture  ther- 
apists" in  the  second  line  of  subsection  2 
and  by  adding  in  lieu  thereof  the  words 
"three  denture  therapists  and  three  members 
of  the  Denturist  Society  of  Ontario  licensed 
to  practise  denture  therapy,"  which  was 
negatived  on  the  same  count. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Walker's 
motion  that  section  30  of  the  bill  be  deleted 
and  the  following  be  substituted  therefor: 
"No  licensee  is  liable  to  any  action  arising 
out  of  negligence  or  malpractice  in  respect 
to  professional  services  requested  or  rendered 
unless  such  action  [etc.]"  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  same  count  reversed. 


Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  car- 
ried. 

Bill  70,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
Chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one 
bill  with  certain  amendments  and  asks  for 
leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

SUCCESSION  DUTY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  80,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Succession 
Duty  Act. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  It  being 
6  of  the  clock  I  would  suggest  that  the  de- 
bate be  adjourned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  always  thought  the  mem- 
bers wanted  to  be  informed  of  what  was 
going  on  at  8  o'clock. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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iThe  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  the  order  of 
business  is  the  motion  for  second  reading  of 
Bill  80.  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


SUCCESSION   DUTY   ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  bill'  puts 
before  us  in  the  form  of  legislation  the  an- 
nouncement madte  by  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
White)  in  his  budget  which  extends  the 
value  of  an  estate  to  $150,000  below  which 
succession  duties  are  not  charged. 

I  recall  one  of  the  Treasurer's  predeces- 
sors indicating  the  province  was  going  to  go 
out  of  the  succession  duty  business  entirely 
and  become  one  of  those  havens,  like  Alberta 
and  Nassau,  to  which  well-to-do  Canadians 
could  congregate  in  their  latter  years  with- 
out the  problem  of  having  the  state  step  in  to 
remove  any  portion  of  their  assets  upon  their 
demise.  In  other  words,  giving  them  the  free- 
dom to  take  it  with  them,  if  they  could'  design 
some  means  to  do  that. 

I  recall  the  statement  being  made  that  we 
were  going  to  reduce  succession  duties'  in 
this  province  to  zero;  yet  this  policy  still  has 
not  come  into  effect. 

(Frankly,  I  support  the  principle  of  main- 
taining succession  duties.  And  I  must  admit 
to  you,  sir,  a  certain  distinct  problem  in  my 
own  mind:  I  suppose  we  can  all  think  of 
instances  when  people  who  had  a  great  in- 
fluence on  us  in  earlier  years,  expressed 
opinions.  I  can  recall  sitting  around  our 
breakfast  table  at  home  in  St.  George,  read- 
ing the  Globe  and  Mail,  when  the  estate  of 
the  late  Harry  Oakes  was  probated.  You  may 
recall,  sir,  that  Harry  Oakes  was  a  multi- 
millionaire who  had  done  extremely  well  out 
of  the  resources  of  this  province.  He  had 
moved  to  Nassau  for  tax  reasons— also  I 
understand  the  climate  is  quite  pleasant  down 
there— and  he  had  moved  most  of  his  assets 
with  him.  Though  we  shouldn't  forget  the 
fact  that  he  had  left  certain  emoliunents  to 
this   province,   like  the  Harry  Oakes   garden 
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in  Niagara  Falls  and  certain  other  things,  he 
really  took  most  of  his  assets  with  him.  But 
some  of  them  were  not  transportable,  and 
upon  his,  what  you  would  call  I  suj^)Ose 
untimely  death  —  which  was  never  solved  — 
the  Province  of  Ontario  saw  fit  to  tax  $8 
million  in  succession  duties  on  his  estate.  I 
remember  expressing  to  my  father,  the  former 
member  for  Brant,  some  surprise  at  the  size 
of  that  tax  bite,  and  my  sainted  father  say- 
ing: "You  shouldn't  be  so  worried';  it  should 
be  ten  times  that  big." 

(I've  always  felt,  sort  of  as  the  aftermath 
of  his  opinion,  that  succession  duties  have 
been  historically  a  basic  and  important  means 
to  redistribute  wealth;  wealth  that  was  garn- 
ered by  hard  work,  perspicacity,  intelligience 
and  undoubtedly  good  luck.  The  succ^ding 
generations,  while  they  have  airways  had 
access,  normally,  during  the  lifetime  of  the 
patron  of  the  family,  to  good  education  and 
certain  other  assets,  I  have  always  felt  should 
not  be  so  undtJy  favoured  as  to  be  able  to 
take  the  estate  without  decrease  by  succes- 
sion duties. 

On  the  other  hand,  as  we  say,  it  is  ap- 
parent that  values  of  dollars  chanige  and'  the 
increase  of  the  $100,000  basic  minimum  to 
$150,000  may  not  be  an  unduly  large  in- 
crease. The  increase  for  the  reductions  dlue 
to  dependents  of  about  50  per  cent,  as  an^ 
nounced,  seems  to  be  quite  well  received, 
particularly  in  the  agricultural  commuujities 
of  Brant  and  Durham. 

(Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  I  am  waiting  for 
the  member  to  tell  us  if  he  is  for  or  against 
it. 

iMr.  J.  A.  Ren  wick  (Riverdale):  We  will  let 
the  minister  know  after  we  speak. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  can  tell  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  I  am  glad  the  government  has 
renounced,  at  least  for  the  time  being,  its 
policy  of  attempting  to  become  a  third'-rate 
tax  haven  of  the  type  that  would  attract  the 
multi-millionaires  of  this  part  of  the  hemis- 
phere to  retirement  here.  I  don't  think  really 
we  could  do  it.  Our  climate  is  better  than 
Alberta's  but  not  as  good  as  Nassau's. 
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(Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  We  are  just  after  the 
tax;  that  is  all. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  say  that  after 
baring  my  soul  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
I  know  you  are  terribly  interested!  in  this,  and 
indicating  that  my  heart  is  in  the  right  Lib- 
eral place,  I  can't  find  it  to  oppose  me  basic 
principle  of  the  bill.  It  maintains  succession 
duties  as  they  should  be  maintained.  It  ex- 
pands the  basis  so  that  a  larger  proportion 
of  the  estate  can  be  transferred'  tax  free.  And 
$150,000  is  still  a  substantial'  estate.  Maybe 
the  House  leader  still  finds  himself  to  be 
in  a  taxablb  situation  if  he  were  to  pas®  on 
unexpectedly. 

Hon;  Mr.  Winkler:  No,  I'm  not.  We  are 
going  to  get  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  on 
it. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  The  govern- 
ment won't  get  me. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  feel  in  principle  we 
will  be  constrained  to  support  the  government 
in  this  regard. 

I  would  be  interested,  however,  if  the 
Minister,  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Meen)  would  indi- 
cate the  policies  of  the  government  in  regard 
to  th$  statement  of  the  former  Treasurer  that 
the  government  believed  that  succession  duties 
were  rio  longer  a  revenue  producing  tax  of 
significance  and  that  the  policy  was  to  move 
out  of  this  field  entirely.  I  would  hope  that 
wei  are  not  going  to  move  out  of  it,  but  it 
could  be  that  the  minister  would  be  in  a 
position  to  give  us  some  indication  of  what 
the  fiittire  might  hold  in  this  regard. 

,  I  suppose  it  would  also  be  possible  for  the 
minister  to  tell  us  how  many  estates  of  over 
$150,000:  his  statisticians  would  indicate  he 
would  have  to  deal  with  in  the  year  that  lies 
ahead.  In  the  accumulation  of  wealth  in  this 
province,  the  most  favoured  of  all  others,  I 
would  suppose  there  would  still  be  an  indi- 
cation '  of  substantial  revenue  associated  with 
this. 

The.  changes  in  the  statutes  of  Canada  with 
the  imposition  of  a  capital  gains  tax  have  to 
some  extent  made  estate  taxes,  if  not  succes- 
sion duties,  a  bit  redundant  since  the  reven- 
ues on  capital  gains  are  gathered  and  col- 
lected om  the  basis  of  these  estates  deemed  to 
be  eligible  for  capital  gains  impositions  at 
the  federal  level.  We  share  in  that  to  some 
extent  or  we  are  associated  with  it.  It  could 
be  that  the  minister  can  give  us  some  predic- 
tions as  to  the  revenue  potential  of  this  tax 
field  with  this  change  in  the  basic  rate. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  most  certainly  will  oppose  this  legislation 
as  we  do  with  all  the  erosion  and  undermining 
of  the  succession  duty  base  that  has  taken 
place  in  this  country  generally  and  in  this 
House  over  the  past  three  or  four  years. 
Despite  a  certain  amount  of  breast-poundling 
and  lip  service  to  the  principle,  it  is  gradually 
disappearing  from  view.  Despite  what  Carter 
had  to  say  in  his  elaborate  report,  the  federal 
government  saw  fit,  under  pressure  from  the 
government  of  Alberta  which  was  a  spread- 
ing cancer  in  this  country,  to  withdraw  from 
the  field  entirely.  Any  suggestion  that  this 
goverrmient  ought  to  do  so  too  would  be  a 
final  piece  of  dispelling  inequity  with  respect 
to  the  whole  tax  structure  and  tax  mix  that 
would  be  hardly  palatable  to  any  fair-minded 
citizen  in  this  country.  To  that  extent,  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  finds  some  degree 
of  the  palatable  in  the  legislation. 

But  look  what  is  happening.  Last  year  it 
was  infinite  interspousal  transfers.  And  Mr. 
Speaker,  tonight  I  am  not  going  to  speak 
as  I  did  on  that  occasion  and  on  previous 
occasions  at  considerable  length  in  terms 
of  analysis  of  the  purpose,  meaning,  defi- 
nition and  various  intricacies  of  the  clauses 
connected  with  succession  duty.  I've  done 
that,  and  done  it  time  after  time,  and  I  am 
heartily  sick  of  the  process.  It  is  all  on  the 
record.  I  would  refer  the  hon.  minister  and 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  somewhat  lengthy 
remarks  beginning  at  4152  of  Hansard  of 
Oct.  11,  1973,  and  going  on  page  after  page 
thereafter. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nobody  ever  reads  that. 

Mr.   Lawlor:   And  I  had  very  much  pro- 
moted the  fact- 
Mr.   L   Deans   (Wentworth):   Why  doesn't 
the  member  read  it  into  the  record? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  just  might  do  that  little 
trick  because  so  little  cognizance  was  taken 
of  what  was  said  in  that  particular  discourse. 
And  let  me  tell  you,  that  was  a  blazing  good 
speech.  When  I  read  that  over  the  weekend 
I  said- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Well  re- 
read it  again. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  said:  "What  remarkable 
powers  this  young  man  has."  I  was  speaking 
about  some  alter  ego  out  there,  some  polter- 
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geist  phenomenon  known  as  Lawlor  number 
two. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Sounds  fairly  schizo- 
phrenic, 

Mr.  Singer:  What  ever  happened  to  Lawlor 
number  one? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  But  it  would  be,  it  would  be 
balm  of  Gilead  to  members'  hankering  after 
support  of  the  government  powers  to  take  a 
look  at  those  jFew  pages. 

Mr.  Singer:  Read  it  to  us  again. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  By  George,  I  think  it  will. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  think  the  ministry  is  making^  a 
very  grave  mistake  indeed  in  its  infinite  inter- 
spousal  transfers.  The  central  issue  in  the  legislation 
will  move  us  to  vote  against— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  what  this  bill 
does? 

Mr.  Sargent:  That's  three  times. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  I  won't  give  the  mem- 
bers the  satisfaction;  it  is  too  much.  Why, 
I'm  not  here  to  oater  to  the  whims  of  the 
Liberal  Party. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Good. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  won't  subject  myself  to  that 
particular  regimen  this  evening.  Let  me 
simply  say  that  what  the  legislation  seeks  to 
effect,  as  was  set  out  on  page  33  of  the 
budget,  is  a  basic  exemption  being  increased 
from  $100,000  to  $150,000,  thats  the  first 
instance.  And  I  don't  think  that  is  justified 
on  this  occasion,  despite  the  inflationary 
spiral. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  member  checked 
this  with  his  leader?  The  egg  farmers  aren't 
going  to  like  this. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  there  is  one  form  of  taxa- 
tion in  this  coimtry  that  has  validity,  that 
really  goes  to  equity,  that  one  form  of  taxa- 
tion is  death  tax,  where  money  passes  from 
one  generation  to  another.  The  next  genera- 
tion didn't  earn  it.  You  know  our  moral  and 
other  arguments  that  we  have  used  in  this 
House  before,  Mr.  Speaker.  It's  a  windfall. 
And  the  more  money  involved,  the  more  the 
windfall  amounts  to,  the  greater  the  winnow- 
ing out  of  the  possibility  of  them  developing 
on  their  own  hook,  of  being  of  value  to 
themselves.  In  terms  of  the  social  weal,  it  is 
requisite  even  in  a  capitalist  country  and 
province  that  there  will  be  from  time  to  time 
some  kind  of  dispersal  of  cumulative  con- 
centrations of  wealth  so  that  the  great  families 


of  this  country  do  not  go  on  as  some  kind  of 
bourgeois  hierarchy  coming  out  of  the 
nobility  of  the  middle  ages. 

Self-imposed  and  official  nobility  in  a 
democracy;  that's  the  way  it  is  accomplished. 
That's  what  happened  in  this  province.  While 
these  great  families  are  not  as  conspicuous 
because  they  are  shrewd  and  they  hide,  as 
in  the  United  States  and  in  certain  con- 
tinental countries,  while  it  is  slightly  more 
difficult  to  place  your  finger  on  who  they 
are,  just  read  the  Directory  of  Directors. 
See  who  are  prominent  in  appointments  in 
the  Financial  Post.  See  where  the  roots  fall. 

There  has  been  recently  a  book,  I  forget 
the  name  of  the  author,  published  in  tnis 
country  designating  the  80  major  families. 
Why  do  they  remain  major?  Is  it  due  to  any 
inherent  merit  or  worth  of  their  own?  No; 
it's  by  handing  down  money  from  generation 
to  generation  in  accumulating  pools.  •  And 
that  runs  directly  against  and  conflicts  with 
any  social  benison  or  any  social  good,  and 
against  the  deepest  feelings  of  a  social  spark. 
There  would'  be  the  nub  of  the  dispersal  of 
wealth.  That's  where  we  would  put  our 
finger  in  starting  the  new  generation  fresh. 
Each  to  fend  for  himself  and  each  to  make 
his  own  way  in  this  world. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  bill  enables  them  to 
be  passed  on— farms  that  is. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  not  to  have  the  visitations 
from  above  and  beyond.  But  this  is  totally 
in  harmony  vvdth  Tory  thinking.  To  keep 
that  type  of  class  structure,  to  perpetuate  the 
existing  family  thing. 

Mr.   R.   F.   Nixon;   It's  not  nice  to  fool 

Mother  Nature. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  these  fellows  over  here 
find  a  great  deal  of  accommodation  with  that 
particular  kind  of  feeling.  The  Leader  of 
the  Oppsotion  runs  directly  against  his 
sainted  father  this  evening.  One  moment 
ago  he  was  talking  of  "10  times  as  much." 
Where  is  the  10  times  at  this  moment? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Harry  Oakes  wasn't  a 
farmer. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Father  isn't  blessing  him  from 
a  distance.  I  can  tell  him  that. 

Mir.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  bfll  deals  with  farm 
transfers.  The  member  should  have  read  It 
before  he  made  any  comments. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No.  This  section  on  farm 
transfers,  I  am  not  on  this  occasion  taking 
any  issue  wdth. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  LawlOT:  What  I  am  taking  issue  with 
is  the  basic  principle. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  what  this  bill 
deals  with.  The  member's  leader  (Mr.  Lewis) 
may  have  to  come  and  set  him  straight. 

An  hon.  member:  Put  that  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  pleased  to  have  it  on 
the  record: 

Dear  Farmers  of  Ontario,  I  for  one  am 
not  taking  any  issue  tonight  with  your 
position  with  respect  to  succession  duties  and 
farming  assets.  God  bless  you. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Shame.  We  will  have  to 
send  out  many  thousands  of  copies  of  the 
member's  speech. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  is  concerned  here  is  the 
appendage:  A  50  per  cent  increase  in  that 
particular  area,  from  $2,000  to  $3,000  for 
each  fuU  year  a  child  is  under  the  age  of 
26  years.  With  respect  to  the  next  subsection 
— wnich  one  couldn't  figure  out  unless  one 
had  a  directory  to  take  one  through  the 
contours  of  the  legis'lation— subsection  7  is  an 
increase  to  $6,000  from  $4,000  for  each  full 
year  an  orphan  is  under  26  years  of  age;  and 
the  next  section  has  to  do  with  invalids- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Section  2  deals  with 
farmi^jg  assets. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —and  benefits  that  are  flow- 
ing .  from  diat  particular  source.  Where  we 
find  it  questionable  is  the  increase  of  50  per 
cent,  from  $100,000  to  $150,000  in  this  par- 
ticular regard  as  we  see  a  further  giveaway. 

Mr/  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  wants  to 
brfeak  up  the  family  farm,  I  xmderstand. 

-  Mr.  :Lawlor:  I  think  what  the  government 
should;  ido  particularly  is  reverse  its  thinking- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  should  he  want  to 
do  that? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —on  what  was  a  far  more 
iniquitous  situation  than  tonight,  the  position 
of  last  year  on  interspousal  transfers. 

Mr;  R.  F.  Nixon:  Ah  no;  the  member 
should  read  these  bills.  The  farmers  aren't 
going  to  like  him. 

;   Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
There   are  not  many  farmers  in  Lakeshore. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  Come  back  into  this  House 
and  bring  us  legislation  with  some  teeth— 

An  hon.  member:  I  know  that  he  read  it 
over  supper. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Chatterbox! 

And  come  back  into  this  House  in  the  near 
future  with  legislation  that  will  stimulate  the 
taxpayers.  As  we've  pointed  out  time  and 
again,  what  is  not  paid  in  succession  duties 
to  the  province  is  paid  by  other  people  in 
income  tax  or  in  a  vast  variety  of  other  taxes. 

Where  is  it  easier  to  extract  the  money? 
Where  does  the  least  weight  fall?  Where  are 
they  who  have  not  deserved  or  made  any  con- 
tributions towards  it  in  thisi  particullar  field? 
As  I've  said  many  times,  if  I  had  one  tax 
that  I  would  keep  in  possession  to  the  neglect 
or  abnegation  of  all  the  rest,  it  would  be 
succession  duties.  That  would!  effect  a  just  so- 
ciety and  a  fair  distribution  of  advantages 
in  the  society,  instead  of  the  perpetuation  of 
privilege  and  inequality  such  as  is  written 
into  your  legislation  as  things  presently  stand. 

It's  pure  class  legislation,  we  take  great 
issue  with  it,  and  we  would  ask  you  to  stop 
bringing  in  succession  duty  bills,  session  after 
session  of  this  particular  ilk. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I'd  like  to  say  a  word  on  this  bill. 
I  personally  feel  that  the  principle  reflected 
here  is  a  matter  of  keeping  up  with  inflation, 
which  makes  it  necessary  to  allow  tax-free 
transfers  of  estates  up  to  $150,000.  Certainly 
with  the  inflated  price  of  homes  today- 
reaching  $50,000,  $60,000,  $70,000,  $80,000 
in  certain  parts  of  the  province— it's  conceiv- 
able that  starting  estates  tax  at  $100,000 
could  very  well  be  a  hardship,  especially  in 
the  type  of  will  that  would  attract  tax  at 
the  time  of  death  of  the  breadwinning  spouse. 

I  think  that  to  attract  tax  at  a  lower  rate 
than  is  set  forth  in  the  bill  could,  under 
certain  circumstances,  create  a  certain  amount 
of  hardship. 

There  is  one  thing,  Mr.  Speaker;  I  think 
the- 

Mr.  Deans:  For  whom? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  For  the  farmers. 

Mr.  Good:  —New  Democratic  Party  forget 
that  it  is  no  longer  possible  to  accumulate 
wealth  in  Canada  that  has  not  already  at- 
tracted a  considerable  amount  of  tax. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  Come,  come. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  there  used  to  be  a  day 
when  you  could  make  money  without  attract- 
ing tax.  There  was  a  day  when  the  worst 
kind  of  money  you  could  get  was  the  money 
that  you  earned  by  your  work,  it  was  taxed 
the  most.  But  that  day  is  already  gone. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  member  knows  very 
well  that's  not  true. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The  mem- 
ber wants  it  back,  eh? 

Mr.  Good:  Now  tax  has  already  been  paid 
on  any  money  that  forms  part  of  the  estate 
of  any  person.  And  I  think  that— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  nonsense!  Purblinded, 
befogged. 

Mr.  Good:  I  personally  feel>— 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  doesn't  he- 
Mr.  Good:  I  personally  feel,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  is   a  reasonable  compromise^ 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —go  to  heaven? 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order,   please.    Order. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  had  his  say. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  member  for  Lakeshore 
made  his  speech.  He  made  his  speech. 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  made  his  speech. 
He  made  his  pointless  arguments. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  for  Lakeshore 
made  it  perfectly  clear  again  that  he  doesn't 
think  much  of  his  wife  because  he  doesn't 
want  interspousal  transfers  tax-free.  He  wants 
her  to  have  to  live  on— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Not  infinite  transfers. 

Mr.  Good:  —what  is  left,  and  he  wouldn't 
permit  interspousal  transfers  without  tax. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Shame. 

Mr.  Good:  He  reinforced  his  position  in 
that  regard;  now  we  feel  differently  about  it. 


Mr.    Lawlor:     I    will    give    the    member 

$100,000  if  he- 
Mr.  Good:   We  feel  that  the  family  is  a 

family  unit  and  there  should  be  interspousal 

transfers  without  tax. 

Now  getting  back  to  the  other  arguments 

I  was  making,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Sargent:  Having  said  that. 

Mr.  Good:  —that  with  the  land  speculation 
tax,  with  the  capital  gain®  tax,  with  the  in- 
crease in  income  tax  over  the  past  10  or  15 
years,  we  find'  that  any  little  bit  of  savings 
the  average  man  does  get  is  only  after  he 
has  already  paid  considerable  tax  on  that 
money. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  about  his  insiirance 
policy? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Farmedt  his  land  for  50 
years. 

Mr.    Good:    In    this    day    and    age,    Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.    Deans:     How    about    his    insurance 

policy? 

iMr.  Good:  —you  know  as  well  as  I  do  that 
the  average  blue  collar  worker,  sitting  in  a 
nice  home  with  his  cottage  at  the  lake,  a 
boat  and  a  trailer- 
Mr.  Deans:  Where  is  the  average  blue  col^ 
lar  worker? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  fireman,  too. 

Mr.  Good:  —which  every  working  man  has 
—okay,  including  the  firemen  if  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth  wants  to  know— it 
takes  no  time  at  aU^ 

Mr.  Sargent:  And  the  station  wagon  and 
the  moving  office. 

Mr.  Good:  —before  he,  of  course,  would 
have  the  taxable— 

llnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Good:  I  dton't  want  to  be  controver- 
sial, Mr.  Speaker,  but  it's  just  a  matter  of  dif- 
ferences of  philosophy.  I  happen  to  agree 
that  this  bill  does  reach  a  reasonable  com- 
promise when  we're  talking  about  the  inflated 
values  of  all  possessions  that  people  are  now 
possessed  with. 

IMr.  Sargent:  And  the  members  of  Parlia- 
ment's salaries  too. 
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Mr.  Good:  The  increase  in  alliowances  for 
dependent  childten,  I  think,  is  just  another 
way  of  reflecting  the  inflated  costs  of  every- 
thing these  days.  Certainly  no  one  is  here  to 
argue  there  should  not  be  all^owances  made 
for  d'ependent  children  before  the  govern- 
ment dips  in  and  puts  its  taxing  hand  on 
the  estate.  My  goodness,  how  far- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  cold,  dead  hand. 

Mr.  Good:  —do  these  people  on  the  left 
want  to  go?  The  amendment  here  regarding 
the  farming  community  is— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  distort  it. 

Mr.  Good:  —certainly  well  accepted  by  this 
party. 

iMr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it's 
called  the  Gaunt  amendment. 

(Mr.  Good:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  brought  this  very  forcibly  to  the  at- 
tention of  the  minister  last  year. 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  supported  by  the 
NDP  then. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  still  supported  by  the  NDP. 

Mr.  Good:  Farming  assets,  which  are  dealt 
as  tax  free  if  the  farm  continues  to  be  farm- 
ed, must  ako  include  liens  and  mortgage  and 
paper  which  is  held  by  the  deceased  person, 
having  previously  sold  his  farm  to  a  member 
of  his  family.  On  that  part  certainly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it's  incomprehensible  that  the  NDP 
would  vote  against  this  biH,  other  than  they 
have  a  hangup  on  this  particular  type  of  tax. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  caucus  they  didn't 
read  it. 

Mr.  Good:  I  believe  that  succession  duties 
do  form  and  do  have  a  place  in  our  society. 
It's  amazing  when  one  does  hear  the  statis- 
tics on  how  few  estates  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  do  attract  tax.  As  I  understand,  it's 
fewer  than  one  per  cent,  and  most  of  the 
major  income,  which  I  think  was  some  $89 
million  the  year  before  last- 
Mr.  Lawlor's:  According  to  the  member's 
speech  it  ought  to  be  10  per  cent. 

(Mr.  Sargent:  Listen,  this  speech  isn't  a 
rerun  like  the  one  by  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  only  takes  a  few  moments 
to  accumulate  $15,000. 

Mr.  Good:  —was  attracted  from  one  or  two 
estates.  Mr.  Speaker,  what  the  NDP  fails  to 


realize  is  we're  not  talking  here  about  multi- 
mfllion  dollar  estates;  we're  talking  of 
estates  between  $100,000  and  $150,000.  If 
they're  too  obtuse  to  understand  that  that 
amount  represents  perhaps  three-quarters  of 
them  in  that  party- 

iMr.  Deans:  Typical  Liberal;  nowhere  in 
the  ball  park. 

Mr.  Good:  —it's  hard  to  understand  why 
they  would  oppose  this  reasonable  exemp- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate?  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
always  difficult  to  get  the  key  figure  which 
will  reflect  the  tax  implications  of  the  tax 
policies  of  the  government  at  Ottawa  and 
of  this  government.  I  think  the  one  which 
has  always  appealed  to  me  is  the  percentage 
of  taxes  and  the  level  of  income  which  re- 
lates to  that  percentage  of  tax  which  is  paid 
under  the  major  taxing  statute  of  Canada, 
namely  the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada. 

The  latest  statistics  which  are  apparently 
available  and  have  only  been  available  re- 
cently, show  that  85  per  cent  of  the  revenue 
collected  by  the  government  of  Canada  under 
the  Income  Tax  Act  of  Canada  vcoth  respect 
to  the  taxation  of  individuals  comes  from 
persons  who  earn  gross  incomes  of  $15,000 
or  less. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  are  a  lot  more  of 
them. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  one  must  always 
recognize  that  when  one  is  talking  about 
the  taxation  of  wealth,  whether  it  is  by  way 
of  a  capital  gains  tax,  a  Succession  Duty  Act 
or  a  similar  statute,  one  must  recognize  that 
you  are  only  referring  to  a  limited  number  of 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and 
wealthy  people. 

It  is  all  very  well  for  the  member  for 
Waterloo  North  to  use  the  disguise  of  infla- 
tion as  a  reason  for  supporting  the  increase  in 
the  exemptions  of  non-dutiable  estates  from 
$100,000  to  $150,000.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  appar- 
ently has  no  conception  of  the  number  of 
dollars  he  is  talking  about.  He  is  indicating 
perhaps,  and  the  Liberal  Party  is  indicating, 
that  this  taxation  statute— the  Succession  Duty 
Act— was  going  to  strip  some  estate  of  all 
its  assets.  The  actual  number  of  dollars  taken 
by  succession  dlity  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
over  the  history  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act 
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has  been  negligible  with  respect  to  its  im- 
pact upon  the  translation  of  wealth  from  one 
generation  to  the  next. 

I  want  to  leave  that  topic  and  come  back 
to  the  other  principle  of  the  bill  with  respect 
to  the  extension  of  the  definition  of  farming 
assets  to  include  two  very  specific  extensions 
of  the  definition  so  that  the  system  will  work. 
It  was  poorly  thought  out  when  the  minister 
introduced  these  amendments  a  year  ago. 
The  member  for  Huron-Bruce  and  this  party 
supported  the  definition  of  farming  assets. 
We  support— and  I  give  credit  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Huron-Bruce— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Very  properly  so,  but 
why  oppose  him  now? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  not  opposing  him  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  said  he  was. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  knows  very  well  we're  not  opposing 
him  now.  There  are  two  principles  in  the  bill. 
If  the  minister  insists  on  introducing  them 
we  are  quite  capable  of  making  the  dis- 
tinction on  the  bill.  The  fact  is  that  when  the 
member  for  Huron-Bruce  raised  these  ques- 
tions at  that  time- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  wouldn't 
call  that  back-tracking,  would  he? 

Mr.  Renwick:  —this  party  supported  the 
extension  of  the  definition,  because  without 
it  it  was  not  going  to  permit  the  kind  of 
remedial  situation  with  respect  to  the  family 
farm  that  we  are  interested  in. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  the  member  still  confused 
on  principles?  Doesn't  he  ever  get  anything 
straight?  Is  he  so  damn- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  record  will  save  him. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  record  for 
all  of  those  people  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  who  undoubtedly  read  Hansard  every 
night  at  bedtime  will  show  perfectly  clearly 
that  so  far  as  section  2  of  the  bill  is  con- 
cerned, with  the  extension  of  the  definition 
of  farming  assets  to  include  the  specifics  set 
out  in  the  explanatory  note  in  the  bill,  this 
party  has  no  quarrel.  But  the  principle  of  the 
bill- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —not  the  ancillary  principle, 
the  principle  of  the  bill-the  Minister  of 
Revenue   laughs.    The    Minister   of   Revenue 


has  no  conception  and  no  knowledge  of  what 
the  Succession  Duty  Act  is  about.  He  seems 
to  think  there  is  some  excuse  for  the  policy 
of  his  government,  and  there  is  none.  I 
would  suggest  that  when  he  has  time  in  his 
ministry  from  the  minutia  of  the  details  of  the 
administration  of  the  taxing  statutes  of  this 
province,  he  take  a  look  at  the  number  of 
dollars  under  the  Succession  Duty  Act  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  that  the  Wright  estate 
has  paid  to  the  government.  Let's  not  fool 
around  about  it.  The  Succession  Duty  Act 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  as  administered 
by  Liberal  goverrmients  and  Conservative 
governments,  has  never  for  one  moment  made 
any  significant  impact  upon  the  translation 
of  wealth  from  one  generation  to  the  next. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Took  $8  million  from 
Harry  Oakes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Harry  Oakes  left  the  coun- 
try, but  Wright  stayed;  and  the  minister 
knows  very  clearly  that  they  have  not  col- 
lected tax  from  the  Wright  estate  for  many 
years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  William  H. 
Wright? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  William  H.  Wright. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  tore  down  his 
building. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  tore  down  his  building 
all  right  and  he— whatever  McCullagh's  name 
was— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  George. 

Mr.  Renwick:  George— has  gone  to  his 
reward.  Perhaps  the  minister  would  look  at 
the  tax  that  was  collected  on  the  estate  of 
Mr.  George  McCullagh  under  the  Succession 
Duty  Act  of  the  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  was  one  swell  farmer, 
George. 

iMr.  Renwick:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Was  his  estate  over 
$100,000? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  can  well  understand  why 
the  leader  of  the  official  opposition  in  the 
province  is  concerned.  Because,  of  course, 
it  was  undler  the  Hepburn  government  that 
the  first  real  eflFort  was  made  to  tax  wealth 
passing  from  one  generation  to  the  other. 
His  father  was  a  member  of  that  government. 

Some  hon.  members:  Shame,  shame. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  His  father's  tradition  was  a 
legitimate  one.  Somehow  or  other  he  took 
the  wrong  turn  in  the  road. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Be  careful  now.  Isn't  the 
member  speaking  against  the  amendment  to 
rationalize  farm  income? 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  the  leader  of  the  ofiBcial 
opposition  cannot  call  in  aid  his  father's  tax- 
ing philosophy  to  justify  the  position  which 
he,  as  lieader  of  his  party,  is  taking  at  the 
present  time. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Why  is  the  member  against 
the  farmers? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  getting  slightly  embarrassed. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let's  talk  about  the  number 
of  dollars  we're  concerned  with. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Tell  us  about  the  real 
principle  here. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Some  years  ago  the  exempt 
estate  was  at  $50,000.  At  that  time,  a  $150,- 
000  estate  paid,  when  the  property  passed 
to  three  adlult  children,  $8,250  in  tax  and 
the  net  non-taxabl'e  part  of  that  estate  was 
$141,750.  I  say  to  anybody,  is  that  not  a 
fair  level  of  taxation,  to  take  $8,250  out  of  a 
$150,000  estate  and  to  leave  $141,750  for 
division  among  three  adult  childlren? 

Mr.  Deans:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Renwidk:  Or  in  the  case  of  the  same 
$150,000  estate  going  to  one  adult  child, 
there  was  a  tax  of  $10,500;  to  leave  for  one 
adult  child  $139,500. 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Is  that  provincial 
only? 

Mr.  Renwick:  This  is  provincial  only. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  was  a  certain  addi- 
tional imposition. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  were  no  additional 
impositions.  We're  talking  about  the  Succes- 
sion Duty  Act  and  the  number  of  dollars 
extracted  by  this  government  on  the  passage 
of  wealth  from  one  generation  to  the  next. 

Then  a  few  years  ago  the  government  alt- 
ered that  policy  and  mey  made  the  exempt 
level  $100,000.  In  that  case,  with  the  $150,- 
000  passing  to  three  adult  children,  the  tax 
was  $16,500,  for  a  net  estate  of  $133,500  to 
be  divided  among  those  three  adidt  children. 
Or  if  the  estate  all  went  to  one  adult  child. 


we  were  talking  about  a  tax  of  $23,250  and 
the  one  adult  child  received  $126,750. 

At  the  level  at  which  we  are  now  moving 
we  have  that  same  estate,  $151,000,  passing 
to  three  adult  children  and  the  tax  payable, 
by  reason  of  the  notch  provisions,  is  $500. 
So  there  will  be  $150,500  available. 

Mr.  Deans:  We're  worse  oflF  than  we  used 
to  be. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  if  that  same  estate  was 
passing  to  one  adult  child,  at  $151,000, 
again  the  tax  would  be  $500  and  the  one 
child  would  take  $150,500. 

The  net  effect  of  the  imposition  of  the 
succession  diity  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  is 
not  to  deplete  the  assets  of  any  estaite.  The 
member  for  Waterloo  North  knows  full  well 
that  there  has  not  been  an  estate  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  under  adflninistration 
for  any  period  of  time  where  the  value  of 
that  estate  has  not  increased'  substantially. 
And  that  is  in  terms  of  daily  dollars  that  are 
used  for  the  valuation  of  that  estate;  in  terms 
of  the  return  which  that  estate  obtains  for 
that  money;  and  in  terms  of  the  use  that  was 
made  by  the  persons  who  inherited  that 
money. 

I  can  always  tell  when  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  is  upset  about  an  ideological  argu- 
ment, because  he  sighs,  visibly  and  in- 
visibly. 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  for  Riverdale  wants 
to  be  careful. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Now  the  minister  is  tapping 
his  desk,  now  he  is  tapping  his  desk. 

I  want  the  minister  to  say  to  the  House, 
in  the  absence  of  the  Treasurer— who  con- 
ferred the  so-called  benefits  in  his  budget- 
exactly  the  number  of  dollars  that  he  intends 
to  lose  from  the  revenues  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario;  and  to  dte  one  single  instance  in 
which  the  beneficiary  of  any  estate  is  other 
than  benefitted,  as  distinct  from  suffering 
hardship,  from  the  change  which  the  minister 
has  made. 

There  was  no  hardship  at  $100,000.  This 
government  is  engaged  in  a  plaimed  method 
of  preserving  the  protection  of  capital  that 
passes  from  one  generation  to  the  other.  This 
government  is  concerned  only  in  an  ever 
smaller  number  of  people  controUmg  the 
wealth  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  This  bill 
is  one  major  aspect  of  that  philosophical 
difference  that  distinguishes  this  party  from 
the  Tory  party. 

An  hon.  member:  And  the  Liberal  Party. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  And  distinguishes  this  party 
from  the  Liberal  Party,  despite  its  ambiva- 
lence on  the  problem  that's  before  the  House 
tonight. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  about  the  NDP's 
concern  for  the  family  farm? 

Mr.  Good:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
doesn't  know  what  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  family  farm  is  only  one 
section  of  the  bill,  for  heaven's  sake. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  tiny  section.  We  will  pass 
that  section. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  one  looks 
at  the  history  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  from  the  time  it  was 
passed  in  1893  until  the  present  day,  it  has 
had  no  significant  impact  whatsoever  upon 
the  inherited  wealth  of  those  who  receive 
wealth  from  one  generation  to  the  next  gen- 
eration. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  which  it  was  originally 
designed  to  have. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  number  of  dollars  which 
it  took  for  the  Province  of  Ontario  from  the 
accumulated  assets  of  wealth— not  earned  by 
any  one  individual  but  earned  because  of 
the  operations  throughout  the  economy  of  all 
of  the  people  who  contribute  day  in  and  day 
out  to  the  life  of  the  province— on  that 
accumulation  of  wealth  the  tax  which  was 
taken  by  the  Province  of  Ontario  has  been 
negligible.  And  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
knows  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Smith  report  said  so,  and 
the  minister  aiOBrmed  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  know,  when  it  really 
comes  down  to  whether  or  not  the  Tory 
government,  as  it  likes  occasionally  to  think, 
may  have  a  sprinkling  of  red  Tories,  when 
the  chips  are  right  down  they  are  all  brass. 
Every  Tory  is  brass.  Every  Tory  is  to  the 
right  and  there  is  no  red  Tory.  There  isn't 
a  red  Tory  philosophy  in  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  There  are  certain 
members  who  occasionally  have  minor  twinges 
of  social  conscience  about  what  they  are 
doing  about  the  financial  and  economic 
affairs- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  There  are  damn  few- 
Mr.  Renwick:  —of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
Mr.  Lawlor:  There  isn't  one  of  them. 


Mr.  Renwick:  —and  then  they  don't  know 
thow  to  deal  with  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Like  the  member  for 
Wellington-Duff erin  (Mr.   Root)  and— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Like  my  friend  across  the 
road.  If  the  story  is  true  today  that  the  De- 
partment of  National  Revenue  has  now  spe- 
cifically ruled  that  the  land  speculation  tax  is 
not  a  deductible  item  for  the  purpose  of  the 
federal  Income  Tax  Act  or  the  capital  gains 
tax,  then  the  same  kind  of  inabihty  and  in- 
eptitude displayed  by  this  minister  during  the 
course  of  that  bill  is  evident  in  the  bill 
which  is  presented  to  us  tonight. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  the  Minister  of  Rev- 
enue and  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  in  this  party  oppose  the 
extension  and  increase  of  the  exemptions  un- 
der the  Succession  Duty  Act  of  estates  from 
$100,000  to  $150,000.  We  will  vote  against 
it  and  we  will  divide  the  House  on  it- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  the  member  can  get 
five  members  in. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Assuming  always,  of  course, 
that  we  have  five  members  in  the  House- 
as  we  always  do  if  one  will  notice. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  the  member 
doesn't.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  he  wasn't  here 
to  help  his  members  this  afternoon.  We  were 
settling  the  tooth  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  dealt  with  the  tooth 
matter. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  I  just  learned 
to  pronounce  that  word  and'  I  have  now  for- 
gotten it— a  dentulous  arch. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No;  edentulous. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Edentulous  then. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  An  indentured  denture  is 
something  else. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh  I  see;  thank  you. 

But  I  do  hope  that  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
will  take  the  trouble  to  take  the  House  into 
his  confidence  and  to  tell  us  tonight  about 
what  he  thinks  about  succession  duties.  Or 
are  we  simply  always  to  be  gi\'en  these  year 
by  year  extensions  of  the  exemption,  until 
the  Succession  Duty  Act  disappears  into  the 
realm  of  the  irrelevant  in  the  province  in 
order   that   this   government   can   follow  the 
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same  strange  Line  that  the  government  of  the 
Province  of  Alberta  has  taken? 

iWe  in  this  party  believe  there  is  no  justi- 
fication for  the  inheritedi  transfer  of  wealth 
from  one  generation  to  the  next  without  a 
substantial!  contribution  being  made  to  the 
revenues  of  the  Province  of  Ontario.  When 
we  are  the  government,  in  1975  or  there- 
after, we  will  see  to  it— 

An  hon.  member:  And  thereafter. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  too  bad  the  member 
is  not  going  to  make  it  back  into  the  Legis- 
lature. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —that  this  kind  of  tax  will 
for  once  play  the  role  which  it  must  play  in 
any  government  which  has  any  sense  of 
social  conscience  and  the  impact  the  taxes 
of  this  province  bear  on  those  persons  least 
able  to  Dear  them.  This  is  why  this  govern- 
ment is  a  government  of  privilege.  Every 
time,  when  the  chips  are  down,  it  stands  for 
the  privileged  groups.  It  stands  where  it 
always  stood  as  the  inheritor  of  the  tradition 
of  the  Family  Compact.  They  occasionally 
pay  some  kind  of  passing  lip  service  to  the 
democratic  process,  but  not  very  often  as  the 
commission- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Once  every  four  years. 

Mr.  Renwick:  -on  the  distribution  of  the 
electoral  seats  has  indicated.  They  always 
conserve  their  position  to  support  the  privi- 
leged, elitist  groups  in  the  province. 

This  party  will  have  no  part  of  it.  I 
expect  the  minister  to  put  on  the  record 
tonight,  by  way  of  schedule  or  by  standing 
down  the  bill  until  he  has  the  schedule,  the 
exact  impact  of  this  tax  on  the  revenues  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  the  exact  impact 
it  will  have  upon  the  estates  which  are  in- 
herited as  a  result  of  this  extension  of  the 
exemption. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  bill  is  attempting 
to  keep  together  the  family  farm. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  really  more  worried  about  the  Family 
Compact  than  the  family  farm. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  that  was  thrown  in 
quite  lately. 

(Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  the 
minister  is  as  restless  and  irritable  and  upset 
as  be  gives  every  evidence  of  being.  Tve 
knoAvn  him  for  some  time.  As  a  matter  of  fact 
I  showed  him  a  cartoon  this  afternoon  which 


exemplifies  his  attitude  toward  the  House  in 
all  matters. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes  it  does. 

Mr.  Renwick:  There  was  a  certain  element 
of  humour  in  it,  but  not  much.  I'm  simply 
saying  to  this  minister  that  he  does  not 
deserve  to  be  the  Minister  of  Revenue  be- 
cause he's  got  no  concern  for  the  places 
from  which  he  should  derive  the  revenues  of 
the  province.  He  allows  himself  to  be  used 
as  the  pat^  for  the  Treasurer  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

When  there's  any  handout  bill  around,  the 
Treasurer  is  always  here.  When  the  taxing 
bills  are  in,  he  always  allows  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  to  pilot  them  through  the  House, 
because  the  Treasurer  doesn't  understand 
them  and  the  Minister  of  Revenue  doesn't 
understand  them  and  the  Minister  of  Rev- 
enue's advisers  don't  understand  them.  There- 
fore we're  back  again  to  the  piecemeal  amend- 
ment of  the  taxing  statutes  of  the  province; 
when  endless  nuinbers  of  dbllars  were  spent 
by  the  Smith  commission  on  the  taxes  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  endless  numbers  of 
dollars  were  spent  on  the  Carter  commission 
and  this  government  has  learned  nothing  from 
them. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Minister  of  Revenue 
hasn't  even  revised  the  Act.  It's  the  worst 
Act  on  our  books. 

(Mr.  Renwick:  He  doesn't  even  understand 
the  statutes.  He  doesn't  understand  what  it's 
about.  He's  done  nothing  to  improve  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  sits  around  and  twiddles 
his  thumbs. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He's  done  nothing  to  make 
it  an  efi^ective  taxing  statute.  He  should  start 
all  over  again.  He  should  start  as  if  he  was 
back  where  he  was  in  1893— 

Mr.  Deans:  Or  quit. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —and  actually  do  something 
that's  of  real  significance  on  the  taxation  of 
corporate  and  private  wealth  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  That's  what  he  should  be  about. 
This  fooling  around,  bringing  in  every  year 
this  kind  of  a  bill  and  ducking  the  argmnent 
about  the  justification  for  it  is  something  that 
we  in  this  party  can't  tolerate.  We  will 
divide  the  House  on  section  1  of  the  bill, 
which  is  the  principal  purpose  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  come  on.  The  mem- 
ber can't  divide  it  on  section  1. 


TUNE  17,  1974 


3345 


Mr.  Renwick:  So  far  as  the  fanning  assets 
are  concerned,  and  as  the  record  will  show— 

iMr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  River- 
dale  is  voting  against  the  farmers.  Why 
doesn't  he  make  that  clear? 

IMr.  Renwick:  —there  is  no  way  in  which 
the  member  for  Brant  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  can 
escape  the  fact  that  the  principle  of  the  bill 
has  nothing;  to  do  with  the  ancillary  extension 
of  the  definition  of  farming  assets 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  the  main  section. 

Mr.  Renwick:  So  let's  not  get  carried 
away  with  this  kind  of  Liberal  ambivalence. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  One 
has  to  get  carried  away  before  one  can  take 
advantage  of  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  farmers  aren't  going 
to  like  this. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let's  be  very  clear.  We  will 
also  put  the  bill  into  committee  and  we  will 
see  where  our  friends  on  the  right  stand  on 
section  1  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Good:  We  have  told  the  member 
where  we  stand. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Then  we  will  see  where 
they  stand.  They  can't  play  hot  and  cold 
on  an  issue  such  as  this.  Either  they  have 
got  some  ideological  understanding  of  the 
Succession  Duty  Act- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  None  at  all. 
Mr.   Renwick:    —or  they  haven't. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  has  20 
minutes.  We  suggest  he  is  going  to  go  ahead, 
so  don't  sit  down. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
there  is  one  thing  that  doesn't  condition  the 
number  of  minutes  that  I  spend  on  my  feet, 
it  is  the  wishes  of  the  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 

Mr.   Speaker:    Are  there  any  other  mem- 
bers who  wish  to  participate  in  this  debate? 
The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  only  want  to 
speak  for  a  minute  about  this,  too. 

An  hon.  member:   Oh  go  on! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  came  into  this  Legislature 
2%  years  ago  and  I  have  seen  the  steady 
dismantling  of  the  Succession  Duty  Act.  This 


minister,  under  orders  from  the  Treasurer 
and  with  the  approval,  apparently,  of  the 
government,  is  carrying  the  process  still  fur- 
ther with  the  amendments  that  we  had  be- 
fore us  today.  And  frankly,  I  don't  understand 
what  it  is  about  the  Conservatives  that  they 
have  so  much  reverence  for  the  dead,  be- 
cause it  is  the  dead  who  are  the  only  people 
who  are  getting  tax  concessions  from  this 
government. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  government  may  defend 
them  on  the  basis  of  inflation.  That  may  be 
the  case.  But  I  want  to  ask  what  about  the 
people  who  live  in  the  province.  How  about 
the  citizens  of  the  province  who  are  having 
to  pay  an  increased  sales  tax  of  two  per  cent 
—from  five  per  cent  to  seven  per  cent?  They 
got  no  concessions  from  this  particular  gov- 
ernment because  of  inflation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Let  the  dead  bury  the  dead. 
What  about  the  living  for  a  while? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  about  the  people  in 
the  province  who  are  tenants,  who  are  home- 
owners, and  who  this  year  are  having  to  pay 
an  extra  property  tax  of  anywhere  from  $30 
to  $60,  in  addition  to  all  the  other  costs  that 
they  must  pay?  They  are  getting  no  conces- 
sions from  this  government,  unless  they  die. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Just 
the  dead.  Let  this  Act  be  interred  with  their 
bones. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  it  reflects  a  certain 
wish— a  moribund  death  wish  on  the  part  of 
the  Conservative  Party.  Maybe  it  reflects 
sort  of  an  old  political  practice,  which  was 
more  prevalent  in  Quebec  than  in  Ontario, 
where  the  gravestones  commonly  voted  for 
the  Union  Nationale.  Maybe  the  minister  is 
hoping  that  the  gravestones  in  this  province 
will  keep  the  Tories  in  power  long  after 
the  population  of  the  province  has  gotten 
fed  up  with  this  particular  party. 

I  am  afraid  that  as  far  as  I  am  concerned 
it  is  well  said  that  property  is  a  form  of  theft 
and  large  amounts  of  property  passing  be- 
tween generations  continue  and  perpetuate 
a  class  system- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —to  continue  the  inequalities 
of  our  system.  And  they  are  endorsed  and 
supported  by  this  government  and  by  this 
particular  form  of  legislation. 
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The  exemptions  permit  an  income  of 
about  $15,000  a  year  at  current  interest 
rates.  If  one  wants  to  look  at  the  kind  of  tax 
that  will  be  levied  on  typical  larger  estates 
of  people  in  the  middle  and  upper  middle 
classes,  you  can  easily  see  that  the  tax  rates 
being  charged  are  nothing  but  a  pin  prick. 

At  $200,000,  and  assuming  that  the  estate 
passes  to  one  beneficiary  and  assuming  it  is 
preferred,  because  most  estates  are  these 
days,  the  tax  will  be  all  of  18  per  cent  be- 
tween the  tax  on  the  estate  and  the  tax  on 
the  beneficiary.  That  18  per  cent  is  less  than 
the  income  for  two  years.  One  assumes  that 
no  matter  what  a  ne'er-do-well  the  bene- 
ficiary happens  to  be,  that  he  or  she  can 
maintain  himself  for  that  period  of  two  years. 
At  that  point  they  have  their  capital  intact 
and  they  can  continue  to  live  on  it  quite 
blithely  for  the  rest  of  their  lives— and  live 
the  kind  of  life  which  is  simply  not  available 
to  most  people  earning  the  kind  of  wages 
and  salaries  that  are  available  in  this  prov- 
ince. 

At  $500,000  -  half  a  million  dollars  -  an 
estate  yields  an  income  of  around  $50,000 
a  year.  The  tax  totals  25  per  cent.  At  cur- 
rent rates  of  interest,  the  tax  would  be  paid 
oflF  by  the  earnings  on  the  estate  within  the 
period  of  2%  years,  and  after  that  the  money 
will  be  passed  on  intact. 

What  kind  of  redistribution  of  wealth  or 
power  is  entailed  in  this  particular  form  of 
legislation? 

For  a  $1  million  estate  it  is  a  32  per  cent 
tax,  which  would  be  worked  oflF  in  three 
years  with  the  income  from  the  estate. 

Hon.  \fr.  Meen:  It  is  gross  before  taxes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  would  mean  that  the 
person  who  wanted  to  pass  on  the  estate 
would  have  had  to  make  sure  that  a  few  gifts 
were  passed  on,  as  they  can  be,  tax  free- 
almost  tax  free  under  the  Gift  Tax  Act— in 
order  that  the  beneficiary  could  survive  the 
$100,000  a  year  tax  free. 

I  just  don't  believe  that  the  government 
can  so  constantly  take  the  weight  of  taxa- 
tion off  this  particular  source  when  it  has 
been  loading  it  onto  other  sectors.  We  simply 
find  it  intolerable,  inequitable,  unfair  and 
the  symptom  of  a  class-ridden  government 
that  deserves  to  be  kicked  out  of  oflBce.  We 
will  oppose  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
who  wish  to  enter  the  debater 

Mr.  Worton:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  add  a  word  of  praise  to  the  minister  in  the 


amendment  that  has  been  made  in  this  bill 
in  relation  to  the  family  farm.  As  it  was  last 
year  we  did  not  include  the  promissory  note 
or  mortgage.  I  think  this  amendment  has 
certainly  made  it  so  that  the  farm  can  now 
pass  from  father  to  son  without  the  father 
having  to  pass  away  while  the  son  is  work- 
ing alongside. 

I  think  it  is  a  good  amendment  and  I 
want  to  add  my  support  to  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  just  want  to  say  a  word  about  the  farm 
amendment,  and  more  particularly  section  2. 
This  is  something  with  which  I  fully  concur. 
I  congratulate  the  minister  for  bringing  in 
this  amendment.  I  think  it  makes  good  sense. 

We  debated  this  point  at  length  last  year 
and  we  just  couldn't  convince  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  at  that  time  to  include  it 
in  the  bill.  I  think  there  was  some  indication 
from  the  ministry  at  that  time  that  it  was 
going  to  be  a  complicated  thing  and  it  was 
going  to  be  a  very  diflBcult  thing  to  police. 
But  nere  this  year  we  have  it.  I  am  sure 
that  common  sense  prevailed  over  there  dur- 
ing the  course  of  the  year.  We  have  the 
amendment  we  discussed  last  year. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  farmers  have  the 
member  for  Huron-Bruce  to  thank,  in  spite 
of  the  best  efiForts  of  the  NDP. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  want  to  say  to  the  minister 
that  in  my  view  the  food  production  unit  of 
the  family  farm  is  the  most  efficient.  This  bill 
assists  the  transfer  of  family  farms  from 
father  to  son,  and  I  fully  support  it 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
sitting  here  listening  to  the  debate  going  on, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  Liberal  Party  is  look- 
ing for  a  tree  to  hide  behind  in  order  to 
support  the  first  principle  in  the  bill,  that  it 
is  a  bill  to— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Try  to  make  a  justification. 

Mr.  Good:  Every  worker  in  the  mine  would 
support  that  first  principle. 

Mr.  Germa:  Every  worker  in  the  mine 
would  not  support  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause he  would  derive  no  benefit  from  it. 
That  is  one  of  the  trees  which  the  Liberal 
Party  is  trying  to  hide  behind,  that  the 
average  bluecollar  worker  is   going  to  reap 
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some  benefit  from  this  bill.  Let  me  assm-e 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  benefit  in  this 
bill  for  any  bluecollar  worker  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  About  the  only  thing  the  son  of 
a  bluecollar  worker  will  inherit  from  his 
father  is  his  hard  hat,  his  dirty  lunch  pail  and 
probably  his  burial  expenses. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  are  hardly  any  yachts 
at  all. 

Mr.  Germa:  There  are  no  siunmer  camps, 
there  are  no  boats  and  there  is  no  home  on 
a  city  lot. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Things  have  changed 
since  the  member  got  here. 

Mr.  Germa:  Things  haven't  changed  in 
the  last  three  years,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  know 
exactly  what  I  inherited  from  my  father  as  a 
miner,  so  I  am  not  speaking  without  some 
knowledge  of  the  topic.  I  know  thousands 
of  other  people  in  the  same  predicament  I 
am  in. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Germa:  It  matters  not  how  hard  the 
bluecollar  worker  works.  He  cannot  amass 
a  property  to  this  extent.  This  is  why  I  say 
the  Liberals  are  the  culprits  in  this  House 
in  that  they  are  ashamed  to  stand  up  and  say 
that  the\-  are  going  to  protect  wealth  by 
voting  for  this  bill.  They  are  hiding  behind 
the  farm  bam  and  they  are  hiding  behind  the 
bluecollar  worker  in  order  to  try  to  protect 
their  very  vulnerable  position. 

I  also  take  exception  to  a  statement  by 
the  member  of  my  party  from  Riverdale— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  was  trying  to  save 
the  member's  bacon. 

Mr.  Germa:  I  take  objection  to  only  one 
statement  in  a  very  good  presentation  from 
the  member  for  Riverdale,  when  he  implied 
that  the  minister  piloting  this  bill  didn't 
understand  the  bill.  This  minister  imder- 
stands  perfectly  well  what  he  is  doing.  He 
knows  he  is  protecting  wealth.  He  is  one  of 
the  fat  cat  coupon  clippers  in  the  province. 
These  are  the  kind  of  people  that  this  bill 
is  protecting. 

Mr.  Good:  Where  is  the  member  for  Sud- 
bury East  (Mr.  Martel)  with  his  $80,000 
house? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  is  the  NDP  leader 
with  his  $150,000  home? 

Mr.  Germa:  And  that's  exactly  what  this 
bill  is   all   about.  It's  not  very  often  that  a 


bill  comes  in  which  expresses  the  difffference 
between  the  two  sides  of  the  House  as  clearly 
as  this  bill  does.  This  is  class  legislation— 
and  I  know  what  class  I  belong  to;  and  I 
know  what  fat  cat  class  that  those  people 
across  the  House  belong  to. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  to  get 
it  on  the  record  that  I  am  violently  opposed 
to  this  legislation.  I  have  never  been  as  op- 
posed to  any  legislation  more  than  I  am  to 
this.  This  is  the  rankest  piece  of  legislation 
I've  ever  seen  brought  forward  by  this 
minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

An  hon.  member:  Fat  cat. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  will  keep  my  observations  brief,  because  1 
think  we  have  covered  in  fair  detail  the  two 
principles  involved  in  the  bill.  By  his  refer- 
ence to  his  late  father,  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  brought  back  to  mind  the  thought 
widely  held— and  I  share  it— that  probably  a 
succession  duty,  when  fairly  applied  in  the 
the  larger  estates,  is  one  of  the  fairest  ways 
in  which  to  raise  money  for  the  general 
benefit  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  does  the  minister  mean 
by  two  principles? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  can  recall  my  father 
saying  that  years  ago.  And  I  suppose  in  those 
days  the  estates  that  attracted  succession  duty 
would  have  been— 

Mr.  Deans:  What  did  he  say  about  lip 
service? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —anything,  I  guess,  over 
about  $10,000  to  $15,000.  But  with  the  esca- 
lation, of  course,  in  the  cost  of  living  and 
the  devaluation  that  has  gone  along  with  that 
in  the  buying  power  of  the  dollar,  the  allow- 
ances today  at  even  the  $100,000  figure  tend 
to  approach  confiscatory  levels.  Certainly  I 
am  pleased  with  the  unqualified  support  by 
the  oflBcial  opposition  to  this  bill.  We  think 
it  is  reasonable.  The  increase  from  $100,000 
to  $150,000- 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  thought  the  minister 
might  have  anticipated  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —does  not  significantly 
reduce  the  provincial  revenues  in  this  field. 
The  revenues  anticipated  from  this  field  this 
year  are  of  the  order  of  $75  million. 

Mr.  Renwick:   Ridiculous- just  ridiculous. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  amount  relinquished 
by  the  adjustment  upwardly  by  50  per  cent 
from  $100,000  to  $150,000,  is  all  of  some 
$6  million  or  so.  We  have  in  the  province 
today- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  The  government  should  get 
$200  million  a  year  from  succession  duties. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —some  40,000  estates 
which  go  through  my  ministry  annually  in 
the  form  of  applications  for  releases.  With 
the  present  $100,000  exemption  level  some 
37,500  estates  escape  any  liability  for  tax. 
The  tax  oni  those  estates  would  be  very  small 
in  any  event.  By  the  increase  from  $100,000 
to  $150,000,  we  reduce  from  some  2,500  to 
about  1,800  estates  that  are  therefore  subject 
to  careful  scrutiny  and  subject  to  assessments 
for  duty.  So  out  of  40,000  estates,  some  1,800 
pay  this  $75  million  which  we— 

iMr.  Lawlor:  Is  the  minister  switching  the 
tax  off  to  the  land  speculation  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —expect  to  collect  this 
year.  I  think  it  is  practical  to  increase  from 
time  to  time  the  basic  minimum  below  which 
the  estates  are  free  of  tax.  It  speeds  the  issue 
of  releases  and  it  does  not  significantly  reduce 
the  provincial  revenues.  It  most  certainly 
helps  the  younger  people  when  they  are 
in  receipt  of  moneys  in  the  estates  of  their 
parents;  moneys  on  which  tax  has  already 
been  paid,  perhaps  a  number  of  times  over. 
In  the  accumulation  of  these  estates  the  tax- 
payer will  have  paid  other  taxes,  such  as 
income  taxes,  all  the  way  through  the  whole 
piece.  And  so  it  is  appropriate  that  only  in 
the  very,  sizable  estates  should  this  province 
apply  a  substantial  amount  of  tax. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  not  what  the  Smith 
report   said^    They   make    a    contribution— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  was  asked  by  the  hon. 

members  opposite,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  tell  them 

the  government's  position  on  the  succession 

duty  field  at  present- 
Mr.   Lawlor:   On  that  basis  you  shouldn't 

be  supporting  succession  duties  at  all.  Why 

do  you  contradict  yourself? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —and  they  reminded  me 
that  the  province  had  originally  indicated  that 
we  would  be  stepping  out  of  the  succession 
duty  field  gradually.  My  colleague,  the  Treas- 
urer, said  in  the  budget  statement  of  April  9, 
at  page  12,  and  I  quote: 

Let  me  reiterate  the  government's  policy 
on  succession  duties.  We  intend  to  con- 
tinue to  tax  large  accumulations  of  wealth 


while  at  the  same  time  ensuring  tliat  the 
tax  does  not  bear  on  citizens  of  average 
means.  Accordingly,  I  would  like  to  take 
further  steps  to  ensure  that  inflation  does 
not  drive  people  of  moderate  means  into 
this  tax. 

I  say  to  the  hon.  members  opposite,  that's 
precisely  what  this  bill  seeks  to  achieve.  We 
do  not  want  to  significantly  reduce  the  reve- 
nues in  this  province.  We  do  wish  to  continue 
to  tax  the  large  estates.  We  do  not  wish  to 
tax  the  small  estates.  To  this  extent  then, 
the  increase  to  $150,000  for  the  exemption 
is  a  very  appropriate  increase. 

I  might  just  mention  what  I  and  my  col- 
leagues refer  to  as  the  Gaunt  amendment. 
The  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce  brought 
this  to  the  attention  of  my  predecessor  last 
year.  If  memory  serves  me,  he  proposed  an 
amendment  to  the  bill  at  that  time,  which 
was  declined  by  the  parliamentar>-  assistant 
to  my  predecessor,  who  had  the  carriage  of 
the  bill  in  the  House,  and,  I  think,  properly. 

He  said  at  that  time,  and  we  all  said  in 
the  course  of  the  discussion,  that  the  prin- 
ciple of  that  amendment  had  some  merit, 
and  I  think  hon.  members  here  tonight  who 
have  had  a  chance  to  carefully  look  at  that 
section— and  I  wonder  if  all  of  them  have 
having  listened  to  this  debate— would  agree. 
But  he  pointed  out  that  it  was  complicated, 
it  might  entail  a  number  of  related  amend- 
ments to  other  sections,  and  that  we  would 
look  at  it  and  see  what  we  could  do. 

Tonight  the  members  have  the  chance,  as 
they  have  had  since  I  introduced  the  bill, 
to  see  the  extent  of  the  complications,  but 
also  the  practical  resolution  of  the  problem. 
All  members  in  tiiis  House  should  thank  the 
member  for  Huron-Bruce  for  having  brought 
this  to  our  attention.  It  is  indeed  a  good 
amendment,  as  he  and  his  colleagues  have 
said.  I  must  confess  I  find  it  surprising  that 
the  members  for  the  NDP  don't  see  fit  to 
support  this  bill  in  principle- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  surprising.  One 
would  almost  think  they  hadn't  read  the 
section. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  could  be  that  they 
haven't  read  the  section.  I  do  wonder. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  would  support  section  2 
if  that  was  the— 

Hon.     Mr.     Meen:     In    any    event,     Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  two  principles  in 
this  bill  are  completely  maintainable.  I  would 
suggest  that  the  NDP  members  should  join 
with  the  members  of  the  oflBcial  opposition 
in  .supporting  the  principles  of  this  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  80. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for 
second  reading  of  Bill  80,  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 

Ayes  Nays 

Allan  Bouns«all 

Auld  Burr 

Beckett  Cassidy 

Bennett  Deans 

Brunelle  Germa 

Campbell  Lawlor 

Carruthers  Lewis 

Clement  Martel 

Downer  Renwick 

Eaton  Stokes-10. 

Edighoffer 
Ewen 
Gaunt 
Gilbertson 
Good 
Haggerty 
Hamilton 
Handleman 
Havrot 
Henderson 
Hodgson 

(Victoria-Haliburton) 
Hodgson 

(York  North) 
Jessiman 
Kennedy 
Lane 
Maeck 
Meen 

Momingstar 
Morrow 
Newman 

(Windsor- Walkerville) 
Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 
Nixon 

(Brant) 
Nuttall 
Parrott 
Reid 
Reilly 
Rhodes 
Riddell 
Root 
Rowe 
Scrivener 


Ayes 

Singer 
Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 
Smith 

(Hamilton  Mountain) 
Spence 
Turner 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Wardle 
Wells 
Winkler 
Wiseman 
Worton-53. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  "ayes" 
are  53,  the  "nays"  10. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Clerk   of   the    House:    The   second   order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


SUCCESSION  DUTY  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  80,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Succession  Duty  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore.  What  part  of  the  bill  do  you  want  to 
discuss? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  I  wanted, 
Mr.  Chairman,  to  move  immediately  that 
section  1,  subsections  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  5  all  be 
deleted  from  this  legislation. 

An  hon.  member:  Can  you  tell  us  why? 

An  hon.  member:  Let's  call  it. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  You  can't 
do  it  all  at  once. 

An  hon.  member:  Call  the  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  call  that  an  amend- 
ment? They'd  like  to  have  a  copy. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  We  don't  have 
to;  you  just  call  the  vote  and  we'll  say  no. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We'll  let  it  go  at  that,  yes. 

An  hon.  member:  You  don't  know  what  you 
are  talking  about. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  need  any  coaching 
from  the  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  obviously  do.  Just  ask  us 
to  vote  and  we'll  tell  you  we  won't. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Lawlor  moves- 
Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  No,  he  has 

withdrawn- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 

Oh,  has  he  withdrawn'  that? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  You  are  not  serious, 
Pat,  tell  us. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  was  moving  with  respect  to 
the  first  five  subsections,  that  they  all  be 
knocked  out,  every  one  of  them.  Delete  the 
whole  section  as  far  as  I'm  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  know  the  member  for 
Lakeshore's  intentions  are  good,  but  would  he 
please  give  that  to  the  chairman  in  writing? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  as  the  rules  require. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  the  land  of  a  guy 
I  am. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Ministry  of  Revenue): 
Why  don't  we  just  accept  it  orally? 

Mr.  Singer:  In  the  meantime  we  can  get  a 
new  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  What  for? 

Mr.  Singer:  To  correct  the  problems  that 
you  have  with  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  pretty  well  out  of 
order,  I  would  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  problem  is  being 
corrected,  don't  worry. 

Mr.  Singer:  Even  praying  won't  do  you 
any  good  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Lawlor  moves  that  sec- 
tion 1,  subsections  1,  2,  3,  4  and  5  be 
deleted  from  the  bill. 

All  those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Lawlor's  amend- 
ment please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Do  you  want  to  stack  the  vote? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 


The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Lawlor's 
amendment  which  was  negatived  on  the  fol- 
lowing vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  10,  the  "nays"  35. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  amendment 
lost  and  that  section  1,  subsections  1,  2,  3, 
4  and  5  carry. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted 
some  question  with  respect  to  subsection  2. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no,  you  are  out  of 
order.  It's  been  carried. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  2? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anybody  want  to  speak  on 
anything  before  section  2? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Okay,  you  are  in  order  to 
speak  on  section  2. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  is  the  justification  for 
the  retroactive  feature  written  into  tax  legis- 
lation? As  you  well  know,  retroactivity  is  an 
unpalatable  principle  in  any  type  of  legisla- 
tion, but  in  the  particular  case- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Murray  Gaunt  will  ex- 
plain it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Permit  Murray  Gaunt  to— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  don't  extend  gratuities  to 
Murray  Gaunt  or  anybody  else.  He  may  have 
his  own  pipedreams  with  the  Gaunts— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  you  understand— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  order,  order.  The 
member  for  Lakeshore  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Put  the  horns  on,  Pat. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  interested  in  your  justi- 
fication for  the  retroactivity. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  am  pleased  to  give  it. 
My  predecessor  told  the  hon.  member  when 
the  amendments  to  this  Act  were  being  de- 
bated a  year  ago,  that  we  would  seriously 
consider  the  proposition  he  made.  At  that 
time  the  amendments  which  were  being  de- 
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bated,  were  retroactive  to  April  13,  1973, 
and  of  course  if  that  amendment  as  proposed 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce  had 
been  in  acceptable  form— it  is  no  fault  of  his 
that  it  wasn't;  it's  a  complicated  thing  but  it 
wasn't  acceptable— it  would  have  related  to 
April  13,  1973.  Of  course,  it  is  therefore 
appropriate  that  when  we  are  able  to  put  to- 
gether a  section  which  adopts  the  principle, 
we  should  likewise  make  it  retroactive  to 
April  13,  1973. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  suppose  you  have  brought 
in  some  revenues  in  this  particular  regard. 
What  disposition  of  these  revenues  do  you 
make?  Have  you  a  calculation  of  the  amounts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  do  not  have  a  figure  for 
the  amount  which  would  be  rebateable,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  am  sure  there  is  some  and  we 
would  have  a  record  of  it  and  those  moneys 
will  be  rebated  as  soon  as  the  Act  is  law. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

Sections  3  and  4  agreed  to. 

Bill  80  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winlder  moves  that  the  commit- 
tee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.   Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 
without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  80,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Succession 
Duty  Act. 


ASSESSMENT  ACT 

Hon*  Mr.  Meen  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  87,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  We  have 
before  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  another  series  of 
amendments  to  the  Assessment  Act.  All  these 
amendments  are  necessary  because  of  the 
problems   which  have   arisen  ever  since   the 


province   took  over  the  assessment  function 
in  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
What  a  mess  that's  in. 

Mr.  Good:  As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker, 
some  time  ago  the  announcement  was  made 
that  the  market  value  assessment  would  be 
delayed  until  1975  for  application  of  taxes  in 
1976  so  this  is  a  delay  of  two  years.  You  will 
recall  it  was  originally  supposed  to  be  earlier 
than  that  when  market  value  would  be 
brought  in  across  the  province.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  the  work  has  been  completed  but  is 
already  so  far  out  of  date  that  it  must  be 
revised  and  revisions  made  before  the  assess- 
ment will  bear  no  relationship  not  only  to 
market  values  but  to  any  degree  of  equity 
across  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  will  never  bring  that 
up  to  date. 

Mr.  Good:  Already  market  value  has  been 
introduced  in  selected  areas  around  the  prov- 
ince suoh  as  the  coimties  of  Grey  and  Bruce 
—pardon  me,  Bruce  was  first  in  1973.  In  this 
year,  1974,  market  value  assessment  was  intro- 
duced in  the  county  of  Grey  and  the  district 
of  Muskoka  as  well  as,  I  believe,  the  western 
portion  of  the  Parry  Sound  district  along 
Georgian  Bay.  This  market  value  which  was 
brought  in,  through  my  experience  of  analys- 
ing some  of  the  assessments,  is  already  out  of 
date  and  it  has  been  shown  already  that 
these  market  values  represent  only  a  fraction 
of  the  true  market  value  on  these  properties. 
So  we  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  market  value 
assessment  is  nothing  more  or  less  than  try- 
ing to  keep  the  assessment  function  up  to 
what  is  market  value  for  those  particular 
properties. 

We've  shown  before  in  this  House  that  the 
equity  in  assessment  rests  in  having  the  same 
types  of  property  assessed  at  the  same  value, 
and  it  really  doesn't  matter  whether  they  are 
assessed  at  market  value  or  a  fraction  of 
market  value.  As  I  said  in  this  House  a  few 
weeks  ago,  assessment  for  market  value  has 
been  completed  in  my  own  area,  but  it  repre- 
sents only  about  55  per  cent  to  60  per  cent 
of  the  actual  sale  prices  of  properties  in  the 
Kitchener- Waterloo  area. 

Some  of  the  changes  in  this  bill  should  be 
referred  to,  Mr.  Speaker.  These  amendments 
have  to  be  made  to  make  this  assessment 
function  work  in  the  intervening  years.  The 
key  principle  is  that  the  freeze  on  assessment 
as  it  now  stands,  and  as  it  has  stood  ever 
since  the  assessment  fimction  was  taken  over 
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in  1971,  will  continue  until  1975  for  1976 
assessment.  So  in  all  those  municipalities, 
except  the  ones  I  mentioned  a  few  minutes 
ago,  the  assessment  as  it  related  years  ago 
will  continue  to  exist.  This  authority  was 
given  previously  for  a  certain  length  of  time; 
now,  of  course,  it  has  to  be  extended. 

Coupled  with  this  freeze,  we  find  that 
assessment  notices  have  not  been  issued  for 
the  last  three  years;  I  believe  it  is  that  long 
since  assessment  notices  have  been  issued. 
The  amendments  in  this  bill  now  will  require 
that  assessment  notices  be  returned  for  1974 
and  1975  right  through  until  the  new  assess- 
ment tak^  place.  So  people  will  be  getting 
new  assessment  notices  and,  even  though  the 
freeze  on  assessment  will  continue,  they  will 
be  getting  notices. 

That  means  the  procedure  for  appealing  an 
assessment  notice  will  be  invoked  in  the  same 
way  as  it  was  before  it  was  decided  not  to 
send  out  notices.  At  present,  I  believe  one 
can  appeal  assessment  at  any  time  on  the 
basis  of  the  old  notice,  which  was  received 
a  few  years  ago.  But  when  the  assessment 
notices  start  to  be  sent  out  again  on  an 
armual  basis,  even  though  they  are  on  frozen 
assessment,  then  the  appeal  procedure  will 
have  to  be  gone  through  in  order  to  appeal 
the  assessment. 

This  appeal  procedure  meant  formerly  that 
14  days  after  receipt  of  the  assessment  notice, 
one  had  to  notify  the  district  asessment  com- 
missioner of  the  appeal  of  the  assessment. 
And  we've  talked  about  this  before,  Mr. 
Speaker.  People  in  Grey  county,  for  instance, 
are  confused  as  to  why  they  have  to  appeal 
their  assessment  to  somebody  living  in  New- 
market. And  people  in  Waterloo  don't  know 
why  they  have  to  appeal  their  assessment 
to  somebody  living  in  Cayuga.  It  just  doesn't 
seem  to  make  any  sense.  But  that's  the  way 
this  assessment  procedure  works. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They'll  never  bring  that 
up  to  date. 

Mr.  Good:  It  would  make  more  sense  if 
they  could  even  send  their  appeals  to  the 
district  assessment  o£Bce,  which  at  least  is 
in  the  area  where  the  people  live.  But  it  is 
most  confusing  to  people  when  they  see  on 
their  assessment  notice  that  if  they  wish  to 
appeal,  they  have  to  appeal  it  to  a  commis- 
sioner in  some  far-away  place  that  many 
people  have  never  even  heard  of. 

This  period  of  14  days  now  is  extended  to 
21,  and  I  am  in  accord  with  that  amendment, 
because  I  think  the  14-day  period  certainly 
doesn't  give  one  very  long  to   go   to  a  re- 


gional assessment  office.  It  wasn't  so  bad 
previously  when  the  assessment  was  done  by 
the  municipalities.  You  could  go  to  your  local 
assessment  office,  have  a  look  at  the  appraisal 
sheets,  talk  to  the  assessor,  find  out  how  he 
figured  out  your  assessment,  the  various  fac- 
tors that  were  applied  to  your  particular  case, 
and  get  your  information  and  make  the 
decision  within  two  weeks.  But  when  the 
assessment  oflBcers  are  now  reduced  in  num- 
ber so  that  there  is  only  one  in  a  region  and 
district  offices  are  being  closed— I  believe  just 
recently  the  district  office  in  Stratford  was 
closed  and  people  in  that  area  now  have  to  go 
to  Goderich  to  get  any  information  if  they 
want  to  find  out  how  their  assessment  had 
actually  been  done,  if  they  wanted  to  decide 
whether  or  not  to  appeal  it— certainly  the  21 
days  is  not  any  longer  than  is  necessary  for 
one  to  make  a  decision. 

Also,  an  amendment  here  extends  the  14 
days  to  21  days  in  which  one  could  appeal 
the  findings  of  an  assessment  review  court  to 
the  county  court  judge,  so  I  think  in  that  par- 
ticular instance  these  amendments  are  good. 

Another  amendment  in  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  deals  with  the  fact  that  mining  build- 
ings on  the  surface  of  mining  properties  can 
now  be  assessed  and  therefore  taxed,  and 
they  will  no  longer  be  exempt. 

Another  amendment  which  I  am  glad  to 
see  here  deals  with  the  ability  of  municipali- 
ties to  assess  and  revalue  development  land. 
The  bill  and  the  amendments  that  were  put 
through  at  the  time  when  the  assessment  was 
frozen— I  don't  know  if  it  was  by  intention  or 
inadvertently— did  not  permit  municipalities 
to  upgrade  the  assessment  on  land  that  was 
neither  farmland  nor  the  registered  plan  of  a 
subdivision.  If  there  was  development  land 
in  between  there  was  no  authority  for  that  to 
be  reassessed  and  the  municipality  to  receive 
its  proper  taxes.  Some  municipalities,  I  be- 
lieve, did  go  to  court  and  win  decisions  on  it, 
but  it  meant  they  had  to  go  to  that  trouble 
and  expense  to  get  an  increase  in  assessment 
on  that  development  land.  With  these  amend- 
ments, that  will  no  longer  be  necessary. 

There  are  probably  some  other  amendments 
that  would  bear  mentioning,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 
the  main  thing  I  want  to  say  is  simply  this; 
this  whole  assessment  thing  has  been  taken 
over  by  the  province  since  1970  or  1971—1 
am  sorry,  I  just  don't  remember  what  year  it 
was,  but  this  has  been  going  on  now  for  four 
years  and  we  are  going  to  have  another  two 
years  of  it;  that  will  be  six  years— and  the 
province  is  no  closer  now  to  getting  any 
equity  in  assessment  than  the  municipalities 
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were  back  in  1970.  Many  municipalities,  while 
they  weren't  assessing  at  market  value,  did 
have  a  fair  and  equitable  comparison  with 
various  types  of  properties;  and  those  munic- 
ipalities that  weren't  doing  a  proper  job  could 
have  upgraded  their  assessment  with  a  little 
financial  help  from  this  government. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  we  had  to  quadruple 
the  cost  of  assessment  across  this  province 
and  we  still  haven't  arrived  at  this  Utopia 
that  we  heard  about  back  in  1970,  that  mar- 
ket value  assessment  would  be  the  answer  to 
all  the  inequities  that  existed,  not  only  for 
the  homeowner  but  for  the  municipalities  in 
the  levying  of  their  taxation  and  for  the 
municipalities  which  were  called  upon  to 
make  levies  to  higher  levels  of  government 
within  regions  and  within  counties.  This  was 
all  supposed  to  have  been  looked  after  so 
neatly  and  so  nicely  by  market  value  assess- 
ment, but  no  one  contemplated  the  problems 
that  would  arise  by  inflation  and  what  has 
happened  to  market  values  in  the  various 
municipalities  across  the  country. 

I  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  easy  solu- 
tion to  getting  equity  in  assessment  on  a  pro- 
vincial basis.  I  think  equity  within  the  taxing 
boundaries  of  any  municipality  can  be  more 
easily  obtained  at  the  local  Ifevel,  and  I  hope 
that  when  the  province  finally  fights  its  way 
through  this  maze  of  legislation  and  market 
value  assessment,  it  will  once  again  see  the 
error  of  its  ways  and  turn'  the  assessment 
function  back  to  the  municipality,  especially 
on  the  regional  basis,  where  it  can  be  done 
as  long  as  it  is  done  in  a  manner  which  is 
equitable  for  those  people  within  the  region. 
It  doesn't  necessarily  have  to  bear  a  reliation- 
ship  to  market  value,  because  we  have  shown 
time  and  time  again  that  while  market  valtie 
may  be  a  good  way  of  assessing  residiential 
property  it  doesn't  work  with  commercial 
property- 
Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  That's 
right. 

Mr.  Good:  —it  doesn't  work  with  industrisJ 
property.  I  think  that  with  the  whole  assess- 
ment function,  the  government  is  getting 
deeper  and  dteeper  into  more  problems  which 
still  won't  be  solved  until  you  get  this  thing 
back  on  a  smaller  basis. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  want  to 
congratuJate  the  government. 

InterjectiooB  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  no;  they  are  all  very 
much  on  schedule.  I  want  to  tell  you  about  it. 


(Back  in  1971  when  the  government  de- 
cided to  put  the  original  assessment  freeze  on 
they— wonder  of  wonders^passed'  the  bill  on 
July  23,  which  was  five  days  before  the  end 
of  that  particular  session.  I  have  no  dbubt 
that  the  bill  was  introduced  two  or  three  days 
beforehand  in  the  government's  usual  style. 

iNow  here  we  are  four  years  later.  The 
government  has  taken  four  years  of  worrying 
over  the  question  of  market  value  assessment. 
It  sees  something  it  perceives  as  a  hot  potato. 
It  wants  delay  after  delay  after  delay.  But 
nevertheless,  it  finds  it  very  expeditious  to 
introduce  a  bill  on  a  Friday  and  to  have  it 
debated  the  following  Monday,  only  hours 
after  it  is  printed  and  in  the  hands  of  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature. 

If  you  want  to  go  back  to  the  begiiming, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  government  originally  began 
market  value  assessment  and  intendted'  that  it 
be  applied  on  a  coimty  by  county  or  area  by 
area  basis.  But  the  flak  was  too  strong  and 
these  valiant  defenders  of  the  right  put  their 
tails  between  their  legs  and  decided  upon  a 
freeze. 

They  froze  the  inequities  that  existed  in 
the  property  tax  assessment  that  then  pre- 
vailed across  the  province.  And  they  froze 
them  for  four  years.  Now  we  find  tiiat  the 
whole  administrative  monolith  that  has  been 
created  in  the  field  of  assessment  tax  is  simply 
in  a  state  of  collapse.  It  can't  cope.  It  isn't 
coping. 

The  results  that  it  has  produced  are  appar- 
ently deemed  to  be  inadfequate.  Nothing  has 
come  out.  God  knows  what  they  have  oeen 
doing  for  the  last  four  years.  There  has  been 
virtually  no  opportunity  for  public  review  or 
evaluation  of  the  quality  of  work  that  has 
been  done  by  these  people  who  were  being 
paid  by  the  Province  of  Ontario.  It  says  some- 
thing about  the  philosophy  of  administration 
of  a  Conservative  government. 

(I  look  at  the  Chairman  of  the  Management 
Board  (Mr.  Winkler)  when  I  say  this,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  been  around  this  place  long 
enough  to  be  accused'  of  socialist  centralism 
and  that  kind  of  thing,  plus  other  sins  that 
socialists  are  accused  of.  But  I  can  tell  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  practitioners  of  that 
kind  of  centralism  are  in'  the  govermnent  of 
Ontario  right  at  this  time.  One  of  the  best 
examples  is  the  way  in  which  they  have 
mauled  and  mishandlted  the  whole  assessment 
review  process,  the  whole  market  value  assess-- 
ment  process. 

We  would  have  sought  a  way  to  keep  the 
administration  of  assessment  decentralized,  to 
keep  it  at  the  regional  government  level,  to 
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keep  it  at  the  county  government  level;  but 
to  ensure  that  it  operated  according  tp  com- 
mon standardis.  That  is  not  beyond  anybody's 
wit,  except  the  wit  of  this  minister,  of  this 
department  and  of  this  government.  All  they 
could  think  of  was  that  if  they  were  going  to 
have  a— 

Mr.  R.  F.  RustOD  (Essex-Kent):  Policy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  know  if  they  have  a 
policy.  If  they  were  going  to  have  a  common 
market  value  assessment  across  the  province, 
then  they  had  to  have  one  team,  one  brigadfe 
of  assessors  going  across  the  province  and 
marching  to  a  common  drum  under  one  gen- 
eral, now  currently  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
(Mr.  Meen). 

As  far  as  we  are  concerned,  the  drum 
could  have  been  beaten  from  Queen's  Park. 
In  other  words,  the  policy  about  assessment 
could  have  been  made  from  Queen's  Park. 
There  could  have  been  periodic  evaluation  of 
the  work  of  the  assessors  in  each  particular 
region.  If  need'  be,  the  management  assistance 
and  the  assistance  of  some  assessors  could 
have  been  brought  into  different  regions 
where  they  were  in  trouble  and  needled  to 
speed  up  their  work.  AH  of  that  is  fine.  But 
the  basic  administration  could  and  should 
have  been  left  at  the  local  level. 

One  of  the  reasons  the  whole  thing  became 
provincial,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  simply  that  the 


government  of  the  province  was  seeking  ways 
to  reduce  municipal  spending  burdens  and 
happened  to  seize  upon  assessment  as  one  of 
the  things  they  could  take  over. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  if  the  hon.  member 
has  more  remarks  he  would  move  adjourn- 
ment of  the  debate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  move  adjournment,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  comment  on  the  basic 
principle  of  the  bill,  which  is  to  further  defer 
the  application  of  market  value  assessment, 
and  raise  a  number  of  questions  about  that 
particular  proposal  which  is  being  put  for- 
ward by  the  government. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker; 
before  I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House, 
tomorrow  we  will  proceed  with  the  further 
consideration  of  this  bill.  Bill'  87;  then  we 
shall  move  on  to  Bills  91,  92,  93,  96  and 
then  95. 

Hon,  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

'Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  take  this  oppor- 
tunity to  introduce  to  you  and  the  members 
of  the  House  some  25  students  fromi  John  G. 
Althouse  Middle  School  in  the  riding  of  York 
West,  in  the  borough  of  Etobicoke.  They  are 
grade  8  students  attending  here  today  to  see 
how  we  conduct  ourselves.  They  are  Ited  by 
Mr.  Quirk. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  That  will  das- 
courage  them. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  Mke  to  take  this  opportunity  to  intro- 
duce to  you  and  to  the  other  members  of  this 
Legislature  a  group  of  32  gradfe  8  studtents 
and  their  chaperons,  led  by  Mr.  Doug 
McCabe,  from  St.  Veronica's  School  in  Sault 
Ste.  Marie.  I  would  ask  the  members  to  join 
with  me  in  welcoming  them  here. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  introduce  to  the 
members  of  the  Legislature  a  group  of  grade 
7  students  from  Highview  Public  School  on 
Hamilton  Mountain  and  bid  them  welcome. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AflFairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was 
astonished  to  read  in  today's  Glbbe  and  Mail 
that  a  federal'  ofiBcial  has  purported  to  rule 
that  Ontario's  knd  speculation  tax  will  not 
be  dteductible  for  income  tax  purposes,  while 
I  am  still  waiting  to  hear  directly  from  the 
fedteral  government  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  The  Treasurer 
is  the  only  one  who  is  astonished.  We  all 
knew  it.  The  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Meen) 
wasn't  astonished. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  April  25  I  wrote  to 
Mr.  Turner  raising  this  issue  and  specifically 
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requested  that  the  land  speculation  tax  should 
be  treated  as  a  deductible  expense  for  pur- 
poses of  computing  income  tax  or  capital  gains 
tax.  This  would  generate  a  combined  tax  im- 
pact ranging  from  65  per  cent  to  80  per  cent, 
which  is  a  strong  deterrent  to  spetmlation  but 
falls  well  short  of  confiscation  of  proceeds. 
Mr.  Turner  replied  on  May  10  indicating  the 
measure  might  be  considered  an  income  tax 
but  that  he  wished  to  study  legislation  before 
making  a  dtecision.  It  is  simply  incredible, 
therefore,  that  such  an  interpretation  should 
be  commimicated  to  us  indirectly  via  the 
medium  of  a  newspaper  report. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Isn't  there  something  about 
people  in  glass  houses? 

Hon.  Mr.   White:  Let  me  set  out  to  the 

Legislature  the  course  of  action  the  province 
now  proposes  to  follow. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Why  doesn't 
the  Treasurer  go  cry  on  the  CBC? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  plfease. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  government  of  On- 
tario is  prepared  to  challenge  in  court  on  be- 
half of  Ontario  taxpayers'  any  unfavourable 
federal  interpretation  of  the  Income  Tax  Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  Who  is  going  to  be  the  govern- 
ment's lawyer? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  the  newspaper  account 
is  correct,  we  intend— 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  The  Treasurer 
knew  it  before  he  started. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —to  respond  by  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal  imder 
the  provisions  of  our  tax  collection  agreement 
with  the  federal  Minister  of  Finance.  In  this 
way,  the  matter  can  be  resolved'  quickly  and 
a  legal  determination  of  the  issue  can  be 
made.  This  interpretation  of  the  Income  Tax 
Act  which  has  not  yet  been  issued  by  the 
Department  of  National  Revenue  is  simply  an 
interpretation  and  is  not  a  decisive  legal 
statement. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Much  more 
decisive  than  anything  the  Treasurer  has 
brought  before  the  House. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please! 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  The  member 
is  in  favour  of  specuktion'  along  with  liis 
federal  colleagues.  Sure,  he  is. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  government  was  wrong  be- 
fore it  started  but  it  went  ahead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  They  are  friends  of  the 
speculators. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  The  tax 
is  dead.  The  govemiiient  is  just  interring  it 
now.  It  is  diead. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  and  when  the  inter- 
pretation is  released,  I  will  be  studying  the 
release  with  my  officials  to  determine  the 
specific  details  of  the  action  to  be  taken. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  like  CBCs  Provincial 
Affairs.  The  Treasurer  had  better  withdraw  it 
now. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Ottawa's  position  appears 
to  be  based  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
Ontario  land  speculation  tax  is  an  income  tax. 
The  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act  very  clearly 
imposes  a  tax  on  land.  As  a  land  tax,  the 
speculation  tax  is  no  different  from  other  land 
taxes  and  expenses,  the  deductibility  of  which 
is  firmly  established. 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  off  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Legal  opinion  which  the 
province  has  received  distinguishes  an  income 
tax- 
Mr.  Shulman:  The  government  should  call 
a  provincial  election  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  would  save  it  until  the  12th 
hour  and  wouldn't  tell  us  who  made  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That  is  fine.  Those  mem- 
bers want  to  see  land  speculation  continue. 
Why  don't  they  get  up  and  say  so? 

Mr.  Singer:  Nothing  is  going  to  help  the 
government  one  bit. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  wrong  and  is 
incompetent  and  should  withdraw  the  bill. 
It  is  as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  is  still  wrong  and  all  he 
,  does  is  yap. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Legal  opinion  which  the 
province  has  received  distinguishes  an  in- 
come tax  from  a  tax  levied  at  the  time  of 


sale   of  the   land,   the    amount  of   which   is 
measured  by  the  profit  made  on  the  sale. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  is  throwing 
the  real  estate  market  into  a  shambles. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  crucial  distinction  is 
that  between  the  nature  of  the  tax  and  the 
measure  of  the  tax. 

Under  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act,  the 
tax  forms  a  lien  on  the  property.  The  vendor 
of  the  property,  therefore,  can  only  receive 
net  proceeds  on  disposition.  The  Ontario  tax, 
payable  before  the  land  is  sold,  never  forms 
a  part  of  the  vendor's  income  and  therefore 
must  be  deductible  in  computing  taxable  in- 
come. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  Dalton  Camp  six  weeks 
to  write  that  for  him  and  it  is  still  wrong. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  going  to  be 
laughed  out  of  court. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  Department  of  Na- 
tional Revenue  has  issued  other  interpreta- 
tions of  the  Income  Tax  Act  which  have 
failed  when  challenged  in  court. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  the  Treasurer  six  weeks 
to  get  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  For  example,  bulletin 
IT-53,  which  disallows  another  existing  pro- 
vincial tax  measure  in  computing  federal 
capital  cost  allowances,  recently  came  before 
the  courts.  The  Federal  Court  of  Canada  held 
that  the  Minister  of  National  Revenue's  inter- 
pretation was  incorrect  in  law  and  reversed 
the  department's  interpretation. 

Let  me  recapitulate.  Speculation  in  land 
and  housing  has  been  a  major  contributor  to 
inflation  in  Ontario.  Consequently,  the  land 
speculation  tax  was  expressly  designed  to 
deter  rampant  speculation  in  land  and  real 
property  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  the  worst-written  statute 
that  has  ever  come  before  this  Legislature. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  has  been  well  received 
and  has  had  wide  support.  It  is  working. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  not. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Look  at 
the  sales  performance  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Give  us  evidence. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  That  is  why  the 
opposition  is  angry. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Give  us  evidence  if  it  is  work- 
ing. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Since  announcement  of 
the  tax  the  listings  of  properties  for  sale  have 
increased  dramatically  and  price  escalation 
has  slowed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis :  It  has  indeed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  price  escalation  has  not 
stalled. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
There's  a  shortage  of  funds. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Concerted  supporting 
action  by  the  federal  government  is  now  re- 
quired to  stimulate  the  supply  of  housing 
and  increase  the  flow  of  mortgage  financing 
at  reasonable  cost. 

Mr.  Singer:  A  void  has  descended  on  On- 
tario. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  would  be  out  of 
here  if  we  taxed  him  110  per  cent, 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  land  speculation  tax 
is  not,  as  I  made  clear  in  my  budget  state- 
ment, a  device  to  raise  revenues.  In  fact,  the 
success  of  the  tax  will  be  measured  inversely 
to  its  revenue  yield.  Further,  the  government 
of  Ontario  has  stated  its  intention  of  sharing 
any  revenues  from  this  tax  on  a  50-50  basis 
with  the  municipalities. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  divided  the  House  10  times 
on  quorum  calls  to  get  the  Treasurer  into  the 
House  to  participate  in  the  debate  and  he 
still  would  not  come. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  federal  ruling  is, 
however,  clearly  designed  to  protect  the 
federal  tax  base.  This  decision  indicates 
a  complete  lack  of  understanding  by  the 
federal  government  of  the  objectives  of  my 
tax  policy  and  the  central  thrust  of  my 
budget,  which  is  to  deal  with  inflation. 

Mr.  Reid:  That  is  why  the  government 
added  to  its  deficit. 

Hon.    Mr.    White:    It    clearly   exposes    the 
unwillingness  of  the  federal  government- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Sargent:  There's  a  billion-dollar  de- 
ficit. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —to  undertake  by  itself 
or  support  provincial  actions  to  reduce  in- 
flationary pressures  in  Canada.  Numerous 
options  have  been  open  to  the  federal  gov- 
ernment to  use  its  income  taxes  and  capital 


gains   tax   to  discourage  speculation  in  land 
and  housing. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  did  it  take  the  pro- 
vincial government  six  weeks  to  get  an 
opinion? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now  this  is  like  "Provincial 
Affairs." 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  won't  wash,  my  friend;  it 
won't  wash. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  may  be  a  rule  against 
these  things  in  the  provincial  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  One  can  only  conclude 
that  the  federal  government  has  chosen  to 
ally  itself  with  land  speculators  and  that  it 
has  once  again  encouraged  the  inflationary- 
Mr.  Singer:  That's  fine.  Stanfield  wouldn't 
have  stood  for  that  one. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  wants  to  win  in 
court,    doesn't   he?   Don't   say  anything. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —forces  set  in  motion 
by  increased  federal  expenditures  and  in- 
creased money  supplies. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  absolutely  the  worst  sta- 
tute, Mr.  Speaker,  that  ever  came  before  this 
Legislature. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  just  impos- 
sible. 

Mr.   Cassidy:    He  is  backing  down  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  moves  from  quicksand  to 
swamp  to  quagmire.  That  is  his  programme. 
He  has  nothing  to  rest  on. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Treasurer  shoidd  put  on 
a  sweater,  turn  down  the  thermostat  and 
give  us  another  great  budget  speech. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Withdraw  the  bill,  withdraw 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  forgot  to  wear 
his  sweater  today. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  is  he  doing  this  to  the 
Tory  party? 

Hon.  Mr.  WiiJder:  Both  parties  opposite 
are  backing  the  fat  cats. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  probably  knew  this  was 
true  two  months  ago.  This  whole  bill  is  not 
working  and  he  probably  knew  it  two 
months  ago. 

Mr.  Singer:  Why  did  he  wait  for  six 
weeks  to  get  a  legal  opinion?  And  then  he 
wouldn't  tell  us  who  made  it. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Think  of  how  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  feels. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  the  worst  incompetence 
ever. 

Mr.  Speaker:  As  soon  as  the  members 
are  finished  we'll  call  the  next  statement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let's  hear  from  the  Minister 
of  Revenue. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Tories  are  going  to  lose 
the  federal  election.  Think  of  how  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  feels. 


JURIES  AND  PUBLIC  INSTITUTIONS 
INSPECTION  STATUTES 

Hon.   R.   Welch    (Provincial   Secretary  for 
Justice   and  Attorney   General):    Mr.   Speak- 
er- 
Mr.    Lewis:     The    minister's    glasses    are 
sweating. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —later  this  afternoon  I 
plan  to  introduce  for  the  consideration  of  the 
House  two  statutes,  the  Juries  Act,  1974,  and 
the  Public  Institutions  Inspection  Act. 

There  are  five  basic  features  to  the  Juries 
Act,  1974,  which  is  designed  to  replace  the 
present  Jurors  Act  and  which  follows  in  sub- 
stantial form  Bill  251,  which  was  introduced 
at  the  last  session  of  the  Legislature  for  first 
reading  only. 

First,  the  new  legislation  shortens  the  list 
of  exempted  occupations. 

Second,  it  improves  the  procedures  for  the 
selection  and  return  of  jurors. 

Third,  it  makes  serving  on  juries  more 
convenient  for  members  of  the  public. 

Fourth,  it  modernizes  the  language  and 
procedures  in  an  Act  which  has  not  been 
substantially  revised  in  over  100  years. 

Fifth,  it  abohshes  the  grand  jury. 

The  list  of  occupational  groups  made  in- 
eligible has  been  substantially  shortened.  In 
place  of  the  absolute  exemption  given  under 
the  present  Act  to  all  persons  in  certain 
occupations,  this  bill  creates  a  number  of 
stages  in  the  jury  selection  process  at  which 
persons  may  be  excused  from  such  service. 
The  new  provisions  will  allow  individuals  to 
obtain  deferment  or  cancellation  of  their  obli- 
gation to  serve  when  the  circumstances  of 
their  particular  case  warrant,  rather  than 
exempting  classes  of  persons  outright,  when, 
in    many    cases,    service    would   occasion   no 


real  hardship  either  to  the  general  public  or 
to  the  individuals  concerned. 

iThe  improved  jury  selection  procedure  em- 
bodied in  the  bill  does  away  with  the  sub- 
jective selection  of  jurors  and  replaces  it  with 
an  objective  random  selection  process  which 
will  produce  eligible  jurors  drawn  from  everj' 
sector  of  our  societ)/-. 

To  make  jury  service  more  convenient  for 
members  of  the  public,  the  new  process  will 
permit  those  summoned  for  service  on  a  jur}- 
panel  to  have  their  service  deferred'  to  a 
sittings  of  the  court  later  in  the  year  or  a 
sittings  in  the  following  year  when  it  would 
be  a  hardship  for  the  individual  to  be  re- 
quired to  serve  when  originally  smnmoned. 

Farmers  asked  to  serve  at  crucial  seeding 
and  harvesting  seasons,  businessmen  and  pro- 
fessionals with  very  pressing  engagements  and 
others  will  be  able  to  apply  to  postpone  their 
time  for  service  to  a  later  sittings  of  the  court. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  some  persons  may 
be  in  such  poor  health,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
eld'erly,  that  they  would  apply  to  be  excused 
completely.  In  some  situations,  as  for  example 
where  a  community  has  but  one  pharmacist 
or  only  a  small  fire  department,  those  indi- 
viduals may  apply  to  be  excused  absollitely 
in  the  public  interest. 

The  bill  also  abolishes  the  grand  jury— thus 
implementing  a  recommendation  made  by  the 
Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  in  its  re- 
port on  the  administration  of  the  courts. 

Mr.  Singer:  Some  of  us  have  been  ad^^ocat- 
ing  that  for  over  10  years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  About  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  others? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Most  other  provinces  have 
long  since  done  so  in  the  interest  of  improv- 
ing the  effectiveness  of  the  criminal  trial  pro- 
cess. However,  before  it  can  be  effective,  the 
Criminal  Code  must  be  amended  to  bring  its 
provisions  into  line  with  the  law  of  the  prov- 
ince. For  that  reason,  transitional  provisions 
are  included  which  will  retain  the  grand  jur)- 
until  those  amendments  have  been  achieved. 

The  public  institutions  inspection  function, 
formerly  carried  out  by  the  grand  jury,  has 
been  preserved  in  a  newly  created'  body  called 
the  public  institutions  inspection  panel,  estab- 
lished under  the  companion  piece  of  this 
legislation,  the  Public  Institutions  Inspection 
Act. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Stanfield  is 
a  grand  jury  man,  you  know. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  In  the  past,  grand  jury 
reports  have  led,  either  directly  or  indirectly, 
to  the  substantial  improvement  of  public  facil- 
ities and  public  services  in  institutions  in  the 
count)  or  district  maintained  by  public  money. 
More  important  still,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  in- 
spection by  the  grand  jury  of  the  places  where 
persons  were  being  detained  pending  trial  or 
other  disposition  has  provided  an  important 
safeguard  for  the  liberties  of  the  subject  by 
ensuring  that  the  actions  of  those  involved  in 
the  adniinistration  of  justice  are  regularly 
subjected  to  the  scrutiny  of  representatives  of 
the  public. 

Much  like  the  grand  jury,  the  public  in- 
stitution inspection  panel  will  be  drawn  from 
those  eligible  for  jurj'  service. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  hope  the  minister  reads  the  re- 
ports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  As  I  have  already  said, 
both  of  these  bills  were  introduced  for  first 
reading  and  public  consideration  at  the  last 
session  of  the  Legislature.  In  addition,  to  en- 
courage as  broad  a  public  commentary  and 
response  as  possible,  copies  of  the  Juries  Act 
were  sent  to  each  of  those  occupational  quali- 
fications affected  by  the  proposed  amend- 
ments, as  well  as  to  the  sheriffs  and  county 
and  district  court  judges.  On  the  basis  of  the 
responses  received,  certain  adjustments  to  the 
form  of  Bill  251  were  undertaken  and  are  em- 
bodied in  the  legislation  which  I  will  be 
introducing  later  this  afternoon. 


ORGANIZATION  AND  FINANCING  OF 
METRO  TORONTO  SCHOOL  SYSTEMS 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  this  afternoon  I  will  be  tabling 
the  report  of  the  ministerial  conmiission  on 
the  organization  and  financing  of  the  public 
and  secondary  school  systems  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto. 

This  commission  was  established  a  year 
ago.  Its  job  was  to  examine  the  structure, 
operation  and  financing  of  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  School  Board  and  the  six  boards  of 
education  in  Metro,  and  to  make  any  recom- 
mendations that  it  saw  fit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  chairman  of  the  commis- 
sion was  Mr.  Barry  Lowes,  and  the  other 
members  were  Miss  Margaret  Gayfer,  Prof. 
Brock  Rideout  and  Dr.  David  Tough. 

In  preparing  its  report  and  recommenda- 
tions, the  commission  points  out  that  it  has 
tried  to  establish  an  administrative  structure 
and  system  of  financing  that  will  best  guar- 
antee equal  educational  opportunity  for  all 
Metro    students,    while    at    the    same    time 


answering  the  appeals  made  repeatedly  by  the 
boards  of  education  for  an  equitable  share  of 
the  available  funds;  greater  local  autonomy, 
especially  in  fiscal  matters;  and  increased  re- 
sponsibility and  accountabihty  to  the  elector- 
ate. 

The  report  I  am  tabling  today,  Mr.  Speaker, 
contains  90  recommendations.  Probably  the 
overriding  one  is  the  recommendation  that  the 
existing  two-tier  system  be  retained,  although 
in  a  modified  form.  The  conmiission  supports 
the  concept  that  the  Metro  board  is  a  v^icle 
for  the  six  boards  of  education  to  meet,  plan 
and  co-operate  in  joint  endeavours. 

At  the  same  time,  the  commission  suggests 
that  the  powers  of  the  Mero  school  board  and 
the  six  boards  of  education  should  be  more 
clearly  defined,  giving  each  body  responsibility 
for  those  areas  it  can  manage  best.  As  an 
example,  there  is  a  recommendlation  that 
suggests  that  the  Metro  school  board  operate 
the  computer  services  for  the  six  boards'  of 
education,  instead  of  each  of  the  six  having 
its  own  computer  operation,  as  is  now  the 
case. 

Similarly,  the  commission  recommends  a 
Metro-wide  policy  on  pupil  transportation  and 
Metro-wide  co-ordination  of  ed'ucational  re- 
search to  eliminate  duplication  and  overlap. 
The  boards  of  education  would  be  permitted, 
by  unanimous  consent,  to  delegate  additional 
responsibilities  to  the  Metro  board,  and'  also 
to  retrieve  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  major  fiscal  recommenda- 
tion of  the  report  is  an  attempt  to  increase 
the  autonomy  and  responsibility  of  the  six 
boards  of  education  in  Metro  by  having  the 
provincial  grant  and  expenditure  wei^ting 
factors  determined  by  the  ministry  individu- 
ally for  each  board,  just  like  all  other  sdiool 
boards  in  Ontario. 

The  commission  feels  that  this  change 
would  put  an  end  to  the  frequently  voiced 
complaints  of  some  boards  over  what  they 
consider  to  be  their  fair  share  of  the  funds 
allocated  by  the  Metro  school  board. 

The  commission  also  feels  that  this  change 
would  reduce  the  amount  of  time  now  con- 
sumed by  the  complex  budget  process,  and 
give  boards  more  time  to  spend  on  educa- 
tional policies. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commission 
recommends  that  the  uniform  mill  rate  should 
be  retained  to  finance  education  up  to  the 
expenditure  ceilings,  Metro-approved  extra- 
ordinary expenditures  and  supplementary  ex- 
penditures. 

Among  the  90  recommendations  are  sug- 
gestions for: 
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1.  A  local  tax  levy  for  additional  educa- 
tional funds  up  to  a  specified  limit  above  the 
ceilings,  at  the  discretion  of  each  individual 
board  of  education; 

2.  Uniform  salary  and  fringe  benefit  ar- 
rangements for  all  employees,  teaching  and 
non-teaching,  of  the  six  Metro  area  boards  of 
education; 

3.  A  possible  redefinition  of  the  boundaries 
of  the  six  boards  of  education,  making  them 
more  equal  in  size; 

4.  Flexibility  to  allow  the  boards  of  edu- 
cation to  increase  the  honoraria  for  school 
trustees; 

5.  Alterations  to  the  weighting  factors  for 
special  education,  which  generally  would  in- 
crease the  funds  in  this  area  in  relation  to 
actual  needs;  and 

6.  Modest  financial  assistance  to  help  can- 
didates who  stand  for  the  oflBce  of  school 
trustee  with  their  election  expenses. 

These  examples,  Mr.  Speaker,  serve  to 
illustrate  the  comprehensive  and  detailed 
nature  of  the  report  and  its  wide  ranging 
recommendations. 

Altogether,  the  commission  received  42 
formal  briefs,  held  27  public  hearings  and 
conducted  innumerable  informal  interviews. 
I  am  happy  to  say  that  full  co-operation  and 
assistance  was  received  from  all  school  boards 
in  the  Metro  area,  as  well  as  from  a  wide 
variety  of  groups,  organizations  and  indi- 
viduals interested  in  the  quality  of  education 
in  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  today  to  thank 
the  members  of  the  commission  for  the  time 
and  .effort  that  they  have  devoted  to  this 
study,  and  also  their  staff,  all  of  whom  I 
think  have  done  a  remarkable  job  in  12 
months'  time. 

We  will,  as  a  government  and  as  a  ministry, 
be  very  carefully  studying  the  report  and 
reviewing  its  recommendations  over  the  next 
few  months.  Any  changes  that  arise  from  this 
review  could  result  in  legislation  this  fall. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  No  applause? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Treasurer,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he  has  instructed 
the  Minister  of  Revenue  to  collect  the  specu- 
lation tax  at  a  reduced  rate  until  such  time 
as  the  controversy  between  the  government 
of  Ontario  and  the  Department  of  National 


Revenue  is  settled  either  by  agreement  or  by 
the  courts? 

At  the  same  time,  could  he  tell  us  what  the 
level  of  revenue  has  been  from  that  tax  since 
it  received  royal  assent? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Zilch. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  would  he  undertake 
to  ensure  that  we  will  not  be  collecting  tax 
at  a  rate  which  could  in  fact  amount  to  a 
level  that  would  exceed  100  per  cent,  be- 
cause when  this  was  discussed  in  the  Legis- 
lature on  a  number  of  occasions,  the  Minister 
of  Revenue  gave  us  his  personal  assurance 
that  it  would  not  be  collected  at  those  con- 
fiscatory rates? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  indeed 
I  will  not.  We  will,  if  necessarv',  fight  this 
through  the  courts;  and  we  will  no  doubt 
win,  as  we  won  a  case  yesterday,  I  beUeve, 
with  respect  to  capital  cost  allowances  on 
equipment  purchased  in  part  with  provincial 
government  grants.  I  have  no  doubt  that  we 
are  going  to  win  this— 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh,  the  minister  is  being  pre- 
sumptuous. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  I  am  ashamed  to 
think  that  the  opposition  here  are  pressing 
the  suit  of  the  speculators  on  every  possible 
occasion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  come  on! 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementar}':  Without 
responding  to  the  gratuitous  and  stupid  com- 
ments of  the  Treasurer- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  Order. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Withdraw. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  hardly  think  the  word 
"stupid"  is  a  proper  parliamentary  word.  I 
think  it  should  not  be  used. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  descriptive  adjective;  it 
is  a  word  of  gentleness. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  not  recognized  the 
member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Give  us  a  synonym. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Were  you  talking  to  me 
a  moment  ago? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  attempting  to  suggest 
to  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  the 
word  "stupid"  should  not  be  used  in  refer- 
ence to  one  of  the  ministers  of  the  cabinet.  It 
is  not  a  proper  parliamentary  word. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  be  the  last  to  go 
against  the  instructions  of  the  Speaker.  I 
withdraw  the  term  in  reference  to  the  Treas- 
urer. But  you  certainly  know  my  feelings  on 
this  matter,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  How  about  dumb-bell? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  a  supplementary,  I 
simply  ask  the  Treasurer  if  he  does  not  have 
any  concern  for  the  taxpayers  of  the  prov- 
ince, as  well  as  for  his  natural  fighting  in- 
stinct, particularly  when  he  was  an  opponent 
from  which  he  gets  that  white  heat  response. 
Is  he  not  concerned  for  the  welfare  of  the 
taxpa\ers  in  the  province  who  are  going  to 
be  asked  to  pay  at  a  confiscatory  rate  until 
this  matter  is  settled?  Would  he  not  give 
some  consideration  to  instructing  the  Min- 
ister of  Revenue,  so  that  the  Minister  of 
Revenue  can— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  don't  instruct  him. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  use  the  word  "instruct" 
because  the  Treasurer  says  he  doesn't  make 
any  policy  himself.  I  would  ask  the  Treasurer 
then  if  he  would  instruct  the  Minister  of 
Revenue- 
Mr.  Lewis:  He  follows  orders  better  than 
anyone  else. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —so  he  can  fulfil  the 
commitment  that  he  as  Minister  of  Revenue 
made  to  this  House  that  we  would  not  be 
taxing  at  confiscatory  rates,  that  is,  above 
100  per  cent,  by  the  authority  of  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  sir. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  ( Riverdale ) :  Supple- 
mentarv-. 

Mr.  Singer:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale  is  next. 

Mr.  Ren^\^ck:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the  Treas- 
urer tell  us  when  he  expects  this  reference  to 
the  courts  to  take  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  had 
rather  thought  the  federal  government  might 


not  be  prepared  to  issue  any  definitive  state- 
ment on  this  matter  until  after  the  elecion, 
and  I  suspect  that  was  the  intention  of  the 
government. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  At  any  rate,  when  the 
dust  settles  after  July  8,  we  will  sit  down 
and  try  to  reason  with  the  oflRcials  in  Ot- 
tawa. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  always 
puts  things  on  a  political  basis. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  it  happens  that  their 
position  is  unalterable  then,  as  I  mentioned 
in  my  statement,  I  will  sit  down  with  my 
officials  and  we  will  decide  upon  the  details 
of  the  specific  action  to  be  taken. 

Mr.  Singer:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Could  the  Treasurer  explain 
to  us  why,  through  the  whole  six  weeks  of 
the  debate  on  that  bill,  there  was  no  legal 
opinion  whatsoever  forthcoming  from  the 
government  either  from  the  Treasiirer  or 
from  the  Minister  of  Revenue,  until  at  the 
eleventh  hour  he  suddenly  read  us  an  anon- 
ymous report  from  the  lawyer  whose  name 
he  didn't  want  to  quote?  Why  is  it  that  sud- 
denly he  now  has  a  legal  opinion  which  con- 
firms, not  what  he  put  forward,  but  what  we 
put  forward?  Could  the  Treasurer  tell  us  why 
he  waited  so  long? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  is  not  entirely  accurate.  Our 
entire  case  is  based  on  the  legal  advice  we 
got  from  legal  officers  in  our  own  ministry 
and  in  the  Attorney  General's  ministry. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  Treasurer  didn't  read  us 
one  through  the  entire  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  entire  bill  was  based 
upon  that  advice.  I  myself,  andi  I  think  at  a 
later  date  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Revenue,  did  read  into  the  record  certain 
legal  opinions.  One  was  lengthy  and(  I  didn't 
have  permission  from  the  author  to  use  his 
name  at  the  time. 

Mr.  Singer:  One  at  the  11th  hour,  in  the 

last  hours  of  the  debate. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  But  now  I  have,  and'  it's 
Mr.  Wolfe  Goodman,  QC. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  revelation! 
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Mr.  Singer:  The  Treasurer  waited  until  the 
whole  thing  was  over  and  then  he  brought 
in  an  expert. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Treasurer  why  it  is  that  his  communication 
with  the  government  of  Canada  was  dated 
April  25,  when  he  made  his  announcement  of 
the  intention  to  introduce  the  bill  at  least  two 
weeks  before  that?  Would  he  not  have  felt 
it  would  have  been  wise  at  least  to  inform 
the  government  of  Canada  and  get  an  opinion 
on  this  matter  which  now  appears  to  be  abso- 
lutely crucial  to  the  usefulness,  if  any  re- 
mains, of  this  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Sir,  I  just  can't  imagine 
that  this  would  not  be  considered  an  expense 
for  income  tax  purposes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  had  better  start 
imagining  it. 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  has  a  very  limited  imagina- 
tion. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  seemed  to  be  no 
particular  urgency  in  putting  the  case  to  the 
federal  government.  I  didh't  expect  a  fast 
reply  and  I  certainly  didii't  expect  a  no. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  took  the  Treasurer  five  weeks 
to  get  a  legal  opinion  and  then  he  read  it  to 
us  and  kept  the  author  anonymous. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  it  won't  be  sustain- 
able in  court. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Does  the  Treasurer  not 
realize  if  he  goes  through  with  his  plan  to 
appeal  to  the  courts,  which  will  take  at  least 
a  year  or  more,  that  during  that  whole  period 
of  time  the  entire  real  estate  market  in  this 
province  will  be  at  a  standstill? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  the  problem. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Does  the  Treasurer  not 
realize  this  may  very  well  send  this  province 
into  a  financial  tailspin? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  don't  agree  with 
that. 

Mr.  Roy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is 
the  Treasurer  not  being  somewhat  presump- 
tuous in  saying  that  he  is  going,  first  of  all,  to 
win  this  case?  Secondly,  by  collecting  the 
tax  at  a  rate  which  the  court  may  well  rule 
is  not  adequate  and  which  may  well  be  re- 


duced by  the  court,  is  he  not  in  fact  being 
contemptuous  of  the  court? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  have  been  six  sup- 
plementaries.  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

GRAND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier  if  he  is  going  to  make  an  amend- 
ment to  the  terms  of  reference  to  the  commis- 
sion investigating  the  flood  on  the  Grand  so 
that  it  is  established  under  the  Public  In- 
quiries Act,  giving  them  the  powers  to  accept 
evidenoe  without  in  any  way  interfering  with 
the  rights  of  those  giving  the  evidence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  expect  we 
will  be  dealing  with  this  in  cabinet  tomorrow. 
There  has  been  consultation  with  the  counsel 
for  the  group  which  is  conducting  the  in- 
vestigation. If  it  is  felt— and  I  think  there  is 
some  legal  justification  for  this— that  the  rights 
of  people  who  would  appear  before  this 
group  might  possibly  be  prejudiced  and  if 
that  possibility  even  remotely  exists,  then  we 
will  pass  tomorrow  an  order  in  council  estab- 
lishing the  inquiry  under  the  Public  Inquiries 
Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Can  the 
Premier  explain  why  it  was  not  established  as 
a  public  inquiry  in  the  first  place?  This  was 
the  impression  that  was  given,  that  it  was  an 
announcement  by  the  ministry  and'  by  the 
government  of  a  commission  with  all  of  the 
powers  that  a  public  inquiry  normally  has. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't 
speak  as  to  the  legal  niceties  of  it.  As  I  under- 
stand it,  under  the  authority  of  the  minister, 
one  can  accomplish  the  same  objectives.  The 
procedures  are  roughly  the  same  but  there  is 
some  question  as  to  the  position  of  witnesses 
who  appear  before  the  structure  as  originally 
presetited  by  the  minister.  As  I  say,  if  there 
is  some  doubt  about  this,  then  we  will  go  the 
route  of  the  Public  Inquiries  Act. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  change  in  the  terms 
of  reference  by  order  in  council  red^uce  the 
waiting  period  before  the  hearings  could  re- 
sume?  It  is   now   calculated  to  be  about  a 
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month  before   things   could   resume.    Would 
that  period  be  shortened? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  whether  that  period  would  be  short- 
ened because  of  any  order  in  council.  I'll 
certainly  take  a  look  at  it.  I  don't  think  the 
operative  section  of  the  Public  Inquiries  Act 
would  either  lengthen  or  shorten  necessarily 
the  time  before  evidence  could  be  heard,  but 
I'll  take  a  look  at  that  tomorrow. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  In  view  of  the 
problems  faced  in  the  March  6  floods  on  the 
Grand  River  near  Grand  Valley,  will  th^ 
Premier  have  that  matter  also  included  in 
the  inquiry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this 
matter  was  dealt  with  when  the  announce- 
ment was  made  with  respect  to  the  scope  of 
the  inquiry.  What  we  will  be  dealing  with 
tomorrow  is  the  position  of  witnesses  who 
might  be  called  or  who  have  some  evidence 
to  oflFer  to  the  inquiry.  Our  basic  concern 
will  be  to  see  that  their  rights  are  protected. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


CONFLICT  OF  INTEREST 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  another  question 
of  the  Premier  Mr.  Speaker.  Does  he  agree 
with  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications with  respect  to  the  conflict  of 
interest  situation  that  has  resulted  in  the 
resignation  of  a  commissioner  of  the  Ontario 
Northland  Transportation  Commission,  that 
those  conflict  of  interest  provisions  are  un- 
fair; that  the  conflict  was— I  believe  the  words 
were  "trivial  and  unimportant"— and,  there- 
fore, it  is  something  that  should  result  in  a 
change  in  legislation?  Or  does  the  Premier 
go  back  to  his  original  statements  having  to 
do  with  conflict  of  interest  resulting  in  guide- 
lines and  agree  that  we  have  to  establish  a 
respect  for  conflict  of  interest  legislation  and 
requirements  leading  almost  to  a  political 
taboo  in  this  province  in  order  to  restore  the 
confidence  of  the  people  in  these  matters? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
recall  hearing  exactly  what  the  Minister  of 
Transportation   and    Communications   said. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  going  to 
hear  quite  a  bit  more  about  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  He  said  the  legislation  should 
be  changed. 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  in  a  report  I  read  in  one  of  the 
papers,  an  editorial,  I  think  there  was  some 
reference  that  the  minister  had  said  the  issue 
was  trivial.  I  don't  think  anybody  on  this  side 
of  the  House  has  ever  said  that  the  issue  is 
trivial.  I  think  what  gives  us  concern,  and  I 
think  must  be  considered  logically  by  this 
House,  is  whether  the  legislation  as  it  relates 
either  to  a  government  commission  or  the 
municipalities  takes  into  account  or  provides 
a  mechanism  whereby  people  can  serve  who 
from  time  to  time  may  be  faced  with  "a 
potential  conflict." 

I  wasn't  privy  to  any  of  the  discussions  at 
public  accounts  today,  but  I  understand 
there  was  some  discussion  as  to  the  operative 
part  of  the— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  an  in  camera 
meeting. 

Hon.    Mr.    Davis:    That's   what   I    say.    It 
was  in  camera,  but  I  gather  there  was  some- 
Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    What   is   the   Premier 
talking  about  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  talking  about  the  fact 
that  they  were  giving  this  matter  some  con- 
sideration. I  don't  think  that  is  a  secret. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  does  the  Premier 
know  they  were? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well  all  right,  ask  the 
chairman  of  the  committee.  I  would  assume 
that  they  were  giving  this  matter  some  con- 
sideration. Perhaps  we  will  be  having  some 
recommendations  to  make  to  members  of  this 
House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Would 
the  Premier  not  agree  that  he  is  the  person 
who  must  set  the  consciousness  of  the  cab- 
inet and,  in  fact,  all  of  us  here  in  the  com- 
munity on  the  importance  of  this  issue  and 
that  he  should  surely  reprimand  any  of  his 
ministers- 
Mr.  Sargent:  He  is  the  last  person  to. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —who  would  indicate 
that  this  matter  is  trivial  and  unimportant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  no  minister 
of  this  Crown  has  indicated  that  matters  of 
conflict  are  trivial  or  unimportant. 

Mr.  Good:  He  certainly  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  to  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  that  this  government  before 
any  other  government  in  Canada,  including 
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that  of  his  friends  who  administer  the  federal 
affairs  of  this  country- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  didn't  have  anybody 
resigning  on  conflict  of  interest  as  this  gov- 
ernment did, 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —took  steps  with  respect 
to  conflict  prior  to  any  other  government  in 
Canada. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  Premier  has  not 
come  to  grips  with  it.  He  is  losing  his  cabinet 
ministers  right,  left  and  centre.  He  has  re- 
stored the  virginity  of  some  of  them. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  ministers  have  been 
described  as  right,  left  and  centre.  We  may 
be  in  the  centre,  some  may  be  a  little  bit 
to  the  right— but  heavens  above,  they  are  not 
far  to  the  left. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  agree  with  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Ask  us  about  transporta- 
tion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  somebody  is  going 
to  be  paying  a  lot  of  the  Premier's  bills. 
Somebody  is  going  to  be  paying  a  lot  of 
this  government's  bills. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position can't  vote  against  it.  He  is  embar- 
rassed. Does  he  want  to  say  something? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  want  to  ask  the  Chair- 
man— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Did  he  like  my  Spadina 
speech?  I  will  deliver  it. 

An  hon.  member:  Is  it  a  good  policy? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  want  to  ask  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Management  Board- 
Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  Premier  going  to  support 
the  Liberal  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Did  the  members  opposite 
like  the  Spadina  speech? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  Premier  putting  up  a 
plaque? 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  this  government  going  to 
put  its  money  where  its  speeches  are? 


CSAO  EMPLOYMENT  CONDITIONS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  Chairman  of  the 
Management  Board  established  a  committee 


to  review  the  requirements  put  forward  by 
the  Civil  Service  Association  of  Ontario?  Does 
the  minister  believe  that  legislation  should  be 
forthcoming,  as  do  many  hon.  members  of 
this  House,  improving  the  situation  the  public 
servants  find  themselves  in,  particularly  with 
their  basic  employment  rights?  And  is  the 
minister  going  to  bring  forward  legislation  to 
improve  the  pension  provisions  along  the 
lines  of  their  requirements 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  short 
answer  to  the  whole  question  is  yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  Premier  going  to  support 
the  Liberal  policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is  our  policy;  why 
shouldn't  we  support  it? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  The  Liberal 
policy!   Oh,   what   garbage. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  for  Ottawa  East 
is  creating  apoplexy  in  our  ranks.  Will  he 
stop  asking  questions  like  that.  Oh,  he  is  not 
asking  those  questions? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  There  is 
no  limit  to— 

Mr.  Deans:  I  can't  stand  it,  I  really  can't; 
it  is  too  much. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  doesn't  the  government 
call  another  general  election  and  get  it  over 
with? 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Premier,  Mr. 
Speaker,  since  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act 
in  this  Legislature  was  passed  largely  under 
false  pretences— pretences  which  were  assum- 
ed by  Tory  members  as  well  as  by  others  and 
have  now  been  demonstrably  proven  false— 
and  since  the  tax  is  clearly  in  a  state  of 
serious  contention  and  will  continue  to  be, 
doesn't  the  Premier  think  it  is  the  better  part 
of  common  sense  and  reason  to  withdraw  the 
bill,  to  suspend  its  application- 
Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Good 
question. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  —or  to  rescind  it  until  such 
time  as  the  matter  is  resolved? 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:   Mr.  Speaker,  I  find  this 
question- 
Mr.    Speaker:    Order,    Order,    please. 
Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Oh,  sorry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  I  understand  the  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West  to  indicate 
that  this  particular  bill  was  deliberately 
passed  under  false  pretences? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  hon.  member  didn't  say 
that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  think  I  used  the  word 
"deliberate." 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  not  >at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  said  I  think  the  bill  was 
passed  under  false  pretences. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Was  there  any  inference  in 
that,  that  there  was  deliberate  deliberation  in 
the  false  pretences? 

An  hon.  member:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  was  a  lack  of  deliberation. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The 
Speaker  is  over-protective  today. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  leave  it,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Maybe  the  Premier— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  certainly  if 
the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  wants 
to  use  the  term  "false  pretences,"  I  will  not— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come,  come,  come.  The 
Premier  dioesn't  need  the  assistance  from  the 
Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —suggest  that  he  said  that 
this  was  dleliberate. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No  red  herrings. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Listen;  give  me  time.  It  is 
going  to  take  me  a  minute  or  two  to  answer 
this  question. 

Interjection's  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Why 
don't  the  members  of  the  opposition  shut  up 
and  listen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  it  will  maybe  involve 
a  little  bit  of  editorial  comment. 


An  hon.  member:  Did  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  hear  that? 

Hon.     Mr.     Davis:     May    I    restate,     Mr. 

Speaker,  the  intent  of  the  land  speculation 

tax- 
Mr.  D.   C.  MacDonald  (York  South):   We 

know  the  intent. 

Interjectionsi  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  intent  very-  simply 
wasy  and)  still  is,  to  discourage'  land  specula- 
tion in!  this  province  in  houses,  condominiums, 
or  what  have  you. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know  that. 

An  hon.  member:  It  hasn't  done  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  it  has. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  is  the  first  significant 
step  taken  by  any  government  in  Canada  to 
deal  with  the  basic  problem  of  inflation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  If  one  reads  the  speeches 
of  the  national  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —emanating,  I  believe, 
from  Vancouver,  he  appeared!  to  be  in  support 
of  the  land  speculation  tax  except  he  would 
plug  some  loopholes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  he  appeared  to  be  in  sup- 
port of  taking  land  into  the  public  sector,  of 
seizing  land. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
would  be  very  regrettable  to  have  members 
of  either  party  on  that  sidie  of  the  House- 
particularly  this  party  which  is  concerned 
about  inflation;  these  people  obviously  aren't 
—suggest  we  rescind  this  piece  of  legislation 
when  we  are  making  this  genuine  effort  which 
we  believe  will  be  successful.  The  legal 
opinion)  we  have  had  isi  that  it  is  deductible. 
There  is  no  question  that  it  is  having  a 
stabilizing  effect  on  the  market,  both  in  terms 
of  raw  land  and  in  terms  of  housing.  The  gov- 
ernment will  continue— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  is  living  in  a 
dream  world. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  deal'  with  inflation 
within  those  areas  of  jurisdiction  where  we 
think  we  can  do  it.  I  think  it's  very  re- 
grettable, Mr.  Speaker-and  I  will  support 
what  the  Treasurer  said— that  we  have  had 
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no  communication  from  the  federal  govern- 
ment and  that  it  would  seize  this  opportunity 
in  this  manner  to  say  that  in  its  view  it  is  not 
deductible  when  it  is  making  no  efiFort  what- 
soever to  curb  inflation  on  land  in  this  coun- 
try. I  think  if  those  members  continue  to  sup- 
port blindly  the  economic  policy  of  the  fedferal 
government  at  this  moment,  then  be  it  on 
Qieir  own  heads. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Maybe  the  people  should 
decide  who  is  right.  Escalate  it  into  a  federal 
issue. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  is  overdoing  it  but 
I  thank  him  anyway.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 
mentary to  the  Premier:  Since  the  exemptions 
and  the  inadequacies  in  the  land  speculation 
tax  render  it  irrelevant  as  a  tool  against 
speculation  and  since  it  has  paralysed- 
Mr.  Havrot:  That  is  the  member's  opinion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —the  marketplace  for  housing, 
where  it  was  designed  to  have  some  eflFect, 
why  will  he  not  rescind  it  until  the  issue  is 
resolved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  the 
leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party  is  far 
more  knowledgeable  in  these  matters  than  I 
am— 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —but  I  would  say  to  him 
with  great  respect  it  has  not  paralysed  the 
market  in  housing.  It  has  not  paralysed  the 
market  in  resales  or  sales  of  new  homes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Nobody  is  building. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  What  has  happened,  Mr. 
Speaker— certaiiJy  people  are  building  but 
does  the  member  know  what  has  happened? 
They  have  discovered  that  in  the  past  six, 
eight  or  nine  months,  the  number  of  new 
units  sold  to  speculators  who  were  hoping 
to  make  a  $3,000  or  $4,000  bill  on  the  resale 
of  those  houses  has  had  an  impact  on  the 
market.  There  is  no  question  there  are  houses 
available  for  sale  today  in  the  hands  of 
speculators  and  this  has  had,  without  any 
question,  an  effect  on  the  market  but  it  does 
not  mean  there  are  no  houses  available  for 
disposition. 

Mr.  Sargent:  There  is  not  a  lawyer  in 
Ontario  who  would  agree  with  the  Premier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  with  respect, 
Mr,  Speaker,  that  the  delay  with  respect  to 
certain  housing  starts  does  not  relate  to  the 
land  speculation  tax.  It  relates  to  other  mat- 
ters such  as  mortgage  financing,  subdivision 


agreements,  allocation  of  other  problems,  not 
to  the  land  speculation  tax. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  relates  to  all  those  things, 
including  the  land  speculation  tax. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  As  I  say,  I  bow  to  the 
total  knowledge  of  the  leader  of  the  New 
Democratic  Party  except  in  this  particular 
situation.  With  respect,  he  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  don't  be  gratuitous. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary:  The 
Premier  has  made  a— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  thought  we  dealt  with 
this  before. 

Mr.  Singer:  No.  He  made  a  grandiloquent 
peroration,  a  hymn  of  praise  to  himself.  Can 
he  give  us  any  statistical  background  which 
will  establish  what  he  has  said  about  the 
advance  of  the  market  or  the  steadiness  of 
the  market  or  the  slowdown  of  the  market? 
Does  he  have  any  statistical  basis  whatso- 
ever? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Look  around. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
member  for  Downsview  probably  would  have 
greater  knowledge  of  this  than  perhaps  I 
would.  I  would  say  this— 

Mr.  Deans:  Everybody  has  more  knowl- 
edge about  everything. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  say  that  in  any 
critical  sense  at  all. 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  says  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  saying  he  can  go 
and  talk  to  the  real  estate  community.  They 
will  tell  him  that  listings  in  some  respects 
are  down  related  to  the  price  of  three  months 
ago.  He  can  go  to  some  of  the  major  build- 
ers who  have  sold  no  units  since  April  9, 
who  have  done  some  assessment  and  research 
and  discovered  that  25  to  30  per  cent  of  the 
units  sold  prior  to  that  date  were  sold  to 
"speculators."  I  don't  say  improperly,  inval- 
idly,  or  anything  else. 

Mr.  Singer:  Isn't  it  strange,  with  all  the 
facilities  at  his  command,  the  Premier  had 
no  statistics? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  think  there's  any 
question,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  am  the  first  to 
acknowledge  this— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  are  these  unnamed  peo- 
ple? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —that  the  numbers  of 
single  units  or  condominiums  being  pur- 
chased by  way  of  investment,  not  for  use  on 
the  market  but  by  way  of  investment  in  terms 
of  speculation,  exceeded  even  the  rough  fig- 
ures or  estimates  we  were  making  at  the  time 
of  the  development  of  the  land  speculation 
tax,  I  would  say  to  the  member  for  Downs- 
view,  if  he  is  genuinely  concerned  about  in- 
flation, for  heaven's  sake  support  what  we 
are  attempting  to  do  with  land  because  it  is 
the  only  realistic  proposal  which  has  ema- 
nated from  any  government  in  this  country 
up  to  this  date  in  1974. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  isi  not  realistic  at  all.  This 
programme  is  a  fraud, 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It's  not  wrong;  it  is  the 
only  one. 

Interjections  by  hon,  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  doesn't  control 
speculation  with  this  tax. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  There  will  never  be  reasonable 
housing  at  a  reasonable  price  with  this  bill. 
The  government  has  to  do  other  thingsi  and 
it  won't  do  it.  In  fact,  the  government  has 
to  fall- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order, 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  the  government  will  fall, 
before  there  is  reasonable  housing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  can  the  Premier  expect 
any  apartment  builder  to  begin  any  new  plans, 
or  begin  any  new  apartments,  imtil  this  matter 
is  settied  between  the  province  and  the  fed- 
eral authorities?  Does  he  not  realize  that  this 
means  no  new  apartments  will  be  started  until 
he  gets  this  settled  in  the  courts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  with  great 
respect,  while  I  once  again  acknowledge  the 
tremendous  abihty  of  the  hon,  member  for 
High  Park  when  it  comes  to  matters  of  high 
finance,  he  is  talking  about  two  separate 
issues.  If  he  is  saying  that  no  buildfer  will 
build  an  apartment,  or  a  multiple  dSvelling 
or  a  high  density  building  because  he  cannot 
resell  without  the  question  of  the  profit  being 
resolved,  I  won't  argue  that.  But  I  should 
also  point  out  to  him  that  a  large  number 
of  peopfe  who  are  in  the  development  indus- 
try build  on  the  basis  of  rentention  of  owner- 
ship for  a  basis  of  investment. 


Mr.  Shulman:  But  they  can't  be  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  This  will  not  inhibit  the 

building  of  apartments  as  it  relates  to  those 
who  wish  to  retain  ownership.  It  will  not. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  must  hoB  it.  They 
can't  build  for  resale. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Sure  they  can.  They  can 
indeed.  There's  nothing  to  prevent  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener, 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  A  supple- 
mentary question,  Mr,  Speaker:  As  a  result 
of  the  statement  that  has  appeared  in  the 
press,  is  the  Premier  not  concerned  that  the 
Hon,  Mr,  Meen  has  turned  "white"  and  the 
Hon,  Mr.  White  has  turned  "mean"? 

ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  have,  once 
again,  a  very  high  regard  for  the  leadership 
contender  from  Kitchener  for  the  year  1976 
or  whatever,  and  I  think  that  he  shouldn't 
be  confusing  "mean"  and  "white",  he  should 
be  turning  red  himself  in  embarrasment  at 
the  very  high  quality  of  question  that  he  has 
just  asked. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  should  have  turned  red 
at  the  Premier's  mistake. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would)  say  to  the  hon. 
member   for    Kitchener,    who    surely   should 
have  some  knowledge  of  this  subject  as  well- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:   I  spoke  on  the  bill,  too. 
The  Premier  wasn't  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Sure.  In  fact,  I  thought  he 
supported  it  at  one  point  in  time.  TelJ  me 
what  other  government- 
Mr.  Lewis:  They  did.  They  supported  it  in 
principle. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —in  this  country,  particu- 
larly the  federal  government,  has  taken  any 
concrete  steps  to  stabilize  or  reduce  the  price 
o£  land  in  Canada?  TeU  me.  TeM  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Or  anything  else,  either. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  has  been  a  reasonable 
and  sufficient  number  of  supplementaries. 
The  hon,   member  for  Scarborough  West. 
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STRIKE  AT  FORT  FRANCES  CLINIC 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Labour,  if  I  may:  Is  he  aware  that  the  so- 
called  talks  between  the  little  CUPE  local  of 
23  people!  in  Fort  Frances  lasted'  for  a  couple 
of  hours  yesterday  in  Thundler  Bay,  after  the 
minister's  oflBcials  tried  for  a  week  or  10  days 
to  get  the  management  together,  and  that 
there  is  now  no  prospect  whatsoever  of  a 
settlement  in  sight  of  a  strike  at  a  medical 
clinic  that  has  proceeded  in  excess  of  six 
weeks? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  realize 
that  they  have  had  recent  meetings  and'— 

Mr.  Lewis:  One. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  —that  they  have  come 
to  an  impasse,  and  I'm  not  ready  to  admit 
that  it's  the  end  of  it.  I  agree  that  nothing 
further  can  be  accomplished  immediately,  but 
I  hope  it's  only  a  temporary  impasse  and  that 
we  can  pick  up  the  meetings  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  if  I 
may:  What  does  one  do  with  a  classic— and 
this  surely  is— a  classic  little  labour  situation 
of  this  kind,  where  a  union  follows  all  of  the 
procedures  laid  down  under  the  Ontario 
Labour  Relations  Act  and  wins  its  certification 
—in  February  of  1973,  if  memory  serves  me— 
and  to  this  day  cannot  receive  recognition 
from  the  management  group— in  this  case, 
doctors— with  whom  it  is  endeavouring  to  deal 
honourably  and  legitimately  under  the  legis- 
lation? And  how  can  one  talk  about  good- 
faith  bargaining  when  that  kind  of  situation 
can  be  allowed  to  persist? 

Hon.    Mr.    MacBeth:    Mr.    Speaker,   I   was 
asking  the  same  question  this  morning- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Was  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Mac*Beth:  —and,  as  you  are 
aware,  there  are  still  agreements— of  course 
it  takes  two  to  make  an  agreement— but  if  the 
two  parties  can't  agree,  I'm  afraid  that  that's 
still  where  it  is.  Now,  I'm  not  saying  it's 
satisfactory- 
Mr.  Lewis:  But  what  happens?  They  are 
certified  under  the  law. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  know  they  are  certi- 
fied, but  still  they  have  to  agree  upon  the 
contract.  And  if  they  can't— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  wouldn't  let  Ford 
thumb  its  nose  at  workers  that  way.  Why 
does  he  let  doctors  do  it? 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  we  have  no 
authority  to  force  them  to  agree.  It  is  by 
agreement. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  because  they  are  small 
and  don't  have  any  power. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 

Mr.  Reid:  Would  the  minister  consider 
some  legislation,  perhaps  amending  the  Em- 
ployment Standards  Act,  to  provide  under 
that  Act  a  minimum  contract  dealing  with 
wages,  fringe  benefits,  union  security  and  so 
on,  with  the  view  that  if  an  agreement 
wasn't  reached  by  a  newly  certified  bargain- 
ing unit  within  a  certain  amount  of  time, 
then  that  minimum  agreement  would  go  into 
effect? 

Mr.  Good:  That  sounds  like  a  good  idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
want  to  say  I  endorse  that,  but  I  will  cer- 
tainly examine  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  aware  that  there  have 
been  only  two  mediation  meetings  since  the 
strike  began  and  that  both  of  those  meetings 
have  been  abortive?  And  what  have  his  offi- 
cials been  doing  to  bring  the  parties  together, 
and  especially  to  bring  the  doctors  to  the 
bargaining  table  since  they  have  thrown 
up  every  obstruction  in  the  last  six  weeks? 

Hon.    Mr.    MacBeth:    All   I   can   say,   Mr. 

Speaker,  is  that  they  have  been  doing  their 

best- 
Mr.    Lewis:    He's    right;    it    is    incredible. 

Absolutely  incredible. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  that  they  have 
been  working  as  best  they  can  to  get  the  two 
parties  together  but,  as  I  say,  it  still  rests  on 
agreement. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  this  a  supplementarx  ? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  one  supplementar>'. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary;  the  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  Deans:  May  I  ask  the  minister,  a 
little  tentatively,  whether  he  would  consider 
establishing  an  arbitrator  to  hear  the  posi- 
tions of  both  parties  and  to  make  a  sub- 
mission to  the  minister  which  may  well  be 
considered  then  as  being  a  compulsory  con- 
tract since  it  is  a  first  contract? 
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Mr.  Reid:  Is  the  member  asking  for  com- 
pulsory arbitration? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Sounds  like  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must 
admit  I  don't  know  whether  I  have  any 
power  to  do  that  or  not.  The  member  is 
talking  about  compulsory  arbitration  under  a 
first  contract.  I  don't  know  whether  I  have 
that  power,  but  I  will  make  inquiries  con- 
cerning it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:   Bring  in  an  Act  in  the 

Legislature. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  about  Darrigo's 
food  markets,  where  we  have  the  same  situa- 
tion? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


GASOLINE-SAVING  DEVICE 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Industry  and  Tourism  just  one  question.  Re- 
garding the  people  who  go  on  the  ministry's 
various  world  tours,  selling  their  Ontario 
products  abroad,  does  the  minister  check  out 
the  authenticity  of  what  it  is  they  are  en- 
gaged in?  I  am  referring  specifically  to  a 
company  called  Turbo-Vapour  Injector,  which 
I  believe  went  on  a  trip  to  the  UK  at  the 
end  of  1973,  and  whose  component,  which 
is  added  to  cars,  is  now  imder  investigation 
by  the  Better  Business  Bureau  in  Detroit, 
in  the  United  States,  and  I  gather  is  being 
looked  at  by  the  Attorney  General's  oflBce 
in  Michigan  for  claims  far  beyond  the  ap- 
parent capacity. 

Hon.  C.  Bennett  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Could  the  minister  find  out 
something  about  this  particular  instance  and 
let  us  know  what  substance  he  feels  there  is 
to  this  particular  marketable  item? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
indicate  very  clearly  to  the  House,  first  of  all, 
that  TVI  did  not  go  on  our  trade  mission 
under  the  name  of  TVI.  TVI  went  for  the 
ministry  and  for  the  Province  of  Ontario 
under  the  name  of  Promotional  Advertising 
Systems  Ltd.  They  were  promoting  and  sell- 
ing signs. 

Mr.  Lewis:  OhI 

Mr.    Sargent:    An   American   cx)mpany   in 

Canada. 


Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  While  I  am  aware  of 
the  situation  that  the  leader  of  the  NDP  is 
speaking  of,  TVI,  which  is  a  subsidiary  of 
Promotional  Advertising  Systems  Ltd.,  went 
to  England  two  or  three  days  prior  to  the 
ofiicial  commencement  day  of  the  mission. 
They  took  with  them  a  suoproduct  that  they 
happened  to  manufacture  or  are  agents  for. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  are  an  American  com- 
pany. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  They  were  selling  the 
very  product  that  the  hon  member  is  re- 
ferring to,  which  can  be  attached  to  auto- 
mobiles. 

The  particular  item  that  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  is  asking  about,  sir,  has  been  referred 
to  the  Ontario  Research  Foundation  for  veri- 
fication as  to  whether  it  is  as  good  as  they 
claim  it  to  be  in  the  saving  of  petroleum  in 
the  operation  of  an  automobile.  The  very 
firm  has  also  asked  the  government  of  On- 
tario if  we  would  use  it  on  some  of  the  OPP 
vehicles  and  other  government  vehicles  that 
are  used  by  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  I 
have  now  requested  the  Minister  of  Govern- 
ment Services  (Mr.  Snow)  and  the  Minister 
of  Transportation  and  Communications  to 
look  at  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Lewfe:  There  was  more  to  this  than  I 
realized  when  I  asked  it.  We  will  come  back 
to  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  If  the  member  asks  sm- 
other I  will  answer  that  one  too.  Ask  another 
one. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  have  taken  the  minis- 
ter in,  too. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  has  a  meeting  on 
TVI  every  morning. 


TRUCK  FREIGHT  RATES 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munications. Due  to  the  fact  that  for  about 
four  years  now,  Mr.  Minister,  in  the  multi- 
million-  or  billion-dollar  trucking  industry, 
we  have  been  the  only  administration  whidi 
has  not  had  a  review  of  freight  rates;  and  in 
view  of  the  fact  that— 

Mr.  Havrot:  Question. 
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Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  Ask  the  ques- 
tion. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —the  freight  rates  have  a 
great  bearing  on  the  high  cost  of  living  in 
Ontario,  what  tie-up  is  there  between  the 
trucking  industry  and  the  Conservative  Party 
in  that  the  minister  will  not  call  hearings  of 
the  Highway  Transport  Board  to  review  the 
rates? 

Now  the  minister  has  been  telling  me  all 
this  last  session  that  he  is  going  to  put  a 
stop- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber has  asked  his  question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  question  is,  when  is  the 
minister  going  to  quit  kidding  us  and  get 
down  to  action  in  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  answer 
to  the  first  part  of  the  question  is  that  there 
is  no  tie-up  between  the  trucking  industry 
and  the  Conservative  Party,  and  the  answer 
to  his  second  question  is,  as  I  have  told  the 
hon.  member  on  several  occasions,  we  are 
checking  with  other  jurisdictions  to  see  what 
can  be  done  and  how  it  is  being  done. 

He  is  totally  wrong  when  he  says  all  other 
jurisdictions  have  complete  control.  That  is 
not  correct.  He  himself  knows  full  well  that 
there  are  tariff  bureaus  in  many  other  juris- 
dictions where  only  rates  are  filed.  I  told  him 
exactly  what  we  were  trying  to  do,  and  as 
early  as  yesterday  I  explained  to  him  that  it 
was  complicated  and  we  were  looking  at  it. 
Now  if  he  wants  to  set  me  up  for  a  question 
for  tomorrow,  I  will  meet  him  outside  the 
House  after. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  is  no  expert  on  con- 
flict of  interest. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
minister  says  there  is  no  tie-up  between  the 
trucking  companies  and  his  party,  will  he  go 
on  record  as  saying  that  he  gets  no  funds  for 
his  pot  from  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
certainly  go  on  record  that  I  get  no  funds 
from  the  trucking  industry  in  my  campaigns. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  am  not  saying  the  minister, 
I  am  saying  the  party. 

InteTJectionsi  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Now  may  I  ask  him  a 
question  as  to  where  he  gets  his? 


Mr.  Sargent:  I'll  tell  him  where  I  get  mine. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth. 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  United  Appeal? 

Hon.   Mr.  Davis:   The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  doesn't  get  it  from  United!  Appeal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Nor  from  the  NDP  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  hon.  member  might. 


REGIONAL  GOVERNMENT  OFFICE 
FACILITIES 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Government  Services.  If  it 
were  the  request  of  the  Hamilton-Wentworth 
regional  council  that  the  Government  Ser- 
vices ministry  used  its  expertise  to  evaluate 
the  three  offers  ciurently  before  them  with 
regard  to  the  provision  of  office  facilities, 
which  seems  to  have  caused  considerable  tur- 
moil, would  the  Government  Services  ministry 
be  prepared  to  make  that  expertise  available 
to  tnem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that's 

a  very  hypothetical  question- 
Mr.  Deans:  No  it  isn't.  Woidd  the  minister 

do  it  if  they  asked  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  If  I  were  to  receive  such 

a  request- 
Mr.  Roy:  Don't  give  the  hon.  member  an 
answer  on  your  own. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  — oflBcially  from  the  city  of 
Hamilton,  I  would  certainly  consider  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo Nortii. 


MILLBROOK  SEWAGE  TREATMENT 
PLANT 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment:  What  is  he  do- 
ing to  clean  up  the  mess  that  has  developed 
down  in  the  town  of  Millbrook  where  since 
1967  they  have  been  trying  to  get  approval 
for  a  sewage  treatment  plant,  whose  plans 
and  applications  and  bylaws  have  been  lost 
down  here  in  government  bureaucracy? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Good:  Twice. 
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Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): I  think  that  may  be  rather  an 
irresponsible  statement  on  the  member's  part 
because  we  do  have  decentralization  of  de- 
partments- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  That's  not 
the  only  tOMTi. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  We  are  very  much  con- 
cerned- 
Mr.    R.    Haggerty    (Welland    South):    The 
minister  should  have  a  responsible  policy. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —and  we  have  over  500 
projects  going  on  in  this  province  now  and 
we  are  trying  to  help  the  people  of  this 
province  get  their  problems  sorted'  out.  If 
the  member  has  a  particular  problem- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  At  least  we  are  looking 
after  the  people  of  the  province,  more  than 
they  are  over  there  who  are  talking  about  it. 
We'll  be  glad  to  look  into  it.  I  will  get  a 
report  back  to  the  member  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible on  Millbrook.  Okay? 

Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  In  view  of  the 

fact- 
Mr.   R.  F.   Nixon:   The  minister  does  not 

know  what  he  is  talking  about. 

Mr.  Good:  —that  their  actual  bylaws  were 
laws— and  Fm  sure  the  minister  is  aware  of 
this— and  there  is  a  two-year  delay  they  say 
before  approval  can  be  given,  will  the  minis- 
ter d<o  everything  in  his  power  to  shorten  that 
time  period  and  would  he  consider  giving 
some  financial  assistance  to  the  municipality 
because  of  this  delay  and  the  increased'  cost 
which  will  result,  especially  when  it  was  all 
the  government's  fault  that  the  bylaws  were 
lost? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wiH  look 
into  the  total  matter  and  report  back  to  tiie 
member. 

Mr.  Singer:  That's  the  minister's  irrespon- 
sibility. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand^ 
wich-Riverside.  Then  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 


SHOPPING  MALL  PARKING  LOTS 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportationi  and  Communica- 
tions regarding  fire  routes  at  shopping  centres. 


When  will  the  minister  introduce  legislation 
to  extend  the  definition  of  highway  to  include 
the  privately  owned  parking  lots  at  shopping 
malls,  thereby  enabling  the  police  and  fire 
departments  to  give  the  public  proper  pro- 
tection? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  not 
given  any  consideration  to  that  particular 
matter  since  I  have  taken  this  portfolio.  I 
looked  into  that  particular  matter  when  I 
was  in  municipal  politics  and  I  recognize 
what  are  some  of  the  concerns  of  the  hon. 
member,  I  will  be  very  happy  to  take  it  under 
considieration  in  any  further  amendlments  we 
may  be  making  to  the  Highway  TraflBc  Act. 

Mr.  Burr:  As  a  supplementary:  Does  the 
minister  realize  that  some  communities  are 
trying  to  pass  this  legislation  and  we  want  it 
to  be  province-wide  to  avoid  having  every- 
body come  in  with  individual  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
aware  there  are  those  individual  municipalities 
attempting  to  pass  such  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 


CERTIFICATES  OF  MECHANICAL 

FITNESS 

Mr.  Roy:  I  have  a  question  of  the  same 
minister,  die  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  In  light  of  the  fact  that  no 
legislation  or  regulations  have  been  brought 
in  to  tighten  up  the  system  of  certificates  of 
mechanical  fitness,  and  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  was  brought  to  his  predecessor's  (Mr. 
Carton)  attention  last  year  and  he  promised 
he  would  bring  in  legislation  before  last 
Christmas,  why  is  he  waiting  to  curb  this 
abuse  and  prevent  the  frauds  that  are  going 
on  by  allowing  unsafe  motor  vehicles  on  our 
highways? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
the  hon.  member  has  not  really  been  doing 
his  homework  as  adequately  as  he  professes 
to  do  because  we  have- 
Mr.  Roy:  I  checked  it  out  last  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —tightened  up  on  the 
mechanical  fitness  requirements.  We  are  at 
present  developing  a  process  by  which  only 
authorized  personnel  at  designated  facilities 
will  be  permitted  to  do  this  sort  of  mechan- 
ical fitness.  We  have  publicly  recognized 
there  are  loopholes  in  the  former  procedures 
but  we  are  tightening  it  up,  using  qualified 
licensed   mechanics    who    will    be    registered 
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with   the   ministry   to   perform   this   type   of 
inspection. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Name  10  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Roy:  Might  I  venture  a  quick  supple- 
mentary? In  the  light  of  his  statement  how 
is  it  that  none  of  the  mechanics  or  garages 
I  have  checked  with  in  the  Ottawa  area  has 
received  any  directive  since  the  matter  was 
brought  up  last  year? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Not  one. 

Mr.  Roy:  Has  he  sent  directives  to  them? 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  doesn't  know  what  he  is 
talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
know  whether  or  not  these  directives  have 
gone  out.  As  I  said  we  have  been  developing 
this.  We  are  hiring  extra  people. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  had  better  check  it  out. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  thinking  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  we  are  going  ahead 
with  a  programme  of  developing— 

Mr.  Roy:  But  he  hasn't  advised  them  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
Thunder  Bay. 


ACCESS  ROAD  FROM  SIOUX 
LOOKOUT 

Mr.  Stokes:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Min- 
ister of  Transportation  and  Communications. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  There  are 
several  members  who  wish  to  ask  questions 
and  the  time  is  just  about  up. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  the  minister  aware  there 
are  NORT  funds  and  DREE  funds  being 
used  for  a  resource  access  road  from  Sioux 
Lookout  to  Highway  599  and  that  road  is 
going  to  intercept  Highway  599  about  seven 
miles  north  of  Savant  Lake?  Will  the  min- 
ister intercede  on  behalf  of  the  people  of 
Savant  Lake- 
Mr.  Sargent:  The  minister  should  resign 
now. 

Mr.  Stokes:  —to  ensure  that  connecting 
road,  which  is  so  vitally  important  to  the 
people  of  Savant  Lake  for  educational  and 
service  purposes  comes  out  at  Savant  Lake 
rather  than  in  the  bush  seven  miles  along 
Highway  599? 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 
of  the  fact  that  the  road  the  hon.  member 
refers  to  is  being  constructed  under  NORT. 
I  don't  know  the  exact  details  on  it  because, 
as  he  well  knows,  it's  being  carried  out  under 
the  Ministry  of  Natural  Resources  in  the 
north  Design  Programme. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Is  he  not  a  member  of  the 
committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  do  not  serve  on  the 
committee;  my  parliamentary  assistant  does. 
I  certainly  will  bring  that  matter  to  the 
attention  of  the  committee  to  report  back. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


COMPLAINTS  TO  COLLEGE  OF 
PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS 

Mr.  Singer  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Health:  Could  the  Min- 
ister of  Health  tell  us  of  the  222  complaints 
received  by  the  College  of  Physicians  and 
Surgeons  for  the  five-month  period  ended 
March  31,  the  extent  to  which  the  com- 
plainants were  called  in  to  give  evidence, 
besides  their  evidence  in  writing;  the  extent 
to  which  the  complainants  were  advised  as 
to  the  complete  result  of  the  deliberations  of 
the  college;  and  whether  or  not  there  has 
been  any  attempt  by  the  department  to  ascer- 
tain the  adequacy  of  the  handling  of  these 
200-odd  complaints? 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health):  No, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't  answer  that  question.  I 
think  the  hon.  member  well  knows  that  we 
have  taken  steps  to  give  rights  to  complain- 
ants under  the  new  health  disciplines  bill. 
Therefore,  I  am  not  looking  baclc  into  the 
past;  I  am  looking  into  the  future. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary, 
could  the  minister  undiertake  to  try  to  get  us 
some  meaningful  statistics,  say,  for  that  five- 
month  period,  in  order  that  the  House  will 
be  able  to  deal  adequately  with  those  pro- 
visions of  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  when 
they  come  before  us  in  committee  of  the 
whole  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  sure  I'U'  try  to,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  I  know  my  hon.  friend  is  simply 
going  to  move  third  reading  on  my  behalf. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 
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Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary:  Does  the  min- 
ister feel'  that  the  action  taken  by  the  College 
of  Physicians  and  Surgeons,  I  believe  it  was, 
with  regard  to  Dr.  Mele  is  in  keeping  with 
the  magnitude  of  the  crime  that  he  com- 
mitted by  taking  that  amount  of  money  out 
of  the  public  purse;  and  doesn't  he  recognize 
that  people  go  to  jail  for  stealing  a  loaf  of 
bread  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
hon.  member  is  confusing  two  roles.  One  is 
the  right  of  the  College  of  Physicians  and 
Surgeons  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
services  were  properly  rendered  or  rendered 
at  all- 
Mr.  Deans:  If  they  were  rendered  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  —and  to  make  a  decision 
as  it  relates  to  his  right  to  practise.  The 
second!  right  is  that  of  the  province  or  the 
Attorney  Generars  oflBce  to  review  the  case 
if  any  fraud  was  proven  or  alleged  and,  ifi 
the  case  can  be  built,  to  bring  it  through  the 
courts.  This  has  happened  in  a  number  of  in- 
stances in  the  past.  I  believe  some  10  cases 
were  turned  over  some  while  ago. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  very  short  supplementary. 
There  are  just  a  few  moments. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  does  the  minister  intend- 
to  do  in  this  case?  Does  he  turn  it  over  to 
the  Attorney  General? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  don't  make  that  de- 
cision, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  Who  does? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 


LAND  SEVERANCES 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment. 

Is  it  true  that  applications  for  severances 
are  processed  slowly?  I  have  been'  told  that 
for  the  severance  of  a  parcel  of  land  the  land- 
owner has  to  send  in  a  $10  fee  with  his 
application  and,  before  the  land  division 
committee  can  deal  with  it,  it  has  to  have  a 
receipt  from  the  Ministry  of  the  Environment 
for  tlie  $10.  In  some  counties  where  there 
are  no  regional  oflBces  they  have  to  send  the 
$10  to  London  and  then  from  London  to 
Windsor.  Would  the  minister  speed  up  the 
procesis  of  severances  for  land  in  the  prov- 
ince? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaiker,  in  the  case 
of  land  severances  in  the  various  areas  of  the 


province,  some  are  done  by  the  health  units 
themselves  and  some  are  dbne  by  our  sta£F. 
Under  part  7  of  the  Act,  there  is  a  $10  fee 
for  severances.  If  the  member  is  having  a 
particular  problem  in  his  area  and  if  he'd 
like  to  let  me  know  about  it,  we'd  be  glad 
to  try  to  expedite  matters  for  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  beg  leave  to  present  the  final 
report  of  the  select  committee  on  land  drain- 
age. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member's  raison  d'etre 
will  now  disappear. 

Mr.  Stokes:  And  there'll  be  no  more  talk 
about  reservoirs  in  northern  Ontario. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  the 
honour  today  to  table  the  final  report  of  the 
select  committee  on  land  drainage  which  was 
appointed  by  resoltition  of  this  House  on  June 
30,  1972.  Before  outlining  some  of  the  find^ 
ings  and  the  recommendations  of  the  com- 
mittee, I  should  like  to  thank  the  Premier  of 
the  province- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  will  notice  that 
the  Premier  left  when  the  member  got  to  his 
feet. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  he  goes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  hon.  member  is  more  in- 
debted to  the  Premier  than  anyone  in  the 
House. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  thousands? 

Mr.  Henderson:  I  am.  I  would  also  like  to 
thank  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food 
of  this  province   (Mr.  Stewart)— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.    Henderson:    —for    their    foresight    in 
recognizing  the  need  for  this  study- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Henderson:  —the  members  of  the  staff 
for  their  dedicated  work  and,  last  but  not 
least,  my  colleagues,  the  members  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Was  their  report  printed  in 
Lambton  county? 

Mr.   Henderson:    As    instructed,   the   com- 
mittee visited  every  area  in  Ontario- 
Mr.  Deans:  Twice  over. 
Mr.  Lewis:  As  often  as  possible. 
Mr.  Foulds:  By  the  ONR  private  car. 

Mr.  Henderson:  —and  met  and  held  hear- 
ings at  40  different  locations. 

Mr.  Lewis:  In  and  out  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Hearings  were  held  in 
both  the  afternoon  and  evenings  and  thus 
we  held  80  separate  meetings. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  on  the  same  day  though. 

Mr.  Henderson:  There  was  an  average  at- 
tendance of  25  people  at  each  hearing,  so 
members  can  see  that  the  committee  met 
and  discussed  drainage  with  approximately 
1,600  to  1,700  people  throughout  this  prov- 
ince. In  addition,  the  committee  received  590 
written  submissions  and  briefs. 

Including  the  recommendations  made  in 
our  interim  report,  which  was  tabled  in  De- 
cember, 1972,  the  committee's  final  report 
makes  120  recommendations  for  the  im- 
provement of  drainage  legislation. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  per  person? 

Mr.  Henderson:  I  propose  at  this  time  to 
outline   briefly    what   I    consider   to   be   the 
more  important  matters- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Just  consider  it  read. 

Mr.  Henderson:  —which  the  committee  has 
considered  and  recommended  on. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  The  leader 
of  the  NDP  is  not  interested  in  the  farmers 
of  the  province. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  appears 
the  leader  of  the  NDP  is  not  interested  in 
the  farmers  drainage  in  this  province. 

An  hon.  member:  The  NDP  never  were. 

Mr.  Henderson:  If  he  was  he  would  pay  a 
little  attention. 


Mr.  Lewis:  No  need.  I  will  read  the  report. 
Did  the  member  commission  this  cover? 

Mr.  Henderson:  The  petition  was  taken 
care  of  by  the  committee.  If  the  member 
would  read  the  book  it  would  tell  him. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  will  read  everything.  I  don't 
need  the  member's  submission. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Very  good. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Henderson:  Early  in  the  hearings,  the 
committee  felt  that  they  had  received  suflB- 
cient  information  to  prove  the  value  of 
proper  agricultural   drainage   to   the   farmer. 

For  example,  once  water  is  removed,  the 
soil  warms  up  five  times  as  fast. 

Poorly  drained  land  would  take  two  weeks 
to    become    warm    enough   for    germination, 
while  properly  drained  land  would  take  two 
days- 
Mr.  Deans:  That's  a  piece  of  useless  trivia. 

Mr.  Henderson:  —thereby  extending  the 
growing  season  by  12  days.  In  many  cases 
this  will  double  production. 

The  committee  believe  that  in  this  time  of 
food  shortage,  land  drainage  is  one  way  of 
helping  to  minimize  the  problem.  It  also  will 
make  agriculture  in  Ontario  a  more  viable 
industry. 

It  was  with  this  thought  in  mind  that  many 
of  our  recommendations  came  about. 

It  also  became  apparent  that  there  were 
some  areas  of  concern  throughout  the  prov- 
ince, and  as  a  result  the  committee  commis- 
sioned research  on  the  problem  of  land-use 
conflicts,  environmental  conflicts,  and  benefit/ 
cost  relationships.  The  results  of  this  research 
were  interesting  and  valuable. 

First  of  all,  it  was  revealed  from  the  re- 
search that  the  environmental  conflicts  result- 
ing from  drain  construction  were  negligible 
but  stfll  important  enough  to  be  guarded 
against.  Secondly,  the  land-use  conflicts  be- 
tween urban  and  rural  areas  were  not  so 
serious  that  they  could  not  be  overcome  by 
common  sense  and  perhaps  tidying  up  some 
parts  of  the  legislation.  Thirdly,  it  was  re- 
vealed to  us  from  the  research  that  approxi- 
mately 30  per  cent  of  the  municipal  drains 
built  in  Ontario  were  not  returning  proper 
benefits  in  relation  to  costs. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  made 
recommendations  in  our  report  requiring  that 
in  the  future  a  benefit/cost  certificate  will  be 
required  to  be  filed  on  any  new  drain  con- 
structed under   the   Drainage   Act.   As   well, 
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we  are  recommending  that  an  environmental 
impact  statement  be  filed  with  the  municipal 
council  at  the  same  time  as  the  benefit/cost 
statement  is  filed. 

These  two  statements  will  be  filed  as  a 
result  of  a  petition  which  comes  before  coun- 
cil in  the  usual  way  or  at  the  request  of  one 
or  more  ratepayers  who  feel  that  drainage 
is  needed  in  their  particular  area.  In  either 
case,  it  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
municipal  council  to  decide  on  whether  to 
accept  such  petitions.  The  first  responsibility 
of  the  municipal  council  is  to  appoint  an 
engineer  whose  duty  it  will  be  to  define  the 
area  to  be  benefited  and  in  so  doing  to  con- 
firm to  council  whether  or  not  the  petition 
is  valid,  and  if  it  is  not  valid  at  the  time  of 
submission,  to  indicate  to  the  petitioners  how 
many  more  signatures  are  required  in  order 
to  make  the  petition  valid. 

We  have  recommended  changes  in  the  con- 
cept of  what  is  required  in  a  valid  petition. 
We  are  now  recommending  that  the  validity 
of  the  petition  be  calculated  as  a  majority  of 
the  number  of  properties  to  be  benefited.  A 
valid  petition  would  consist  of  a  majority  of 
the  nimiber  of  properties  or  alternatively  60 
per  cent  of  the  acreage  in  the  area  to  be 
benefited  as  determined  by  the  engineer. 

The  committee  is  also  recommending  that 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  be 
given  the  right  to  petition  for  a  drain  in 
order  to  provide  full-time  farmers  with  their 
legitimate  drainage  requirements  thus  pre- 
venting obstructions  by  groups  of  landowners 
who  are  not  interested  in  draining  the  land. 
The  committee  is  convinced  that  one  of 
the  most  important  officials  in  the  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  of  drains  in  rural  On- 
tario is  the  drainage  commissioner.  It  is 
recommended  in  our  report  that  the  title  be 
changed  from  drainage  commissioner  to 
drainage  superintendent- 
Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Yes;  don't 
overdo  it. 

Mr.  Henderson:  —and  that  every  township 
or  municipality  in  Ontario  which  wishes  to 
construct  a  drain  under  the  Drainage  Act  be 
required  to  qualify  and  appoint  a  drainage 
superintendent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  a  pretty  revolutionary 
change. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Wh\-  doesn't  the  member 
listen? 

An  hon.  member:  What  would  he  know 
about  it? 


Mr.  Laughren:  The  member  has  gone  too 
far  for  rural  Ontario. 

Mr.  Henderson:  I  am  sure,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  the  members  opposite,  if  they  take  long 
enough,  will  understand. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  for  the 
Islands  will  have  to  have  a  drain. 

Mr.  Henderson:  The  member  for  the 
Islands  will  certainly  require  drainage. 

We  are  recommending  also  that  the  salary 
of  the  drainage  superintendent  be  subsidized 
from  provincial  funds  in  much  the  same  way 
as  road  superintendents  are  presently  sub- 
sidized by  the  Ministry  of  Transportation  and 
Communications. 

For  many  years,  there  has  been  an  arbi- 
trator or  body  of  arbitration  of  some  kind 
to  settle  disputes  arising  under  the  Drainage 
Act.  This  person  was  known  as  the  drainage 
referee  and  consisted  of  a  lawyer  or  a  judge 
skilled  in  drainage  law  with  a  minimum  of 
10  years'  experience  as  a  practising  lawyer. 
For  a  short  period,  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  acted  as  drainage  referee. 

Mr.  Roy:  Does  he  have  to  be  a  Tory? 

An  hon.  member:  No,  he  doesn't. 

Mr.  Henderson:  It's  very  interesting,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  member  for  Ottawa  East 
mentions  that.  The  present  drainage  referee 
was  federal  Liberal  member  of  Parliament 
for  Kent  riding  early  in  the  1960s. 

Mr.  Roy:  Good.  Did  he  do  a  good  job? 

Mr.  Henderson:  Yes,  I  would  have  to  agree 
he  has  done  a  very  good  job. 

An  hon.  member:  The  government  is  going 
to  do  away  with  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Henderson:  If  the  member  will  wait 
until  I  complete  my  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker, 
he  will  understand. 

An  hon.  member:  Prejudice. 

Mr.  Henderson:  The  committee,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, was  not  at  all  certain  that  dissatisfied  or 
disaffected  landowners  in  the  matter  of  drain- 
age under  the  Drainage  Act  were  being  af- 
forded every  possible  opportunity  to  have 
their  cases  heard  and  judged  properly.  There 
were  many  reasons  for  this  doubt  and  in  our 
hearings,  it  was  made  plain  to  us  that  the 
ordinary  citizen  was  confused  by  the  legal 
ramifications    to    which   he    was   required   to 
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submit   himself   in   order   to   have   what   he 
thought  was  ordinary  justice. 

While  we  mean  no  criticism  of  the  present 
drainage  referee,  who  has  served  this  prov- 
ince well  for  so  many  years,  nor  of  the  many 
county  court  judges  who  have  done  likewise, 
the  committee  recommends  that  the  appellate 
system  under  the  Drainage  Act  be  changed  to 
a  system  which  is  more  flexible,  less  expens- 
ive and  more  attuned  to  peoples'  needs. 

We  are  therefore  recommending  the  estab- 
lishment of  an  Ontario  drainage  appeal 
tribunal  which  will  hear  disputes  under  the 
Drainage  Act  in  an  informal,  inexpensive  and 
sympathetic  manner  so  that  people  can  feel 
that  their  rights  are  being  preserved  and  that 
they  are  being  given  a  fair  hearing  of  their 
complaints. 

In  our  recommendations  regarding  the  or- 
ganization and  administration  of  this  tribunal, 
we  have  borrowed  heavily  from'  the  ideals 
and  philosophies  of  the  Assessment  Review 
Court  and  Land  Compensation  Board  which 
presently  are  hearing  appeals  throughout  the 
province. 

Financial  assistance  to  municipal  dlrains  and 
financial  assistance  to  farmers  wishing  to  drain 
their  own  lands  has  been  the  policy  of  this 
government  for  many  years.  Between  1967 
and  1969,  ARDA  assistance  was  also  avail- 
able to  all  drains  in  Ontario  thus  providing 
two-thirdis  of  the  cost  of  the  drain,  to  be  paid 
on  all'  drains  constructed  under  the  Drainage 
Act.  This  rate  of  subsidization  was  so  attrac- 
tive that  farmers,  municipalities,  contractors, 
manufacturers,  all  began  furiously  to  build 
drains  and  in  very  short  order,  the  ARDA 
funds  were  exhausted  and  the  programme  was 
discontinued'. 

iThis  caused  a  great  deal  of  diflBculty  in  the 
drainage  industry,  especially  to  the  con- 
tractors and'  manufacturers,  and  was  really 
not  helpful  in  the  long  run.  We  were  told 
in  many  of  our  hearings  that  the  cost  of 
drains  built  during  this  period  escalated 
rapidly  and  this  contention  was  confirmed  by 
the  research  which  the  committee  conunis- 
sioned  on  costs  of  drainage  works. 

Bearing  in  mind  the  experience  where  high 
drainage  grants  resulted  in  higher  costs, 
pressure  on  manufacturers,  engineers,  muni- 
cipalities, contractors,  the  committee  is  not 
recommending  any  change  in  the  present 
grant  structure  under  the  Drainage  Act. 

In  the  Tile  Drainage  Act,  however,  the 
committee  is  recommending  major  changes. 
The  committee  believes  that  it  is  vital  that 
individtial  farm  underdrainage  be  installed  at 
a  rapidly  increasing  pace.  Our  benefit/cost 
studies  on  outlet  drains  indicated  that  these 


drains  are  not  really  profitable  imtil  adjacent 
farmers  tiled  their  lands  into  the  drain.  We 
were  informed  of  one  municipal  drain  where 
the  fact  that  one  farmer  tiled  20  acres  into 
the  drain,  put  the  drain  in  a  plus  benefit/cost 
position.  Your  committee  is  convinced  that  in- 
creased support  should  be  given  to  farmers 
who  wish  to  tile  their  lands. 

Accordingly,  we  are  recommending  that  the 
percentage  of  loan  to  be  given  under  the  Tile 
Drainage  Act  be  raised  from  75  per  cent  to 
90  per  cent,  and  the  loan  be  made  over  a 
period  of  10  years  at  no  interest.  The  com- 
mittee has  calculated  that  the  present  lend- 
ing structure  under  the  Tile  Drainage  Act, 
(that  is,  75  per  cent  of  the  cost  at  4  per  cent 
interest)  represents  a  subsidy  of  16  per  cent. 
Our  proposal— 90  per  cent  of  the  cost  at  no 
interest— will  mean  a  subsidy  to  the  individual 
farmer  of  32  per  cent.  Since  the  present  rate 
of  subsidy  to  most  coimties  to  municipal 
drains  is  33-1/3  per  cent  of  construction,  then 
it  is  the  committee's  contention  that  a  32  per 
cent  assistance  to  individual'  farmers  is  not 
only  vital  but  appropriate. 

The  conmiittee  has  recommended  a  new, 
extensive  role  for  the  Ministry  of  Agriculture 
and  Food.  Specifically,  we  recommend  that 
the  ministry  constitute  a  new  farm  drainage 
branch,  which  will  carry  out  the  wider  re- 
sponsibilities which  are  recommended  in  our 
report.  The  ministry  in  the  future  mtU  have  to 
qualify  and  certify  drainage  superintendents. 
They  will  be  required  to  produce  data  and 
statistics  which  ^\^ll  allow  them  to  monitor 
the  performance  of  a  contractor,  engineer  and 
municipal  councils.  The  amount  of  money 
which  will  be  administered  by  the  drainage 
branch  will  necessarily  be  increased  and  will 
require  more  staff  and  more  expertise. 

One  of  the  items  of  increased  funding 
which  will  be  required  for  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  is  the  decision  by  the 
committee  that  certain  barriers  to  agricul- 
tural land  dfrainage  should  not  be  permitted 
to  obstruct  and  frustrate  farmers  in  obtaining 
the  efficient  drainage  which  they  need.  The 
greatest  barrier  to  agricultural  land  drainage, 
in  our  opinion,  is  the  network  of  county, 
township  and  provincial  highways.  The  cost 
of  carrying  dl^ainage  channel's  across,  through 
or  under  these  roads  is  becoming  greater 
every  year,  and  such  crossings  are  becoming 
more  frequent. 

Until  now,  three  departments  of  govern- 
ment have  been  involved^— the  Ministry  of 
Transportation  and  Conmiunications,  the 
Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Inter- 
governmental Affairs  and  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food. 
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The  costs  of  these  crossings  are  being  sub- 
sid'ize<l  now  by  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and 
rather  than  have  it  continued  that  three  min- 
istries be  involved  at  various  stages,  the  com- 
mittee is  recommending  that  the  funds  pre- 
sently appropriated  for  road  crossings  of  all 
kinds  be  consolidated  within  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food'  and  paid  by  that  minis^- 
try  to  the  municipalities. 

More  recently,  the  Ministry  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications  has  recognized  the 
need  for  an  open-ended  budget  allotment  to 
cover  these  and  other  costs  associated  with 
municipal  drainage.  This  will  do  two  things. 
It  will  resolve  some  confusion  that  the  local 
level's  of  government  have  as  to  which  minis- 
try they  should  be  dealing  with  and,  secondly, 
it  will  relieve  the  local  township  and  county 
road  budgets  of  undepreciable  drainage  cross- 
ing costs  which  have  until  now  come  out  of 
those  budgets. 

In  line  with  this  thinking,  that  artificial 
barriers  to  drainage  should  not  be  permitted 
to  frustrate  the  requirements  of  farmers,  the 
committee  has  recommended  that  where 
farmers  underdrain  fields  and  in  so  doing 
must  cross  the  county,  township  or  provincial 
road  to  obtain  a  sufficient  outlet  the  cost  of 
crossing  this  road  be  subsidized  by  the  On- 
tario Ministry  of  Agriculture  and  Food  to  the 
extent  that  roads  are  presently  subsidized. 

During  the  course  of  our  hearings  we  had 
an  unexpected  situation  arise  where  a  drain 
which  had  completely  complied  with  all  the 
requirements  of  the  Drainage  Act,  was  halted 
by  an  injunction  issued  by  a  county  court 
judge  on  behalf  of  certain  environmental 
groups. 

To  date,  this  situation  has  never  been  re- 
solved. The  injunction  has  never  been 
brought  to  trial  and,  in  eflPect,  a  stalemate 
exists. 

The  committee  is  concerned  that  legisla- 
tion passed  by  this  assembly  should  be  so 
easily  frustrated.  The  committee  is  recom- 
mending that  in  the  future  no  such  injunction 
be  permitted  to  halt  work  on  a  drainage 
works  properly  constituted  imder  the  Drain- 
age Act.  We  are  also  suggesting  that  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  be  named 
as  a  party  in  any  injunction  proceeding  so 
that,  if  necessary,  he  may  take  action  if  the 
municipal  council  does  not. 

We  are  also  recommending  that  in  the 
case  of  the  drain  of  which  I  am  speaking, 
this  assembly  pass  a  special  Act  requiring 
the  municipality  involved  to  take  the  neces- 
sary action  to  bring  the  matter  to  trial. 


Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  speak  of  a 
matter  which  the  committee  found  to  be  not 
only  interesting,  but— 

Mr.  Foulds:  Finally. 

Mr.  Henderson:  —pertinent  to  the  situation 
in  Ontario.  It  is  well  known  that  this  com- 
mittee has  studied  drainage  and  other  matters 
in  other  jurisdictions  outside  of  Ontario. 

We  visited  Quebec,  Nova  Scotia,  New- 
foundland and  Manitoba  in  Canada,  and  the 
states  of  Florida  and  Michigan  in  the  USA. 
In  Manitoba  and  Florida  we  found  a  co- 
ordinated system  of  water  management  and 
control  over  water  as  a  resource. 

Further  research  and  further  study  indi- 
cated that  similar  action  had  been  taken  in 
the  state  of  Nebraska.  Here,  a  natural  re- 
sources commission  has  complete  control  over 
all  matters  relating  to  water:  recreation,  con- 
servation and  flood  control,  drainage,  irri- 
gation, mosquito  control  and  so  on. 

We  found  a  similar  situation  in  the  United 
Kingdom.  The  Parliament  of  the  United  King- 
dom passed  the  Water  Act  of  1973,  reducing 
the  number  of  water  control  bodies  in  the 
United  Kingdom  and  Wales  from  1,500  to 
100.  This  was  done  after  many  years  of  study 
and  with  much  co-operation  and  support 
given  to  the  programme  by  the  government. 

While  the  situation  in  Ontario  is  not  quite 
as  difficult  as  those  which  were  in  Nebraska 
and  Florida,  Manitoba  and  the  United  King- 
dom, still  the  committee  is  aware  of  the 
divided  jurisdiction  which  deals  with  water 
in  this  province. 

For  example,  our  report  lists  20  different 
pieces  of  legislation  in  Ontario  which  have 
reference  to  water  control  or  water  manage- 
ment. We  feel  that  there  is  much  to  be 
learned  from  the  experience  of  these  other 
jurisdictions  in  the  one-agency  control  of 
water. 

We  are  therefore  recommending  in  our 
report  that  the  government  of  Ontario,  as  a 
plan  for  the  future,  institute  a  task  force  or 
committee.  It  would  study  the  possibility  of 
putting  the  control  of  water,  as  a  resource, 
into  one  ministry  of  government  in  order  to 
reduce  the  amount  of  conflict  and  the  amount 
of  confusion  which  now  arises  in  the  province 
with  regard  to  what  some  people  might  say 
is  our  most  essential  resource— the  water  of 
this  province. 

I  commend  this  report  to  the  government 
and  to  this  legislative  assembly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  table  the  report  of  the  ministerial  com- 
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mission  on  the  organization  and  financing  of 
the  public  and  secondary  school  system  in 
Metropohtan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  not  going  to 
try  to  break  his  record  for  statements,  is  he? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 


JURIES  ACT 

Hon.    Mr.    Welch   moves   first   reading   of 
bill  intituled,  the  Juries  Act,  1974. 

Motion  agreed  to,  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


PUBLIC  INSTITUTIONS  INSPECTION 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Inspec- 
tion of  Public  Institutions  by  Public 
Visitation. 

Motion  agreed  to,  first  reading  of  the  bill. 


ONTARIO  SCHOOL  TRUSTEES' 
COUNCIL  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
School  Trustees'  Council  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  are 
just  housekeeping  amendments. 


HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  very 
briefly,  this  bill  contains  provisions  relating 
to  two  separate  parts.  The  first  is  legislation 
prescribing  the  method  of  vehicle  permit 
issue  and  display  of  number  plates  and  the 
validation  devices  in  connection  vdth  the  use 
of  a  multi-year  licence  plate  and  permit. 

Secondly,  in  relation  to  the  North  York 
traffic  tribunal  pilot  project,  provision  is  made 
to  permit  the  justice  to  impose  a  lesser  fine 
or  no  fine  at  all  in  respect  to  certain  offences 
on  a  person  who  has  attended  a  driver  im- 
provement clinic.  The  legislation  also  pro- 
vides for  the  designation  of  areas  in  which 
this  programme  may  be  applied. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
privilege.  I  wish  to  get  rid  of  a  point  of 
privilege  about  which  I  feel  a  little  embar- 
rassed; it  has  been  hanging  around  for  a  long 
time,  and  I  want  to  get  it  over  with. 

Mr.  Speaker,  yesterday  I  very  righteously 
indicated  to  the  House  that  I  hadn't  used 
the  word  "lie,"  as  the  minister  had  indi- 
cated I  had  done  back  in  questions  and 
answers  in  the  Legislature  about  housing 
matters.  He  sent  to  me  a  photostat  of  Han- 
sard today  which  indicates  quite  firmly  that 
on  May  24,  1974,  there  is  attributed  to  me 
in  print,  quite  explicitly,  "Mr.  Lewis:  No, 
that  is  a  lie,"  for  which,  if  I  used  the  phrase, 
I  apologize  profusely.  It  is  not  a  word  that 
I  use  easily  or  lightly  at  any  time.  Maybe  I 
should  check  the  instant  Hansard  more  care- 
fully, but  I  am  sorry  if  I  pretended  it  didn't 
exist. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  member  is  getting 
soft. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  70,  the  Denture  Therapists  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  16th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  87,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Assessment  Act. 


ASSESSMENT  ACT 
( concluded ) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  few  more  comments  to 
make  about  the  bill  on  which  the  debate 
began  yesterday. 

The  thing  that  concerns  us  about  this  bill 
is  the  evidence  that  the  government  has  now 
abandoned  the  consistent  principle  of  assess- 
ment and  the  very  strong  fear  that  that 
abandonment  will  continue  now  and  forever 
more  without  any  effort  to  change  it. 

I've  been  looking  back  at  the  programme 
whereby  the  Ontario  government  has  been 
involved  in  assessment.  The  history  goes  back 
to  after  the  war,  25  or  30  years  ago,  when 
it  began  to  worry  about  equitable  assessment 
within  the  assessing  jurisdictions.  Later  on  it 
worried  itself  about  the  training  of  assessors; 
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it  set  up  assessment  oflBcer  courses  at  the 
community-  colleges  and  that  kind  of  thing. 
Ultimately,  in  1972,  we  had  the  assumption 
by  the  province  of  the  assessment  process, 
and  we  had  the  legislation  which  was  de- 
signed to  bring  market  value  assessment  into 
force  in  the  province  by  1975. 

Concurrent  with  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  had 
a  ver\-  lengthy  study  of  assessment,  along 
with  other  parts  of  the  taxation  process  in  the 
province,  by  the  Smith  committee,  which 
reported  I  believe  in  1966  or  1967,  and  which 
probably  provided  one  of  the  intellectual 
grounds  for  the  province  in  making  its  de- 
cision to  go  to  market  value  assessment. 

But  now  we  have  a  deferral.  We  have  a 
temporary'  and  possibly  permanent  abandon- 
ment of  market  value  assessment  or  anything 
like  it.  We  have  a  government  which  has 
consistently  shown  it  is  afraid  of  the  con- 
sequences of  going  to  any  equitable  form 
of  property  assessment  and  will  seek,  there- 
fore, not  to  do  it  before  an  election. 

Because  of  the  way  in  which  it  mismanages 
the  whole  affair,  it's  safe  to  predict  that  in 
1978  or  1979,  were  this  government  in  office, 
it  would  be  doing  the  same  thing  once  again. 
Now  I  e.xpect  some  other  results  will  take 
place,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  nevertheless  they 
are  simply  handing  the  whole  thing,  kit  and 
caboodle,  to  the  next  government  of  the 
province  after  1975. 

Frankly,  I  would  wish  for  a  bit  more 
intestinal  fortitude,  to  use  the  Premier's 
words,  on  the  part  of  the  minister  and  on 
the  part  of  his  ministry  and  on  the  part  of 
the  government.  It's  just  a  year  and  a  half 
ago  that  the  then  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr. 
Grossman)  was  boasting  before  the  Tax 
Executives  Institute  that  it  would  be  possible 
to  complete  the  market  value  assessment  of 
the  province  by  September  of  1973.  He  did 
not  appear  to  feel  it  was  a  difficult  problem 
to  complete  the  assessment  by  that  time  and 
he  expected  then  that  the  rolls  would  be 
available  by  1974  for  use  in  1975. 

Well  you  know,  if  the  government  had 
stuck  to  its  guns  at  that  time  we  could  have 
a  much  more  equitable  system  of  assessment, 
and  therefore  of  local  property  tax  than  we 
have  at  this  time.  Two  things  were  needed 
at  that  time: 

First,  the  determination  to  continue  with 
the  equitable  system  of  market  value  assess- 
ment; recognizing,  however,  that  an  assess- 
ment based  on  1971  or  1972  values  would 
be  below  the  market  values  that  prevailed 
at  the  time  the  new  rolls  came  in.  That's  okay, 
because  the  new  rolls  would  have  been 
much  more  equitable  internally.  The  govern- 


ment would  have  had  horizontal  equity  be- 
tween different  kinds  of  residential  property. 
We  would  have  had  horizontal  equity  be- 
tween different  kinds  of  commercial  pro- 
perty and  different  kinds  of  industrial  pro- 
perty; and  that's  what  we've  been  so  des- 
perately lacking. 

The  land  which  has  been  under-assessed, 
developable  land  which  has  been  held  by 
speculators  and  held  by  large  development 
firms,  on  which  the  under-assessment  has 
been  the  most  gross,  would  have  been  cov- 
ered and  would  be  equitably  assessed  ac- 
cording to  a  market  value  system  even  if 
it  was  based  on  1972  or  on  1971. 

The  government  could  then  have  come  up 
with,  and  could  have  had  time  to  come  up 
with,  a  second  policy  decision  which  was 
needed,  and  that  was  to  decide  what  weight 
of  taxation  would  fall  on  the  different  classes 
of  property.  Right  now,  although  we  have  a 
split  rate  of  assessment  which  slightly  over- 
assesses,  or  rather  taxes  commercial  and:  in*- 
dustrial  property  slightly  mor^  heavily  than 
residential,  the  results  of  a  market  value 
assessment,  in  which  there  were  no  abate- 
ments, would  be  to  shift  taxation  very  heaivily 
from  the  commercial-industrial  sector  over 
to  the  residential. 

Now  one  of  the  features  of  the  freeze 
we've  had  over  the  last  four  or  five  years 
has  been  that  commercial  and  indtistrial 
operators  whose  business  and'  turnover  have 
been  boominig,  who  should  and  couldi  have 
been  able  to  pay  taxation  related'  to  their  in- 
creases in  sales  and  their  increases  in  produc- 
tion, have  had  a  local  tax  rate  which  has 
been  frozen  as  well.  They  literally  ha/ve  borne 
no  extra  tax  over  that  period'  of  time,  and 
the  shift,  therefore,  if  anything  has  been 
towards  residential  rather  than  towards  com- 
mercial-ind'ustrial.  At  any  rate,  the  propor- 
tions haven't  changed. 

Now  if  market  value  assessment  were  to 
come  in  with  no  other  adjustments,  there 
would  be  a  very  sharp  shift  of  taxation  from 
commercial  and  industrial  to  residential,  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  the  residential  sidle  of 
the  assessment  hasn't  been  done  for  far  longer 
in  most  parts  of  the  province  than  the  com- 
mercial and  industrial  side. 

""That  would  be  inequitable.  We  would  not 
accept  that;  we  would  not  tolerate  that  and 
I  dbn't  think  the  government  would  either. 

What  was  needed,  Mr.  Speaker,  was  for 
the  values  to  be  fixed  related  to  market 
value  and  then  for  policy  decisions  to  be 
taken  as  to  what  percentage  of  market  value 
should  actually  be  taxed.  Clearly,  for  ex- 
ample,   commercial    and   industrial   property 


3382 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


shouldl  have  been  taxed  at  100  per  cent  of 
market  value.  That  is  a  reasonable  kind)  of 
position.  If  they  were  to  experience  any  re- 
duction in  taxes  because  of  the  shifts  which 
took  place,  their  taxes  should  have  been  no 
less  than  the  taxation  they  bore  before  re- 
assessment. 

In  the  case  of  residential  property,  in 
order  to  retain  the  present  average  burden 
of  residential  tax,  the  government  might  have 
fixed  the  taxable  assessment  at  75  per  cent 
of  market  value;  or  maybe  60  per  cent, 
I  am  not  sure.  That  figure  could  also  have 
been  fixed  in  an  equitable  fashion  in  order 
to  ensure  that  the  burden  didn't  increase.  I 
think  there  is  a  very  fair  case  of  saying  the 
burdien  should  have  been  redticed  and  the 
slack  should  have  been  taken  up  through 
provincial  funding,  through  a  foundation  plan 
and  through  a  transfer  of  income  and  sales 
tax  points  to  the  municipalities. 

Once  that  was  done,  the  minister  would 
have  had  a  system  which  would  have  been 
much  more  equitable  than  the  one  now.  The 
minister  will  tell  me  that  this  still  would 
not  have  reflected  end  of  1974  values  be- 
cause of  the  very  sharp  inflation  in  property 
we  have  experienced  over  the  last  two  or 
three  years;  an  inflation  which,  of  course,  is 
due  in  large  part  to  this  government  and  the 
policies  it  has  pursued. 

Now  that's  true.  But  if  the  government 
started  by  having  horizontal  equity  within 
the  different  classes  of  property,  and  if  it 
also  ensured  that  there  was  relative  equity 
between  the  different  classes  of  property 
that  would  be  a  great  step  forward. 
It  could  be  done  by  the  technique  I  have 
outlined.  The  third  thing  would  be,  some 
time  in  the  next  two  or  three  years,  to  bring 
those  1972  values  up  to  the  1976  or  1977 
level.  It's  a  relatively  simple  exercise,  Mr. 
Speaker,  once  you  have  moved  on  to  a 
recent  market  value  assessment. 

What  is  going  to  happen  is  this.  In  1976 
or  1977  the  minister  or  the  government— if 
they  are  stiU  around— will  come  forward  with 
a  market  value  which  they  have  attempted 
to  make  up  to  date  but  which  wiU  then,  too, 
be  two  or  three  years  out  of  date  because 
of  the  problems  which  exist  in  keeping  up 
with  current  values  in  the  assessment  field. 
The  same  thing  I  am  recommending  now  and 
which  should  have  been  d*one  in  the  past 
year  and  a  half,  vdll  be  done  then  except 
that  in  the  meantime  we  will  have  experi- 
enced two,  three,  maybe  four,  maybe  an 
infinite  namiber  of  additional  years  of  in- 
equitable assessment  because  of  the  policies 
being  pursued  by  the  government. 


I  want  to  cite  some  figures,  Mr.  Speaker, 
about  the  inequities  that  exist  and  rather  than 
work  out  my  own  I  thought  I  would  take 
them  from  the  then  minister's  speech.  He 
refers,  for  example,  to  one  municipality  where 
the  average  assessment  to  sale  ratios  varied 
from  a  low  of  18  per  cent  of  market  value 
for  vacant  commercial  land  to  a  high  of  51 
per  cent  for  apartments.  The  ratio  for  single- 
family  houses  was  45  per  cent;  for  vacant 
residential  land  26  per  cent;  and  for  indus- 
trial properties  47  per  cent. 

In  my  own  city  of  Ottawa,  I  know  the 
ratios  vary  all  the  way  between  about  —  it 
used  to  be  between  about  20  and  about  40 
per  cent;  with  the  increase  in  values  it  may 
be  now  as  low  as  10  per  cent  in  some  cases 
up  to  about  25  per  cent.  There  is  inequit- 
able taxation  because  properties  which  are 
essentially  similar  and  which  sell  for  the 
same  amount  of  money  are  taxed  in  a  grossly 
different  kind  of  fashion. 

In  Toronto,  if  one  follows  the  situation 
here,  one  finds  that  older  property-  which 
is  selling  for  $35,000  or  $40,000  is,  in  many 
cases,  taxed  more  than  new  property  selling 
for  $50,000  or  $55,000.  With  older  property 
in  different  parts  of  the  area,  one  property 
will  be  taxed  $100  or  $200  more  than  an- 
other one  even  though  their  market  value 
is  identical.  For  that  matter,  properties  which 
are  more  expensive  may  be  taxed  less  than 
those  which  are  less  expensive. 

This  is  a  result  of  having  a  long  accretion 
of  different  kinds  and  forms  of  assessment 
and  of  having  a  government  which  has  been 
unwilling  to  come  to  grips  with  the  problem. 
The  then  Minister  of  Revenue  was  quoted 
as  saying:  "On  higher  priced  homes  the  range 
of  assessment  accelerates  with  it  and  varied 
from  19.5  per  cent  to  29.5  per  cent." 

And  he  claimed— and  I  think  they  are  valid 
claims— that  if  we  ever  get  to  market  value 
assessment,  that  there  are  positive  results 
from  it.  For  one  thing,  the  municipal  foun- 
dation plan  that  we're  putting  forward  in 
order  to  equalize  taxes  and  tax  burdens  in 
relation  to  what  you  get  across  the  province, 
is  much  more  easily  administered.  A  pro- 
gramme to  transfer  income  tax  plans  to  the 
municipalities  is  more  easily  administered  if 
there  is  equitable  taxation  between  munici- 
palities, and  not  only  within  the  munici- 
palities. 

You  have  the  general  problem  of  the 
inequity,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  tends  to  dis- 
favour older  property  and  favour  newer 
property;  that  is,  older  property  tends  to  be 
taxed  more  heavily  than  new  property'.  That 
means  that  poorer  people  tend  to  be  taxed 
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more  heavily  than  people  who  can  afford  to 
buy  new  homes.  That  would  be  solved  with 
a  system  of  market  value  assessment. 

The  government,  however,  has  simply 
copped  out  on  this  particular  issue.  We're 
going  to  have  to  wait  for  another  1%  or  two 
years,  and  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
government  is  trying  to  come  to  grips  with 
the  policy  issues  that  are  involved  in  order 
to  guarantee  that  residential  taxpayers  on 
average  don't  pay  more.  And  in  order  to 
ensure  that  business  and  commercial  tax- 
payers pay  their  share,  which  they're  not 
doing  right  now,  and  in  order  to  ensure  this 
equitable  form  of  assessment. 

There  is  one  other  point  in  the  bill,  as 
well,  which  is  a  major  matter  of  principle. 
That  is  that  the  government  has,  once  again, 
marched  up  the  hill  and  backed  down  when 
it  came  to  the  question  of  mine  assessment. 

Certain  above  ground  structures  involved 
with  mining  will  be  assessed  for  the  first 
time,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  the  exemption  on  con- 
centrators and  on  other  mining  machinery 
that  is  above  ground  continues;  the  exemption 
on  the  mineral  resources  that  are  below 
ground  continues,  and,  in  particular,  the 
exemption  on  any  mining  machinery  and 
other  equipment  which  is  below  ground  con- 
tinues. We  simply  find  that  unacceptable,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

There  are  many  communities  in  the  north 
in  which  the  mine  is  the  major  industry, 
but  unlike  a  community  in  the  south,  they 
are  barred  from  assessing  and,  therefore,  from 
taxing  the  major  proportion  of  the  assess- 
ment, or  the  value  of  the  stock  in  trade  of 
that  particular  company.  We  think  that  the 
government  ought  to  have  grasped  the  nettle 
on  that  one  and  that  it  should  have,  once 
and  for  all,  ensured  that  mines  pay  tax  at 
least  on  the  same  basis,  as  any  other  indus- 
try, rather  than  experiencing  this  continual 
privileged  position  which  they've  been  given 
by  the  Ontario  government. 

We  will  have  amendments  on  several  of 
the  sections,  Mr.  Speaker.  We're  going  to 
handle  it  that  way.  But  I  just  want  to  make 
it  clear  that  in  letting  the  bill  go  past 
second  reading,  it  isn't  because  of  any  en- 
thusiasm at  all  for  what  the  government  is 
doing.  We  think  that  it  should  be  now  de- 
claring what  its  policy  is  and  it  should  be 
now  letting  people  have  their  new  assess- 
ments so  that  they  can  begin  the  appeal  proc- 
ess. We  know,  or  we  suspect,  that  when  the 
market  value  assessments  come  out  eventu- 
ally, if  they  ever  do,  the  appeal  process  will 
become  so  clogged  that  there  will  be  then  an 


excuse  for  a  further  delay  by  this  govern- 
ment, which  simply  refuses  to  bring  in  equit- 
able taxation  on  property  in  the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak  to  the  bill?  The  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  I  have  just 
a  few  brief  remarks.  On  the  split  millrate 
concept,  I  take  it  that  the  government  has 
definitive  policy  against  the  split  millrate 
notion   as   things   presently   stand. 

The  second  thing  I'm  concerned  with  is 
the  mining  tax.  It  was  our  determination  that 
on  certain  underground  works  —  and  very 
large  installations  can  now  be  made  under- 
ground, even  in  part  of  the  concentrator 
process— the  government  should  reassess  and 
give  some  consideration  to  imposing  the  tax. 

I  remember  the  Smith  committee  on  which 
the  minister  and  myself  sat,  years  ago.  No 
definitive  solution  came  out  of  the  committee. 
It  set  up  a  particular  form  of  mining  taxation 
but  as  far  as  the  property  aspects  of  that 
tax  touching  machinery  and  equipment  are 
concerned,  they  didn't  come  to  a  final  de- 
termination nor,  I  believe,  did  we,  although 
we  discussed  it  at  considerable  length.  I 
haven't  checked  that  out.  The  minister  may 
recall  the  outcome. 

Finally,  I  take  it  the  minister  has  a  formula 
under  way  at  this  time,  as  a  method  of  short- 
circuiting  the  business  of  market  value  assess- 
ment for  all  forms  of  properties.  Surely,  with 
the  ingenuity  we  have  at  our  disposal,  a 
formula  in  which  numerous  components  can 
be  worked  into  a  computer  could,  by  in- 
genious devisal,  bring  out  the  results  of  in- 
creased market  assessment  as  things  pres- 
ently stand,  against  the  figures  the  minister 
has  actually  arrived  at. 

Does  the  minister  have  to  go  through  a 
long  gyrating  exercise  in  order  to  come  to 
figures  which  he's  already  obtained?  Can't 
he  take  residential  components;  the  industrial 
growth  equalization  factor;  perhaps  half  a 
dozen  things  into  account  in  a  computerized 
or  formula  assessment?  Has  he  done  that?  Is 
he  in  the  process  of  doing  that? 

If  he  could,  I  would  think  the  minister- 
having  arrived  at  the  formula,  which  would 
have  to  be  intrinsically  fair  and  based  upon 
geographical  difFerentia  of  all  kinds— could 
bring  in  his  across-the-board  market  assess- 
ment tomorrow  without  any  diflBcuIty,  par- 
ticularly since  that  is  reinforced  by  his  specu- 
lation tax  and  the  feed-in  of  enormous 
amounts  of  information  directly  into  his 
offices  as  to  what  true  values  are  in  divers 
areas  of  this  province.  That  is  an  extra  source 
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of  computer  analysis  which  could  simply  be 
fed  in  and  render  this  whole  process. 

Of  course,  I  suspect  that  for  electoral 
reasons  the  minister  doesn't  desire  to  get 
down  to  that  sort  of  thing  where  a  certain 
gumption  is  necessary  and  he  has  to  grit 
his  teeth  and  seize  the  nettle,  so  he  post- 
pones it  until  after  the  next  election,  and, 
as  we  come  to  believe  in  this  party,  ad  in- 
finitum—it  will  never  be  brought  in.  It  is  not 
his  intention  any  longer  so  to  do.  Not  be- 
cause of  constitutional  reasons  or  appeals  to 
courts  or  anything  like  that,  but  simply 
because  the  inflation  in  property  would  have 
this  terribly  detrimental  effect,  as  tlie  minis- 
ter sees  it,  at  the  polls. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  from  Sim- 
coe  East. 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  draw  to  your  at- 
tention and  to  the  members  of  the  Legislature 
that  in  the  west  gallery  are  35  students  from 
Hillcrest  Pubhc  School  in  Orillia,  along  with 
their  teacher,  Mr.  Knight.  I  should  perhaps 
draw  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of  the 
Legislatiu-e  as  well,  that  these  are  classmates 
of  one  of  our  pages,  David  Har\'ey,  from 
OriUia.  I  know  that  you  will  join  with  me 
in  welcoming  them  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak  on  second  reading  of  Bill  87  before 
the  minister?  Mr.  Minister. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  are  quite  a 
number  of  points  I  want  to  respond  to  aris- 
ing from  the  debate.  To  begin  with,  perhaps 
I  could  summarize  briefly  the  essential  prin- 
ciples spelled  out  in  the  bill. 

The  extension  of  the  freeze  for  two  years, 
for  example,  stems  from  a  number  of  rea- 
sons; the  most  compelling  of  which  has  been, 
as  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  (Mr. 
Good)  pointed  out,  the  dramatic  rise  in  mar- 
ket value  of  real  estate  during  the  period 
when  the  market  value  assessments  of  lands 
in  certain  parts  of  the  province  was  going  on. 
This  was  so  to  such  an  extent  that,  by  the 
time  we  had  finished,  we  realized  that,  as 
pointed  out  by  that  hon.  member  and  others, 
our  market  value  assessments  were  out  by 
as  much  as  40  per  cent.  So  it  has  been  nec- 
essary to  go  back  and  rework  those  areas  in 
which  the  rapid   increases  occurred. 

As  mentioned  by  one  or  two  hon.  members 
in  the  course  of  this  debate,  it's  not  so  tough 
to  do  it  the  second  time  around,  because 
you've  done  it  on  the  basis  of  market  value 


once  and  so  you  can  get  back  and  do  a 
follow-up  on  that  without  the  same  degree 
of  mechanical  work  being  involved. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  remains,  though, 
that  quite  a  niunber  of  months  of  additional 
work  is  required  in  bringing  this  all  into  a 
proper  base.  As  my  predecessor,  the  present 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  Develop- 
ment (Mr.  Grossman),  said  last  fall  when 
he  announced  the  extension,  it  will  take  us 
till  about  the  end  of  this  year  to  have  the 
figures  into  the  computer  and  capable  of 
being  analysed  for  residential  purposes,  and 
roughly  May  or  maybe  June  of  next  year 
before  we  have  the  commercial  and  indus- 
trial properties  likewise  catalogued  and  put 
into  the  computer,  by  way  of  basic  informa- 
tion. 

As  we  then  recognized— and  I  see  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore  has  left  the  chamber 
—in  the  select  committee  which  dealt  with 
the  Smith  report  in  the  summer  of  1968, 
were  we  to  simply  go  to  market  value  assess- 
ment based  on  those  figures— and  I  think  we 
all  agreed  that  market  value  assessment  was 
the  way  in  which  to  do  this— we  would  expe- 
rience in  many  municipalities,  particularly 
dramatically  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  a  tre- 
mendous shift  of  the  tax  burden  from  the 
industrial  and  commercial  sector  to  the  resi- 
dential sector.  Indeed,  I  recall  the  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Toronto  appearing  before  our 
committee  in  June  of  1968,  when  he  put 
forth  to  us  some  figures  which  demonstrated 
roughly  a  $2  million  shift  of  the  tax  burden, 
based  on  the  figures  that  they  then  had 
available,  from  the  industrial-commercial 
sector  on  the  one  hand  to  the  residential 
sector  on  the  other. 

Furthermore,  it  was  pointed  out  to  us  that 
there  could  well  be  shifts  within  the  class 
of  residential  or  commercial  or  industrial, 
but  particularly  disadvantageously  to  the 
people  involved  within  the  residential  sector. 

Contrary  to  what  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  has  had  to  say  on  the  point, 
it  is  not  the  older  homes  that  are  over- 
assessed  proportionately.  In  fact,  it  is  the 
newer  homes  that  are  assessed  at  a  propor- 
tionately higher  value.  The  older  homes  here 
in  the  city  of  Toronto,  in  some  parts,  are 
assessed  at  as  little  as  five  or  10  per  cent  of 
their  current  market  values.  We  realize  that 
if  we  are  to  bring  them  to  market  value, 
along  with  increasing  others  in  the  residen- 
tial area  to  market  value,  there  will  be  a  very 
dramatic  increase  in  the  amount  of  tax  pay- 
able by  some  of  them. 
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It's  therefore  necessary  to  do  an  analysis 
of  the  tax  burden  shift  within  the  residential 
class,  as  well  as  between  residential  on  the 
one  hand  and  commercial-industrial  on  the 
other. 

Contrary  to  what  the  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  has  suggested,  one  can't  whip  that 
into  a  computer  on  a  Tuesday  afternoon  and 
come  out  with  all  the  answers  on  Wednesday 
morning.  It's  going  to  take  quite  a  number 
of  months.  In  fact,  my  ministry  estimates 
that  it  will  take  15  to  18  months  of  very 
careful  analysis  of  all  of  these  figures,  with 
the  assistance  of  the  computer,  to  determine: 
(a)  the  degree  of  shift;  (b)  the  nature  of 
that  shift  within  particular  classes;  and  (c) 
the  way  in  which  we  should  then  apply  cer- 
tain factors  within  the  classes  and  between 
classes,  in  order  to  see  that  these  unhappy 
and  burdensome  shifts  do  not  occur. 

Only  after  all  of  that  has  been  done  will 
it  be  practical  for  us  to  go  to  a  market  value 
assessment  and  to  apply  it  for  the  purpose 
of  municipal  taxation.  It  is  our  confident  be- 
lief that  we  can  accomplish  this  by  the  end 
of  1976,  so  that  for  the  taxation  years  be- 
ginning thereafter,  we  will  be  able  to  use 
market  value  assessment  in  a  way  that  will 
not  be  prejudicial  to  the  taxpayers  of  this 
province. 

Consequently,  and  it  was  for  this  reason 
that  my  predecessor  made  the  armouncement 
last  fall,  we  have  found  it  necessary  to 
extend  the  freeze  for  a  further  period  of 
two  years.  Now,  we  will  be  returning  the 
roll  each  year  hereafter  rather  than  only 
in  cases  where  there  have  been  substantiaJ 
increases  or  alterations  in  the  assessments. 
The  member  for  St.  George  (Mrs.  Campbell) 
asked  me  a  question  to  this  effect  some  while 
ago,  and  I  told  her  in  the  House  that  this 
was  our  intention  and,  of  course,  it  is  in- 
corporated in  this  bill. 

We  will  be  returning  it  at  a  later  time.  We 
will  be  returning  it  on,  I  think,  the  third 
Tuesday  of  December  each  year.  This  will 
enable  my  people  to  provide  a  print-out  of 
the  roll  to  the  clerks  of  the  municipalities, 
up  to  and  including  any  corrections  that 
come  to  the  attention  of  the  clerk  as  far 
ahead  in  the  year  as  election  day  itself.  We 
all  know  that  right  up  to  election  day,  under 
the  Municipal  Act,  electors  can  come  for- 
ward, make  corrections  on  the  list,  for  the 
purpose  generally  of  qualifying  for  electoral 
purposes,  and  this  kind  of  correction  can 
then  be  posted  and  made  available  for  the 
benefit  of  the  municipalities  early  in  the  new 
year. 


We  also  have  broadened  the  assessment 
base  for  mining  municipalities.  The  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  suggests  that  we  haven't 
gone  far  enough.  We  have  gone  quite  a  dis- 
tance along  the  road  toward  helping  out  these 
mining  municipalities.  It  will  add  $1.3  mil- 
lion to  the  real  property  taxes  in  the  mining 
municipalities  in  the  year  1975,  by  our  esti- 
mates, and  a  further  $780,000,  I  think  it  is, 
to  their  business  tax  revenues,  making  in  all 
a  total  increase  of  $2,080,000  in  the  mining 
municipalities.  That  is  a  very  substantial  im- 
provement in  their  tax  base. 

There  is  another  element  in  all  of  this 
which  some  members  have  touched  upon. 
Namely,  the  ability  of  the  assessor,  by  the 
amendments  which  I  am  proposing,  to  in- 
crease land  values  in  cases  where  farm  land 
has  changed  its  use  to  residential  by  way  of 
subdivision,  and  where  the  freeze  has  applied. 
Up  until  now,  the  assessment  has  remained 
at  the  vacant  farm  land  assessment  value, 
notwithstanding  that  the  property  has  been 
subdivided,  homes  were  built  and  assessments 
are  way  out  of  line  with  those  in  comparable 
subdivisions  that  existed  prior  to  the  freeze. 

These  are  all  substantial  improvements  in 
the  legislation- 
Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The  gov- 
ernment has  been  three  years  assessing  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Mean:  —and  I  think  will  go  a 
long  way  towards  easing  any  discomfort 
which  municipalities  have  experienced  in  that 
regard.  The  member  for  Waterloo  North,  I 
believe  it  was,  criticized  the  ministry  for 
getting  into  this  Act  of  assessment.  One  or 
two  of  the  members  have  also  asked  whether 
we  propose  to  return  this  function  to  the 
mimicipalities  at  some  later  date. 

I  would  like,  for  a  moment— if  I  can  just 
find  my  notes  on  this— to  review  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  members  the  history  lading  up  to 
the  time  when  the  ministry  took  over  this 
responsibility,  I  have  quite  a  lot  of  detail 
here,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  try  to  abridge 
it. 

It  goes  back  to  1947  when  the  then  De- 
partment of  Municipal  Affairs  established  the 
assessment  branch.  In  1950  the  assessment 
branch  issued  its  first  manual  to  aid  assessors 
and  then  revised  it  again  in  1954.  In  1964  the 
department  completely  revised  the  manual 
as  a  guide  to  the  assessors— they  set  up  train- 
ing programmes  for  the  assessors— I  think  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  mentioned 
this. 

Mr.  Good:  The  government  couldn't  make 
it  manageable. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  set  up  these  training 
programmes  and  use  of  the  manuals  for 
evaluation  systems  generally,  and  they  con- 
ducted programmes  all  over  the  province. 
The  next  year,  1965,  the  department  estab- 
lished licensing  of  the  assessors  in  an  at- 
tempt to  make  sure  that  the  municipalities 
engaged  only  qualified  assessors  or  that  per- 
sons going  into  assessment  departments  of 
the  municipalities  had  the  potential  to  up- 
grade themselves  in  the  course  of  their  work. 
The  Legislature  passed  enabling  legislation 
allowing  the  counties  to  assume  responsibility 
for  municipal  assessment. 

At  the  time  the  department  encouraged 
the  districts  of  northern  Ontario  to  establish 
the  office  of  district  assessor.  The  district 
assessor  was  to  be  appointed  by  the  Minister 
of  Mimicipal  Affairs  at  the  request  of  two- 
thirds  of  the  mimicipalities  in  the  particular 
district. 

Both  of  these  steps  were  intended  to  pro- 
vide full-time  assessors,  the  economies  of 
scale  and  career  employment  for  the  de- 
velopment of  professional  assessment.  In 
this  regard  we  made  substantial  grants  to  the 
municipalities  to  defray  the  costs.  The  then 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs,  in  a  speech 
to  the  assessors'  convention  in  Ottawa,  made 
the  following  points  however— and  let  me 
just  read  from  Mr.  Spooner's  address  to  them 
at  that  time.  I  will  read  only  part.  He  said: 

Last  year  the  assessment  branch  of  my 
department  conducted  a  survey  to  deter- 
mine certain  facts  concerning  the  condi- 
tion of  the  assessment  roll  in  each  mimi- 
cipality  in  Ontario.  Nine  hundired  and  forty 
assessment  rolls  were  examinedl  in  some 
detail.  The  following  data  was  accumu- 
dated- 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  That  was  10 
years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  "(1)  Six  hundred  and  four 
municipalities,"  and  this  is  out  of  940,  "or 
64.2  per  cent  have  neither  revisied  nor  have 
they  adjusted  assessed  value  since  1956." 

(Mr.  Good:  Sure,  because  the  government 
wouldn't  make  the  use  of  the  manuals  man- 
datory. That  was  why. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  This  was,  of  course,  a 
problem. 

Mr.  Good:  Sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  "Four  hundred'  and  five 
municipalities  do  not  use  integrated  assess- 
ment systems  or  even  use  the  manual,   al- 


though some  of  them  use  parts  of  several 
different  systems.  One  hundred  and  sixty-four 
of  them  have  no  appraisal  records  of  any 
kind." 

(Mr.  Sargent:  That's  the  way  the  govern- 
ment has  been  running  things  aroimd  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  These  are  what  the  muni- 
cipalities were  not  doing,  if  the  member  for 
Owen  Soimd  would  just  pay  attention  to 
what  I  am  saying. 

One  hundred  and  forty-two  mimicipalities 
did  not  close  their  assessment  rolls  by  Oc- 
tober, nor  dad  they  give  any  extension  of 
time.  Two  hundred  and  eighty-three  muni- 
cipalities did  not  assess  properties  at  all,  and 
170  municipalities— I  am  paraphrasing  here 
in  the  interests  of  brevity— 170  municipali- 
ties—that's 19  per  cent— did  not  include  popu- 
lation on  the  assessment  roll. 

He  went  on  to  list  a  total  of  12  different 
items.  And  then  a  little  further  along  he 
says: 

I  suggest  that  there  are  three  basic 
reasons  at  the  present  time  why  the  assess- 
ment function  is  poorly  applied':  (1)  Poorly 
trained  and  part-time  assessors;  (2)  The 
•use  of  outdiated  and  inadequate  assessment 
systems;  (3)  The  reluctance  by  mimicipali- 
ties to  appropriate  sufficient  funds  to  in- 
stitute and  maintain  the  present- 
Mr.  Sargent:  The  government  has  really 
screwed  things  up  since  that. 

'Mr.  Cassidy:  And  now  we  have  no  assess- 
ment at  all. 

(Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  hasn't  dbne  a 
thing  yet.  They  are  still  operating  on  that 
basis. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —it  was  necessary  for  my 
predecessor  to  take  this  over  in  1970— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now  the  minister  has  no 
assessment  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —we  are  bringing  order 
out  of  chaos,  and  I  can  say  this^ 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  The  minister 
is  an  expert  in  chaos. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —that  with  that  kind  of 
record  I  am  not  going  to  be  all  that  eager 
to  see  this  function  returned.  On  the  other 
hand,  I  am  not  categorically  closing  the 
d'oor  on  that  suggestion  because  until  I  can 
be  satisfied,  and  my  colleagues  can  be  satis- 
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Bed,  that  despite  all  these  courses  and)  the 
blue  book,  and  all  the  rest  of  it,  there  will 
be  an  equitable  application  of  the  rulesi  to 
all  the  taxpayersi  of  this  province,  we  can- 
not delegate  our  responsibility  out  of  this 
ministry. 

Mr.  Good:  The  minister  had  4,000  appeals 
and  he— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  would  be  derelict  in 
my  responsibilities  were  I  to  do  that  at  this 
time;  and  for  that  matter,  although  I  don't 
close  the  door  on  it,  I  do  not  expect  that  it 
would  be  next  year  or  five  years  from  now 
that  this  would  return.  I  mentioned  to  the 
PMLC  last  Friday  that  I  don't  close  the  door 
on  this  suggestion,  but  certainly  I  am  not  say- 
ing to  them  that  when  the  assessment  has 
been  completed,  I  will  then  be  inviting  them 
to  come  in  and  take  the  matter  over  from  us 
once  again. 

There  is  too  much  at  stake.  With  the  pro- 
vincial grants  around  this  province  being 
based  on  municipal  assessment,  it  is  essen- 
tial that  we  have  consistency,  not  only  with- 
in the  municipalities  but  within  all  the 
municipalities  on  the  same  basis  across 
Ontario.  I  think  everybody  agrees  with  that, 
but  the  difficulty  is  to  achieve  it. 

If  the  assessors  are  working  within  a  par- 
ticular municipality,  they  have  their  own 
local  interests  at  heart;  and  although  that 
might  be  to  get  some  level  of  consistency 
among  the  taxpayers  in  their  municipality, 
it  may  also  bring  with  it  a  desire  to  have 
a  lower  than  market  value  assessment  in 
order  to  obtain  larger  provincial  grants.  That 
is  the  sort  of  thing  that  distorts  our  whole 
grants  picture  and,  of  course,  we  can't  permit 
that  to  prevail. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  it  will  do  as  good  a  job  as 
the  land  speculation  tax  it  can  wait. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  con- 
cludes my  comments  on  the  principle  of  the 
bill,  and  I  would  invite  all  members  in  this 
House  to  support  it  on  second  reading. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House?  Agreed? 

Cleric  of  the  House:  The  second  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


ASSESSMENT  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  87,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Assessment  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  questions, 
comments  or  amendments  to  any  section  of 
the  bill?  If  so,  which  section? 


6. 


Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Section 


Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  6? 


Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Section 
2,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  2? 
The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  on  section 

2. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want  to 
raise  a  little  question  with  the  minister  here 
about  the  fact  that  in  section  2(2)  it  is  pro- 
posed that  only  the  buildings  involved  with 
mining  that  are  above  ground  will  be  sub- 
ject to  assessment.  They  have  all  been 
exempt  in  the  past,  and  now  the  government 
is  opening  the  door  in  a  minuscule  kind  of 
way  in  response  to  the  kind  of  pressure 
that  the  northerners  have  been  bringing  for 
year  after  year  after  year.  As  one  of  our 
members  said,  that  means  that  the  wheel- 
houses  and  the  shacks  on  top  of  the  ground 
will  be  assessed  but  the  real  guts  of  the 
mine  underground— all  the  equipment  and 
so  on— still  will  be  exempted. 

I  think  the  minister's  figures  bear  that  out. 
He  indicated  that  the  extra  taxation  in  1975 
will  amount  to  $1.3  million.  You  have  got 
to  compare  that  against  the  gross  product  of 
the  mineral  industry  in  northern  Ontario. 
As  I  recall,  their  profits  are  around  half  a 
billion  dollars;  and  their  production  is  a  lot 
higher  than  that;  I  haven't  got  the  actual 
figures  here.  But  certainly,  Mr.  Chairman, 
there  is  no  other  industry  that  has  got  such  a 
degree  of  exemption  and  such  a  degree  of 
preference  as  does  this  one. 

If  mines  will  have  their  equipment  and 
other  underground  installations  exempted, 
one  has  to  ask  whether  this  means  that  any 
firm  that  wishes  to  build  a  manufacturing 
plant  underground  also  will  be  exempt.  I  am 
really  not  sure,  but  we  just  simply  can't 
accept  this  minuscule  step. 

I  wonder  if  the  minister  would  be  so  kind 
as  to  estimate  for  us  the  total  assessment  of 
mining  property  and  the  tax  revenues  if  it 
were  brought  under  assessment,  because  I 
think    that    that    figure    would    indicate    just 
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what    a    small    step    is   being   taken   in   this 
particular  section. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  have  the  figure  for 
the  total  assessment.  I'm  afraid  I  can't  tell 
the  hon,  member  what  it  might  raise  if  one 
were  interested  in  taxing  the  machinery  that's 
underground.  Also,  I  must  say  that  I'm  not 
that  conversant  with  what  percentage  of 
extraction  machinery  might  be  underground, 
and  I  do  know  that  the  municipalities  have 
suggested  that  that  kind  of  provision  also 
be  made,  I  think  they've  got  to  recognize 
that  in  the  chambers  underground,  in  which 
some  of  the  hoist  equipment  and  maybe  some 
extraction  and  rough  concentrating  equip- 
ment might  be  located,  there  is  no  structure; 
it's  simply  a  great  cavern  that  has  been 
hollowed  out.  It  might  or  might  not  raise 
a  good  deal  more  revenue. 

In  my  understanding  of  it,  at  any  rate,  the 
advice  I  have  goes  a  good  deal  of  the  way, 
however,  toward  meeting  the  requests  of  the 
municipalities  in  giving  them  a  very  much 
broader  tax  base  than  they  had  before.  But 
I'm  afraid,  as  to  actual  figures,  I  can't  help 
the  member  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  amazing  the  way  this 
government  acts.  When  Paul  Godfrey  drops 
a  whisper  in  the  ear  of  the  Minister  of  Hous- 
ing (Mr.  Handleman)  that  he  wants  some 
powers  over  housing  policy  to  change  the 
whole  structure  of  plaiming  in  the  munici- 
pality of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  that's  all  he 
needs  to  do.  He  whispers  and  Sid  Handleman 
tells  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  (Mr.  Ir- 
vine) and  bingo,  within  a  few  days  it's  em- 
bodied in  legislation. 

The  mining  municipalities,  year  after  year, 
come  back  to  the  government  and  say:  "We 
want  to  be  able  to  tax  the  mining  enterprises 
within  our  boundaries."  Now,  the  minister 
says:  "WeVe  gone  part  of  the  way  to  what 
it  is  they  wanted."  What  is  it  that  Paul 
Godfrev  has  that  the  mining  municipalities 
lack?  Why  does  he  discriminate  against  them 
and  why  does  he  so  constantly  favour  the 
mines  and  the  mine  owners  and  the  large, 
often  foreign-controlled  companies  against 
the  people  in  the  north  who  live  in  these 
mining  municipalities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  will  respond  to  that, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  really  don't  see  that  we're 
treating  them  any  difFerently,  I  suppose  it's 
a  question  of  what  you  determine  to  be  tax- 
able real  property  or  not,  but  whether  it  be 
an  industry  that's  on  the  surface  or  whether 
it    be    an    industry    located    underground    it 


seems  to  me  that  the  formulas  that  we  apply 
are  essentially  the  same. 

If  an  industry  chose  to  locate  underground 
it  would  have  certain  taxes  that  would  be 
applied  to  it,  including  business  taxes,  but 
there  would  be  no  building  as  such.  It  would 
have  certain  structures  on  the  surface  that 
would  be  taxed  and  I  think  we  are  applying 
the  same  kind  of  tax  throughout,  although  we 
are  not  saying  we  are  not  going  as  far  as  the 
municipalities  would  have  us  go.  I  suggest 
to  the  hon.  members  that  we  are  going  as  far 
as  it  is  practical  in  the  interests  of  some  form 
of  consistency. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Wait  a  minute,  though,  Mr. 
Chairman.  One  point  is  that  you  can't  apply 
business  tax  on  something  on  which  there  is 
no  assessment,  and  the  business  tax  cannot 
apply  on  any  underground  workings  of  a 
mine  because  there  is  no  assessment  on  those 
undergroimd  workings.  We're  into  this 
hangup  partly  because  of  the  fact  that  cer- 
tain kinds  of  machinery  and  equipment  in 
an  industry  are  exempt  from  property  tax— 
that's  something  that  probably  bears  looking 
into  as  well— but  the  government  is  taking 
that  and  is  applying  it  with  the  broadest 
kind  of  strokes  it  can. 

The  minister  knows  perfectly  well  that  a 
firm  that  happened  to  build  an  underground 
plant  would  be  taxed,  among  other  things, 
on  the  value  of  the  underground  cavity  that 
was  created  in  order  to  house  the  plant. 
That  should  certainly  be  taxed  as  far  as 
a  mine  is  concerned  as  well. 

There's  a  value  in  a  hole  in  the  ground 
even  if  the  walls  are  made  of  rock  rather 
than  concrete,  and  there  is  a  whole  lot  of 
other  equipment  and  so  forth  in  that  mine 
which  is  escaping  tax. 

Not  only  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  inequi- 
ties as  between  mining  municipalities  will  be 
created;  the  northern  members  can  provide 
more  direct  information  on  this  than  I  can, 
but  there  will  be  inequities  as  between  vari- 
ous mining  municipalities.  In  one  case  there 
will  be  a  mine  whose  hoists  and  other  eou'n- 
ment,  and  workings  and  so  forth,  are  basically 
above  ground.  In  another  case  they  will  have 
equipment  down  100  ft,  down  200  ft,  or 
down  1,000  ft.  This  is  where  most  of  the 
equipment  and  most  of  the  taxable  value  of 
that  mine  is  going  to  be  located. 

In  one  case  there  will  be  property  tax 
and  there  will  be  business  tax.  In  the  case 
of  another  mine,  maybe  a  neighbouring  mine 
or  maybe  in  a  neighbouring  municipality, 
there  wiU  be  no  tax,  apart  from  the  privies, 
the    parking    lots    and    the    entrance    to    the 
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shaft  which  is  located  above  ground.  This 
just  doesn't  make  any  sense  at  all.  It  seems 
to  us  that  the  government  is  carrying  on 
its  favouritism  for  the  mining  industry. 

,Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  2(2)  of  Bill 
87  be  deleted  and  the  following  substituted: 
(2)  Paragraph  19  of  the  said  section  3,  as 
re-enacted  by  the  Statutes  of  Ontario,  1971, 
chapter  79,  section  2  is  repealed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  effect  of  the  amendment 
is  to  eliminate  any  kind  of  exemption  for 
mining  equipment  and  so  on  and  for  the 
mineralsi  located  within  the  mine.  That  seems 
to  be  about  the  best  way  to  deal  with  it. 

I  notice  the  minister  hasn't  said  a  word 
about  the  exemption  which  the  government 
is  continuing  on  the  value  of  minerals  in  the 
ground  which  certainly  relates  to  the  value 
of  the  property  occupied  or  used  by  the 
mining  enterprise.  I  think  he  ought  to  com- 
ment on  that  part  of  it  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words 
on  this  amendment.  I  was  interested  in  the 
argument  the  minister  advancedi  to  try  to 
defend  his  indefensible  position  when  he 
said  he  was  being  consistent  because  he 
wasn't  doing  this  underground.  I  would  like 
to  remind  him  that  a  few  years  ago  we  had 
considerable  debate  in  this  House  about 
whether  or  not  we  should  tax  pipelines  undler 
the  ground.  Municipalities'  from  all  across 
the  Province  of  Ontario  came  in  and'  said 
this  is  an  added  asset  from  which  companies 
are  making  profits.  They  are  doing  business 
and,  therefore,  it  should  be  taxed.  The  Assess- 
ment Act  was  changed  so  that  there  was 
assessment  of  pipelines  and  municipalities 
could  share  in  that. 

Another  point— I'm  not  absolutely  certain 
of  my  ground  on  this  because  I  know  it  has 
been  discussed  a  great  d^al  but  whether  or 
not  it  was  moved'  I  don't  know;  I  raise  it  as 
a  point  of  earlier  considteration^is  whetJier  or 
not,  for  example,  the  great  storage  basins  in 
Lambton  county  should  be  assessed.  Imperial 
Oil  and  various:  subsidiairies  of  companies 
have  really  multimillion  doUar  assets  under 
ground  in  which  they  store  gas  in  off-peak 
periods  and  are  able  to  feed  it  into  the  pipe- 
lines in  the  peak  periods.  Although  it  hap- 
pens to  be  only  a  hole  in  the  ground,  it 
happens  to  be  one  of  nature's  most  incredible 
gifts  and  assets  to  us  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  It  is  a  business  asset  and  there 
certainly  was  consideration  and  my  recollec- 


tion is— subject  to  correction  if  I  am  wrongs 
that  there  is  now  assessment  and  taxing  on 
these  underground  storage  facilities. 

'Unfortunately,  one  of  my  colleagues  from 
the  north  whom  I  heard  discussing  this  this 
morning  is  tied  up  in  another  committee.  He 
was  citing  an  example— I  hope  he  can  g|et 
free  from  that  committee  to  come  and  give 
even  more  documentation  of  it— of  his  area 
where  you  happen  to  have  two  or  three  towns 
which  were  exclusively  woods  towns,  with 
pulp  and  paper  mills  or  the  equivalent  there- 
of. They  are  all  taxed.  They  are  all'  assessed. 
In  that  same  area,  in  the  same  school  dis- 
trict, you  have  a  big  mining  community,  one 
of  the  biggest  and  most  profitable  mining 
communities  in  this  coimtry,  in  which  there 
are  millions  of  dollars  of  underground  facili- 
ties and  underground  equipment,  which  is  not 
assessed. 

You  have  the  one  commimity,  with  indus- 
try in  that  community,  in  effect,  getting  off 
relatively  scot  free  because  a  great  propor- 
tion of  its  assessable  assets  happen  to  be 
under  the  ground.  And  the  other  cormnuni- 
ties  have  to  pick  up  the  tab  on  their  behalf. 
This  is  the  reason  these  mining  municipalities 
have  come  to  you. 

ilt's  a  pretty  poor  show  when  the  minister 
says  "We've  moved  an  inch  when  you  asked 
us  to  go  some  distance  in  terms  of  removing 
this  kind  of  inequity."  Years  ago  we  used 
to  have  the  same  kind  of  a  situation  wiih 
regard  to  assessment  generally  of  mining 
communities.  The  thing  that  always  intrigued 
me  was  it  was  other  businessesi  in  the  com- 
munity, as  well  as  the  residential  property 
owner,  which  were  picking  up  the  tab  on 
behalf  of  industry.  Only  by  dint  of  great 
pressure  upon  this  government!  did  the  gov- 
ernment finally  relent  and,  in  the  instance  of 
above-ground  facilities,  assess  them  so  that 
those  industries  could  pay  their  fair  sihare  of 
taxes  in  the  community. 

The  thing  that  really  staggers  me  about 
this  is  the  cosiness  once  again  of  this  govern- 
ment in  relationship  to  the  mining  industry. 
It's  a  cosiness  which  results  in  favouritism 
which  has  been  traditional.  In  fact,  I  invite 
the  hon.  minister  to  go  and  invest  $21  in  a 
most  interesting  book— yes,  it  sounds  like  a 
lot  of  money  but  that's  the  cost  of  books 
today— called  "The  Politics  of  Development," 
by  H.  V.  Nelles,  a  professor  on  the  staff  of 
the  University  of  York.  He  did  his  original 
studies  when  he  was  working  with  Lands 
and  Forests.  He  has  done  a  study  of  the 
politics  of  development  in  reference  to  min- 
ing, forestry  and  hydro-electric  power  in 
this  province.  You  have  there  the  most  solid 
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incontrovertible  documentation  of  the  extent 
to  which  governments  are  being  subverted 
in  their  pubHc  pohcy. 

H<m.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Take  a  look  at  our 
new  measures. 

Mr.  L  Deans  (Wentworth):  We  have. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  We  are  tak- 
ing a  look  at  one  right  now. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let's  not  take  a  look  at 
other  new  measures.  Let's  take  a  look  at  this 
one  here.  Here  is  >a.  very  sizable  relic  of 
favouritism  on  the  part  of  this  government 
with  regard- 
Mr.  Renwick:  Has  the  minister  read  Nelles' 
book? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No,  he  hasn't  read  it. 
Mr.  Renwick:  Of  course  he  hasn't. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  However,  if  he  wants  to 
read  my  review  of  it  in  the  current  issue  of 
Canadian  Forum  it  will  give  him  some  idea 
of  what  he  should  do  some  time  this  summer 
to  pick  it  out.  It's  a  continuing  example  of 
the  Idnd  of  favouritism  which  this  govern- 
ment exercises  vis-a-vis  the  mining  industry. 
The  tragedy  of  the  thing,  the  scandalous  in- 
equity of  the  thing  is  that  he  chooses  to  turn 
a  deaf  ear  to  the  municipalities  which  are 
living  with  the  situation  and  which  are  try- 
ing to  establish  equity  vvdthin  their  own 
ranks. 

Of  course,  the  answer  is  a  simple  answer. 
When  election  time  comes,  the  government 
will  go  and  get  its  $100,000  from  Inco  or 
from  some  other  company  of  that  nature.  It's 
an  investment  as  far  as  they  are  concerned. 
It's  seed  money  as  far  as  the  government  is 
concerned.  This  is  the  politics  of  development 
which  has  now  been  solidly  documented 
academically  as  well  as  in  many  debates  in 
this  House. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  And  the 
development  of  politics. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  development  of 
politics  or  the  politics  of  development,  it's 
a  combination  of  both.  I  think  it's  time  for 
more  if  the  provincial  Treasurer  really  wants 
us  to  take  a  look  at  what  he's  doing  in  re- 
moving some  of  these  inequities.  He  is  pay- 
ing some  lip  service  as  a  necessary  objec- 
tive of  public  policy. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  are  doubling  the 
mining  tax. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  he  has  a  long  way 
to  go  along  the  road.  He  has  taken  one  or 
two  baby  steps  and  there  are  a  lot  more 
giant  steps  to  be  done  before  he  removes 
the  inequities.  Here's  an  opportunity  to 
take  another  baby  step  along  the  road. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  I  am  just 
adding  my  voice  to  that  of  the  member  for 
York  West. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  York  West?  Try  South. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Okay,  I  am  sorry.  I  just  want 
to  say  that  any  engineer  who  could  define 
the  technology  to  build  everything  under- 
ground in  this  industry  would  not  pay  tax  at 
all  by  this  guideline  here.  To  say  that  the 
minister  is  going  to  exempt  plant  and  ma- 
chinery located  under  mineral  land  and  used 
to  obtain  minerals  from  the  ground  and 
machinery  on  the  surface  of  mineral  lands, 
a  building  or  a  plant  on  the  surface  of  mineral 
lands  and  used  to  obtain  minerals  from  the 
ground,  is  totally  unacceptable.  I  think  in 
complete  fairness  to  other  firms  in  industry 
he  has  given  a  great  million-dollar  conces- 
sion here  to  the  industry— and  there  may  be 
hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  of  concessions. 
I  want  to  state  my  position.  I  am  totally  op- 
posed to  this  type  of  assessment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, it  has  been  of  some  concern  to  me 
and  to  my  colleagues  in  the  New  Democratic 
Party,  and  particularly  those  of  us  from  the 
Sudbury  area,  about  the  level  of  taxation  of 
the  mining  industry  for  some  time  now.  I 
personally  favour  Crown  corporations  that 
the  government  wouldn't  have  to  tax,  but  I 
know  that  this  bill  doesn't  deal  with  that; 
so  I  will  get  back  on  to  the  content  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  amendment. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  sorry.  Yes,  the  amend- 
ment. I  would  like  to  know  from  the  minister 
what  kind  of  assessment  value  we  are  over- 
looking here.  Does  he  have  an  idea  of  the 
assessed  value  of  what  he  is  not  assessing 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  It  seems  to  me  we 
could  be  overlooking  it.  The  thing  that 
bothers  me  is  that  I  don't  know  how  the 
minister  distinguishes  between  buildings  and 
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plant  and  machinery.  He  will  assess  building 
and  plants  but  not  machinery.  I  wonder  how 
he  distinguishes  between  plant,  machinery 
and  buildings  in  a  highly  sophisticated,  auto- 
mated, computerized  plant  such  as  the  new 
nickel  refinery  at  Copper  Cliff.  I  would 
suggest  to  him  that  there  is  going  to  be  some 
very  arbitrary  decisions  made  as  to  what  can 
be  assessed  in  an  operation  like  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  favouring  the  company, 

Mr.  Laughren:  And  they  will  all  favour 
the  company,  as  they  always  do.  You  know 
what  compounds  the  felony  here— if  I  could 
use  that  term,  Mr.  Chairman;  I  am  sure  you 
wouldn't  object— is  that  it  is  those  very  com- 
munities- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  You  curled  his  hair  when 
you  used  it. 

An  hon.  member:   How  can  you  tell? 

Mr.  Laughren:  —that  need  the  assessment 
the  most  which  are  being  hurt  the  most  with 
these  kinds  of  exemptions.  I  could  list  to 
the  minister  such  communities  as  Mani- 
touwadge.  If  my  colleague  from  Thunder 
Bay  was  not  in  the  committee,  I  am  sure 
he  would  be  telling  the  minister  about  what 
happened  to  Manitouwadge.  It  went  into 
actual  bankruptcy,  and  yet  it  is  the  location 
of  one  of  the  wealthiest  mines  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Or  I  could  give  him  examples  of  some 
of  the  amenities  that  Sudbury  area  does 
without;  partly,  at  least,  because  of  the  lack 
of  assessment  on  the  buildings  and  the  equip- 
ment in  the  mines.  When  the  Treasurer  in- 
troduced regional  government  to  the  various 
communities,  this  party  supported  the  con- 
cept of  regional  government  and  still  does. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Laughren:  At  the  same  time,  while 
we  recognize  the  fact  that  the  equalized 
assessment  across  the  region  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  we  can  see  that  here  is  an 
opportunity  in  a  bill  such  as  this  to  expand 
that  assessment  in  the  mining  community. 
Despite  the  location  of  the  mine,  despite 
whether  it  is  a  building,  despite  the  fact 
that  it  may  be  underground,  or  whether  it 
is  a  plant,  or  a  piece  of  machinery,  then  it 
should  be  assessed— and  this  then  could  be 
applied  to  the  entire  region.  Then  we  would 
really  be  reaping  one  of  the  benefits  of  re- 
gional government  in  communities  such  as 
Sudbury. 

When  the  minister  is  bringing  in  legisla- 
tion   that    is    going    to    change    the    existing 


legislation,   for  heaven's   sake   why  not  take 

the    giant    step    in    the    first    place  that   my 

colleague   talked   about  and   assess  all   mine 
equipment  and  buildings? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  can't  expect  pygmies 
to  take  giant  steps;  that's  our  problem. 

Mr.  Laughren:  These  are  truly  baby  steps 
that  the  minister  is  taking,  I  hope  that  he 
will  seriously  consider  the  amendments  put 
forth  by  my  colleague  from  Ottawa,  I  would 
say,  Mr,  Chairman,  that  northern  Ontario 
grants  are  not  the  answer  to  giving  northern 
Ontario  communities  the  amenities  which 
they  have  a  right  to  expect  from  the  govern- 
ment of  the  province.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
while  I  won't  digress  from  this  amendment, 
Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  fact  that  on  a  per 
capita  basis  grants  to  the  northern  communi- 
ties were  lower  than  those  to  the  communi- 
ties in  southern  Ontario. 

So  I  would  urge,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  min- 
ister to  give  serious  consideration  to  the 
amendment  as  put  forth  by  my  colleague 
from  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Yes.  I  believe  there  are  about 
20  sections  in  the  Assessment  Act  which 
deal  with  exemptions  to  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion, and  these  range  all  the  way  from  places 
of  worship  to  Boy  Scout  homes,  and  build- 
ings held  by  the  Crown  in  the  right  of 
Ontario  and  Canada, 

Now  in  many  instances,  Mr,  Chairman, 
the  government  has  seen  fit  to  make  pay- 
ments in  lieu  of  taxes  to  the  municipalities. 
This  we  have  applauded  as  a  step  in  the 
right  direction  and  very  good,  especially  in 
municipalities  where  a  large  part  of  the 
assessment  is  non-revenue  producing,  such 
as  university  cities  like  my  own  and  like 
Kingston,  We  did  get  amendments  over  the 
years  which  now  make  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes,  because  the  municipal  tax  base  is  very 
limited.  The  source  of  funds  for  the  munici- 
palities is  limited  to  one  function— that  is  the 
tax  on  real  property,  as  described  in  the 
Assessment  Act, 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it  is 
important  that  the  government  take  another 
look  at  this  amendment.  We  will  support  it. 
We  would  think  that  as  the  government 
moves  toward  providing  more  funds  to  the 
municipalities  by  eliminating  more  and  more 
of  these  19  sections  in  the  Act,  which  are 
exempt  from  assessment,  it  should  take  a 
better    look    at    this    particular    section    and 
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allow  the  underground  installations  of  min- 
ing firms  to  be  assessed  and  therefore  taxed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
want  to  support  my  colleague,  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre,  but,  more  than  that,  I 
want  to  say  something.  The  Treasurer  inter- 
jected that  we  should  take  a  look  at  what 
the  government  has  done  with  regard  to  the 
mining  tax,  the  upward  changes  and  the  rate 
of  mining  tax. 

Mr.  Chainnan:  So  far  as  it  relates  to  this 
amendment,  of  course. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  I'm  just  bringing  back  to 
mind  what  he  said,  that's  all,  and  also  to 
remind  him  of  changes  in  the  tax  in  the 
forest  industry. 

I  want  to  say  that  those  are  all  taxes  that 
are  directed  to  the  general  revenue  of  the 
province.  The  changes  in  those  taxes  are 
intended  to  recompense— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  but  they  come  out 
of  the  same  treasury, 

Mr.  Deans:  Wait  a  minute.  The  changes 
in  those  taxes  are  intended  to  recompense 
the  public  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  for  the 
loss  of  its  valuable  resources.  They're  not 
intended  to  provide  the  wherewithal  to  main- 
tain any  particular  municipality.  If  you're 
ever  going  to  free  northern  municipalities 
from  the  role  of  having  to  beg  the  govern- 
ment, year  after  year,  for  additional  grants 
in  order  to  meet  their  commitments,  then 
obviously  you're  going  to  have  to  do  away 
with  the  inequities  that  currently  prevail 
within  this  Act.  You're  going  to  have  to  give 
them  the  kind  of  power  they  themselves  have 
long  sought. 

It's  pretty  obvious  to  most  of  us  that  we 
don't  derive  anything  like  the  kind  of  rev- 
enue from  the  use  of  our  resources  that  we 
ought  to  get.  Not  even  a  tiny  proportion 
of  the  actual  worth  of  the  mineral  resources 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  recovered  by 
way  of  the  mining  tax.  And  because  of  the 
rather  unusual  conditions  which  prevail  in 
northern  municipalities,  we're  forced  to  re- 
turn a  great  portion  of  what  we  do  get  to 
offset  what  revenue  municipalities  normally 
would  be  able  to  get  were  they  able  to  tax 
the  actual  worth  of  the  industrial  develop- 
ment wdthin  their  areas.  The  mine  in  nor- 
thern Ontario  is  no  different,  I  say,  to  the 
mill  in  Hamilton. 


Mr.  Laughren:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  mine  in  northern  Ontario 
is  the  industrial  heart  of  the  northern  muni- 
cipality, just  as  the  Steel  Co.  of  Canada 
Ltd.,  Dominion  Foundries  and  Steel  Ltd., 
or  the  Firestone  Tire  and  Rubber  Co.  of 
Canada  Ltd.,  or  any  other  company  that 
provides  the  kind  of  industrial  assessment 
necessary  to  bring  about  an  equitable  distri- 
bution of  costs  for  the  people  and  munici- 
palities is  in  southern  Ontario. 

For  us  to  draw  strange  guidelines  that 
exempt  the  soul  and  substance  of  the  mining 
operation  from  tax  is  wrong.  We're  going 
to  have  to  change  our  thinking.  We're  going 
to  have  to  recognize  that,  on  the  one  hand, 
there  is  no  similarity  to  be  drawm  from  what 
we're  able  to  derive  by  way  of  mining  tax- 
as  it  should  be  and  is  applied  across  the 
board,  and  is  a  source  of  revenue  in  general 
terms  for  the  use  of  the  province  in  pro- 
viding whatever  services  should  be  provided 
for  people  all  over  the  province— and  the 
right  of  municipalities  to  govern  themselves 
and  tax  those  things  which  are  within  their 
boundaries  for  their  own  use. 

The  government  pays  lip-servioe  to  some- 
thing called  the  autonomy  of  local  municipal 
government  in  assuring  local  municipal  gov- 
ernment the  right  of  self-determination,  and 
in  assuring  it  that  it  can  make  its  o\m  way. 
The  only  way  a  person  can  have  self-de- 
termination and  some  degree  of  autonomy  is 
if  the  government  has  the  opportunity  and 
ability  by  law  to  tax  and  raise  its  re\enues. 
In  fact,  this  government  seems  consistently 
to  fail  in  recognizing  that.  What  you've  done 
at  this  point  is  such  a  tiny  step  along  the 
way  that  it's  hardly  even  worth  considering. 
I  want  to  suggest  to  you  that  if  you  are 
serious,  if  you  think  that  the  municipalities 
of  northern  Ontario  have  the  right  to  the 
same  degree  of  viability  that  municipalities 
in  the  south  have,  if  they  have  the  right  to 
self-determination  as  you  claim  is  available 
in  southern  Ontario,  if  they  are  to  have  the 
right  to  raise  taxes  that  are  supposedly  within 
their  jurisdiction  to  raise,  then  you  are  going 
to  have  to  do  away  with  the  exemptions  on 
mining  machinery  underground. 

'If  you  are  not  going  to  do  that,  then  you 
obviously  dbn't  ever  intend  to  provide  the 
freedom  to  those  municipalities  to  follow 
through  on  their  fiscal  responsibilities  to  their 
residents.  They  can't  do  it  by  simply  having 
residential  tax,  and  they  certainly  can't  dio 
it  on  the  basis  of  the  few  dollars  that  vdll 
be  raised  by  this  change.  The  only  uav  they 
are  going  to  become  self-teuflBcient  Ik  if  this 
government   dfecides   to   alter   the   ability   of 
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the  municipalities  so  that  they  can  tax  all 
of  the  wealth  or  all^  of  the  assessed  values  of 
the  mine,  and  the  machinery  in  the  mine. 

We  have  made  this  argument  so  many 
times  that  it  almost  seems  riddculousi  to  have 
to  make  it  again.  I  would  have  thought  that 
the  government  would  have  recognized  a 
long  time  ago  that  northern  Ontario  is  sick 
and  tired  of  coming  down  here  to  Queen's 
Park  and  begging  for  higher  grants. 

Mr.  Laughren:  We  are  going  to  come  down 
in  even  greater  numbers. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  people  of  northern  On- 
tario are  fed  up  with  doing  without  the  kindb 
of  services  that  they  rightfully  should  be 
having  because  of  an  inability  to  tax  the 
major  industrial  sources  in  the  north.  The 
fact  that  they  may  differ  in  the  way  in^  which 
they  are  set  up  doesn't  make  them  any  less 
valuable  to  northern  Ontario  than  most  of 
the  major  industrial  developments  in  southern 
Ontario  are  valuable  to  their  own  particular 
municipalities.  We've  got  to  stop  treating 
them  differently. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  one  point 
I  would  like  to  make  in  this  before  we  have 
the  vote— that  is  a  question  I  would  like  to 
ask  of  the  provincial  Treasurer  and  the  pro- 
vincial Minister  of  Revenue,  Why  did  the 
government  have  no  compunction  in  taking 
money  from  the  taxpayers  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  to  help  municipal  financing  through 
taxation  by  giving  grants  on  universities  for 
students?  I  must  commend  the  government 
for  recognizing  the  need  to  providie  the  muni- 
cipalities with  more  funds  by  giving  grants 
in  lieu  of  taxes,  even  though  they  be  partial 
grants.  You  had  no  compunction  in  taking 
money  from  the  general  consolidated  revenue 
of  the  province  and  giving  it  to  the  muni- 
cipalities, but  you  are  hesitant  to  take  it  from 
this  one  particular  industry  which  should  be 
paying  its  rightful  share  of— 

Mr.  Sargent:  Right. 

Mr.  Good:  —municipal  taxes.  This  I  find 
hard  to  comprehend. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  River- 
d^le. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  first 
of  all  a  question— I  want  some  clarification 
from  the  minister.  At  the  end  of  the  existing 
section  there  is  a  phrase  "but  not  including 
a  concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore  or  metals" 
and  that  disappears  from  the  proposed 
amendiment.  What  is  the  actual  effect  of  the 
proposed  amendment,  which  the  minister  is 


asking  us  to  approve  and  which  we  are  op- 
posed to,  in  terms  of  the  additional  assess- 
ment which  will  accrue  to  the  mining  muni- 
cipalities! in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  repeat  this.  What  I  said 
was  that  it  will  return  to  the  mining  muni- 
cipalities an  additional  $1.3  million  in  land 
tax,  and  some  $680,000  in  business  taxes,  to 
a  total  or  aggregate  amount  in  excess  of  $2 
million  of  revenue  in  the  mining  mimicipali- 
ties. 

IMr.  Renwick:  The  business  tax  comes  in 
another  section,  isn't  that  right? 

■Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  In  the  section  dealing 
with  business  assessment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  all  right.  The  section 
that  we  are  talking  about  is^  the  exempting 
section. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Later  on  we  willi— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  making  minerals  liable 
for  business  assessment  comes  in  the  next 
section.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  am  sorry,  would  you 
repeat  that? 

IMr.  Renwick:  The  section  dealing  with  the 
liability  for  business  assessment  of  the  mining 
business  comes  in  the  next  section? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  We  are  dealing  here  with 
the  exemption  under  section  2(2). 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  We  are  dealing 
with  an  exemption.  At  the  present  time  what 
is  taxed  under  this  provision,  if  you  inter- 
polate the  exemption  into  what  is  taxed,  is  a 
concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore  metals.  Is 
that  correct?  Or  is  that  exempt  under  the 
preceding  section  17?  I  am  asking  a  very 
technical  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  and  I  don't  know 
whether  I  have  the  answer  to  that  very  tech- 
nical question.  Paragraph  19,  dealing  with 
business  assessment,  exempts  buildings,  plants 
and  machinery  in,  on  or  under  mineral  lands. 
What  we  are  doing  is  removing  the  words 
"in,  on  or",  so  that  it  reads:  "The  buildings, 
plants  and  machinery  under  mineral  land." 

That  then  brings  into  the  fold  the  very 
substantial  assessments  of  the  concentrators 
and  refining  equipment  that  are  above 
ground   rather   than   just   the   rough   concen- 
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trators  and  the  rock  crushers  that  are  used 
underground  for  the  purpose  of  some  form 
of  rock  selection  before  it  is  brought  to  the 
surface. 

Mr.  Renwick:  At  the  present  time,  the 
concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore  or  metals  is 
subject  to  tax,  whether  it  is  above  or  below 
ground.  Is  that  correct  at  the  present  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  I  think  that's  not  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  does  the  exclusion 
mean  at  the  end  of  paragraph  19  as  it 
presently  stands? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  hon.  member  is  ask- 
ing about  the  exclusion  of  plant  and  ma- 
chinery used  for  obtaining  minerals  from  the 
ground  and  all  minerals.  Is  this  the  exclu- 
sion he  is  speaking  about  at  the  end  of  the 
clause? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  I  am  speaking  about 
the  very  end  where  it  states,  'Tjut  not  in- 
cluding a  concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore  or 
metals."  I'm  looking  at  paragraph  19  as  it 
is  presently  in  the  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  By  removing  that,  it  then 
brings   that  into   taxable  form. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  I'm  trying  to  say  is 
that  isn't  my  understanding  of  the  section. 
Paragraph  19  is  an  exempting  section  as  it 
presently  stands.  I'm  not  looking  at  the  min- 
ister's amendment.  I'm  looking  at  the  statute 
as  it  presently  stands.  That  is  an  exempting 
clause  from  assessment.  But  it  takes  out  of 
the  exempting  clause  at  the  present  time  a 
concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore  or  metals. 
Therefore,  it  must  necessarily  be  that  at  the 
present  time  a  concentrator  or  smelter  of  ore 
or  metals  is  subject  to  assessment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  excuse  me. 

Mr.  Renwick:  At  the  present  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No— oh  yes,  excuse  me. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  a  double  negative— 
and  therefore  it  is  a  positive. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  I'm  correct. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I'm  advised  that  concen- 
trators and  smelters  are  taxed  and  have  been 
taxed  since  1970  and  that  the  taxation  of 
them  would  continue. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Since  when? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:   Since  1970. 


Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  find  the  answer 
to  it,  because  I  don't  know  whether  I'm 
wrong  or  someone  else  is  wrong.  This  section 
3  of  the  Assessment  Act,  as  I  have  it  in  my 
hand,  is  chapter  32  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  Ontario,  1970,  as  amended  by  chapters 
79  and  98  of  the  1971  statutes,  and  the  1973 
amending  Act  does  not  apply  to  this  section. 
I  assume  I'm  talking  about  the  right  section 
as  it  presently  reads.  That  states:  "All  real 
property  in  Ontario  is  liable  to  assessment 
and  taxation"  —  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
whether  it's  business  or  real  property  assess- 
ment—"subject  to  the  following  exemptions." 
Then  paragraph  19  exempts  "the  buildings, 
plant  and  machinery,  in,  on  or  under  mineral 
lands"  and  so  on  and  so  forth,  but  not  in- 
cluding "a  concentrator  or  a  smelter  of  ore 
or  metals."  As  my  colleague  from  York  South 
says,  the  double  negative  means  at  the  pres- 
ent time  a  concentrator  and  a  smelter  of  ore 
or  metals  are  subject  to  assessment  for 
taxation. 

When  the  minister  states  that  the  addi- 
tional assessment  available  to  the  mining 
municipalities  will  be  in  the  neighbourhood 
of  $2  million,  has  he  made  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It  is  $2  million  in  reve- 
nue. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  increased  assess- 
ment to  the  mining  municipalities  by  bring- 
ing in  buildings  and  plant  above  ground  but, 
of  course,  not  bringing  in  concentrators  or 
smelters  of  ore  or  metals  because  they  are 
already  subject  to  assessment?  Do  you  have 
any  idea  of  what  will  be  the  assessed  value 
of  the  plant  and  buildings  which  will  now 
be  subject  to  assessment  and  taxation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  I'm  sorry,  I  don't 
have  the  figure  for  the  increase  in  the  assess- 
ment. The  material  I  have  provided  to  me 
by  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs  deals  with  the 
dollar  revenues  to  the  municipalities  Mr. 
Chairman,  but  it  does  not  show  the  mill 
rates  upon  which  those  dollar  revenues  are 
calculated. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  not  from  the  assess- 
ment on  which  the  mill  rates  are  applied? 
We  would  expect  that  from  Treasury, 
Economics  and  Intergovernmental  Affairs. 
They're  so  sophisticated  that  they  only  give 
you  the  figure  which  they  drag  out  of  the 
air,  but  they  never  give  you  the  underlying 
information  on  which  you  must  be  asked  to 
make  an  assessment. 


JUNE  18,  1974 


3395 


We  are  laltering  here  the  property  subject 
to  assessment.  Surely  if  the  minister  says  the 
mining  municipalities  requested  this,  there 
is  an  obligation  on  the  minister  to  tell  us 
what  is  the  increased  value  in  assessable 
property  for  the  purpose  of  this  tax,  and 
not  to  tell  us  what  the  revenue  will  be.  That, 
of  course,  mu.«Jt  of  necessity  be  the  product 
of  the  mill  rate  applied  to  the  increased 
assessment.  But  the  minister  says,  no,  he 
doesn't  have  the  assessment.  All  right.  Let 
me  make  the  argument  which  has  been  made 
many  times.  Why,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
in  1974,  would  we  have  the  exempting  sec- 
tions listing  19  headings— there'll  be  20  be- 
cause there's  a  section  17  (a)  which  has  come 
in  a  little  earlier- 
Mr.  Good:  There  are  20.  He  added  an- 
other one  last  year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Sorry,  he  added  another 
one  last  year— there'll  be  21  altogether.  But 
when  you  consider  the  marginal  notes  under 
section  3  of  the  Assessment  Act— "lands  of 
Canada,  Indian  lands,  churches,  public  edu- 
cational institutions,  philanthropic  or  re- 
ligious seminaries,  educational  seminaries, 
public  hospitals,  highways,  municipal  pro- 
perty. Boy  Scouts  and  Girl  Guides"— maybe 
that's  the  equivalent.  It's  the  Boy  Scouts  and 
Girl  Guides  and  the  mining  industry.  That's 
it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Inco  is  hiding  behind  the  Boy 
Scouts  of  Canada. 

Mr.  Renwick:  "Industrial  farms,  charitable 
institutions,  Children's  Aid  Societies,  scien- 
tific and  literary  institutions,  battle  sites,  ex- 
hibition buildings  of  companies."  And  then 
we  get  the  machinery  related  principally  to 
the  mining  industry— not  all.  Then  we  get 
one  acre  for  forestry  purposes  out  of  10.  Then 
the  mineral  lands  and  minerals. 

Now,  what  conceivable  ground  would  there 
be  for  exempting  any  of  these  items  of  tan- 
gible property  or  intangible  property  used 
for  the  purpose  of  earning  income  by  busi- 
nesses from  the  assessment  by  which  muni- 
cipalities can  levy  their  municipal  taxes? 
Surely  one  must  be  able  to  get  through  to 
the  government  somehow  that  at  this  point 
in  time  you  do  not  have  this  kind  of  ex- 
emption. 

My  colleague  from  Ottawa  Centre  assures 
me  that  his  amendment  will  have  that  effect, 
if  passed  by  this  assembly  today,  that  there 
will  be  no  longer  in  the  Assessment  Act  a 
paragraph  19  to  section  3.  Surely  the  minister 
must  say  that  that  is  an  admirable  result  in 
1974. 


We,  of  course,  haven't  gotten  around  yet  to 
dealing  with  the  Corporations  Tax  Act  which 
is  supposed  to  impose  upon  the  mining  in- 
dustry additional  taxes  for  the  general  bene- 
fit of  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
But  there  are  many  ifs,  ands  and  buts  about 
that. 

The  interjection  by  the  Treasurer  to  my 
colleague,  the  hon.  member  for  York  South, 
when  he  referred  to  Prof.  Nelles'  study,  was 
"a  typical  red  herring."  When  one  analyses 
the  Corporations  Tax  Act  amendment  to  give 
effect  to  the  budget,  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  the  impact  will  be  anywhere  near 
the  kind  of  impact  which  should  be  borne  by 
the  mineral  industry  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario for  the  general  revenues  of  the  prov- 
ince. 

So,  setting  aside  the  Treasurer's  red  her- 
ring and  dealing  with  the  specifics  of  what 
we  are  talking  about,  and  since  the  minister 
doesn't  have  the  information  as  to  the  in- 
creased assessed  value  of  the  property  upon 
which  the  mining  municipalities  will  levy 
the  tax,  and  since  he  can't  possibly  give  a  ra- 
tional justification  for  maintaining  this  section 
in  the  Act,  would  the  minister  not  accede 
to  the  amendment  made  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  and  make  this  property 
subject  to  the  real  property  and  business  tax 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  Why  can't  he 
do  that? 

The  reason  obviously  is  that  it's  a  sop- 
it's  another  little  partial  step.  We  in  this 
party  are  kind  of  sick  and  tired  of  the 
gradualism  of  the  Tory  party.  It  is  disguising 
progress  as  a  minuscule  step  forward,  so 
minuscule  it's  very  difficult  to  tell  whether 
it's  a  step  forward  or  a  step  back.  I'm  simply 
saying  to  the  minister,  on  the  arguments 
which  have  been  made  to  him,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, will  he  please  accept  this  amendment? 

Mr.  Sargent:  He  can't  hear  very  well. 

Mr.  Chainnan:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
respond  to  that  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  don't  know  whether  the 
hon.  member  for  Riverdale  really  appreciates 
what  he  is  saying.  He's  asking  me  to  give 
him  an  assessment  figure  when  it's  far  more 
meaningful  to  give  him  the  total  dollars 
going  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  he  can't  give  the  dollars 
without  applying— will  the  minister  permit  an 
interruption? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  have  those  figures.  It's 
something  in  excess  of  $2  million  of  addi- 
tional tax.  A  further  point  is  that  this  is  a 
24  per  cent  increase  in  the  total  amount  of 
real  property  and  business  taxes  which  will 
be  paid  by  the  mining  community  on  top  of 
a  100  per  cent- 
Mr.  Renwick:  We  are  not  going  to  buy 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —increase  in  the  mining 
taxes  being  levied  against  them. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  don't  want  the  minister's 
arithmetic. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  It's  no  small  or  insignifi- 
cant—you don't  want  any  arithmetic?  What 
does  the  member  want? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  we  want  our  arithmetic. 
The  arithmetic  he  should  have. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
minister  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Because  the  fact  is  there 
is  a  very  substantial  increase  in  the  amount 
of  tax  these  mining  companies  will  be  paying 
to  their  respective  municipalities;  a  very  sub- 
stantial amount.  Whether  the  additional  tax 
they  pay  goes  to  the  municipalities  directly 
or  goes  back  to  them  in  grants  of  assistance 
of  one  sort  and  another,  for  educational  pur- 
poses or  whatever  the  fact  remains  that  all 
this  money— the  doubling  in  the  amount  of 
mining  taxes,  the  24  per  cent  increase  in  the 
land  tax  and  business  tax— comes  out  of  one 
treasury.  It's  out  of  the  treasury  of  those  com- 
panies and  that's  a  very  significant  amount  of 
tax  to  raise. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Stop  that  nonsense.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  know  whether— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.     Chairman:     Order,     please,     let    the 

member- 
Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  finish  the  point  if 

the  member  for  Grey  North  will  let  me. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the 
floor  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Perhaps  we 
should  let  the  member  for  Riverdale  continue 
his  point. 


Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  finish  this  point  if 
I  may,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Then  ^^'e'll  have  the  mem- 
ber for  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It's  Grey-Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  doesn't  matter.  It's  not 
Grey  South. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Am  I  correct?  I  want  to 
know  whether  the  minister  and  I  are  in 
agreement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Probably  not. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  revenue  figure  he 
speaks  of  as  being  the  additional  revenue 
gained  by  the  mining  municipalities  by  vir- 
tue of  this  particular  change  in  the  Assess- 
ment Act  is  the  product  of  a  mill  rate  ap- 
plied to  the  assessed  value  of  the  property. 
Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Of  course. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Right.  The  Treasury  has 
given  him  the  revenue  figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  is  it  now  not  possible 
for  him  to  give  to  us  in  this  assembly,  when 
we're  asked  to  make  this  change,  the  mill 
rates  and  the  assessed  values  which  will  pro- 
duce that  amount  of  revenue?  Why  can't  he 
give  us  the  basic  information?  I  want  to 
know  what  is  the  additional  assessed  value 
of  the  property  in  the  mining  municipalities 
which  will  be  subject  to  tax  by  virtue  of 
this  change  in  the  assessment  basis.  He 
doesn't  have  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  simply 
answered  before  that  I  do  not  have  that 
information.  I  have  the  net  result  which,  in 
terms  of  dollars,  has  to  be  the  most  important 
item  of  all. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  minister,  granted  that  the  Treas- 
urer has  doubled  the  mining  tax  in  his 
budget  this  year,  if  the  minister  figures  re- 
turning $2  million  to  the  municipalities  in 
grants  in  lieu  of  taxation,  I  submit,  Mr. 
Chairman,  they're  not  meaningful.  If  we  don't 
know,  we  can't  resolve  the  underground 
plants. 

The  other  end  of  the  picture  is  how  much 
money  are  we  missing  by  not  taxing  the 
underground  plants?  If  the  underground 
plant  is  worth  half  a  billion  dollars  maybe 
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we're  bypassing  $10  million  in  taxation.  I 
want  to  say  to  you,  sir,  we  don't  know  how 
many  millions  of  dollars  we're  passing  up. 
Here  we  have  a  situation  in  which  no  other 
sector  in  our  economy  has  such  a  large  profit 
structure  as  the  mining  industry. 

No  other  sector  has  enjoyed  so  many  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollarsi  of  dfe^pletion  al^- 
lowances.  No  other  sector  receives  these  in 
our  economy.  And  no  other  sector  of  our 
economy  gets  its  raw  product  for  nothing. 
It  belongs  to  the  people.  They  get  it  for 
nothing.  So  it  is  completely  unreal,  as  the 
member  for  Riverdale  says,  for  you  to  class 
this  industr)'  with  a  charitable  institution. 
It's  unreal. 

So  for  you  to  toss  the  figure  of  $2  miUion 
buy-back  in  lieu  is  not  real.  It  is  not  business- 
like, and  I  suggest  you  tell  us,  Mr.  Minister, 
if  you  can,  how  much  underground  plant 
you  ar  bvpassing  in  taxation. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  under- 
stand that  there  is  little  undergroxmd  plant 
of  any  consequence.  The  expensive  plant— 
the  smelter— the  valtiable  machinery  is  above 
ground.  You  have  things  like  the  primary 
crusher,  as  I  mentioned  before,  your  track, 
your  little  cars  that  run  afong  the  track  and 
your  pneumatic  driUs,  and  what  not,  but— 

Mr.  Sargent:  That's  construction. 

Hon.    Mr.   Meen:   Yes,   but  that's  a   very 
small- 
Mr.  Sargent:  That's  taxable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  That's  still  exempt  under 
paragraph  19,  but  that's  a  very  small  part  of 
the  total  plant  and  machinery  of  the  com- 
pany. So  that  I  think  we  are  getting  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  it  by  the  amendlment  pro- 
posed in  my  bill. 

^Mr,  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  one  point,  I 
think,  has  to  be  clarified.  As  I  read  section 
17,  machinery,  smelters  and  concentrators 
are  exempt  from  taxation.  All  we  are  adding 
here  are  the  buildings  above  ground,  in 
other  words,  houses.  Let's  not— 

An  hon.  member:  Shacks. 

Mr.  Good:  Let's  not  confuse  ourselves 
here.  The  exemptions  in  section  17  still  per- 
tain to  machinery  and  equipment— and  they 
would  still  be  exempt  under  section  17  of 
the  Act.  All  you  would  be  taxing  would  be 
the  buildings,  that  are  above  ground,  is  that 
not  correct? 

iMr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 


Mr.  Good:  Machinery  that  is  used  for  the 
purpose  of  concentrators  or  smelters  of  the 
ore  or  metals  including  the  foundations  on 
which  they  rest,  would  still  be  exempt? 

iHon.  Mr.  Meen:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  that  a  correct  statement, 
I  am  asking  the  minister?  Is  that  a  correct 
statement?  When  you  speak  about  the  present 
situation  where  it  states  that  a  concentrator 
or  smelter  of  ore  or  metals  is  by  the  double 
negative,  now  subject  to  tax,  the  minister 
simply  is  talking  about  the  shelter  within 
which  the  concentrating  and  smelting  opera- 
tions are  carried  on,  because,  as  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North  says,  the  machinery  form- 
ing part  of  the  smelter  or  the  concentrator 
is  already  picked  up,  and  will  continue  to  be 
picked  up,  under  paragraph  17.  So,  you 
really— 

Hon.    Mr.    Meen:    Yes,    but   you   are   still 

assessing. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  a  correct  statement. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  almost  exempted  it 
nut  by  nut  throughout  the  machinery. 

(Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed'  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Shall  we  stack  these? 

Mr.  Renwick.  Call'  in  the  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  amendment  before  the 
committee  is  that  of  Mr.  Cassidly  that  sec- 
tion 2,  subsection  2  of  Bill  87  be  dieleted 
and  the  following  substituted  for  subsection 
2:  "Paragraph  19  of  the  said  section  3  as 
re-enacted  by  the  statutes  of  Ontario,  1971, 
chapter  79,  section  2  is  repealed." 

'The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
motion,  which  was  negatived  on  the  foUowing 
vote: 

Clerk   of  the   House:    Mr.    Chairman,   the 

"ayes"  are  34,  the  "nays"  are  47. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 
and  the  section  carried. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please,  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North  wishes  to  comment  on 
section  6.  Is  there  anything  before  section 
6? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  3  Mr.  Chairman. 
On  section  3: 
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'Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  on  section  3. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  3,  Mr.  Chainman, 
I  am  just  lookins;  at  my  notes  here.  I  wanted 
to  comment  on  the  inadequacy  of  the  change 
that  was  made  here  and  to  ask  the  minister 
why  it  was  that  the  opportimity  hadn't  been 
taken,  sance  these  amendments  were  taking 
place,  to  make  some  major  changes  in  the 
business  tax  assessment,  given  the  anomahes 
which  exist  in  that  system  and  given  the 
pledges  that  were  made  by  his  predecessor 
to  make  major  reforms  in  business  tax  on  a 
progressive  basis. 

We  were  not  happy  with  the  idea  that 
business  tax  would  take  five  or  six  years  to 
reform,  but  certainly  what's  proposed  here 
does  not  represent  any  significant  step  toward 
reform  whatsoever.  So  could  the  minister 
tell  me  what  is  the  reason  for  the  delay, 
what  the  government's  intentions  are  now  as 
far  as  the  business  tax  reform  is  concerned 
and  why  the  government  is  being  so  slow? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  understand  what  the 
hon.  member  is  getting  at,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Briefly,  the  business  tax  is  the  most  appro- 
priate way  in  Which  to  derive  additional 
revenues  from  quarters  such  as  this,  and 
with  respect  to  section  3  itself  the  amend- 
ment is  appropriate.  Without  that  amend- 
ment, the  tax  would  fall  under  the  general 
omnibus  provisions  of  the  bill,  which  would 
levy  the  tax  at  30  per  cent  instead  of  60. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  I  could  find  my  copy  of 
the  bill  it  would  be  helpful. 

I  accept  what  the  minister  says  about  that 
particular  point,  but  the  problem  is  that  in 
a  series  of  amendments  of  various  sorts  to 
the  bill,  nothing  has  been  done  to  carry  out 
the  promise  that  was  made  by  the  former 
Minister  of  Revenue  a  year  and  a  half  ago. 
He  promised  that  there  would  be  steady 
steps  toward  ensuring  that  there  was  a  com- 
mon business  tax  rate  and  that  it  was  a 
reasonable  one. 

It  would  seem  to  me  that  a  rate  of  75 
or  90  per  cent  would  be  a  reasonable  kind 
of  rate  to  begin  with.  Right  now,  we  have 
rates  th«»t  go  as  high  as  140  per  cent  for  dis- 
tillers. BreAvers,  for  some  reason,  pay  75 
per  cent.  Wholesalers  pay  75  per  cent. 
Smaller  retailers— retailers  with  fewer  than 
five  stores,  no  matter  how  big  those  stores 
are— pay  50  per  cent.  Car  parks,  of  all  things, 
pay  only  25  per  cent. 


The  whole  system  is  crying  out  for  reform, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  government  has  had  an 
opportunity  to  ensure  greater  equity,  and 
in  this  particular  case  it  is  not  bringing  it 
in.  Not  only  that,  if  I  can  go  back  to  the 
question  of  car  parks— a  government  that  says 
it  wants  to  put  the  emphasis  on  transit  should 
be  ensuring  that  people  who  pay  business 
tax  at  the  rate  of  50  or  75  per  cent  don't 
get  a  preferred  rate  for  the  parking  of  their 
cars— professionals  and  people  like  that.  It 
just  doesn't  make  any  sense  to  us  that  nothing 
more  was  done  than  to  make  an  inconse- 
quential amendment  in  this  particular  section. 

Section  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
section  6?  If  not,  the  member  for  Waterloo 
North  on  section  6. 

On  section  6: 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  under  section  6 
I  would  like  an  explanation  from  the  minister. 
We're  dealing  vdth  assessment  on  apartment 
buildings  and  the  allocation  of  portions  of 
that  building  to  the  various  tenants  so  that 
the  taxes  can  be  properly  apportioned  be- 
tween public  school  and  separate  school  sup- 
porters. It  has  been,  of  course,  customary 
for  the  tenant  to  indicate  his  preference  for 
support,  whether  it  be  to  the  public  school 
or  to  separate  school. 

This  section,  as  I  read  it,  says  the  assess- 
ment shall  be  proportioned  in  relation  to  the 
ratio  the  rent  of  the  space  occupied  by  each 
tenant  bears  to  the  fair  market  rent  of  the 
entire  parcel  of  real  property.  Previously, 
I  would  say,  if  the  assessment  was  divided 
equally  among  12  apartments  in  a  building, 
portions  would  go  to  separate  or  public 
school  support.  I  suppose  that  portion  which 
was  common  room,  basement,  hallways  and 
what  not,  would  go  where  the  ovnier  had 
indicated  on  an  assessment  basis. 

What  I  don't  understand  is  why  the  fair 
miarket  rent  enters  into  the  apportionment 
of  tax  money  to  separate  or  public  school 
support.  We're  talking  about  assessment  on 
market  value.  The  Assessment  Act  says:  "All 
property  shall  be  assessed  on  market  \'alue." 
Now  we're  talking  about  dividing  it  up  in 
proportion  to  fair  market  rent. 

I  understand  and  I  realize  that  in  every 
assessment  of  a  multiple  residential  building 
being  rented  out  there  is  a  rental  factor  which 
would  have  some  input  into  the  fair  market 
value.  But  since  we've  moved  to  market 
value  assessment,  the  assessment  on  the  build- 
ing has  to  be  what  a  willing  buyer  pays  to  a 
willing  seller,  if  we're  really  going  to  talk 
about  fair  market  value. 
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ll  would  like  an  explanation,  first  of  all,  of 
how  the  distribution  is  going  to  be;  whether 
it's  going  to  be  an  equal  one-twelfth  in  the 
case  of  a  12-plex,  divided  among  the  tenants 
in  relation  to  their  support  for  public  or 
separate  schools.  If  you  start  monkeying 
around,  telling  the  tenants  what,  in  your 
mind,  fair  market  rent  is  for  their  apartments 
I  think  you're  going  to  have  a  Ibt  of  land*- 
lords  concerned  as  to  their  rental  divsions 
between  various  floors  of  the  apartment 
buildings,  one  of  which  probably  rents  for 
more  than  the  one  below  it  and  so  on  up. 
In  many  instances  the  higher  you  go  the 
higher  the  rent  is  which,  I  think,  is  an 
acceptable  practice;  people  prefer  certain 
floors.  I  wonder  if  the  minister  would  give  me 
a  little  detailed  explanation  of  what  is  the 
puipose  of  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  way 
the  Act  reads  now  is  that  assessed  values  are 
allocated  on  a  portion  of  the  square-foot  area 
occupied  by  each  of  the  tenants.  This  means 
that  parts'  of  the  lands  and  buildings  are 
excluded  from  that  apportionment. 

In  the  illustration  given  by  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo  North  of  the  12  apartments, 
regardless  of  where  they  were  in  the  buildn 
ing  there  would  be  an  apportionment,  as  I 
understand  it,  under  the  Act,  on  the  basis  of 
their  actual  square  footage  for  the  purpose 
of  taxation.  iTiis  would  mean  that  certain 
parts  of  the  building  are  excluded  from 
taxation. 

Common  areas  like  hallKvays,  parking  areas 
and  so  on,  shafts,  malls— we're  seeing  more 
and  more  of  those  in  commercial  establish- 
ments—result  in  lots  of  business  tax  to  the 
municipality.  The  intention  of  this  amend- 
ment is  to  allocate  the  space  occupied  by 
tenants  in  a  different  way,  on  the  basis  of 
the  relationship  the  fair  market  rent  of  each 
tenant's  quarters  bears  to  the  total  fair  market 
rent  of  the  entire  property. 

'The  payment  of  rent  presupposes  that  each 
tenant  enjoys  certain  rights  of  acceSs  to  and 
egress  from  the  space  he  occupies.  It  there- 
fore presupposes  some  interest  in  the  com- 
mon areas  and  rent  also  reflects  a  value,  we 
believe,  that  the  common  areas  addi  to  these 
tenancies. 

I  might  say,  for  example,  that  a  tenant 
occupying  1,000  sq  f t  on  a  ground  floor  open- 
ing out  into  a  mall,  is  going  to  have  a  fair 
market  rent  substantially  higher  than  a  ten- 
ant occupying  the  same  number  of  square 
feet  off  in  a  different  area  of  that  compltex, 
up  a  floor  or  two  higher,  in  which  he  didn't 
have   what   some   of  us   call   "walk-in  busi- 


ness," He  would  have  access  to  the  mall  of 
course,  but  only  access  in  the  sense  of  people 
coming  to  see  him.  So  his  fair  market  rent 
would  be  a  good  deal  less. 

In  this  way  we  think  that  there  will  be  a 
more  equitable  distribution  of  the  apportion. 

Now,  this  section,  I  might  add,  will  also 
ensure  that  the  school  boards  will  get  their 
fair  apportionment  of  the  total  taxes  levied 
against  a  property.  And  remember  those 
taxes  are  paid  by  the  owner.  They're  not 
levied  against  the  tenant.  This  is  just  really 
for  the  apportionment  for  this  purpose.  We 
will  then  have  a  fairer  apportionment  of  the 
school  taxes  between  the  two  school  boards— 
the  separate  and  the  pubhc  school  boards— 
which  otherwise  would  not  be  possible. 

Under  the  present  section,  prior  to  amend- 
ment, the  common  areas  don't  wind  up  get- 
ting any  kind  of  apportionment,  and  the 
taxes  relative  to  those  areas  are  directed 
according  to  the  owner,  whether  he  is  a 
separate  school  supporter  or  a  public  school 
supporter.  The  taxes  relative  to  those  com- 
mon areas  are  now  apportioned  according  to 
where  he  directs  them.  Under  the  proposed 
section,  there  wall  be  an  apportionment  of 
the'  total  tax  dollars  in  relationship  to  the 
school  support  of  the  tenants,  relative  to  their 
fair  market  rent. 

The  last  point  raised  by  the  hon.  member, 
as  to  the  difiiculty  of  assessing  a  fair  market 
rent,  may  well  be  a  good  one.  But  fair  market 
rents  are  being  assessed  now,  and  I  don't 
think  any  particular  difiiculty  is  likely  to 
arise. 

IMr.  Good:  One  further  question:  At 
present,  would  the  owoier  of  a  mall,  for 
instance,  be  paying  business  tax  on  the  com- 
mon areas?  /aid  are  you  saying  that  in  future 
the  tenants  would  have  the  business  tax  ap- 
portioned among  them,  in  relation  to  the 
areas  they  occupy,  and  also  to  the  parking 
lots  and  the  common  areas'  and  everything 
else?  Is  the  owner  paying  business  tax  on 
these  elements  at  present? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  answer  to  the  latter 
question  is  no,  he  is  not  paying  business  tax 
now  on  those  areas.  Under  the  readjusted 
arrangement,  because  the  fair  market  rent 
would  take  into  account  the  elements  used 
in  common,  and  that  enter  into  the  value  of 
his  rent,  the  answer  would  be  that  he  would 
pay  business  tax  based,  in  some  fashion  or 
other,   on  those  common  areas  as  well. 

Mr.  Good:  The  tenants  wfll  be  paying  the 
business  tax  in  those  common  areas  under 
this  amendment? 
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'Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  that's  what  I  meant 
to  say. 

Mr.  Good:  Under  this  amendment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  So,  in  other  words,  you're 
going  to  get  additional  taxation  from  this 
amendment  through— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Not  necessarily. 

Mr.  Good:  —through  the  business  appor- 
tionment. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Not  necessarily,  because 
it's  all  simply  a  matter  of  the  way  in  which 
it  is  apportioned.  But  the  apportionment 
would  reflect  the  use  of  these  common  areas, 
some  being  more  valuable  than  others. 

Mr.  Good:  Okay. 
iSection  6  agreed  to. 
On  siection  7: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  point  of  information  to  the 
minister- 


Mr.  Chairman:  Will  there  be  a  lengthy 
discussion  on  this? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  really. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  time  for  a  quick 
question. 

iMr.  Cassidy:  A  quick  question,  yes.  I'm 
sorry  to  interrupt.  Does  this  basically  relate 
to  the  evaluation  for  assessment  purposes  of 
HOME  lands,  or  other  lands  which  are 
owned  by  the  Crown,  but  Iteased  in  residential 
areas?  Is  that  the  intention,  or  are  there  wider 
intents  involved  in  section  7? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  intention  is  that  it 
would  apply.  These  words  are  added,  "and 
against  the  tenant  to  the  extent  of  the  assess- 
ed value  of  the  portion  of  the  land  occupied 
by  the  tenant." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  the  minister  bring  in  a 
better  statement  about  that  after  the  break, 
because  I  undierstand  that  section  26  con- 
fines this  section  to  tenants  on  Crown  land. 
I  would  like  to  know  the  purpose  of  bringing 
in  this  amendment. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Yes,  I 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  introduce  40  grade  8  students 
from  Maplewood  Public  School  in  Essex,  with 
Mr.  Rennie  in  charge.  Welcome  them,  please. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  introduce  to 
you,  and  through  you  to  the  members  of  the 
Legislature,  28  grade  8  students  from 
Kiwedin  Public  School.  They  are  accom- 
panied by  Mr.  Toyne  and  also  by  chaperons. 
They  are  seated  in  the  west  gallery  and  I 
would  appreciate  the  Legislature's  welcom- 
ing them  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  House  leader. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  the  great  pleasure  this  evening,  in  the 
absence  or  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 
sources Development  (Mr.  Grossman),  be- 
cause of  his  confinement  to  hospital,  of 
introducing  to  you,  and  through  you  to  the 
House,  a  very  distinguished  representative 
group  of  the  Toronto  Men's  Regional  Council 
of  B'nai  B'rith. 

Mr.  Chairman:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock 
we  were  discussing  Bill  87.  The  hon.  minister. 


ASSESSMENT  ACT 
(concluded) 

Hon.  A.  K.  Mean  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  rose  at  6  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  (Mr.  Cassidy)  had 
asked  me  for  perhaps  somewhat  greater 
elaboration  on  the  intent  of  section  7  of  the 
amending  bill,  and  I  indicated  that  I  would 
endeavour  to  give  him  some  further  detail 
when  we  reconvened  at  8  o'clock. 
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Under  this  section,  as  the  amendment 
stands,  the  tenant  is  entitled  to  a  notice  of 
the  assessment,  so  that  if  any  error  is  created 
in  that  assessment,  as  to  the  way  in  which 
he  may  be  designated  for  school  support  or 
whatever,  he  gets  an  opportunity  to  appeal 
and  certainly  he  gets  notice  of  it. 

Furthermore,  as  the  years  go  on  it  would 
appear  that  more  and  more  tenancies,  not  just 
commercial  and  industrial  tenancies  but  also 
a  good  many  apartment  tenancies,  contain 
tax  escalation  clauses  based  on  earlier  years. 
Until  now,  and  as  the  Act  presently  stands— 
but  this  would  be  remedied  by  this  amend- 
ment—all tenants,  whether  they  are  com- 
mercial or  industrial,  get  their  notices  now 
for  purposes  of  industrial  assessment— or  busi- 
ness assessment,  I  suppose  I  should  say— but 
afeo  all  tenants  of  conventional  residential 
accommodation  would  receive  these  notices  of 
assessment,  which  would  give  the  valuation 
upon  which  there  might  be  some  tax  escala- 
tion applicable. 

This  will,  therefore,  give  them  the  oppor- 
tunity to  file  notice  of  an  appeal.  In  the  case 
of  a  landlord  who  has  as  years  go  on  less 
and  less  interest  in  the  taxes,  where  he  has 
tax  escalation  clauses  built  into  his  leases 
it  becomes  more  and  more  nearly  imperative 
that  there  be  provision  for  the  tenants  to 
have  an  opportunity  to  appeal  these  notices, 
since  they  are  the  ones  who  are  in  the  long 
run  going  to  pay  the  money.  That's  really 
a  long  answer  to  a  very  short  question  and 
to  an  even  shorter  amendment  in  section  7. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  As  usual,  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre, 
makes  a  very  good  point.  What  the  minister 
very  cutely  has  described  as  an  opportunity 
for  the  tenant  is,  in  fact,  the  imposition  upon 
the  tenant  of  a  legal  liability  to  pay  the  tax. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  sir,  the  tax  isn't 
assessed  against  the  tenant.  It  is  still  assessed 
against  the  landlord. 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  I  may  just  read  the  section 
to  the  minister  in  case  he  hasn't  had  an  op- 
portunity to  do  so  himself,  it  says:  "The  land 
shall  be  assessed  against  the  owner  thereof 
and  against  the  tenant  to  the  extent  of  the 
assessed  value," 
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I  would  suggest  to  the  minister— 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  land  is,  but  not  the 
tax. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —disguised  in  that  innocuous 
way,  what  you  are  going  to  do  without  any 
correlative  protection  for  the  tenant  is  to 
assess  the  tax  against  the  tenant,  which  means 
it's  collectable  from  the  tenant  where  it  is 
now  not  collectable.  I  am  simply  saying  at 
least  level  with  us  about  what  you  are  doing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  have  made  my  position 
completely  and  absolutely  clear,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  7  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  want  to  comment  a  bit  more 
on  section  7.  The  member  for  Riverdale 
is  absolutely  right.  I  think  the  point  that 
should  be  made  here  is,  if  the  government 
wanted  to  ensure  that  tenants  did  become 
liable  for  tax,  the  government  might  find  that 
this  party  was  in  agreement  with  that,  as 
long  as  there  was  a  protection  for  the  tenant. 
There  is  no  such  protection  in  the  legislation 
as  it  is  drafted  right  here. 

The  kind  of  situation  that  the  door  is  open 
to  here  is  one  where  the  tax  will  be  passed 
on  to  the  tenant  but  the  rent  will  not  be 
adjusted  accordingly.  Clearly  if  we  were  to 
move  to  a  situation  where  tenants  were  to 
pay  tax  directly  rather  than  to  pay  it  in- 
directiy  in  the  form  of  rent,  they  should 
be  guaranteed  that  their  rent  is  reduced 
according  to  the  amount  of  tax  that  they  have 
to  pay,  rather  than  being  hit  doubly  both 
by  the  rent  and  by  the  tax. 

Were  that  to  be  done  and  were  the  pro- 
tections to  be  contained,  I  think  it  would 
be  a  very  useful  reform.  I  would  just  like 
to  commend  that  to  the  government,  if  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  is  listening,  since  the 
Minister  of  Revenue  simply  carries  out  orders 
for  the  Treasurer.  Tell  us  you  don't.  We 
would  be  interested  to  hear  that.  Presumably 
you  are  just  carrying  orders  from  the  Treas- 
urer, one  hopes  that  he  or  his  people  are 
listening. 

Mr.  R.  Gisborn  (Hamilton  East):  He  is  a 
good  listener. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  mightn't  be  a  bad  reform, 
now  that  half  of  the  people  in  Metro  Toronto 
and  approaching  half  of  the  people  in  re- 
gional Ottawa  are  tenants,  for  taxes  to  be 
paid  by  the  tenant  direcUy  rather  than  by 


the  landlord.  I  think  the  minister  may  pos- 
sibly be  aware  of  the  games  that  landlords 
have  played  over  the  last  four  or  five  years, 
when  they  raise  their  rents  and  justify  the 
increases  on  the  grounds  that  the  taxes  had 
increased,  when  in  many  cases  the  taxes  had 
either  been  reduced  or  had  not  changed  at 
all.  It  would  avoid  that  kind  of  game  play- 
ing. It  would  also  mean  that  there  was  more 
direct  involvement  by  voters  at  the  municipal 
level  with  the  government  for  which  they 
pay  a  very  major  share  of  the  costs.  Right 
now  they  are  insulated  from  that  because 
vi^hat  they  see  is  a  rent  increase  and  they 
blame  the  landlord  for  that,  and  rightly  in 
many  cases,  even  if  it  happens  that  it's  a 
municipal  tax  increase  and  not  a  landlord's 
ripoff— 

If  people  are  going  to  get  involved,  then 
it  seems  to  me  that  one  way  of  helping  them 
to  get  involved  is  to  have  them  see  that  they 
pay  the  taxes  directly.  Right  now  the  limit 
of  their  involvement  is  a  certification  as  to 
whether  they  are  on  the  Catholic  or  public 
school  roll.  I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  other  words,  if  you  can  turn  around  the 
normal  order  of  words,  that  there  should 
be  no  representation  at  the  municipal  level 
without  taxation  and  that  we  should  consider 
seriously  whether  those  taxes  shouldn't  be 
paid  directly  rather  than  indirectly  by  ten- 
ants. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may.  I 
assume  the  proposition  that  we  have  asserted 
is  correct,  that  you  are,  in  fact,  imposing  a 
legal  liability  for  the  first  time  on  the  tenant 
for  the  payment  of  the  tax.  I  would  share  the 
views  of  my  colleague,  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre,  that  there  may  well  be  in  a 
realistic  tax  system  the  responsibility  on  the 
government  to  impose  the  taxes  on  persons 
who,  in  fact,  do  pay  them. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  raises  an  interesting 
constitutional  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
without  this,  the  direct  taxation  is  such  that 
it  can  be  collected,  in  any  event,  from  a 
tenant,  because  it  would  be  indirect  taxation. 
But  leave  aside  the  constitutional  issue,  which 
of  course  we  can  argue  in  the  court  at  the 
same  time  that  we  argue  the  questions  related 
to  the  deductibility  in  respect  to  the  land 
tax. 

Leaving  that  aside,  does  the  minister  really 
seriously  consider  that  the  total  assessment 
levied  against  the  owner  of  a  multiple  dwel- 
ling accommodation,  and  apportioned  on  the 
basis  laid  out  in  this  bill,  will  gi\e  the  tenant 
an  adequate  appeal?  Because  his  remarks 
indicated    quite    clearly    that    this    was    his 
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rationale,  that  now  the  tenant  could  appeal 
the  taxes  levied  upon  him. 

If  you  are  the  tenant  in  an  apartment 
building  against  whom  is  assessed  a  propor- 
tionate amount  of  the  taxes  for  the  whole 
building,  does  the  minister  seriously  believe 
that  an  appeal  by  a  single  tenant  against 
that  assessment  is  ever  going  to  be  effective 
without  both  the  co-operation  and  the  com- 
pulsion on  the  owner  to  provide  all  of  the 
information  to  the  tenant  on  the  basis  of 
which  the  tenant  could  appeal? 

Does  the  minister  really  think,  for  example, 
that  a  tenant  in  St.  James  Town,  allocated 
a  proportion  of— what?  How  many  units  are 
there  in  St.  James  Town?  The  Minister  of 
Housing  (Mr.  Handleman)  is  sitting  right  be- 
side him,  and  he  adores  that  St.  James  Town 
complex,  the  highest  density  complex  in 
Canada,  along  Wellesley  at  Parliament  St. 
Whatever  the  number  of  unitsi  is— 5,000  or 
6,000— does  the  minister  really  think  that  a 
proportionate  part  of  the  total  assessment  of 
the  St.  James  Town  property  allocated  to  a 
tenant,  against  which  the  tenant  can  appeal 
to  an  assessment  review  boardl  and  then  to  a 
county  court  judge,  is  going  to  result  in  the 
alteration  by  one  iota  of  the  tax  which  that 
tenant  pays?  Does  the  minister  nod  his  head 
aflBrmatively  and  think  it  will  change  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Give  me  an  opportunity 
to  reply. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Thank  you.  That  member 
mixes  a  couple  of  things  together  the  way 
the  member  for  Riverdale  does,  and  whether 
I  shake  or  nod  my  head  I  am  in  trouble. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  You 
are  in  trouble  no  matter  what  way  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  same  as  the  mem- 
ber is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  the  tax  is  assessed 
against  the  land,  and  consequently  against 
the  owner.  It  is  not  against  the  tenant.  The 
tenant  merely  has  an  assessment  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  on  the  roll  so  he  has  the 
opportunity  to  appeal,  and  all  the  other 
things  that  go  along  with  the  rights  under 
the  Act.  But  the  point  here  is  that  he  does 
have  that  right  to  appeal,  and  if  he  is  being 
grossly  over-assessed,  and  that  would  be  the 
only  reason  for  his  appealing,  then  Tm  sure 
there  would  be  ani  appropriate  adjustment  in 
the  value  of  the  fair  marlcet  rental. 

Mr.  Renwick:  How  naive  can  the  minister 
get? 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Very. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  How  naive 
do  you  want  him  to  be? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Let  me  try  to  express  to  the 
minister  what  is  wrong  with  the  assessment 
of  apartment  buildings  by  way  of  municipal 
taxes  in  the  province.  Apartment  dwellers 
pay  a  higher  proportion  of  taxes  than  do 
people  in  other  residential  accommodations, 
as  compared  with  commercial  assessment. 

Is  the  minister  trying  to  say  to  me  that  he 
can  argue  the  total  assessment  of  that  apart- 
ment building  because  he's  assessed  an 
allocable  part  of  that?  Because  if  he  does, 
then  he  and  I  must  part  company,  because 
he  is  being  specious. 

The  second  part  of  it  is  the  very  real 
point.  That  is  that  the  moment  you  say  a 
person  is  assessed  under  a  taxing  statute 
means  that  person  is  legally  liable  for  the 
payment  of  the  tax,  and  the  mere  specious 
right  of  appeal  does  not  protect  him  against 
that  legal  liability. 

At  least  at  the  present  time,  the  tenant 
cannot  be  sued  for  arrears  of  taxes  but  you 
know  as  well  as  I  do  that  would  now  be 
possible  once  this  particular  section  of  the 
bill— the  minister  shakes  his  head.  What  other 
meaning  does  "assessed"  have?  His  own 
explanatory  notes  indicate  quite  clearly— 
section  7  makes  it  clear  that  land  is  no  longer 
to  be  assessed  only  against  the  owner  but 
rather  against  the  owner  and  against  the 
tenant;  not  against  them  jointly  but  severally. 
However,  the  tenant  will  be  assessed  only 
for  the  portion  of  the  land  he  occupies.  He 
has  neither  the  information  nor  the  oppor- 
tunity to  have  any  real  appeal. 

Always  the  minister  faces  us  at  this  point 
in  the  evening  v^dth  a  question  of  principle 
and  I  guess  we  will  have  no  alternative  but 
to  divide,  even  though  it  is  very  early  in  the 
evening,  on  this  particular  issue.  You  cannot 
assess  every  tenant  in  Metropohtan  Toronto 
andi  elsewhere  in  the  metropolitan  areas  of 
the  province  wdthout  some  thorough  under- 
standing of  what  you  are  doing. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  you  are  going  to  give  him 
the  right  of  appeal,  you  have  to  give  him 
access  to  the  information  upon  which  he 
can  base  his  appeal. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Otherwise  it's  specious;  let's 
not  kid  anybody  about  this.  I  am  afraid,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  going  to  have  to  divide 
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and  I  am  afraid  we  won't  be  able  to  agree 
to  a  stacking  of  the  vote  assuming  as  always, 
of  course,  that  we  have  five  members  in  the 
House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  7  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to 
point  out  something  else  as  well  and  that 
is  the  way  it  is  done  right  now  is  a  half- 
measure.  As  the  member  for  Riverdale  says 
it  may  well  be  that  tenants  are  becoming 
liable  for  a  tax  in  which  they  have  very 
little  rights  whatsoever. 

Can  the  minister  say  to  the  House  what 
would  happen  if  a  tenant  were  to  appeal 
successfully  an  assessment,  which  he  gets 
for  the  first  time  according  to  this,  and  has 
the  assessment  on  his  apartment  or  his  rental 
unit  reduced  by  10  per  cent  or  20  per  cent? 
What  rights  has  the  tenant  to  enforce  a  re- 
bate or  a  refund  of  the  tax,  which  is  no 
longer  payable,  from  his  landlord  if,  as  the 
minister  claims,  the  tax  is  a  charge  on  the 
owner  and  not  on  the  tenant? 

The  second  point  is  this;  as  the  minister 
well  knows,  there  has  been  an  habitual  and 
traditional  discrimination  against  apartments 
in  the  assessment  practices  in  many  munici- 
palities. Nepean  is  one;  I  am  sure  Toronto 
and  North  York  and  other  municipalities  in 
Metro  Toronto  carry  on  the  same  practice 
as  well.  The  Smith  committee  found  that  in 
certain  cases  apartments  were  assessed  at 
three  times  the  rate  of  single-family  homes. 

What  policy  is  the  minister  going  to  fol- 
low? What  policy  are  the  courts  going  to 
follow  if  tenants,  as  they  should,  go  to  the 
assessment  appeal  board  and  say,  "It  isn't 
fair  that  this  apartment  is  assessed  at  $5,000 
when  the  rent  is  $190  a  month  and  a  house 
down  the  street,  which  has  a  rental  value 
of  $380  a  month  or  a  market  value  of 
$50,000,  is  also  assessed  at  $5,000."  When 
tenants  seek  equity,  what  is  the  policy  of 
the  government  going  to  be?  What  policy 
is  it  handing  down  to  the  appeal  board  or 
the  review  board- 
Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Far 
too  low-$5,000. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen there?  If  you  are  going  to  do  nothing, 
this  is  a  completely  useless  kind  of  thing 
which  is  going  to  lead  to  total  frustration 
and  people  will  experience  in  practice  the 
inconsistencies  and  incoherencies  of  the  gov- 
ernment's policy  of  freezing  assessment  for 
two  more  years. 


Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  don't  think  there  will 
be  a  frustration  of  the  policies,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

The  tenant  who  makes  application  before 
the  board  and  is  successful  in  having  his 
assessment  of  fair  market  rent  reduced  is 
thereby  going  to  reduce  the  total  fair  mar- 
ket rent  of  the  apartment  complex;  or  the 
reduction  might  occur  because  of  other  in- 
creases around  him.  One  way  or  the  other 
the  tenant,  as  an  individual,  I  would  venture 
to  say,  would  have  the  same  chance  of  suc- 
cess in  any  such  appeal  as  any  owner  of  a 
home  would  have  in  appealing  his  assess- 
ment with  respect  to  any  of  the  other  assess- 
ments around  him. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  totally  incorrect  and 
specious  and  the  minister  knows  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  If  there  is  a  rebate,  of 
course,  it  is  not  the  form  of  a  rebate  per  se 
I  would  say  through  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre.  This  is  at 
the  assessment  stage  before  the  actual  tax 
has  been  imposed  and  it  would  simply  re- 
duce the  amount  of  the  assessment  upon 
which  the  owner  would  eventually  be  taxed 
and,  of  course,  flowing  in  the  reverse  direc- 
tion after  payment  of  tax  than  the  amount 
which,  if  anything,  there  is  a  reflection  back 
to  the  tenant  of  the  amount  which  he  would 
be  expected  to  pay. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  would  it  come  back? 
How  would  he  get  it  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  He  won't  have  paid  it  in 
the  first  place.  It  would  be  a  subsequent 
statement  from  the  landlord  of  the  amount 
of  tax  the  landlord  had  paid  in  the  year  1975, 
let  us  say.  The  tenant's  portion  of  that 
would  be  based  on  his  percentage  of  the  fair 
market  rental  of  his  suite  with  respect  to 
the  total  fair  market  rental. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  there  is  no  escalation 
clause  in  the  lease,  how  does  the  tenant  get 
it  back?  I  can  see  that  happening  if  there 
is  an  escalation  clause  in  the  lease. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  On  that  basis  the  tenant 
has  no  right  to  get  it  back.  It  is  the  case 
where  the  tenant  has  a  provision  in  his  lease 
whereby  he  pays,  in  addition  to  X  dollars 
a  month  for  basic  rental,  an  amount  with 
respect  to  any  increase  of  taxes  over  a  base 
year.  That's  what  I  am  talking  about  with 
tax  escalation  clauses  in  leases. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  we  not  talk  about  the 
majority  of  tenants,  Mr.  Chairman,  who  don't 
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have  a  tax  escalation  clause,  and  who  simply 
are  locked  into  a  lease  of  a  year,  or  two 
years,  or  three  years,  and  who,  if  they  suc- 
ceed in  getting  the  assessment  of  their  unit 
reduced,  or  the  assessment  on  their  class  of 
units  reduced,  have  to  watch  while  the  land- 
lord jets  oflF  to  Florida  to  enjoy  the  proceeds 
of  their  efforts  on  his  behalf? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  In  cases  like  that,  of 
course,  it  is  of  primary  interest  to  the  land^ 
lord  to  get  the  taxes  reduced  to  the  mini- 
mum. I  was  talking  of  cases  where  more  and 
more  apartment  leases  contain  tax  escalation 
clauses. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Listen,  the  minister  knows 
as  well  as  I  do  there  is  every  conceivable 
variation  of  the  lease  with  respect  to  the 
mutual'  obligations  of  the  landlord  and  the 
tenant  respecting  taxes.  How  can  the  minis^- 
ter  come  into  this  Legislature  and  introduce 
a  bill  which  is  going  to  impose  a  legal  lia- 
bility on  the  tenant  to  pay  the  taxes,  when 
the  landllord  in  a  particular  form  of  lease  has 
the  obligation  to  pay  the  taxes  and  the  taxes 
are  included  in  the  rent? 

What  are  you  trying  to  do?  Are  you  sug»- 
gesting  in  that  situation  that— 

'Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  fishing,  that's  what  he 
is  doing. 

;Mr.  Renwick:  —you  should  impose  the  legal 
liability  to  pay  the  tax  on  the  tenant,  even 
though  he  is  under  no  legal  liability  to  his 
landlord  to  pay  that  tax  at  all  and  the  land^ 
lord  is  obligated? 

IThe  other  side  of  the  coin  is,  as  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  says,  there  are  clauses 
in  leases  in  which  the  tenant  is  obligated  to 
pay  the  taxes  and  there  is  an  escalation 
clause.  Are  you  going  to  suggest  for  one 
moment  that  the  landlord  should)  have  the 
benefit  of  the  effort  of  the  tenant  to  reduce 
the  taxes  in  that  particular  accommodation, 
without  requiring  that  the  rent  be  reduced 
proportionately  to  the  reduction  the  tenant 
has  obtained? 

There  are  many  variations  on  it.  And,  as 
usual    when    this    government    thinks    about 
the  tenants,  they  think  about  them  as  some 
strange  motley  crew  out  there- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 
Mr.  Renwick:  —that  don't  have  any  rights. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  an  anti-tenant  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  about  time  the  law  of 
landlord  and'  tenant  came  back  into  this  assem- 


bly to  be  looked  at.  We  got  rid  of  some  of 
the  feudal  incidents,  but  we  are  certainly  not 
going  to  allow  some  kind  of  feudal  incident 
to  be  reimposed  on  the  tenant  here  without 
correlative  protections. 

IThe  minister  knows  very  well  that  he  can't 
get  away  from  the  fact  that  the  assessment 
of  this  tax  against  the  tenant  imposes  a  legal 
liability  that  never  before  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  existed  with  respect  to  the  tenant. 
The  minister  is  getting  irritable  again.  That 
means  he  has  been  caught  out  again  on  an- 
other tax  bill  that  he  has  been  given  the 
responsibility  for  bringing  through  this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  7  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  section 
7  standing  as  part  of  the  bill  will  please  say 
aye. 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
iln  my  opinion  the  ayes  have  it. 
Shall  we  stack  this? 

Mr.  Renwick:  No,  ring  die  bell. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  question  of 
whether  section  7  shall  stand  as  part  of  the 
bill,  which  was  approved  on  the  following 
vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  43,  the  "nays"  are  33. 

iSection  7  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  oni  any  later  sec- 
tion of  the  bill  and,  if  so,  which  section? 

IThe  member  for  Riverdale,  on  which  sec- 
tion? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Section  8. 

An  hon.  member:  Carried. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  don't  know.  I  wil  just  read 
the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Just  get  the  significance  of  the  marginal 
notes. 

iMr.  Renwick:  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minis- 
ter a  question.  My  remarks  are  directed  to 
section  11,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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'Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section 
11? 

Sections  8,  9  and  10  agreed!  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
on  section  11. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  throughout 
the  bill— I  should  not  say  throughout  every 
section  of  the  bill— is  the  principle  enunciated 
in  section  11  that  the  assessment  of  lands  is 
to  be  based  upon  the  lands  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  and  not  on  the  average  value  of  lands 
in  the  whole  municipality.  The  term  "lands 
in  the  immediate  vicinity '  is  used  in  a  num- 
ber of  places  subsequently  to  determine  the 
basis  on  which  the  assessment  will'  be  made. 
For  example,  in  section  12  railway  com- 
panies are  now  exempted  from  the  provision 
of  providing  the  value  of  their  lands  as  they 
understand  them,  and  the  value  of  railway 
lands  is  to  be  assessed  according  to  the  value 
at  which  lands  are  assessed  in  the  immediate 
vicinity. 

Similarly,  as  I  say,  this  applies  in  section 
11  with  respect  to  public  utihties.  Further 
on  in  the  bill,  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor- 
rectly, there  is  another  reference:  "Section 
20  provides  that  in  valuing  any  land,  refer- 
ences to  the  value  of  other  land  shall  include 
only  similar  land  in  the  vicinity." 

It  would  appear  to  me  that  the  bill  in- 
corporates in  it  a  principle  which  has  never 
yet  been  that  clearly  enunciated— namely, 
that  the  value  of  any  particular  land  is  to  be 
related  only  to  the  value  of  lands  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  if  he  would  explain  whether  or  not 
he  is  incorporating  in  the  bill  a  principle 
which  has  been  enunciated  over  a  period  of 
time  in  judicial  decisions  relating  to  assess- 
ment, or  whether  he  is  altering  substantially 
the  basis  upon  which  the  assessment  of  land 
is  to  be  determined;  and  whether  it  is  wise 
to  permit  public  utilities  and  railway  com- 
panies and  other  such  special  bodies  not  to 
have  to  at  least  disclose  the  value  that  they 
place  upon  their  lands  for  the  purpose  of 
assisting  those  who  are  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  in  determining  the  value  of  their 
lands? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  removed 
the  references  to  the  requirement  that  the 
utilities  and  the  railway  companies  and  so  on 
tell  us  what  they  think  their  land  is  worth. 
We  think  it's  the  responsibility  of  my  minis- 
try to  determine  what  those  lands  are  worth, 
so  we  removed  that  requirement  as  being 
really  superfluous. 


Mr.  Haggerty:  Why  don't  you  assess  them 
at  market  value? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  courts  have  said  in 
trying  to  interpret  what  constituted  "value 
of  the  lands  in  the  municipality"  that  it  was 
an  inoperative  and  unworkable  provision  in 
our  Act.  You  just  can't  determine  what  is 
the  appropriate  value  if  you're  looking  at 
the  value  of  the  lands  in  the  municipality— 
the  expression  that  had  been  used— because 
it  can  vary  from  perhaps  a  fairly  low  value 
near  the  utility  lines  to  perhaps  some  pretty 
sophisticated  high  values  elsewhere  in  that 
municipality. 

I  don't  have  any  court  cases  to  cite  to  the 
hon.  member,  but  there  has  been  an  indica- 
tion in  these  cases  that  it  would  be  far  better 
to  have  a  provision  such  as  "in  the  immediate 
vicinity"  as  a  way  in  which  the  assessors 
and  the  people  affected  could  determine  just 
what  the  value  of  the  railway  lands  or  utility 
lands  was,  rather  than  trying  to  determine 
an  average  value  across  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  spoke  about 
this  at  the  first  section  where  it  appears.  I 
really  wanted  the  minister  to  address  him- 
self so  that  I  wouldn't  have  to  raise  it  again 
when  we  get  to  that  section,  because  we  are 
all  anxious  to  get  out  and  work  on  the 
hustings  in  the  federal  election,  as  you  know. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): You  would  never  know  it. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Especially 
the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  particularly  the  member 
for  Riverdale.  But  in  any  event  it  says: 
"Section  20  provides  that  in  valuing  any 
land,  references  to  the  value  of  other  land 
shall  include  only  similar  land  in  the  vicinity." 
I'm  really  curious  as  to  what  this  does  to 
the  principle  of  establishing  a  uniform  assess- 
ment system  across  the  Province  of  Ontario 
based  on  fair  market  value- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —if,  in  fact,  the  Assessment 
Act  is  now  going  to  have  an  immensely  re- 
strictive provision  saying  that  the  value  of 
lands  is  to  be  related  only  to  the  value  of 
lands  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

It  seems  to  me  that  you  therefore  auto- 
matically rule  out  a  number  of  indicia  of 
value  which  would  otherwdse  be  available 
for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  a  vmiform 
assessment  of  all  the  assessable  land  in  the 
Province   of   Ontario,   based   on  fair  market 
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value.  I  personally  think  it's  not  worth  even 
discussing  much  further,  because  the  con- 
undrum which  the  minister  has  proposed  in- 
dicates very,  very  clearly  that  this  government 
is,  in  the  course  of  this  bill,  repudiating  the 
basis  of  a  uniform  assessment  across  the 
Province  of  Ontario  on  the  basis  of  fair  mar- 
ket value,  because  you  cannot  get  to  a  uni- 
form assessment  of  all  the  assessable  land  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  under  an  Assessment 
Act  which  provides  that  in  valuing  any  spe- 
cific parcel  of  land  you  can  only  do  it  in 
relation  to  lands  in  the  immediate  vicinity. 

As  I  say,  it's  only  because  of  the  immi- 
nence of  the  federal  election  and  my  desire 
to  get  out  into  the  hustings  and  help  my  col- 
league, the  member  for  Broadview— who 
doesn't  need  my  help,  but  it's  such  a  pleasant 
time  of  the  year  to  canvass— that  I  don't 
choose  that  we  should  divide  the  House  on 
this  particular  vote. 

But  I  want  the  minister  to  understand  that 
we  in  this  party  consider  this  bill  to  be  a 
repudiation  of  the  proposition  that  there  is 
going  to  be  a  uniform  assessment  of  all 
assessable  land  and  buildings  across  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  on  the  basis  of  fair  market 
value.  And  this  section  and  the  following 
section,  and  section  20,  are  the  reasons  for 
our  conviction  that  this  is  the  deliberate 
policy  of  this  government. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  comment  on  this.  There  are  a  couple 
of  principles  here,  and  I  suspect  that  it  may 
be- 

Mr.  Chairman:  Which  section  is  this? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  12,  Mr.  Chairman 
—11,  I'm  sorry.  On  section  11,  which  refers 
as  I  recall  to  railway  lands,  the  bill  as  it 
stands  says  that  the  land  will  be  assessed 
in  relation  to  the  average  value  of  land  within 
the  municipality.  To  change  that  to  the  aver- 
age value  of  land  in  the  immediate  vicinity, 
has  got  some  sense  to  it. 

The  problem  is,  though,  that  that  principle 
which  may  have  some  relevance  in  relation 
to  utility  land  or  railway  land— which  is  difB- 
cult  to  value  because  of  the  kind  of  use  to 
which  it's  put— has  no  relevance  when  you 
get  to  section  20  or  to  section  25  of  this  bill, 
because  in  those  particular  sections  you  are 
talking  about  the  valuation  of  lands  gener- 
ally, and  not  of  a  specific  and  diflBcult 
problem  of  valuation. 


We  will  have  a  couple  of  amendments  a 
bit  later  on,  but  I  wonder  if  the  minister  can 
talk  to  this  general  problem.  And  if  it  can 
be  related  to  section  11,  let  us  suppose  that 
there  is— is  it  railway  land  that  is  involved 
here? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Public  utility  land. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon,  utility 
land.  Let's  suppose  that  there  is  public  utility 
land  which  goes  through  an  area  of  develop- 
able land  not  currently  being  developed,  and 
which,  therefore,  as  is  the  case  in  most  mu- 
nicipalities, will  bear  the  lowest  ratio  of  as- 
sessment to  market  value  of  any  land  in  the 
community.  I  think  the  minister  is  agreeing 
that  that  is  the  difiBculty. 

According  to  this  particular  section,  that 
public  utility  land  will  be  as  under-'assessed 
relative  to  other  lands  in  the  municipality  as 
its  adjoining  lands.  Now,  that  seems  to  me 
to  be  wrong.  And  the  principle  that  says 
they  should  be  assessed  according  to  the  aver- 
age value  in  the  municipality  doesn't  make 
a  lot  of  sense  either,  because  it  may  be  that 
the  specific  land  that  the  utility  has  goes 
through  an  industrial  area  where  land  is  not 
of  great  value,  and  the  average  value  in  the 
municipality  might  be  higher. 

But,  it  doesn't  seem  to  me  to  be  right  to 
perpetuate  an  under-assessment  of  utility  land 
because  it  happens  to  be  adjacent  to  de- 
velopable land  which  is  under-assessed. 

I  wonder  if  the  minister  can  comment  on 
that  point? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr,  Chairman,  I  think  the 
hon.  member  is  right.  If  the  utility  line  runs 
through  certain  areas  and  some  of  them  are 
developed  and  some  of  them  are  not  de- 
veloped, that  piece  of  utility  line  which  goes 
through  an  undeveloped  area  presumably  has 
some  lesser  value.  It  is  going  to  attract  a 
lesser  assessment  than  that  section  of  the  line 
that  passes  through  the  more  expensive  area. 
I  think  that  is  as  it  should  be. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  the  minister  misses  the 
point  completely.  I  am  saying  that  if  you 
take,  for  example,  a  utility  property  which 
passes  through  an  area  of  land  which  is 
under-assessed  because  its  value  has  gone  up 
very  rapidly  in  the  last  eight  or  10  years, 
and  which  is  imder-assessed  in  relation  to  the 
average  ratio  of  assessment  to  market  value 
for  that  community,  then  the  utility  land  is 
going  to  be  equally  under-assessed,  because 
of  the  principle  introduced  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes,  to  that  extent  it 
would  be  and  certainly  through  the  period 
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of  the  freeze  and  until  it  becomes  adjusted  to 
market  value,  we  might  encounter  that 
problem. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  but  the  point  is, 
though,  that  the  principle  introduced  here 
and  elsewhere  in  the  Act  of  valuing  land  or 
lands,  including  real  estate,  by  relation  to 
similar  lands  or  by  relation  to  lands  in  the 
immediate  vicinity,  has  the  effect  of  per- 
petuating inequities  and  anomalies  which 
exist  in  the  assessment  system  rather  than 
correcting  them.  The  minister  should  be  in 
the  business  of  correcting  them  once  he 
introduces  the  principle  that  the  freeze  is  a 
flexible  freeze. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  don't  think  this  is  ex- 
pected to  overcome  anomalies.  What  we  are 
trying  to  do  here  is  achieve  some  mechanical- 
ly practicable  way  in  which  to  assess  lands. 
Narrow  strips  of  land  have  values  that  are 
hard  to  attribute;  they  are  not  in  practical 
shapes  and  usable  the  way  other  pieces  and 
parcels  normally  are. 

What  we  are  doing  is  trying  to  assess,  to 
place  a  value  on  them,  relative  and  compar- 
able to  the  lands  that  abut  them  on  either 
side.  It  seems  to  me  that  is  a  practical  way 
to  approach  this  question  of  assessment.  It's 
not  one  that  is  set  out  to  overcome  inequities, 
if  they  exist.  One  would  hope  we  will  over- 
come those  inequities  in  other  ways  and 
thereby  adjust  proportionately  the  assessments 
under  this  section. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  going  to  come  to 
this  principle  again  because  the  minister  has 
now  introduced  the  question  of  the  valuation 
of  similar  lands,  or  adjacent  lands  or  lands  in 
the  immediate  vicinity.  The  point  he  makes 
is  that  the  land  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
may  be  wrongly  assessed  but  I  don't  see  why 
that  mistake  or  that  error  should  justify  under- 
assessing  utility  land.  The  utihty  land  should 
be  assessed  at  the  equivalent  of  fair  market 
value  which  would  be  something  approximat- 
ing the  ratio  of  assessment  to  market  value 
for  the  community  as  a  whole  for  that  kind 
of  land. 

He  is  saying  specifically  that  won't  be 
done  and  we  are  saying  it  should  be  done. 
If  the  minister  won't  do  it  in  this  particular 
Act,  you  have  the  anomaly  of  the  Treasurer, 
who  gives  this  minister  his  orders,  claiming 
to  be  controlling  land  speculation  and  other 
bold  and  brave  deeds  like  that  while  his 
Minister  of  Revenue  is  perpetuating  a  system 
in  which  land  speculators  can  hold  land  at 
far  less  cost  than  they  should  otherwise  do. 


As  the  minister  knows,  if  your  taxation  is 
subnormal  on  developable  land  you  are  hold- 
ing for  speculation  the  value  of  that  land  in 
the  marketplace  is  going  to  be  higher  than 
it  otherwise  should  be.  The  consequence  of 
under-assessment  and  under-taxation  is  that 
the  value  of  the  land  in  the  market  is  too 
high  and  that,  in  turn,  is  passed  on  to  people 
who  become  homeowners  or  tenants  on  that 
particular  land.  If  I  could  capsule  that  argu- 
ment, in  allowing  this  particular  section  and 
in  accepting  the  principle  that  the  under- 
assessment of  developable  land  can  be  con- 
tinued, the  Minister  of  Revenue  is  simply 
fostering  and  encouraging  speculation  in  land 
through  his  tax  system. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welland 
South. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  speak  to  this  section  12.  The  mem- 
ber for  Riverdale  has  mentioned  it,  too,  and 
I  think  it's  a  good  point  that  he  raised 
tonight.  Why  the  minister  wants  to  continue 
with  preferred  assessment  rights  to  the  rail- 
roads is  beyond  me.  I  think  this  has  been  on 
the  statutes  for  well  over  70  years  and 
apparently  you  are  not  going  to  change  the 
assessment  value  of  railroads  at  all  in  On- 
tario. You  are  still  going  to  allow  them  to 
have  the  preferred  assessment  privileges. 

If  I  can  recall,  the  railroads  pay  very  little, 
even  in  school  taxes.  There  is  a  certain  sec- 
tion under  the  Assessment  Act  which  gives 
them  special  assessment  and  I  think  they  can 
only  be  assessed  or  taxed  at,  perhaps,  25  per 
cent  of  their  actual  value.  If  you  are  going 
to  have  market  value  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, this  section  will  certainly  defeat  that 
purpose  of  bringing  in  market  value  of  land 
throughout  Ontario. 

I  can  recall  another  instance  when  the 
former  township  of  Bertie,  along  with  the 
town  of  Fort  Erie,  tried  to  purchase  some 
railroad  property  in  the  vicinity  of  the  town 
of  Fort  Erie.  I  can  tell  you  this  much,  if  you 
try  to  buy  land  from  a  railroad,  it's  one  of 
the  toughest  companies  to  buy  land  from. 
You  can't  get  a  true  assessment  of  the  prop- 
erty and  when  you  come  to  buy  it,  they'll 
certainly  put  their  price  where  they  think  it 
should  be,  well  above  any  other  property 
being  sold  in  the  area.  I  know  from  per- 
sonal experience  that  certainly,  when  it  comes 
to  selling  or  disposing  of  some  of  their  land, 
they  want  to  get  top  value  for  that  land. 

I  think  it's  time  the  minister  started  to 
remove  this  so  that  with  section  12  of  the 
Act  they'll  pay  market  value  in  Ontario.  One 
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just  has  to  look  at  the  railroad,  I  think  it  is 
one  of  the  biggest  land-holding  companies 
and  perhaps  one  of  the  largest  land  specula- 
tors in  Ontario.  One  only  has  to  look  at  the 
assessment  of  the  property  on  Front  St.;  I'm 
sure  they  are  not  paying  their  fair  share  of 
municipal  taxes  there. 

I  say  to  the  piinister,  this  section  should 
be  removed;  it's  discriminatory.  If  he  wants 
a  fair  assessment  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
then  all  property  must  be  assessed  at  fair 
market  value,  with  no  special  privileges, 
such  as  he  has  allowed  in  section  12.  I  think 
it  is  time  that  the  minister  started  moving 
out  of  the  horse-and-buggy  days;  he  should 
bring  in  fair  market  values  for  all  land  in 
Ontario  and  not  allow  the  railways  to  have 
this  preferred  assessment.  I  wish  he  would 
bring  that  about. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  12  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  12  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendment  on  any 
later  section  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  20. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
section  20?  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
on  section  20. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  My  checking  of  the  various 
clauses  of  the  bill  suggests  that  this  is  the 
best  place  to  bring  in  the  question  of  ratio 
between  assessment  and  market  value  in  the 
community.  As  a  principle,  it  should  govern 
the  appeal  board,  the  assessment  review 
court,  the  OMB  or  anybody  else  who  handles 
an  assessment  appeal,  in  addition  to  the 
value  of  lands  in  the  community. 

The  way  things  stand  right  now,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, according  to  the  Act— and  I'll  read  it: 
"In  determining  the  value  at  which  any  land 
should  be  assessed,  reference  may  be  nad  to 
the  value  at  which  lands  in  the  municipality 
are  assessed."  That's  what  the  present  sub- 
section siays,  and  it  refers  to  appeals  to  either 
the  assessment  review  board,  the  OMB,  a 
county  judge  or  even  the  Court  of  Appeal. 

It's  interesting,  incidentally,  that  there  has 
been  no  effort,  so  far  as  I  can  recall,  to  try 
to  streamline  the  whole  process  of  assessment 
appeals,  as  was  recommended  to  the  govern- 
ment by  the  select  committee  on  the  OMB  a 
couple  of  years  ago. 

The  amendment  here  would  take  the  stan- 
dard for  valuation,  which  has  been  there  for 
some  lengthy  period  of  time,  and  change  it 


to  say  that  "reference  may  be  had  to  the 
value  at  which  similar  lands  in  the  vicinity 
are  assessed."  Frankly,  that  is  just  not  accept- 
able as  far  as  we're  concerned. 

If  the  amendment's  intention  was  to  cover 
the  case  where  there  was  a  bit  of  farmland 
in  the  comer  of  a  township,  and  you  wanted 
to  make  sure  that  the  farmland  across  the 
township  line  to  the  south  and  to  the  east 
was  also  borne  in  mind,  as  well  as  the  value 
of  farmland  within  that  municipality,  then 
it  might  make  some  sense. 

I  think  the  minister  is  aware  that  the  more 
typical  case  will  be  an  appeal  wholly  within 
a  municipality,  where  there  is  no  boundary 
problem.  The  assessment  review  court  now 
will  be  blinkered  into  looking  only  at  assess- 
ments in  a  particular  area  of  a  municipality, 
rather  than  looking  at  the  overall  assessment 
picture  in  that  municipality  as  a  whole. 

This  means  that  if  property  in  a  particular 
part  of  a  municipality  is  generally  under- 
assessed by  reference  to  the  ratio  to  market 
value  for  the  municipality  as  a  whole,  then 
that  would  be  perpetuated  in  the  appeal.  Or, 
for  that  matter,  if  property  is  generally  over- 
assessed  in  that  particular  area  in  relation 
to  the  average  ratio  of  assessment  to  market 
value,  then  that  will  be  perpetuated.  And 
that  means  there  will  be  no  equity  and  no 
justice  available  from  the  assessment  review 
court. 

I  suspect  that  the  member  for  Riverdale 
will  want  to  say  a  word  or  two  about  this 
while  I'm  writing  out  the  amendment,  but 
what  I'm  trying  to  say  is  that  these  words 
referring  to  "similar  lands  in  the  vicinity" 
represent,  if  anything,  a  step  backward  in  the 
principles  of  assessment.  The  minister  is  even 
nodding  his  head;  I'm  glad  to  see  that. 

Under  section  64  as  it  stands,  the  problem 
is  that  the  reference  to  the  standards  to 
govern  the  assessment  review  court  and  the 
other  tribunals  is  too  vague.  It  says  that 
"reference  may  be  had  to  the  value  at  which 
lands  in  the  municipality  are  assessed."  They 
can  take  entrails,  they  can  read  astrologists* 
charts,  they  can  do  anything  else  they  feel 
like,  because  there  is  no  determination  of  a 
guideline  which  is  to  govern  the  assessment 
review  court.  This  whole  section  should  be 
redrafted  in  a  way  which  is  beyond  our  capa- 
city in  the  course  of  one  evening  with  a  bill 
which  is  still  only  72  or  96  hours  old  since 
we  first  saw  this  particular  set  of  amendments. 
However,  the  reference  that  I  will  be  putting 
in  when  the  member  for  Riverdale  sits  down, 
assuming  he  gets  up,  will  be  that  reference 
shall  be  made  to  the  ratio  of  assessment  to 
market  value  for  the  municipality  as  a  whole 
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in   addition    to   the   value    of   land   in   the 
community. 

This  will  mean,  if  people  find  that  they  are 
significantly  over-assessed  or  if  I  find  that 
the  guy  down  the  street  is  significantly  under- 
assessed, appeals  may  be  brought  in  relation 
to  market  value.  I  would  suggest  that  this 
would  be  one  of  the  very  powerful  forces 
that  will  lead  us  toward  the  government's 
still  avowed  goal  of  getting  us  to  market 
value  assessment.  But  I  simply  cannot  tolerate 
a  system  which  would  allow  developable  land 
held  by  speculators  to  continue  to  be  asses- 
sed at  five  or  10  per  cent  of  its  market  value 
while  the  average  ratio  for  the  municipality  is 
20,  30  or  40  per  cent.  Yet  that  is  the  kind 
of  system  the  minister  is  perpetuating  with 
the  proposals  he  has  right  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  wanted  to  say  something  on  this 
section.  I  would  just  like  to  make  a  short 
reference  to  an  amendment  we  made  earlier 
that  deals  in  part  with  this  thing. 

The  whole  trend  in  the  Assessment  Act  has 
been  to  make  it  more  and  more  diflBcult  to 
properly  appeal  an  assessment.  The  whole 
appeal  process  is  becoming  weighted  so 
heavily  in  favour  of  the  assessment  that  has 
been  put  on  that  an  average  citizen  or  even 
anyone  represented  by  the  legal  profession 
hardly  has  a  chance  to  give  an  adequate 
explanation  of  why  he  feels  his  assessment  is 
too  high. 

In  the  first  place,  the  greatest  disservice 
done  to  people  was  when  the  definition  of 
land  and  real  property  real  estate  was  set 
out  to  include  buildings  and  land  as  one  unit. 
That,  in  particular,  is  a  very  weighted  argu- 
ment in  favour  of  an  assessment  review  court 
where  the  person  making  the  appeal  is  not 
allowed  to  argue  his  case  separately  for  land 
and  separately  for  buildings. 

Then  the  next  restrictive  thing  that  the 
amendments  of  this  Act  have  put  in  in  re- 
cent years  is  limiting  the  area  of  comparison 
that  an  owner  can  make  on  his  property  in 
relation  to  other  properties.  What  it  simply 
means,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  if  one  whole  sub- 
division or  one  whole  shopping  area  or  one 
whole  commercial  complex  has  been  over- 
assessed,  there  is  no  way  that  the  owner  in  his 
appeal  can  use  for  comparison  anything  other 
than  another  property  in  the  same  area 
which  is  also  over-assessed.  This  amendment, 
as    the    member    for    Ottawa    Centre    states. 


makes  it  still  more  restrictive  in  the  manner 
in  which  a  person  can  appeal  his  assessment. 

I  had  a  very  revealing  experience  just  this 
spring  when  I  appealed  three  assessments 
in  a  certain  part  of  the  province.  None  of 
them  was  mine. 

Let  me  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  average 
citizen,  just  doesn't  have  a  chance  when  he 
goes  before  an  assessment  review  court  try- 
ing to  make  a  case  that  his  assessment  is  so 
high.  The  minute  you  start  to  say,  "I  have 
no  objection  to  the  land  assessment  you  have, 
but  the  building  is  too  high,"  or,  "I  think 
your  building  is  all  right  but  the  land  is  too 
high,"  you  are  out  of  order  because  the  Act 
says  you  have  to  treat  it  all  in  one  unit. 

Even  though  the  assessors  assess  you  sepa- 
rately and  they  give  you  the  information  from 
your  appraisal  sheets  of  what  your  building 
is  assessed  for  and  what  your  land  is  asses- 
sed for,  they  won't  allow  you  to  use  it,  be- 
cause that  would  put  you  on  equal  terms  with 
the  assessors.  They  don't  want  that.  They 
want  you  arguing  from  uphill.  You  have  to 
fight  your  case,  knowing  the  information  they 
have  but  they  won't  allow  you  to  use  it.  Now 
we  get  another  amendment  in  here  which  is 
going  to  restrict  you— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  It  sounds  like  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board. 

Mr.  Good:  —to  the  comparisons  that  you  are 
going  to  make  in  trying  to  assess  your  pro- 
perty. I  can't  imagine  why  this  amendment  is 
put  in  here  when  you  had  4,000  appeals  in 
the  district  of  Muskoka,  when  you  introduced 
market  value  in  this  present  year.  You  had 
2,500  appeals  in  the  county  of  Grey.  I  forget 
how  many  there  were  last  year  in  Bruce. 
When  you  introduced  market  value  there, 
there  were  something  like  2,500  or  3,000.  You 
are  having  over  10,000  appeals  in  the  first 
three  counties  into  which  you  have  brought 
market  value  assessment.  By  making  the  ap- 
peal process  more  and  more  restrictive,  it  is 
naturally  in  the  best  interest  of  the  assessors. 

If  an  assessor  can  go  out  and  say,  "Gee, 
that  is  the  first  case  we've  lost  in  three  days," 
that  is  a  feather  in  his  hat.  But  when  a  person 
has  to  go  into  the  assessment  review  court 
and  be  so  restricted  by  amendments  such  as 
are  in  this  section  20— which  ncrw  says  you 
can't  use  other  properties  within  the  same 
municipality,  only  similar  lands  within  the 
vicinity  of  your  property— it's  all  weighted 
against  the  appellant  and  in  favour  of  the 
assessment  review  court.  I  think  the  minister 
should— 
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Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Good:  —give  us  an  explanation  of  why 
he  doesn't  want  to  have  a  fair  fight  between 
the  assessment  d'epartment  and  the  people 
who  are  trying  to  appeal  their  assessment, 
because  you  took  the  biggest  right  away  when 
you  disallowed  the  separation  of  land  and 
buildings  a  few  years  ago.  I  argued  against 
that  very  heavily  at  the  time  that  was  done. 
That  was  a  shame  in  itself  because,  you  know, 
you  have  to  have  the  separation. 

People  are  tearing  down'  buildings  right 
and  left  all  over  the  province,  because  with 
your  frozen  assessment  they  can  keep  that 
land  until  1977  at  a  low  taxation  rate  and 
there's  nothing  you  can  do  about  it,  because 
you've  frozen  assessment  on  that.  People  are 
sitting  on  land  and  relieving  themselves  of 
three-quarters  of  their  prop^ty  taxes  simply 
by  tearing  down  the  buildings.  You  do  sepa- 
rate land  and  buildings  in  that  instance,  but 
you  won't  allow  people  to  have  a  fair  fight 
when  they  go  to  appeal  their  assessment  and 
now  you  are  making  it  more  restrictive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  hon,  mem- 
bers have  referred  from  time  to  time  to  the 
Smith  committee  and  I  might  just  remind 
them  that  this  was  one  of  the  cornerstones  of 
the  recommendations  of  the  Smith  report, 
namely,  that  we  get  to  something  realistic 
like  market  value  and  don't  try  to  distinguish 
the  value  of  the  lot  on  which  a  house  stands 
from  the  replacement  costs  of  the  house  that 
stands  on— for  goodness  sake,  when  you  or  I 
or  anyone  else  in  this  chamber  goes  to  buy  a 
house,  we  don't  determine  what  the  lot  is 
worth  and  what  the  house  is  worth  and  its 
replacement  value  and  the  rest.  We  determine 
what  do  we  want  to  pay  for  that  house,  sit- 
ting on  that  lot,  in  that  location,  having  re- 
gard to  the  other  homes  around  it  and  all  the 
other  factors  and  amenities  that  go  into 
making  that  an  attractive  d»welhng  or  not,  as 
the  case  may  be. 

It  was  that  basis  of  approach  that  the  Smith 
committee  used.  The  select  committee  adopted 
it,  and  we  have  adopted  it  in  our  approach 
toward  market  value  assessment  in  not  en- 
deavouring to  artificially  separate  the  one 
from  the  other. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Why  does  the  assessor  sepa- 
rate land  and  building  values? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  When  it  comes  to  assess^ 
ment  under  section  62(4),  I  believe,  and  1 
think  it's  a  sound  basis  for  argument  here, 
that  it's  much  more  straightforward  to  look 
at  the  fair  market  value  of  lands  in  the  vicin- 


ity than  to  try  to  get  an  average  value  or  the 
fair  market  values  across  an  entire  munici- 
pality. You  can  take  a  very  large  community 
or  a  municipality  like  Toronto,  with  over 
700,000  people-720,000,  if  memory  serves  me 
—or  you  can  take  another  large  municipality 
like  North  York,  with  520,000  people,  or  you 
can  take  some- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry— to  look  at  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —small  municipalities,  and 
yet  in  these,  particularly— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  that's  not  what  is  being 
done,  that's  not  what  is  being  dbne. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  In  these  large  ones,  it  is 
very  diflBcult  indeed  to  come  to  some  kind 
of  rational  determination  of  an  appropriate 
assessment  to  be  placed  on  a  piece  of  real 
estate,  with  or  without  a  house  on  it,  if  you 
have  to  look  across  the  entire  municipality. 

Furthermore,  as  if  that  were  not  a  great 
enough  diflBculty,  picture  the  case  of  a  parcel 
being  assessed  that  lies  on  the  boundary  of 
one  municipality  with  another.  Its  values  may 
very  well  be  enhanced  or  reduced  by  what 
lies  across  the  road  in  the  other  municipality, 
and  yet  as  the  section  standis  no  heed  might 
be  taken  of  the  value  of  the  properties  imme- 
diately across  the  road,  regardliess  of  how 
implicit  their  values  were  in  determining  the 
value  of  the  property  under  question. 

(So  I  think  it  makes  much  more  sense— and 
the  courts  have  indicated  this  to  us— it  makes 
much  more  sense  that  we  should  give  them 
the  authority  to  look  at  the  market  value  of 
the  lands  in  the  vicinity,  and  that  is  the  rea- 
son for  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  really  disturbed  by  what 
the  minister  has  to  say.  When  I  started  these 
comments  I  picked  on  section  20  because  it 
seemed  the  most  logical  place  to  raise  this 
point,  and  now  as  we  get  into  the  debate  I 
find  myself  being  more  and  more  disturbed, 
because  the  minister  understands  the  Act  dif- 
ferently than  the  words  actually  indicate  it  is 
to  be  applied. 

He  says  he  believes  that  when  the  assess- 
ment review  court  looks  at  an  appeal  it  should 
look  at  the  fair  market  value  of  lands  in  the 
vicinity,  if  this  amendment  is  passed.  But  if 
I  can  read  the  way  the  section  will  go,  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  will  read  if  amended  according 
to  the  minister's  amendment: 


3416 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


In  determining  the  value  at  which  any 
land  should  be  assessed,  reference  may  be 
had  to  the  value  at  which  similar  lands  in 
the  vicinity  are  assessed. 

Now,  that  doesn't  make  any  reference  to  fair 
market  value  at  all.  The  minister  nods.  Okay. 
That  makes  no  reference  to  fair  market  value. 
It  makes  reference  to  the  assessed  value  of 
lands  in  the  vicinity. 

We  are  saying  as  a  party,  that  if  the  lands 
in  the  vicinity  are  under-assessed,  or  over- 
assessed,  if  they  are  severely  out  of  line  with 
the  average  ratio  of  assessment  to  market 
value  in  that  community,  then  the  appeal 
board  is  forced  to  be  perverse  according  to 
this  particular  amendment.  It  is  forced  to 
reject  an  appeal  against  a  reduction  of  assess- 
ment, for  example,  where  the  guy  is  clearly 
being  over-assessed,  and  the  guy  is  simply 
hung  by  the  fact  that  somewhere  along  the 
way  the  lands  adjoining  have  been  over- 
assessed. 

Now,  the  appeals  against  under-assessment 
are  obviously  much  less,  but  if  a  municipality 
knows  its  onions  and  starts  to  get  busy,  the 
municipality  could  start  to  go  around  and 
find  millions  and  millions  of  dollars  of  tax- 
able value  which  is  not  being  assessed  right 
now  because  of  the  change  in  the  value  in 
particular  of  developable  land.  I  think  it 
would  be  quite  proper  for  that  municipality 
to  seek  to  appeal  those  under-assessments,  in 
the  same  way  that  some  municipalities  quite 
profitably  have  put  municipal  oflBcers  to  work 
in  seeking  out  lands  that  were  not  caught  up 
on  the  rolls  because  of  the  inadequacies  of 
the  provincial  assessment  procedures.  I  know 
certain  municipalities— I  think  Nepean  is  one 
—where  they  have  saved  hundreds  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  by  recouping  taxes  for  the 
expenditure  of  one  or  I/2  taxation  control 
officers  to  pick  up  on  the  mistakes  and  the 
errors  and  the  omissions  made  by  the  prov- 
ince. 

A  municipality  could,  without  this  amend- 
ment, go  to  town  and  pick  up  a  lot  of  assess- 
able value  from  under-assessment.  In  the 
process  it  could  possibly  scare  away  some  of 
the  speculators  who  are  making  life  so  diffi- 
cult for  its  citizens  and  people  who  want  to 
move  into  its  borders.  But  it  can't  do  it,  be- 
cause this  particular  section  protects  speculat- 
ors, Mr.  Chairman. 

Very  specffically,  it  protects  speculators.  It 
also  protects  people  who  are  under-assessed. 
It  also  penalizes  people  who  are  over-assessed, 
because  it  gives  them  no  viable  or  valid 
grounds  for  appeal. 


They  go  into  the  appeal  court  or  the  assess- 
ment review  court,  and  all  they  can  do  is  say: 
"I  am  over-assessed."  The  appeal  court  says, 
"What  about  your  neighbour?"  The  appellant 
says,  "Well,  my  neighbour  is  over-assessed 
as  well."  The  appeal  board  looks  at  the 
standard  and  says,  "Well,  that's  tough,  baby. 
That's  tough,  because  all  we  can  have  re- 
gard to  is  the  assessed  value  of  similar  lands 
in  the  vicinity." 

The  fact  that  the  section  says  "it  may  have 
regard  to  that"— the  minister  is  nodding  his 
head  at  that  one  as  well— nevertheless,  the 
only  guideline  laid  down  in  the  legislation  is 
"to  have  regard  to  some  of  the  lands  in  the 
vicinity,"  and  nothing  else.  Therefore,  in  99 
cases  out  of  100  that  is  what  the  courts  are 
going  to  follow,  because  no  other  guideline 
is  put  forward  to  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  20  of  Bill 
87  be  deleted  and  that  section  64(2)  of  the 
Act  be  amended  to  read:  In  determining  the 
value  at  which  any  land  shall  be  assessed, 
reference  shall  be  had  to  the  value  of  which 
lands  in  the  municipahty  are  assessed,  and 
to  minimizing  any  difference  between  the 
ratio  of  assessment  to  fair  market  value  for 
the  land  in  question  and  for  that  class  of 
land  in  the  municipality  as  a  whole. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  hope  that's  clear.  If  the 
minister  accepts  the  principle  of  the  amend- 
ment, we  could  stand  the  clause  while  his 
draftsmen  clean  up  the  proposal. 

Nevertheless,  there  are  two  basic  changes 
here.  They  are  to  require  the  assessment  re- 
view court  to  have  regard  to  the  value  of  the 
lands  in  the  municipality  and  to  have  regard 
to  the  ratio  between  assessment  and  market 
value  for  the  particular  piece  of  land  and  for 
that  class  of  land  for  the  municipality  as  a 
whole.  Those  are  the  two  changes  that  are 
proposed,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Among  other  things,  this  would  be  a  very 
powerful  protection  for  people  who  are  over- 
assessed.  It  would  also  be  protection  for 
municipalities  with  a  large  amount  of  under- 
assessed land  still  frozen  according  to  this 
particular  Act.  Because  when  we  get  to  their 
relevant  section,  we  will  find  that  the  flexi- 
bility built  into  the  Act  only  allows  reassess- 
ment or  upward  assessment  of  land  where  its 
value  has  increased  in  relation  to  land  in  the 
immediate  vicinity.  So  if  there  is  a  whole 
class  of  land  or  a  whole  section  of  the  com- 
munity which  is  desperately,  badly  under- 
assessed, it  cannot  be  touched  for  another 
two  years. 

Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the  minister  can 
say  why  his  government  so  favours  specula- 
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tors  when,  with  another  arm,  he's  going  to 
tax  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  have  no  idea  what  the 
hon.  member  is  trying  to  get  at.  I've  listened 
to  him  with  patience  and,  frankly,  his  amend- 
ment negates  the  purpose  of  this  section. 
He  would— 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Patience? 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  But  not  with 
understanding.  Patience  won't  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —make  it  a  mandatory 
requirement,  whereas  the  amendment  which 
I  have  proposed  is  permissive  to  the  assess- 
ment. I  was  shaking  my  head  "no,"  not  nod- 
ding it  "yes,"  when  he  was  busy  indicating 
that  it  was  mandatory  on  the  court  to  look 
only  at  the  value  of  similar  lands  in  the 
vicinity. 

It  says,  "reference  may  be  had  to  the 
value."  He  is  negating  that  by  proposing,  as 
I  understand  his  amendment,  to  say  that 
"reference  shall  be  had  to  lands  in  the  munic- 
ipality," and  then  he  loses  me  in  his  complex 
subjunctive  clause  at  the  end,  I  simply  feel 
that  it  cannot  be  supported.  It  would  com- 
plicate this  section  uimecessarily  and  would 
add  nothing.  Indeed,  it  would  negate,  as  I 
indicated,  the  very  purpose  of  the  reference 
to  lands  in  the  vicinity,  and  I  must  therefore 
object  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  pretty  poor  kind  of 
attack.  You  are  the  Minister  of  Revenue— you 
are  not  a  kid. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Come  on,  it  is  not  a  game. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I'm  sorry.  I  can't  accept 
what  the  minister  has  to  say.  He  has  my  copy 
of  the  amendment.  I  hope  he  studies  it  care- 
fully. Let  me  give  him  an  example  and  then 
perhaps  we  can  have  his  comment  on  the 
example. 

Let  us  suppose  that  there  is  an  appeal  by 
a  municipality  against  the  assessment  of  land 
which  the  municipality  considers  to  be  under- 
assessed. This  is  a  tract  of  five  acres,  for  the 
sake  of  argument,  which  is  worth  $100,000 
an  acre  which  is  valued  at  $5,000  an  acre  for 
assessment  purposes,  or  at  five  per  cent  of 
market  value.  Does  the  minister  understand 
that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  I  am  not  sure  I  do. 
How  would  you  like  to  try  that  once  again? 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  The  assessment  is 
$5,000,  the  market  valtie  is  $100,000,  the  ratio 
of  assessment  to  market  value  is  five  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  That  much  I  can  follow. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  I'm  glad  to  hear  that. 
I  thought  this  fellow  was  meant  to  be  a  fancy 
lawyer  who  got  $75,000  a  year  if  he  wasnt 
devoting  himself  to  public  service? 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  is  a  fancy  one  all  right. 
"Fancy  Dan"  he  is  called. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  municipal- 
ity, according  to  the  amendment  put  forward 
by  the  minister,  has  not  got  a  leg  to  stand 
on  because  it  goes  in  and  says,  '  Look,  this 
land  is  assessed  at  only  five  per  cent  of  its 
value,"  and  the  assessment  review  board  says, 
"That's  fine,  now  what  about  the  landi  in  the 
immediate  vicinity?"  The  municipahty  has  to 
say,  "That  land  is  also  assessed  at  five  per 
cent  of  its  value,  and  there's  been  a  very 
large  escalation  in  market  values  in  that  par- 
ticular end!  of  town,  therefore  there  is  a 
general  under-assessment  there,"  and  the 
assessment  review  board  simply  throws  them 
out. 

According  to  the  existing  section— and  if 
anything  else  it  would  be  better  to  simply 
guard  tne  existing  section  than  to  bring  in 
the  amendment  that  the  minister  proposes— 
the  assessment  review  board  and  the  other 
tribunals  may  have  reference  to  the  value 
at  which  lands  in  the  municipality  are  assessed 
generality.  At  this  point  the  municipality, 
under  the  old  section,  could  have  said,  "The 
average  ratio  of  assessment  to  market  value 
for  our  municipality  is  25  per  cent."  In 
other  words,  if  this  land  in  question  was 
valued  at  the  average  ratio  then  the  assess- 
ment value  should  have  been  $25,000  an 
acre  instead  of  $5,000  an  acre.  Does  the 
minister  follow  the  example  that  far? 

Now  under  the  old  section  it  could  do  that, 
and  under  the  proposed  amendment  that  I 
put  it  could  do  that,  because  it  could  have 
reference  to  the  ratio  of  assessment  to  market 
value  for  that  class  of  land  for  the  munic- 
ipality as  a  whole,  and  that  would  mean 
that  the  municipality  could  seek  to  get  a 
reasonable  return  from  land  that  was  grossly 
under-assessed. 

Let  me  take  another  example,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. Suppose,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that 
there  is  a  residence,  a  house,  say,  and  the 
owner  feels  that  he  is  too  heavily  taxed.  He 
is  paying  taxes  of  $1,000  a  year,  his  assess- 
ment is  $15,000  and  as  it  happens,  for  the 
various   reasons,   the   valuation   of  his   house 
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is  only  $30,000,  for  sake  of  argument,  so  his 
property  is  assessed  at  50  per  cent  of  its 
market  value. 

Now,  it  is  in  a  declining  end  of  the  city 
where  the  assessments  generally  are  around 
50  per  cent  of  market  value  because  property 
values  have  simply  not  gone  up  in  proportion 
with  other  parts  of  the  city.  It  may  be  that 
an  expressway  has  been  built  in  that  parti- 
cular area,  or  there  has  been  some  other  factor 
which  has  tended  to  depress  property  values 
and  to  keep  the  assessed  value  high  in  re- 
lation to  the  market  value. 

If  they  go  into  the  assessment  review  court, 
under  this  particular  section  proposed  by  the 
minister,  all  they  can  say  is  that  the  place 
down  the  street  is  assessed  at  50  per  cent  of 
market  value;  and  the  assessment  review 
court  will  throw  them  out.  They  will  con- 
tinue to  spend  $1,000  a  year  on  taxation  on  a 
$30,000  home. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  they  can  look  at  the 
ratio  of  assessment  to  market  value  for  the 
community  as  a  whole,  they  can  easily  show 
that  the  average  ratio  for  the  community  is 
perhaps  25  per  cent.  So  that,  normally  a 
$60,000  house  would  be  assessed  at  $15,000, 
and  a  $30,000  house  would  be  assessed  at 
$7,500,  and  they  would  have  a  very  valid 
case  for  a  reduction  of  their  assessment  be- 
cause of  those  particular  circimistances.  Does 
the  minister  follow  that  example? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  have  listened  to  what 
the  member  says. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Does  the  minister  follow  the 
example? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  am  listening  to  what  you 
are  saying. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  appreciate  if  you 
would  listen  with  some  understanding;  al- 
though I  recognize  that  is  difficult  for  the 
minister,  given  his  own  kind  of  competence 
to  do  the  job. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Oh  come  on.  Stop  this  nonsense!  Why 
don't  you  talk  sense? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Look,  I  have  trouble  with  you 
as  well— making  you  understand  some  very 
simple  things  about  your  performance. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  sure  do,  unless  you 
talk  sense. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  And  this  is  one  of  the  ddflB- 
culties  of  this  government;  the  kindis  of  minis- 


ters  that   are   appointed  to  these   particular 
oflBces. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why  don't  you  listen  a 
little  bit  to  your  leader  (Mr.  Lewis)  and  talk 
to  the  biU? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  seems  there  are  some  real 
difficulties  in  having  people  who  can  master 
the  complexities  of  this  kind  of  legislation, 
and  in  having  ministers  who  bring  briefs  in 
here,  don't  understand  them,  haven't  looked 
at  them,  and  haven't  been  briefed. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  real  abuse  of  the  par- 
liamentary process,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  have 
comments  from  ministers  like  that.  It  is 
really  an  insult  to  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  you  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  You  are  not  kidding. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  the  point 
I  am  trying  to  make— that  there  can  be  gross 
inequities  between  the  ratio  of  assessment  to 
market  value,  and  there  is  no  defence  against 
them  in  an  appeal,  because  of  the  very  re- 
stricted grounds  put  in  by  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  hon. 
member  has  his  way,  the  winners  would  be 
the  industrial  and  commercial  properties  in 
this  city  and  in  other  municipalities,  and  the 
losers  would  be  the  people  with  the  little 
homes  in  the  older  part  of  town. 

I  am  advised  that  that  constitutes  some  80 
per  cent  of  all  the  residents  in  this  munici- 
pality, to  picture  one  in  which  we  have  a 
wide  disparity  between  the  levels  of  assess- 
ment and  market  values— as  I  mentioned  ear- 
lier today,  some  of  them  as  low  as  5  and  10 
per  cent.  Whereas,  in  the  newer  areas,  the 
percentages  of  assessment  to  fair  market  value 
range  upwards  of  25  to  30  per  cent. 

If  one  were  to  revert  to  his  section,  one 
would  run  the  risk  of  potential  assessment 
on  the  current  formula  based  on  the  average 
across,  say,  the  city  of  Toronto.  It  may  well 
run  at,  let's  say,  15  to  20  per  cent,  and 
thereby  double  the  assessment  of  a  whale  of 
a  lot  of  the  houses  in  the  less  prosperous 
parts  of  this  city  that  happen  to  presently 
have- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  You  hide  behind  widows  and 
orphans  every  time,  don't  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —assessments  at  5  or  10 
per  cent.  And  the  ones  who  would  be  hurt 
by  this  are  the  very  people  the  hon.  member 
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for  Ottawa  Centre  and  Toronto  and  the  Is- 
lands would  be  purporting  to  help.  But  he 
isn't  helping  them;  he'd  be  hurting  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
a  point  of  privilege.  Would  the  minister 
please  use  my  riding  correctly  from  now  on? 
We  have  had  a  ruling  from  the  Speaker  on 
that  particular  point. 

Mr.   Chairman:  What  is  your  riding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Who  do  you  represent? 
That  is  a  good  question. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  is  your  riding? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  My  riding  is  Ottawa  Centre. 
The  minister  knows  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Nobody  else  does.  You 
are  never  there. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The  chair- 
man does  not  have  a  diagram  in  front  of 
him? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  chairman  has  not  got 
a   diagram  in  front  of  him.   I   would  think 
that  the  minister- 
Mr.   Stokes:   That's   a  falsehood.   I  see  it. 
You  have  got  one  in  front  of  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  not  got  one  of  your 
side  in  front  of  me  that  I  can  see. 

Mr.  Stokes:  Right  there.  I  can  see  it. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Settle  down,  or 
maybe  we  will  ship  you  out  on  the  next 
freight  car! 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  have  completed  my 
comments  on  section  20,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  We  will  ship 
the  minister  out  on  a  747. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  wanted  a  comment  from 
the  minister  on  my  correct  riding  before 
going  on,  on  a  point  of  privilege,  please. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  think  the  minister 
should  refer  to  the  member  for  Ottawa  Cen- 
tre as  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Then  he  is  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  may  be  only  for 
a  short  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you.  Not  only  does 
the  minister  not  know  his  portfolio,  he  doesn't 
know  his  geography. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  It  would  be  forgivable  if  it 
was  original.  He  is  only  following  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  and  that's  no  good. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  know. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  The  minister  is 
trying  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  industrial 
assessments  or  commercial  assessments  will 
aflFect  residential  assessments.  The  amend- 
ment specifically  relates  to  the  class  of  land 
and  its  ratio  of  assessment  to  market  value. 
The  class  of  land  in  particular  which  is  going 
to  be  afl?ected  is  speculative  land  holdings 
which  are  assessed  at  five  per  cent  or  10  per 
cent. 

I  don't  see  why  he  tries  to  hide  behind 
widows  and  orphans  and  people  like  that  in 
protecting  speculators  who  have  been  getting 
a  free  ride  from  the  small  residential  property 
taxpayer  for,  yea,  these  many  years  but  that's 
what  he  is  doing. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  was  so  badly  burned  over 
that  last  bill,  that  land  speculation  thing, 
that  he  can  hardly  open  his  mouth  about 
anything. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy 's  amendment  please  say  "aye." 
All  those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  We  will 
stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Stacking  it?  Okay,  fine. 
Is  there  anything  further  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  Good:  Section  25. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Is   there   anything  before 

section  25? 

The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  an  explanation  of 
what  procedure  will  be  used.  We  have  been 
operating  on  a  frozen  assessment  roll  from 
1970  to  1974.  The  Act  said  there  would  be 
new  assessment  for  1974  and  1975.  That  has 
now  changed  and  we  have  been  told  we 
will  be  operating  on  a  frozen  assessment 
from  now  until  ^e  1975  and  1976  taxation 
except  that  under  the  amendments  in  section 
20,  the  assessment  roll  as  changed  by  the 
assessor  shall  be  the  roll. 

I  understand  there  wall  be  a  roll  this  year 
and  next  year  following  the  new  procedure 
that  the  roll  be  returned  by  the  third  Tues- 
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day  in  December  for  taxation  the  next  year. 
But  there  are  unHmited  jxjwers  given  under 
this  section.  It  says: 

Provided  that  where  the  assessor  is  of 
the  opinion  that  an  assessment  to  be  shown 
on  the  assessment  roll  to  be  returned  for 
the  year  1974  or  1975  is  inequitable  with 
respect  to  the  assessment  of  similar  real 
property  in  the  vicinity,  the  assessor  may 
alter  the  value  of  the  assessment  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  make  the  assessment 
equitable.  .  . 

I  want  to  know— are  we  having  frozen  as- 
sessment or  aren't  we?  Evidently  we  are  not, 
according  to  this,  and  if  we  are  not,  I  want 
to  know  how  they  are  going  to  alter  assess- 
ments they  feel  are  inequitable.  Will  it  be  on 
a  province-wide  basis?  Will  it  be  on  a  hit- 
and-miss  basis?  How  are  they  going  to  find 
out  what  assessments,  in  their  view,  are  in- 
equitable for  this  return? 

Undoubtedly  any  assessments  which  have 
been  appealed  are  already  corrected.  Any 
additions  under  section  43,  in  the  supple- 
mentaries,  have  already  been  added  to  the 
roll  and  new  assessments  have  been  added 
to  the  roll. 

The  ^ay  I  read  this  section,  the  assessors 
can  now  go  through  and  alter  any  assess- 
ments they  feel  are  inequitable.  What  is  the 
procedure  there? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  proviso 
at  the  end  of  the  new  86  to  which  the  mem- 
ber refers  again  contains  the  words  "prop- 
erty in  the  vicinity."  Actually,  the  assessors 
will  be  allowed  to  raise  or  lower  these  assessed 
values  which  are  considered  to  be  inequitable 
in  comparison  with  the  average  value  of 
similar  lands  in  the  vicinity. 

I  am  advised  there  are  a  number  of  munic- 
ipalities in  which  residential  or  commercial 
lands  are  grossly  undervalued.  We  are  aware 
of  those;  we  talked  about  them  earlier.  The 
reason  for  this  will  be  to  assist  the  assessors 
in  bringing  some  kind  of  equity  to  these 
areas  where  they  are  grossly  under-  or  over- 
valued. 

Mr.  Good:  I'd  like  to  know  whether  this  is 
going  to  be  done  on  a  systematic  levelling- 
out  basis  across  the  province  or  on  a  spot 
check  basis.  How  are  you  going  to  decide 
which  municipalities  are  going  to  be  given  this 
special  treatment?  I  suppose  if  these  changes 
are  made  they  would  be  appealable;  I  pre- 
sume they  would  be.  To  me,  when  you  are 
working  toward  a  new  market  value,  it  seems 
a  strange  departure  from  your  custom  of  the 


last  four  years  that  you  would  suddenly  give 
powers  to  have  certain  assessments  read- 
justed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Just  for  the  two  years, 
Mr.  Chairman.  The  hon.  member  will  have 
noticed  subclause  (a)  deals  with  1975  and 
subclause  (b)  deals  with  1976.  The  informa- 
tion would  come  to  us  from  a  variety  of 
sources,  I  would  expect;  from  the  clerks  of 
the  municipahty;  from  individuals  who  think 
they  are  overassessed  in  comparison  with 
similar  lands  in  the  vicinity.  I  would  think, 
without  my  assessors  having  to  do  ver>'  much, 
although  I  would  expect  they  would  have 
some  knowledge  of  the  ones  which  are  gross- 
ly out  of  line  one  way  or  the  other,  this  will 
come  about  not  by  spot  checks,  as  the  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo  North  describes  them— not 
this  sort  of  thing— but  through  other  infor- 
mation which  comes  to  hand. 

Mr.  Good:  Will  the  reassessments  and 
notice  of  appeal  have  to  be  given  out  or 
what  is  going  to  happen? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Notices  of  appeal  would 
have  to  be  issued  in  accordance  with  the  re- 
assessment notice  and  there  woidd  be  the 
usual  procedure  as  is  provided  in  the  Act. 

Mr.  Good:  If  this  is  so  important  now  why 
wasn't  this  important  all  through  the  previous 
three  years  of  frozen  assessments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  am  afraid  I  can't  answer 
that  one.  I  am  fixing  it  up  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  spoke 
on  second  reading  of  this  bill  I  suggested  it 
was  unacceptable  to  us  that  the  government 
would  delay  for  another  two  or  2/2  years 
past  the  election  with  no  indication  of  what 
standards  were  going  to  come  through  or  how 
the  new  assessment  was  going  to  look.  I 
suggested  the  time  had  come  for  the  govern- 
ment to  put  out  the  market  value  assessments 
and  to  announce  its  policy,  in  general  terms, 
as  to  the  percentage  of  market  value  assess- 
ment which  would  be  applicable  to  different 
classes  of  property  in  municipalities  across  the 
province. 

As  far  as  we  could  see,  this  was  an  aban- 
donment of  the  market  value  principle.  While 
the  minister  commented  on  that,  he  gave  no 
firm  promises  about  when  we  will  eventually 
see  any  kind  of  market  value  rolls  or  when  we 
will  see  the  results  of  the  government  con- 
sideration of  inequities  and  other  problems. 

My  notes  here  indicate  that  while  market 
value  assessments,  according  to  the  minister, 
were  out  as  much  as  40  per  cent,  it  would 
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take  until  May  of  next  year,  I  think  it  was, 
for  most  of  the  information  to  be  fed  into 
the  computers.  It  would  take  15  to  18  months 
to  determine  the  degree  of  shift,  the  nature 
of  shift  and  what  should  be  done,  given  the 
way  the  government  works. 

God  knows  how  many  months  it  would 
take  after  that  for  the  minister  or  the  gov- 
ernment—if this  party  is  still  in  government— 
to  bring  forward  legislation,  to  get  it  through, 
to  get  it  implemented,  to  get  it  reflected  in 
the  assessment  rolls  and  to  get  a  system  of 
equitable  property  assessment  in  force  across 
the  province. 

That  being  the  case,  we  have  thought  of 
simply  opposing  the  section  as  a  whole.  I 
think  what  we  will  do  instead  is  suggest  the 
government  should  do  its  best— having  lost 
the  opportunity  of  doing  that  this  year— to 
make  those  decisions  by  the  time  the  assess- 
ment roll  comes  down  in  1975.  That  would 
mean,  therefore,  that  we  would  delete  sec- 
tion 86(b)  in  section  25,  and  I  would  so 
move. 

The  effect  of  that  would  be  to  allow  for 
one  year's  deferral  rather  than  two  and  it 
would  mean  that  if  the  government  still  felt 
it  needled  another  year  it  would  come  back 
to  this  Legislature  for  authority  for  further 
deferral.  At  that  time  there  would)  be  the 
opportunity  to  get  on  to  the  record'  what  the 
government  was  doing  and  how  it  intends  to 
work. 

I  must  say  to  the  minister  I  am  very 
worried  about  the  length  of  time  during  which 
this  assessment  process  has  gone  forward  be- 
hind closed  doors.  I  am  quite  serious'  about 
this,  Mr.  Minister.  It's  five  years  by  the  time 
anything  gets  out  to  the  public  with  the  ex- 
ception of  two  or  three  dry  runs  which  have 
taken  place  not  in  m-ban  areas  but  mainly  in 
rural  and  cottage  areas  of  the  province. 

There  has  been  a  space  of  about  five  or  six 
years  in  which  the  assessment  people  have 
been  working  behind  closed  doors  and'  talking 
mainly  to  themselves.  They  can  check  some 
of  their  work  by  relating  it  to  the  actual 
values  at  which  property  is  changing  hands, 
but  in  any  particular  year  the  turnover  of 
property  is  maybe  only  three  or  five  per  cent 
of  the  total  number  of  the  2.25  million  prop- 
erties that  exist  throughout  the  province. 

It's  a  relatively  small  number,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. It  seems  to  me  they  should!  be  putting 
their  work  to  the  test  of  having  each  property 
owner  or  tenant,  as  the  person  who  is  most 
specifically  concerned  with  the  valtiation  of 
that  particular  property,  assess  the  work  of 
the  assessors.  But  that's  not  permitted)  because 


people  just  don't  know  in  95  per  cent  of  the 
province  what  the  assessors  are  up  to. 

'I  move  that  section  86(b)  of  the  Act  in 
section  25  of  Bill  87  be  deleted.  The  effect 
of  that  would  be— 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  don't  need  a  motion  for 
deletion  unless  it's  an  alternate.  The  question 
would  be,  shall  subsection  (b)  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  guess  that  would  e\'entually 
be  what  you'd  come  up  with,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  have  the  minister's  comments 
on  this  though. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  minister  have  a 
comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  On  the  deletion  of  sub- 
clause (b),  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  reduction 
to  one  year,  it's  obvious  that  I  can't  accept 
that.  We  know  now  the  programme  ahead 
and  the  length  of  time  it  is'  going  to  take.  I 
did  mention  that  by  the  end  of  this  year  we'll 
have  the  full  complete  rolls  and  assessment 
data  for  the  residential  accommodation  in 
Ontario.  By  about  May  or  June  of  next  year, 
we'll  have  the  industrial  and  commercial  end. 

We  know  perfectly  well  it's  going  to  take 
us  15  to  18  months  to  do  the  assessment,  that 
is,  the  analysis  of  this  assessment  data.  There's 
no  point  whatever  in  abridging  by  one  year, 
when  we  know  at  this  time  it's  going  to  take 
two.  We're  confident  that  we  can  do  it  in 
that  time.  If  we  had  any  doubts  about  that 
we'd  be  setting  it  up  for,  say,  a  three-year 
term.  There  is  no  point  in  coming  back  next 
year  and  saying,  "We  told  you  so.  We  couldh't 
do  it  in  a  year  and  we're  going  to  have  to 
take  another  year." 

We  determined  this  schedule  as  long  ago 
as  last  fall  that  it  was  going  to  take  about  two 
years  from  then  in  order  to  come  in  with  the 
final  material,  and  that's  exactly  the  way  it 
looks  six  months  later.  I  must  reject  that  pro- 
posed amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  shall  place  the  question 
then. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Before  you  place  the  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  make  another  com- 
ment or  two?  Will  the  minister  undertake  to 
do  a  couple  of  things  when  the  residential 
assessment  is  completed  in,  as  he  says,  De- 
cember of  this  year?  I  gather  that  would  be 
updated  market  value  assessments.  Is  that 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Yes. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  When  the  commercial  and 
industrial  work  is  done  in  May  or  June,  1975, 
will  the  minister  undertake  to  do  a  couple 
of  things?  One  is  to  publish  or  make  avail- 
able and  provide  access  to  the  public  to  these 
market  value  assessments?  The  other  is  to 
publish  for  the  benefit  of  the  Legislature  and 
other  interested  parties,  such  as  the  tax 
foundation— and  I'm  sure  there  are  various 
groups  of  professionals  who  have  a  profes- 
sional interest  in  this— summary  data  and 
typical  information  that  would  enable  people 
to  understand  and  get  a  feel  for  the  way  in 
which  the  market  value  assessment  has  gone? 

Once  he  does  that,  would  he  also  under- 
take either  through  a  legislative  committee 
or  through  a  group  of  people  from  the 
ministry  who  are  appointed  to  hold  hearings 
or  through  some  kind  of  committee  of  inquiry 
or  investigation— I  don't  know  what  you  want 
to  call  it— to  hear  representations  from  people 
in  groups  across  the  province  about  the  adjust- 
ments that  may  be  necessary  or  desirable 
from  market  value  assessment? 

As  the  minister  gathers,  we  on  this  side  of 
the  House  accept  the  position  that  the  Smith 
committee  originally  took.  That  is:  To  have 
market  value  assessment  at  market  value  for 
all  property  across  the  province  would  cause 
an  unacceptable  degree  of  shift  from  com- 
mercial-industrial to  residential  property  tax. 
The  minister  says  that's  right.  We  accept  that 
position,  but  there  should  be  a  full  dialogue 
and  debate  about  what  the  outcome  should 
be,  rather  than  simply  a  matter  of  government 
policy  determined  behind  closed  doors  on 
the  basis  of  no  inputs  at  all. 

The  inputs  that  should  come  in  should  be 
twofold.  One  is  a  critique,  an  assessment, 
an  understanding,  an  evaluation  of  the  quality 
of  the  work  of  market  value  assessment  that 
has  been  done  by  the  ministry.  Secondly, 
once  the  facts  are  out  about  the  potential 
shift  from  commercial-industrial  to  residen- 
tial and  other  shifts  that  may  take  place— 
and  possibly  about  the  diflFerent  kinds  of 
shifts  that  may  take  place  in  different  com- 
munities through  the  province;  there  is  that 
possibility  too— then  there  should  be  as  wide 
an  input  as  possible  from  municipalities,  indi- 
viduals, groups  and  everybody  else  con- 
cerned. 

Can  we  have  those  undertakings  from  the 
minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  infor- 
mation that  will  be  developed  in  our  com- 
puters by  roughly  this  time  next  year  would 
not  be  in  a  form  retrievable  and  publishable 
for  general  distribution.  It  will  be  necessary 


for  my  ministry  to  study  that  material  in 
considerable  depth,  and  I  would  not  give 
any  undertaking  that  the  information  would 
be  pubhshed;  it  would  be  of  no  great  value 
to  anyone  until  we  are  able  to  study  it  and 
determine  how  it  should  be  used  in  practice. 

It  would  be  much  the  way  assessment  is 
today.  If  you  look  at  the  assessment  of  any 
property,  it  is  hard  to  tell  its  market  value. 
It  is  also  hard  to  tell  what  its  taxes  are;  it 
depends  on  what  the  mill  rate  happens  to 
be,  for  one  thing.  Therefore,  it  would  be  of 
no  particular  value,  and  I  think  it  would 
involve  an  enormous  amount  of  work  to 
assemble  and  distribute  it,  or  even  simply 
to  table  it  here  in  the  House,  which  I  do 
not  propose  to  do. 

As  I  have  indicated,  the  material,  when 
assembled,  will  be  studied  by  my  people. 
We  will  be  using  the  computer  to  determine 
the  degree  of  shift  within  classes  and  between 
classes;  from  that  we  will  be  able  to  deter- 
mine the  way  in  which  the  market  value 
assessment  can  be  used  for  municipal  tax 
purposes  for  the  year  1977.  I  would  say  that 
it  would  not  be  earlier  than  the  fall  of  1976 
before  we  would  have  anything  meaningful 
to  bring  to  the  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Can  the  minister  say  then 
what  steps  he  proposes  to  take  before  the 
fall  of  1976  to  allow  municipalities,  interested 
professional  groups,  individuals  and  members 
of  this  Legislature  to  make  comments  or 
recommendations  on  the  very  practical  prob- 
lems that  will  be  facing  the  government 
about  how  to  accommodate  the  market  value 
assessment  and  how  to  make  the  necessary 
adjustments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think  this  is  a  travesty  then, 
Mr.  Chairman.  It's  a  real  travesty.  Here  we 
will  have  had  assessment  in  the  minister's 
hands- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  are  stray- 
ing from  this  subsection  into  something  that 
possibly  will  occur  in  the  future.  We  are 
dealing  with  section  86(b)  of  the  Act- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  —and  that  has  nothing  to 
do  with  what  the  member  has  been  discussing 
in  the  last  few  minutes.  I  have  let  him  ask 
questions  for  the  purpose  of  clarification,  but 
he  is  straying  too  far  from  the  purpose  of 
this  particular  subsection. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
come  back  to  the  subsection  and  to  the  sec- 
tion as  a  whole,  this  refers  to  the  publication 
of  the  rolls  on  the  old  basis,  and  I  am  trying 
to  find  out  when  we  are  going  to  see  rolls  on 
the  new  basis. 

I  am  also  talking  about  the  general  prob- 
lems that  are  raised  by  the  continued  deferral 
of  rolls  and  of  market  value  assessment  on 
the  new  basis. 

What  the  minister  is  telling  the  House  is 
that  for  a  period  from  1970  to  the  fall  of 
1976,  there  will  be  no  opportunity  for  public 
input  because  there  will  be  no  useful  in- 
formation made  available  to  the  public  on 
which  they  can  make  those  kinds  of  judge- 
ments and  those  kinds  of  recommendations. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right.  What  information 
will  be  available  to  the  public  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will 
repeat  what  I  said— though  I  agree  with  you, 
sir,  that  this  is  completely  out  of  order- 
that  I  am  not  prepared  at  this  time  to  say 
what  steps  we  would  take  when  the  material 
is  available  and  when  my  staff  and  I  are 
analysing  it  and  its  potential  significance  in 
the  municipal  taxation  field.  I  am  not  in  a 
position  to  say  what  steps  we  will  take  at 
that  time  for  public  input, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  a  final  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, then  I  will  subside. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Be  sure  it  is  on  this  par- 
ticular amendment,  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  on  this  amendment,  yes. 
I  just  want  to  say  as  a  final  comment,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  if  this  government  ever  comes 
back  to  ofiice— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  That  is  not 
in  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —we  will  be  here  in  1976— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please!  The  member 
is  out  of  order. 

Mr.   Cassidy:    —and   we  will  be   asked  to 

judge- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Will  the  member  take  his 

seat? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  One  sure  thing:  You  won't 
be  back  if  we  can  help  it. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  86(b)  of  the 
Act  stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Those  in  favour  of  section  86(b)  standing 
as  part  of  the  bill  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed   will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  we  will  stack  that, 
Mr.  Chairman, 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  it  is  not  stacked;  it  is 
carried. 

An  hon.  member:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  were  not  five  people 
standing  when  I  looked  up;  it's  carried. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  were  five  people,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Not  when  I  asked  the 
question  and  looked  up. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  challenge  the  ruling  of  the 
Chair,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  you  wish,  we  would  like 
to  stack  that  section,  Mr.  Chairman.  Other- 
wise, I  challenge  the  ruling  of  the  Chair. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Let  them  stack  it,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  stack  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  any  later  section 
of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  is  called  a  message 
from  the  government,  not  a  message  from  the 
gods. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Call  in  the  mem- 
bers. We  have  two  stacked  motions. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy 's 
amendment  to  section  20  which  was  nega- 
tived on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chainnan,  the 
"ayes"  are  32,  the  "nays"  42. 

Mr.   Chairman:   I  declare  the  motion  lost 

and  the  section  carried. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion  that 
subsection  (b),  section  25,  stand  as  part  of  the 
bill,  which  was  approved  on  a  stacked  vote, 
.same  count  as  the  first  vote  reversed. 
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Bill  87  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee  rise 
and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs,  to  report  one  bill 
without  amendrnent  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  beg  to  inform  the  House 
that  in  the  name  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen, 
the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor  has 
been  pleased  to  assent  to  certain  bills  in  her 
chambers. 


ROYAL  ASSENT 

The  following  are  the  titles  of  the  bills  to 
which  Her  Honour  has  assented: 

Bill  6,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 

Bill  35,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario  Water 
Resources  Act. 

'Bill  37,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Act,  1971. 

Bill  39,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Pesticides 
Act,  1973. 

Bill  44,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Forest  Fires 
Prevention  Act. 

(Bill  50,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Property  Tax 
Stabilization  Act,  1973. 

Bill  51,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipal  Grants  Act. 

Bill  52,  the  Municipal  Unconditional  Grants 
Act,  1974. 

Bill  56,  Am  Act  to  amend  the  Business  Cor- 
porations Act. 

Bill  57,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Paperback 
and  Periodical  Distributors  Act,  1971. 

iBill  58,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mortgage 
Brokers  Act. 

Bill  59,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Collection 
Agencies  Act. 

Bill  60,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Niagara  Act. 

Bill  63,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Housing 
Development  Act. 

Bill  65,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Elections  Act,  1972. 

Bill  69,  An  Act  to  authorize  the  Raising  of 
Money  on  the  Credit  of  the  Consolidated 
Revenue  Fund. 

Bill  70,  the  Denture  Therapists  Act,  1974. 


Bill  71,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Dentistry  Act. 

'Bill  76,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ministry  of 
Government  Services  Act,  1973. 

iBill  77,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public  Service 
Superannuation  Act. 

Bill  78,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Shoreline 
Property  Assistance  Act,  1973. 

Bill  79,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Credit  Unions 

Act. 

Bill  80,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Succession 
Duty  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  inform  the  hon.  mem- 
bers in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
standing  orders  27  and  28  the  hon.  member 
for  Wentworth  (Mr.  Deans)  had  properly 
given  me  notice  under  standing  ordet  27(g) 
that  he  was  dissatisfied  with  the  answers 
given  to  him  during  the  oral  question  period. 
This  was  on  Thursday  last,  I  believe. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  Im 
wondering  before  we  proceed  with  that  de- 
bate if  we  could  revert  to  motions. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Reports  rather. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Could  I  have  the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  House  to  revert  to  reports? 

Mr.  Shulman:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  hear  a  dissenting  voice.  We 
therefore  do  not  revert  to  reports. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  There 
is  dissension  within  the  group  over  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  might  say  that  imdier  the 
provisions  of  standing  ordfer  28  —  at  10:30 
o'clock  on  any  Tuesday  the  Speaker  shall 
deem  that  a  motion  to  aaioum  has  been  made 
unless  the  House  sits  beyond  10:30  by  a 
motion  of  the  government.  There  has  been  no 
motion  made  by  the  government,  we  are  in 
session  and  since  it's  not  by  motion,  I  there- 
fore deem  the  motion  to  adjourn  to  have 
been  made  and  I'm  going  to  permit  the  de- 
bate under  section  27(g). 

I  might  also  inform  the  hon.  members  that, 
since  the  House  was  in  committee  this  after- 
noon, I  neglected  to  inform  the  hon.  members 
by  5  o'clock  as  provided  for.  Tm  sure  the  hon. 
members  will  overlook  that,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  I  did,  in  fact,  notify  the  minister 
involved  and  the  hon.  members  here.  There- 
fore it  is  my  opinion  that  we  should  proceed 
with  this  debate. 

The  hon.  member  for  Wentworth  may  pix>- 
ceed  for  five  minutes. 


JUNE  18,  1974 


3425 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  BOARD 
PENSIONS 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  must  confess  to  being  a 
little  perplexed  because  frankly  I  had  expec- 
ted to  be  given  some  notice.  I  haven't  re- 
ceived it,  but  nevertheless  I  intend  to  pro- 
ceed. 

I  want  to  say  that  if  you  recall,  as  other 
members  do,  that  I  asked  the  Minister  of 
Labour  whether  or  not  he  was  prepared  to 
make  some  amendments  to  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act  in  order  to  reflect  what  is 
obviously  an  inadequacy  in  the  payments 
that  are  made  to  people,  both  in  terms  of 
their  pensions  and  in  terms  of  the  widow's 
disability. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  made  the  same 
answer  to  me  that  was  made  by  his  prede- 
cessor and  some  other  ministers  over  the  last 
year  and  a  half,  that  the  matter  was  under 
consideration.  In  fact,  as  I  recall,  the  previous 
minister,  who  has  now  left  the  Legislature, 
indicated  that  it  was  a  matter  that  might  well 
be  considered  by  the  group  studying  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board.  That  never 
seemed  to  take  place,  and  I  want  to  suggest 
to  the  present  minister  that  we  on  this  side 
of  the  House  are  fed  up  with  the  procrastin- 
ation, with  the  lack  of  action  on  the  part  of 
the  government  with  regard  to  the  updating 
of  pensions  paid  to  people  on  workmen's  com- 
pensation. 

I  don't  think  there  is  any  member  of  this 
House  who  doesn't  believe  that  it  is  long  past 
time  for  a  complete  revision  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  payments  as  they 
apply  to  people  who  are  on  widow's  pension 
and  on  disability  pension  who  may  well  have 
been  injured  10  or  15  years  ago.  I  don't  think 
that  the  minister  himself  thinks  that  the  pay- 
ments that  are  currently  being  made  are  ade- 
quate, and  I  don't  quite  understand  how  it  is 
that  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  oould 
have  made  recommendations  six  months  ago 
to  the  Minister  of  Labour,  and  that  the  pre- 
vious Minister  of  Labour  and  this  Minister  of 
Labour  could  have  sat  for  so  long  on  those 
recommendations  and  not  brought  them  to  the 
cabinet,  and  that  the  cabinet  could  not  have 
acted  to  bring  those  recommendations  forward 
in  the  way  of  legislative  changes.  I  suggest 
to  you,  sir,  and  I  suggest  to  the  minister, 
that  the  minister's  answer  at  this  time  is  repe- 
titious, and  because  it  is  repetitious  it  is  in- 
adequate. There  is  no  point  in  telling  us  that 


as   the  Minister  of  Labour,  new  though  he 
may  be— 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Sounds 
like  a  broken  record. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  broken  record?  It's  funny 
the  member  should  say  that,  because  the 
member  for  Timiskaming,  being  one  of  those 
who  rarely  ever  enters  debates  and  who  often 
speaks  from  his  seat- 
Mr.  Havrot:  Don't  be  such  a  big  hero.  The 
member  is  a  big  hero.  I  wouldn't  waste  my 
time  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Deans:  —and  whose  mouth  is  obvious- 
ly bigger  than  his  intentions- 
Mr.   J.    F.    Foulds   (Port   Arthur):    And   his 
mentality. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Order. 

Mr.  Deans:  —doesn't  understand  the  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Genna  (Sudbury):  He  has  a  brain 
like  a  pea. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  Minister  of  Labour, 
who  is  sitting  there,  well  imderstands  that— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Deans:  —for  about  12  months  there 
have  been  promises  made  by  Ministers  of 
Labour  about  proposed  changes  in  payments 
to  the  WCB  pension  recipients. 

I  can  well  recall,  as  I  am  sure  he  can  well 
recall,  that  about  six  months  ago,  in  Novem- 
ber of  last  year,  when  I  asked  the  same 
question,  it  was  clearly  indicated  by  his  pre- 
decessor that  changes  would  be  forthcoming 
in  the  new  session  of  the  Legislature.  There 
isn't  one  of  us  who  thought  that  meant  some- 
time in  the  fall  of  1974.  There  isn't  one  of 
us  who  thought  that  meant  there  would  be 
a  delay  of  10  to  12  months  in  the  imple- 
mentation of  adequate  pension  levels  for 
widows  and  those  who  are  disabled. 

I  say  to  you  frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
say  to  the  minister,  that  his  answer  with 
regard  to  my  question  was  totally  inadequate. 
It  is  not  nearly  good  enough,  some  seven 
months  after  the  initial  question  to  his  pre- 
decessor, after  he  had  indicated  that  there 
were  going  to  be  changes  made,  to  say  that 
he  is  still  studying  the  matter,  that  it  is  still 
on  his  desk;  that  at  some  point  he  will  be 
making  recommendations  to  the  cabinet  and 
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that    maybe    we    will    see    changes   sometime 
over  the  smiimer,  or  maybe  not  until  the  fall. 

The  cost  of  living  has  affected  every  single 
person  in  the  province  and  it  has  affected 
those  who  are  in  receipt  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation benefits,  both  disability  and  pen- 
sion. I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  it  is  time 
he  recognized  that  though  he  may  well  see 
that  there  are  changes  necessary  in  the  mini- 
mum wage  and  though  he  may  well  personal- 
ly understand  that  there  should  be  changes 
to  the  WCB  benefits,  that  we  can  no  longer 
afford  to  procrastinate,  that  we  can't  afford 
to  inflict  upon  people,  whose  incomes  are 
insufficient  to  say  the  least- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  has  about 
30  seconds. 

Mr.  Deans:  Fine. 

We  cannot  afford  to  inflict  on  those  people 
an  additional  waiting  period,  given  the  tre- 
mendous inflationary  spiral  that  we  are  all 
feeling  the  pinch  of.  I  want  to  suggest  to  the 
minister  that  he  has  between  now  and  Friday, 
or  maybe  even  until  next  Wednesday  or  next 
Friday,  in  which  to  make  a  statement  which 
clearly  indicates  the  intention  of  the  govern- 
ment to  alter  the  pension  levels  and  to  pro- 


vide adequate  pension  levels  for  the  people 
in  this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  may  now 
respond  for  a  period  of  five  minutes  if  he 
wishes. 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  My  response  will 
not  be  very  long.  I  am  aware  of  the  prob- 
lem that  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 
raises  and  my  predecessor  was  likewise  aware 
of  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  quit. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  accept  the  rebuke 
the  member  has  given.  The  matter  has  been 
on  my  desk.  I  have  now  completed  my  review 
of  it.  All  I  can  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  I  am 
very  hopeful  the  announcement  will  be  made 
soon  as  to  what  provision  we  are  planning  to 
make  for  the  people  who  are  giving  the  mem- 
ber for  Wentworth  concern  and,  sir,  the 
people  who  are  giving  the  government  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  concern. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  standing  orders,  I  now  deem  a 
motion  to  adjourn  to  have  been  carried. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:55  o'clock,  p.m. 


CONTENTS 


Tuesday,  June  18,  1974 

Assessment  Act,  bill  to  amend,  reported  3405 

Royal  assent  to  certain  bills,  the  Honomrable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 3424 

Debate  re  answers  to  oral  questions,  Mr.  Deans,  Mr.  MacBeth  3425 

Adjournment     3426 


No.  84 


Ontario 


HegiiSlature  of  Ontario 

Bebateg 


OFFICIAL  REPORT  —  DAILY  EDITION 


Fourth  Session  of  the  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature 


Thursday,  June  20, 1974 

Afternoon  Session 


Speaker:  Honourable  Allan  Edward  Reuter 
Clerk:  Roderick  Lewis,  QC 


THE  QUEEN'S  PRINTER 

PARLIAMENT  BUILDINGS,   TORONTO 

1974 


10 


Price  per  session,  $10.00.  Address,  Clerk  of  the  House,  Parliament  Bldgs.,  Toronto 


CONTENTS 


( Daily  index  of  proceedings  appears  at  back  of  this  issue. ) 


3429 


LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sure  you  have  read, 
sir,  of  the  attack  on  a  young  woman  in  the 
streets  of  the  city  on  June  18  and  also  of 
the  heroic  defence  and  assistance  brought  to 
her  by  two  men  who  happened  to  be  nearby. 
Since  we  too  often  read  about  citizens  who 
pass  on  the  other  side  and  do  not  want  to  get 
involved,  I  know,  sir,  you  would  like  to  joinP 
with  me  in  welcoming  the  two  gentlemen,- 
Mr.  Farley  Faulkner  and  Mr.  Fillip  Kotarski, 
who  are  sitting  under  your  gallery  this  after- 
noon—heroes, in  my  opinion. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transpor- 
tation and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
is  my  pleasure  today  to  introduce  to  you,  and 
through  you  to  the  other  members  of  this 
Legislature,  38  grade  8  students  from  Our 
Lady  of  Lourdes  School  in  Sault  Ste.  Marie, 
who  are  in  the  west  gallery  to  attend  this 
portion  of  our  session.  They  are  under  the 
guidance  of  their  teacher,  Mr.  Troietto.  I 
would  ask  the  members  to  join  with  me  in 
welcoming  them  here. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce:)  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  introduce  to  the  House,  40 
grade  7  and  8  students  from  the  Wingham 
Sacred  Heart  School  in  Wingham;  Mrs. 
O'Malley  is  in  charge.  I  would  like  the  House 
to  give  these  young  people  a  welcome. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 


HOUSING  ACTION  PROGRAMME 
POLICY 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  re- 
port to  the  House  today  on  the  progress  made 
to  date  by  the  Ontario  housing  action  pro- 
gramme. 

OHAP's  objective  is  to  expedite  the  servic- 
ing of  raw  land  in  designated  housing  action 
areas  so  as  to  accelerate  housing  production 
where  it  is  most  needed.  A  second  and  equal- 
ly important  objective  is  to  encourage  the  pro- 
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duction  of  less  expensive  housing  in  action 
aieas. 

When  we  originally  designed  the  Ontario 
housing  action  programme,  we  made  an  initial 
decision  not  to  override  the  local  municipal 
planning  function- 
Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Listen 
to  that! 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —or  the  role  of  the 
private  developer  and  builder.  This  was  a 
pragmatic  decision  based  upon  the  belief 
that  a  co-operative  venture  would  achieve 
more  housing  at  a  faster  pace  than  unilateral 
provincial  action. 

To  encourage  a  housing  partnership  in- 
cluding regional  and  area  municipalities  and 
developers,  the  provincial  government  under- 
took to  do  a  number  of  things. 

Firstly,  we  have  offered  municipalities 
special  financial  assistance  so  that  accelerated 
development  will  not  take  place  a  burden  on 
existing  property  taxpa)ers.  This  assistance 
includes  tax  stabilization  grants  to  absorb  any 
area  municipal  tax  increases  resulting  from 
accelerated  development  in  housing  action 
areas.  Secondly,  we  have  made  available  in- 
terest-free loans  to  regional  municipalities  for 
their  share  of  services  for  new  development. 
Finally,  we  are  providing  grants  to  local  gov- 
ernments for  housing  and  engineering  studies. 
These  initiatives  express  our  fundamental 
commitment  to  local  taxpayers  that  they  will 
not  bear  the  cost  of  new  development. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  provincial  government  has 
made  other  important  changes  in  its  policies 
as  they  affect  housing,  and  I  would  like  to 
bring  them  before  the   House  today. 

Firstly,  provincial  funding  for  future 
schools,  trunk  sewers  and  major  highways  is 
being  put  into  current  budgets  to  speed  up 
and  encourage  new  housing  development. 

Secondly,  population  ceilings  high  enough 
to  permit  accelerated  development  have  been 
included  in  population  allocations  for  major 
urban  areas  recommended  in  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  plan.  While  the  need  for  long- 
range  planning  limits  remains  the  same,  we 
have  removed  any  serious  obstacles  to  short- 
term  building  programmes.  In  York  and  Peel, 
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this  policy  will  permit  us  to  accelerate  de- 
velopment in  a  number  of  housing  action 
areas  without  the  limitations  imposed  by 
previously  identified  population  targets. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The  min- 
ister has  abandoned  the  Toronto-centred  reg- 
ion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Thirdly,  the  pro- 
vincial role  in  the  processing  of  plans  has 
been  streamlined.  We  have  now  approved,  at 
the  provincial  level,  land  for  more  than  90,000 
housing  units,  up  10,000  since  May.  This 
land  is  now  available  and  waiting  for  final 
agreement  between  developers  and  munici- 
palities. 

Fourthly,  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment  (Mr.  W.  Newman),  is  now 
engaged  in  negotiations  with  Metro  Toronto 
and  the  regional  governments  of  Durham  and 
York  regarding  the  construction  of  the  central 
York  servicing  scheme,  which  will  release 
thousands  of  serviced  lots  on  to  the  market 
in  the  immediate  future. 

I  would  like  to  announce  today  that  my 
ministry  is  prepared  to  make  a  significant 
financial  contribution  toward  the  cost  of  this 
scheme,  which  will  probably  do  as  much  to 
moderate  housing  prices  around  the  greater 
Toronto  area  as  any  other  single  project  the 
government  has  undertaken. 

But  we  are  prepared  to  go  further.  Several 
weeks  ago,  I  proposed  to  the  federal  govern- 
ment a  merging  of  their  assisted  home  owner- 
ship programme  with  our  HOME  programme. 
My  proposal  was  designed  to  ensure  that  the 
federal  funding  available  under  AHOP  was 
actually  put  to  use  in  major  Ontario  urban 
centres  where  it  is  most  needed.  The  recent 
federal  announcement  of  increased  house 
price  ceilings  for  eligibility  under  AHOP 
does  not  go  far  enough  for  Ontario. 

We  have  asked  for  a  merger  of  AHOP  and 
HOME  which  would  accentuate  the  favour- 
able features  of  both,  eliminate  competition 
between  two  programmes  having  the  same 
basic  objectives,  reduce  public  confusion  and 
expand  the  assistance  available  to  low-income 
families.  I  have  not  received  a  reply  to  my 
proposal;  nor  have  I  found  in  recent  federal 
government  housing  policy  announcements 
the  programme  initiatives  necessary  to  sustain 
housing  production  in  Ontario.  I  have,  there- 
fore, come  to  the  conclusion  that  we  must 
ourselves  intervene  to  a  greater  extent  in  the 
private  mortgage  market. 

Immediate  action  is  needed  to  reduce  the 
negative  impact  on  housing  starts  and  carry- 
ing costs  resulting  from  the  high  rates  and 


short  supply  of  mortgage  funds.  Clearly,  more 
mortgage  money  must  be  made  available  to 
achieve  provincial  housing  objectives.  The 
HOME  programme  is  already  making  avail- 
able $75  million  in  new  mortgage  funds  to 
help  families  with  incomes  from  $8,000  to 
$14,500  buy  HOME  units.  These  funds  are 
also  a  powerful  incentive  to  builders  to  re- 
spond to  the  programme  and  to  keep  to  pro- 
duction schedules.  A  source  of  additional 
funds  below  prevailing  market  rates  of  inter- 
est is  now  needed  to  support  developer  pro- 
posals for  housing  priced  to  meet  the  $14,500 
to  $20,000  income  range  and  to  help  keep 
carrying  costs  within  acceptable  limits. 

I  would  therefore  like  to  announce  today, 
as  the  fifth  additional  new  provincial  com- 
mitment to  OHAP,  that  our  government  will 
make  available  $58  million  in  this  fiscal 
vear  for  first  mortgages  to  families  with  in- 
comes of  less  than  $20,000,  so  that  they  can 
purchase  accommodation  in  housing  action 
areas. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Yes, 
that's  really  intervening  in  the  private  mort- 
gage money.  That's  a  real  intervention  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  only  1,500  units. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Why  doesn't  the 
member  go  back  and  do  his  arithmetic  and 
listen  for  a  while? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Up  to  $35,000  will 
be  available  to  each  purchaser  at  10.25  per 
cent,  which  is  nearly  two  points  below  cur- 
rent market  rates  of  interest. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  there  is  charity. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
like  to  spoil  the  fun  of  the  members  opposite 
but  they  might  like  to  listen  and  learn  some- 
thing. 

An  hon.  member:  They  will  never  learn 
anything. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  programme  will 
be  administered  by  the  new  Ontario  Mort- 
gage Corp. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  OHAP  has  up 
to  now  concentrated  its  eflForts  on  the  desig- 
nation of  action  areas  covering  large  tracts 
of  land.  As  our  sixth  new  initiative,  I  would 
like  to  advise  the  House  that  we  are  now  in- 
cluding in  OHAP  an  infill  policy  for  serviced 
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and  planned  sites  with  potential  for  250  or 
more  units. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  That  is  the 
most  amusing  thing  that  has  happened  today. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  These  sites  will  be 
eligible  for  designation  as  housing  action 
areas.  There  is  a  potential  for  thousands  of 
units  in  such  areas  in  Metro  Toronto  alone. 

I  believe  provincial  effort  and  resources,  in- 
cluding the  mortgage  financing  already  men- 
tioned, should  bring  many  of  these  sites  into 
early  production,  some  in  1974,  but  most  in 
1975.  Much  of  this  potential  is  urgently 
needed  multiple  rental  accommodation.  An 
infill  programme  of  this  kind  will  provide  an 
additional  opportunity  for  urban  municipali- 
ties to  participate  fully  in  OHAP.  Considering 
our  basic  programme  and  the  six  new  initi- 
atives I  have  mentioned  today,  the  sense  of 
provincial  commitment  to  OHAP  has,  I  be- 
lieve, been  fully  demonstrated. 

Mr.   Cassidy:    Some   would  question   that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Turning  now  to  the 
response  of  the  private  developers,  who  are 
a  major  partner  in  OHAP,  we  have  asked  for 
specific  price  concessions  as  the  requirement 
for  participation  in  accelerated  development. 

Regarding  the  home  ownership  part  of  the 
programme,  we  have  requested  land  for  10 
per  cent  of  dwellings  for  the  HOME  pro- 
gramme; 30  per  cent  of  units  for  families  with 
incomes  in  the  $14,500  to  $20,000  range; 
and  additional  price  stabilization  measures  on 
the  remaining  60  per  cent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  the  upper  crust. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  lots  for  the 
HOME  programme  will  be  sold  to  OHC  at 
a  price  determined  by  a  book  value  formula, 
resulting  in  a  substantial  saving  to  the  prov- 
ince and  the  ultimate  consumer.  We  hope 
that  the  income  mix  for  OHAP  production 
can  be  fiirther  shifted  toward  the  needs  of 
low  and  moderate  incomes  in  the  next  year. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Further  shifted?  The  govern- 
ment hasn't  begun. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  For  rental  units 
within  housing  action  areas,  I  am  asking  de- 
velopers to  make  special  efforts  to  provide 
their  units  to  lower-income  families  in  an 
integrated  programme,  using  both  rent  sup- 
plement and  limited  dividend  features.  Mort- 
gage funding  at  below-market  rates  will  also 
be  available  for  these  projects  in  housing  ac- 
tion areas  under  terms  that  I  intend  to  an- 
nounce shortly. 


Mr.   Cassidy:   At   10.5  to   10.75  per  cent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Generally  speaking, 
the  private  development  industry  has  re- 
sponded well  to  our  initiatives.  We  now  have 
44  proposals  from  23  developers,  covering 
nearly  175,000  \mits. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  oh. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  These  units  are 
spread  over  a  considerable  period  of  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh! 

Hon.    Mr.   Handleman:    But   specific   com- 
mitments   have    already    been    received    for 
more  than  33,000  units  over  the  next  three 
years- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Three  years? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —and  I  anticipate 
we  will  receive  more  of  these  in  the  next 
several  weeks. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  agreements  has 
the  minister  got? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  OHAP  is  primarily 
a  short-term  programme  and  we  have  been 
asking  developers  for  agreements  on  produc- 
tion over  the  next  three  years. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  agreements  has 
he  got? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  But  developers  are 
looking  for  longer-term  commitments. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  agreements? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  They  are  convinced 
that  land  prices  can  be  further  reduced  and 
the  income  targets  more  adequately  served  if 
assured  production  schedules  are  extended 
over  a  longer  period  of  time. 

Certainly  one  of  the  contributing  factors  to 
house  price  increases  has  been  the  uneven 
pace  of  development.  Developers  and  build- 
ers have  been  virtually  invited  to  take  short- 
term  profits  and  to  add  on  the  cost  of  un- 
certainty to  their  prices. 

Mr.   Cassidy:  That's  Tory  free  enterprise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  think  it  de- 
sirable to  reverse  this  trend.  We  are  there- 
fore considering  long-term  production  agree- 
ments to  flatten  out  the  production  peaks  and 
valleys,  eliminate  cyclical  excess  demand  and 
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promote  more  eflBcient  use  of  capital,  labour 
and  materials. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  have  been  asking  for 
that  for  20  years. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  am  convinced 
that  we  will  get  better  prices  for  the  con- 
sumer if  developers  and  builders  can  count 
on  sustained  production.  Many  of  the  de- 
velopers are  giving  us  the  concessions  we 
need  to  bring  housing  prices  into  line  with 
incomes.  The  proposals  include  land  for 
12,500  HOME  units  to  date.  We  estimate 
the  total  reduction  in  prices  for  this  land 
to  be  nearly  $65  million  or  an  average  of 
more  than  $5,000  per  unit. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  cost?  What  is  the 
total  price? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Although  these 
figures  are  certainly  encouraging,  we  are  still 
not  completely  satisfied  with  the  developer 
response.  We  want  a  greater  effort  from  some 
developers  to  shift  the  mix  of  housing  in 
favour  of  the  low-income  families.  We  also 
want  more  production  brought  forward  into 
1974  and  1975  because  the  schedule  for  de- 
velopment can  be  just  as  important  as  the 
final  price,  as  far  as  impact  on  the  market  is 
concerned. 

In  addition,  a  few  of  the  largest  developers 
have  yet  to  submit  proposals. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  can  only  say  at 
this  point  that  participation  in  our  progranmie 
will  certainly  help  die  developer  to  expedite 
planning  approvals  and  servicing  for  his 
land. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  This  incentive 
should  be  sufiicient  to  offset  the  price  reduc- 
tions we  require  to  meet  our  income  targets. 

Having  reviewed  with  the  members  the 
provincial  agreement  and  developer  response 
to  OHAP- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  agreements  has 
the  minister  got? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —I  would  now  like 
to  focus   our   attention  on  the  third  OHAP 
partner- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  he  tell  us? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —namely  local  gov- 
enmient.    The    response    from   both    regional 


and  area  municipalities  has  been  mixed  and 
the  progress  generally  slow.  Regrettably,  the 
mayor  of  Scarborough  has  shown  us  no  co- 
operation. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  What 
about  Etobicoke? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Some  municipalities, 
like  Brampton,  Mississauga,  Whitb\-,  New- 
castle, Thimder  Bay,  Cumberland,  Gloucester, 
Goulboum,  Nepean,  Markham,  Dundas  and 
Sault  Ste.  Marie  have  been  generally  positive 
in  their  initial  response.  We  are  now  looking 
to  them  for  the  detailed  commitment  to 
developer  proposals  that  will  expedite  de- 
velopment in  the  housing  action  areas. 

Many  of  the  remaining  municipalities  we 
have  talked  to  have  yet  to  respond  to  the 
programme  in  specific  terms. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  bring  the  members  of  the 
House  up  to  date,  I  am  tabling  in  the  Legis- 
lature today  a  detailed  summary  of  the  status 
of  our  negotiations  with  local  governments 
and  developers,  by  region.  These  reports 
refer  specifically  to  the  actions  needed  to  ex- 
pedite new  development.  I  am  also  making 
available  maps  outlining  both  the  housing 
action  areas  we  would  like  to  see  covered 
by  developer  and  local  governments  and 
those  which  have  been  identified  by  munic- 
ipalities to  date.  I  should  also  emphasize 
that  the  full  benefits  offered  under  OHAP 
are  available  only  to  those  developers  and 
municipalities  who  have  met  our  terms  with- 
ing  housing  action  areas. 

There  are  many  reasons  for  delay  at  the 
local  level.  Commitments  to  slow  growth 
policies,  negative  attitudes  to  low-  and 
moderate-income  housing,  the  restructuring 
of  local  government  and  demands  for  addi- 
tional financial  support  have  been  among 
those  most  commonly  expressed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure,  blame  the  municipali- 
ties. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  In  many  cases 
housing  action  proposals  will  direct  and 
shape  development  patterns  for  the  next 
10  years  or  more.  I  can  appreciate  that  long- 
term  commitments  such  as  these  may  be 
diflBcult  to  make.  Some  local  government 
hesitation  is  imderstandable.  But  new  hous- 
ing must  go  somewhere. 

It  is  unrealistic  for  local  goverrmients  to 
talk  about  the  need  for  more  affordable  hous- 
ing without  also  accepting  their  fair  share 
of  it.  Some  municipal  leaders  seem  to  think 
that  it's  okay  to  have  more  low-priced  hous- 
ing as   long  as   it's  not  in  their   own  back- 
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yards.  If  we  are  going  to  bring  the  cost  of 
housing  back  into  line  with  family  incomes, 
we  need  firm  municipal  commitments  to  the 
programme  and  we  need  them  now.  De- 
cisions to  proceed  with  1974  production  must 
be  made  in  the  next  few  weeks,  otherwise 
much  of  the  1974  building  season  will  be 
lost. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  catching  on  to 
that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  government  is  aggra- 
vating the  problem. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Coming  to  mind,  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  In  the  last  four 
months,  we  have  expended  a  great  deal  of 
time  seeking  out  municipalities  and  attempt- 
ing to  interest  them  in  our  programme.  We 
have  taken  our  message  to  27  area  munic- 
ipalities and  eight  regional  governments  and 
we  have  consulted  with  each  of  them  on 
the  designation  of  housing  action  areas  and 
production  targets.  Now  I  am  asking  those 
who  have  not  responded  yet  to  come  to  us. 
I  am  looking  for  immediate  municipal  under- 
takings to  implement  the  programme,  in- 
cluding the  designation  of  specific  areas  and 
targets  and  a  commitment  to  do  what  is 
necessary  to  meet  low-  and  moderate-income 
requirements. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  long  is  the  minister  pre- 
pared to  wait? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman :  In  other  words,  I  am 
asking  for  the  same  degree  of  response  and 
commitment  from  local  governments  as  we 
are  getting  from  the  private  developers  and 
that  we  are  providing  ourselves  as  a  prov- 
ince. I  believe  municipalities  will  recognize 
their  responsibilities  and  respond  to  them 
quickly  and  fairly.  But  if  I  am  v^rong,  we 
will  have  to  consider  other  approaches. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  many  agreements  does 
the  minister  have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  in- 
tend to  make  a  further  report  on  the  extent 
and  nature  of  municipal  response  to  OHAP 
within  the  next  three  weeks. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  agreements  has 
the  minister  got? 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  many  signed  agreements 
can  he  table?  These  are  not  agreements; 
these  are  proposals. 


REPORTS  ON  LEAD  POLLUTION 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
correct  come  erroneous  information  con- 
tained in  this  morning's  Globe  and  Mail  on 
a  meeting  of  the  Toronto  Board  of  Health. 

Mr.  Levvds:  This  is  just  a  prelude;  wait 
until  we  see  what  is  coming. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  The  article  said  that 
the  members  of  the  Toronto  Board  of  Health 
received  a  report  on  lead  pollution  after 
being  tipped  ofiF  by  me.  Aid.  Dan  Heap  was 
quoted  as  saying  that  he  was  told  of  the 
information  in  a  letter  from  me.  Aid.  Anne 
Johnston,  chairman  of  the  board  of  health, 
indicated  also  that  information  had  not  been 
made  available  to  the  members  of  the  board 
of  health. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Who  was  the 
fellow  the  minister  tipped  off? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  tbe 

letter  that  Aid.  Heap  referred  to  was  sent 
not  to  him  but  to  Mr.  E.  Doyle,  secretary, 
Toronto  Board  of  Health  on  May  14.  The 
letter  did  mention  an  interim  report  that  had 
been  released  by  a  special  committee  of 
medical  and  technical  specialists  in  January, 
1974.  The  report  was  entitled,  "Interim  Re- 
port on  Lead  in  the  Environment  in  the 
Vicinity  of  Secondary  Lead  Smelters  in 
Toronto." 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  March  20  a 
letter  was  sent  to  Aid.  Anne  Johnston  from 
C.  J.  MacFarlane,  then  director  of  the  air 
management  branch,  in  which  the  same  re- 
port was  mentioned  and  the  fact  that  it  had 
been  sent  to  Dr.  George  Moss. 

This  letter  was  sent  to  Aid.  Johnston  by 
Mr.  MacFarlane  because  the  ministry  was 
concerned  there  might  be  a  breakdown  in 
communications  between  my  ministry  and 
the  board  of  health.  This  letter  listed  the 
various  reports,  the  date  they  were  sent  and 
to  whom. 

Going  further  back,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  March 
14  a  letter  was  sent  to  Aid.  Heap  pointing 
out  that  an  error  had  been  made  in  the 
dustfall  data  in  the  report  entitled,  "Air 
Quality  in  the  Vicinity  of  Canada  Metal  and 
Toronto  Refiners  and  Smelters,  Toronto,  On- 
tario." The  same  letter  refers  to  the  interim 
report  that  Aid.  Heap  claims  not  to  have 
seen.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  quite  evident 
that  Mrs.  Johnston  and  Mr.  Heap  were  well 
aware  of  the  report  as  far  back  as  March. 

I  do  not  know  what  advantage  Aid.  John- 
ston   and    Heap    hope    to    gain    from    their 
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public  statements.  But  in  an  effort  to  clear 
up  any  misunderstanding  and  deal  fairly 
with  this  matter,  I  would  like  to  table  the 
correspondence  to  which  I  have  just  referred. 

Hon.     W.     D.     McKeough     (Minister     of 
Energ)^):  Shame! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  an  attack  on  people  who 
cannot  defend  themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  is  chok- 
ing on  that. 


MINING  TAX  ACT 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
my  budget  statement  I  proposed  measures  to 
secure  tor  the  people  of  Ontario  a  higher 
return  from  our  mineral  rescources.  A  parallel 
objective  was  to  ensure  that  companies  oper- 
atiiig  in  Ontario  remain  internationally  com- 
petitive and  enjoy  strong  incentives  to  expand 
exploration,  development  and  processing  in 
this  province. 

A  number  of  the  tax  changes  I  proposed 
for  mining  companies  are  included  in  the 
Corporations  Tax  Act,  already  before  the 
House.  Today  I'm  introducing  the  balance  of 
these  changes  in  the  form  of  amendments  to 
the  Mining  Tax  Act.  At  budget  time,  it  was 
estimated  that  the  net  impact  of  these 
changes  would  have  increased  provincial 
revenues  from  the  mining  industry  by  $50 
million,  from  $75  million  in  1973  to  $125 
million  in  1974. 

This  estimate  was  based  on  the  best  data 
available  to  us  prior  to  the  budget.  The 
mining  industry  is  experiencing  strong  earn- 
ings growth  this  year,  and  more  recent  fore- 
casts indicate  higher  revenues  than  had  been 
predicted. 

The  graduated  mining  tax  rates  incorpor- 
ated in  the  bill  I  am  tabling  today  capture  a 
fair  share  of  this  increase  in  profits.  If  present 
profit  trends  continue,  the  new  tax  policies  I 
am  proposing  would  generate  an  estimated 
$202  million  in  mining  tax  and)  income  tax 
to  the  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Say  that  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  said  $202  million. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  Treasurer  mean  $202 
million  and  not  $125  million? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes.  I  now  estimate  that 
the    new    mining   tax    after   new   processing 


allowances  would  yield  $144  million  in  1974 
compared  to  $45  million  produced  in  1973. 
The  amendments  to  the  Mining  Tax  Act 
establish  a  new  graduated  rate  structure, 
rising  to  40  per  cent  on  profits'  in  excess  of 
$40  million.  In  addition,  a  number  of  im- 
portant incentives  are  providied  to  encourage 
the  growth  and  development  of  the  mining 
indlistry  in  Ontario. 

{First,  it  allows  the  disaggregation  of  new 
mines  for  the  purpose  of  calculating  the  min^ 
ing  tax.  In  effect,  this  allows  new  mining  in- 
vestment to  earn  its'  way  up  to  the  marginal 
rate  structure.  This  will  encourage  new  min- 
ing investment  and  will  provide  equal  tax 
treatment  to  all  companies  in  respect  of 
future  mining  operations  in  Ontario. 

Second,  the  depreciation  allowance  will'  be 
increased  from  15  per  cent  to  30  per  cent  on 
new  mining  assets  acquired  after  April'  9, 
1974,  as  a  further  incentive  to  encourage  the 
expansion  and  modernization  of  Ontario  min^ 
ing  operations. 

Third,  to  increase  exploration  and  develop- 
ment activities  in  the  province,  all  pre- 
production  expenses  will  be  allowed  as  a  de- 
duction in  computing  the  mining  tax. 

During  the  past  six  months,  the  province 
has  developed  comprehensive  draft  regula- 
tions fully  detailing  the  provisions  of  the  Min- 
ing Tax  Act.  These  proposed  regulations 
would  increase  the  processing  allowances  in 
a  number  of  ways: 

By  encouraging  the  refining  of  ores  in 
Ontario. 

By  establishing  a  new  incentive  category  to 
promote  further  processing  in  northern  On- 
tario beyond  the  prime  metal  stage. 

The  processing  allowance  would  be  applied 
when  capital  works  are  constructed,  thus 
paralleling  capital  cost  allowance  provisions. 

Mining  companies  would  no  longer  be  able 
to  reduce  their  tax  in  respect  of  processing 
facilities  outsidei  of  Canada. 

These  features  wiU  strengthen  the  base  of 
Ontario's  mining  industry,  encourage  new  inr 
vestment  and  expansion,  and  provide  in- 
creased economic  benefits  to  the  north. 

(Now,  sir,  the  statement  has  a  chart  here 
which  I  am  going  to  attempt  to  verbalize. 

•The  processing  allowances  imder  the  past 
system  provided  for  an  eight  per  cent  offset 
for  processing  outside  of  Canada  and  pro- 
vided eight  per  cent  to  the  concentrating 
stage  in  Canada;  16  per  cent  cumulative  to 
the  smelting  stage;  20  per  cent  cumulative  to 
the  refining  stage  in  Canada,  on  the  value  of 
processing  assets  in  use. 
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Under  the  new  system  the  rate  will'  be  zero 
outside!  of  Canada,  while  for  the  rest  of 
Canada  it  will  be  the  same  at  eight,  16  and 
20  per  cent,  and  for  northern  Ontario  it  will 
be  eight  per  cent  for  concentrating,  16  per 
cent  cumulative  for  smelting,  up  from  20  to 
30  per  cent  cumulative  for  refining,  and  for 
further  processing  up  to  35  per  cent  in 
northern  Ontario  alone.  These  are  applied  on 
the  value  of  processing  assets  as  constructed, 
as  indeed  is  the  case  with  capital  cost  allow- 
ances for  federal  and  provincial'  corporation 
income  tax  purposes. 

Mr.  Speaker,  Ontario's  revised  tax  structure 
for  the  mining  industry  is  fair  to  everyone.  It 
will  result  in  an'  increase  in  Ontario's  total 
tax  revenues  from  the  mining  industry  of  more 
than  $125  million,  from  $75  million  in  1973 
to  $202  million  in  1974.  It  will-  enable  the 
industry  to  enjoy  good  rates  of  return  on  in^ 
vestment  and  it  will  induce  additional  indus- 
trial development  in  northern  Ontario. 

It  has  been  designed  to  take  into  account 
explicitly  the  federal  government's  tax  policy 
for  mines,  as  announced  by  the  Minister  of 
Finance  in  August,  1970.  The  intent  and  re- 
sult of  that  federal  policy  was'  to  leave  to  the 
provinces  the  final  determination  of  the  total 
tax  burden  on  the  mining  industry. 

I  believe  the  proposals  in  the  recent  federal 
budget  which  would  have  increased  the  tax 
burden  on  this  industry,  after  the  province 
had  already  determined  the  appropriate  total 
tax  burden  in  keeping  with  the  existing  rules, 
displayed  a  lack  of  understanding.  This  cre- 
ated a  round  of  uncertainty  in  this  important 
industry,  which  could  have  retarded  the  ex- 
pansion we  anticipate  in  Ontario.  It  is  for- 
tunate that  these  measures  were  rejected  by 
the  House  of  Commons. 

The  bill  I  am  introducing  today  represents 
an  equitable,  comprehensive  and  rational  tax 
policy  for  the  mining  industry. 


GRAND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  and  the  hon. 
members  are  aware,  I  recently  announced  the 
appointment  of  Dr.  A.  D.  Booth,  president 
of  Lakehead  University,  to  investigate  certain 
aspects  of  flooding  which  occurred  on  the 
Grand  River  and  caused  considerable  damage 
there. 

In  the  course  of  the  first  public  hearings 
into  this  matter  on  Monday  of  this  week,  in 
the  city  of  Cambridge,  questions  were  raised 
about  the  form  of  inquiry  as  an  appropriate 
instrument  to  pursue  these  matters. 


In  the  light  of  these  questions,  I  have 
been  in  consultation  with  my  colleague,  the 
Attorney  General  (Mr.  Welch),  and  I  wish  to 
advise  the  House  that  some  uncertainty  as 
to  the  legal  position  and  as  to  the  necessity 
of  appointing  a  commission  under  the  Public 
Inquiries  Act  has  yet  to  be  finally  resolved. 

However,  I  am  hopeful  that  the  hearings 
can  be  reconvened  early  next  week,  and  as 
soon  as  the  legal  situation  is  clarified  I  shall 
be  in  touch  with  those  responsible  for  the  in- 
quiry to  expedite  resumption  at  the  earliest 
possible  date. 


ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT  OF 
NORTHWESTERN  ONTARIO 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  Monday 
my  colleague,  the  Minister  without  Portfolio 
in   our  ministry,    (Mr.   Irvine),  outlined  our 
programme  to   improve  local  government  in 
northern  Ontario. 

Today  I  should  like  to  give  the  House  some 
details  of  a  companion  programme  in  which 
10  ministries  are  initiating  special  projects  to 
encourage  economic  development  in  north- 
western Ontario. 

These  activities  manifest  the  government's 
commitment  to  make  a  special  effort  to  im- 
prove the  economy  and  living  standards  of 
northern  Ontario  through  our  programmes 
and  through  joint  programmes  with  the  fed- 
eral and  municipal   governments. 

Members  will  recall  that  I  signed  a  federal- 
provincial  agreement  at  Thunder  Bay  on  Mav 
31,  under  which  our  two  governments  will 
spend  $42  million  over  the  next  three  years 
on  projects  to  improve  the  economic  base  of 
this  region. 

This  year  we  have  provided  an  additional 
$9.3  million  in  our  regional  priority  budget 
for  northwestern  Ontario;  this  money  will  be 
used  on  28  specific  projects  which  are  over 
and  above  the  normal  commitments  of  minis- 
tries to  this  important  region. 

Full  details  of  the  programme  are  set  out 
in  a  folder  which  we  are  making  available  to 
all  members  of  the  House.  We  will  be  dis- 
tributing this  material  to  local  councils,  com- 
munity organizations  and  visitors  to  the 
Canadian  Lakehead  Exhibition,  which  opens 
at  Thunder  Bay  on  Saturday. 

The  regional  priority  budget  for  northwest- 
ern Ontario  was  initiated  last  year  when  we 
provided  an  additional  $2.4  million  for  extra 
road  construction,  airport  equipment  and 
special  surveys. 
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With  the  much-expanded  programme  this 
year,  we  are  able  also  to  meet  more  of  the 
social  and  cultural  nee;ls  of  citizens  in  the 
north  with  consumer  education,  library  facili- 
ties and  training  of  native  people  in  policing 
and  probationary  services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  need  for  these  people- 
oriented  programmes  was  emphasized  by 
many  citizens  during  the  recent  visit  to  north- 
western Ontario  by  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  (Mrs.  Birch)  and  the 
ministers  in  that  policy  field. 

In  developing  these  programmes,  we  have 
worked  closely  with  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources,  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  and  the  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services  (Mr.  Brunelle), 
and  their  personal  interest  is  reflected  in  the 
range  of  programmes  that  they  are  initiating. 

Many  of  the  initiatives  we  are  taking  this 
year  will  be  extended  or  expanded  as  the 
needs  of  the  region  are  developed  in  the 
future.  These  initiatives  are  the  emanation 
of  our  Design  for  Development  programme, 
which  is  most  advanced  in  northwestern  On- 
tario, and  they  provide  further  proof  of  this 
government's  commitment  to  northern  de- 
velopment. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  And  from 
prodding  by  the  opposition. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  A  great 
day  for— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  A  great  day  for  northern 
Ontario. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  a  point  of  personal  privilege,  before 
the  oral  questions,  if  I  may. 

Sir,  there  are  some  serious  allegations  in 
this  morning's  Globe  and  Mail  referring  to 
myself,  the  government  and  the  Ontario  Pro- 
vincial Police.  I  rise  to  say  they  are  com- 
pletely false. 

The  first  allegation  is  that  I  have  certain 
confidential  government  documents.  I  have 
no  such  documents.  I  have  brought  here  to 
the  House  today  every  document  and  every 
piece  of  paper  that  I  brought  back  from  my 
trip,  and  anyone  in  the  gallery  or  in  the 
House  is  welcome  to  see  them. 

I  believe  the  document  that  so  excited  the 
man  who  jumped  to  all  the  conclusions  is 
this  "Police  Guide  to  Organized  Crime."  If 
he  had  taken  the  trouble  to  open  the  first 
page,  he  would  have  seen  it  is  for  sale  from 
the  superintendent  of  documents  in  Wash- 
ington. 


The  second  allegation  is  that  there  was 
some  deal  made  between  myself  and  the 
government  whereby  they  are  going  to  feed 
me  questions  that  are  to  be  asked. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Held  (Rainy  River):  The  mem- 
ber has  sold  out. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  anyone  in  this  House 
knows  how  ludicrous  and  ridiculous  this  is. 

Mr.  Reid:  They  want  to  make  him  chief 
coroner. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Not  only  is  there  no  such 
deal,  no  one  on  the  government  side  or  any- 
where else  has  ever  approached  me  to  make 
any  such  suggestion.  I  think,  sir,  if  you  will 
allow  me,  I  will  briefly  explain  the  circum- 
stances of  the  trip. 

I  was  approached  some  two  months  ago 
by  a  Mr.  Wendland  from  the  Detroit  News 
with  information  that  there  were  connections 
between  organized  criminals  in  Detroit  and 
Toronto.  He  invited  me  to  come  to  Detroit 
and  look  into  this.  I  asked  the  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral (Mr.  Kerr),  since  I  was  going  down,  if 
it  possibly  could  be  coincided  with  a  visit  by 
one  of  their  officers.  I  thought  it  would  be  of 
mutual  advantage,  both  to  me  and  to  them, 
to  get  whatever  information  I  could  receive. 
The  Solicitor  General  kindly  co-operated  with 
that.  There  was  nothing  mysterious  about  it. 
I  informed  my  caucus  about  it  at  the  time. 

Finally,  sir,  there  are  occasions  when  any- 
one can  go  bonkers,  and  I  presume  that's 
what  happened  with  this  particular  reporter. 
But  surely  there  is  a  responsibility  on  the 
Globe  and  Mail,  which  had  two  reporters  in- 
vestigate this  matter  and  could  not  find  a 
single  shred  of  corroboratory  evidence  to  back 
it  up,  to  do  more  than  just  print  un-backed- 
up  allegations. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Not  like 
the  member. 

An  Hon.  member:  They  have  no  profes- 
sional courtesy. 

Mr.  Singer:  They  might  even  have  read 
parts  of  letters  or  something  like  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Order,  please.  Order. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Finally,  sir,  if  I  may  say  so, 
there  is  a  responsibility  on  all  of  us,  regard- 
less of  party,  to  co-operate  both  with  the 
police  and  with  the  government  on  matters 
involving  crime.  This  is  not  a  matter  that 
divides  any  of  us. 
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Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  if  I  can  do  anything  in 
the  future  to  assist,  I  will  be  glad  to  do  so.  I 
want  to  make  that  quite  clear.  I  don't  feel  I 
have  done  anything  wrong.  I  am  proud  of 
what  I  have  done. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  I  wonder  if 
I  might  interfere  with  the  orders  very  briefly, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  introduce  a  couple  of  visitors 
who  have  just  arrived  in  the  gallery.  Firstly, 
there  is  the  Premier  of  the  State  of  St.  Vin- 
cent, Mr.  Mitchell;  he  is  accompanied  by  Dr. 
Lionel  Thomas,  who  is  a  commissioner  with 
the  Eastern  Caribbean  Commission.  These 
gentlemen  are  visiting  Ontario  and  Toronto. 
They  are  here  to  discuss  other  possibilities 
with  the  government  of  Ontario  but  partially 
to  bring  us  up  to  date  on  some  of  the  activi- 
ties of  people  within  this  province  in  the 
provision  of  a  new  school  facility  on  that  very 
delightful  island.  So,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  behalf 
of  the  members  of  the  House,  I  would  like  to 
welcome  the  Premier  and  his  colleague  here 
on  this  occasion. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  member  for 
Dovercourt  (Mr.  G.  Nixon)  doing  up  there? 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  he  Ontario's  ambassador  to 
the  Caribbean? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  That's  a  good  job.  I'll  take  it, 
I'll  take  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

INDUSTRIAL  PROFIT  LEVELS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier  if  he  would  respond  to  the  figures 
from  Statistics  Canada  that  were  made  public 
overnight  about  industrial  profit  levels  in 
Canada— and  they  must  certainly  pertain  here 
—which  show  that  the  profit  levels  are  at 
least  twice  as  large  in  their  increase  as  the 
increase  in  sales.  Would  he  now  give  some 
serious  consideration  to  establishing  a  forum— 
and  I  would  suggest  a  select  committee  of  the 
members  of  this  House— that  could  meet  dur- 
ing the  summer  recess,  if  there  is  one;  and 
we  expect  that  there  would  be— so  that  they 
can  call  before  them  those  representatives  of 
the  industries  that  have  shown  these  uncon- 
scionable increases  in  profits,  with  an  eye  to 
moderating  the  impact  on  the  consumers  of 
this  province? 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  that  the 
members  opposite  are  officially  on  record  as 
opposing  any  form  of  a  restraint  as  it  relates 
to  either  prices  or  incomes- 
Mrs.  Campbell:  That  isn't  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  in  recognition  of 
the  statement  he  has  made,  I  find  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is 
really   beyond   my    comprehension. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  Premier  is  not  going  to  do 

anything  about  it  again. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  govern- 
ment is  concerned  about  price  increases.  It 
is  concerned  in  particular,  as  we  have  demon- 
strated, about  the  increase  in  the  price  of 
land,  which  the  members  opposite  are  of 
course  attempting  to  ridicule- 
Mr.  Reid:  Oh,  come  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  government  won't  touch 
anything  affecting  the  consumer. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —and  which  the  members 
opposite,   of   course,   do  not  appreciate. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  just  find  the  suggestion 
of  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  to  be  totally 
inconsistent  and  totally  political  in  nature. 
At  least  the  other  opposition  party  is  con- 
sistent about  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  "Put  on  your  sweater.  Turn 
down  the  thermostat."  That  is  the  Premier's 
philosopihy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  don't  put  on  a  sweater. 

Mr.  Singer:  Turn  down  the  thenuostat 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Would  not  the  Premier 

at  least  have  the  intellectual  honesty'  to 
recognize  the  position  that  we  and  the  other 
opposition  party,  the  NDP,  have  taken  with 
respect  to  the  cost  of  petroleum  products 
and  our  call  in  amendments  for  the  last 
three  years  for  the  establishment  oi  a  review 
board  of  this  Legislature?  Surely  he  must 
realize  his  own  credibility  suff^ers  when  he 
makes  such  an  irresponsible  attack,  as  he 
has,  in  response  to  the  deep  and  sincere 
concern  of  everybody  in  this  House  and  cer- 
tainly of  everybody  in  this  province.  He's 
got  to  do  better  than  that  or  he  is  not  doing 
his  job. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  just 
make  a  very  simple  response.  The  position 
of  the  Liberal  Party  on  so  many  issues  over 
the  past  number  of  months— in  fact,  over 
several  years- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  been  perfectly  con- 
sistent. 

Hon.   Mr.   Davis:   —is  totally  inconsistent; 
it  changes  from  week  to  week- 
Mr.  Reid:  Deal  with  the  problems! 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Their  position  on  the 
question  of  price  or  income  control,  the 
question  of  petroleum  products  or  what 
have  you,  is  totally  inconsistent  with  some 
other  things  they  have  said. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perfectly  consistent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary  question: 
Select  committee  of  the  Legislature  aside, 
given  the  reference  of  the  Treasurer  today 
to  the  establishment  of  a  fair  rate  of  return 
in  the  mining  industry— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  said  "good"  rate  of 
return. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  said  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  used  the  word  "good". 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  qualitative  or 
quantitative? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'm  not  sure  the  minister  did, 
in  fact;  he  should  go  back  and  look  at  his 
statement.  Given  his  reference  to  a  rate  of 
return  in  the  mining  industry  which  pre- 
simiably  means  that  one  can  be  established, 
in  light  of  that  declaration  by  the  Treasurer 
and  given  the  StatCan  figures,  would  the 
Premier  consider  the  imposition  provincially 
of  an  excess  profits  tax,  over  and  above  an 
adequate  rate  of  return,  for  companies  doing 
business  m  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
even  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  realizes   how  totally  unrealistic  it  is— 

An  hon.  member:  Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —to  refer  to  a  company 
that  is  doing  business  here.  It  would  have 
to  be  doing  business  here  exclusively;  we 
would  be  dealing  with— 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  not  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  that  is  fine.  We 
would  have  an  excess  profit  tax  here,  but 
they    wouldn't   have   it   in   the   Province   of 


Manitoba,  the  Province  of  Saskatchewan  or 
the  Province  of  British  Columbia.  It's  quite 
obvious— and  this  is  really  the  whole  basis 
of  the  discussion  that's  going  on  at  this 
moment  in  Canada- 
Mr.  Lewis:  We  have  a  corporation  tax  in 
this  province.  We  levy  corporation  taxes  in 
Ontario.  We  can  do  it  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —if  one  wants  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  inflation,  the  question 
of  cost  or  the  question  of  income,  it  has  to 
be  done  on  a  national  basis. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Stop  playing 
games. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Levy  it  against  the  profits. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  And  to  have  this  govern- 
ment involved  in  some  form  of  excess  profits 
tax,  as  it  relates  to  this  single  jurisdiction, 
just  doesn't  make  much  sense. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Premier  cops  out  that 
way  every  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:   What  is  he  talking  about? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier  why  he  isi  so  unconscionably  sensitive 
about  this  matter  when  he  specifically  says  it 
is  a  federal  responsibility,  when  the  go\em>- 
ment  of  Canada's  proposal  for  anti-profiteer- 
ing legislation  was  voted  diown  b\'  both  oppos- 
ition parties  in  the  Parliament  of  Canada- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  it  was  a  nonsense  bill.  It 
was  a  bogus  bill.  It  was  a  piece  of  rubbish. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  So  saysi  he.  So  says  he. 
We  will  see  when  it  is  implemented. 

But  how  can  he  continue  to  say  that  no 
responsibility  lies  with  this  chamber,  or  the 
powers  that  this  chamber  can  confer  on  this 
government? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Surely  he  cannot  reject 
that  as  a  basic  responsibility  in  his  answers? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  will  paralj-se  this 
country. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  happen  to 
believe  in  the  integrity  of  this  countn'  in  its 
confederated!  sense,  and  for  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  to  attempt  to  draw  a  red)  herring 
into  this  issue  when  he  andl  his  party  ha\e  no 
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real'  concern  about  trying  to  find!  effective 
ways  to  dieal  with  inflation,  I  find  it  is  com- 
pletely contradictor)'. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Red  herring? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  the  pot  calling  the 
kettle  black. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  has  no  con- 
cern. He  will  not  use  his  powers.  Why  doesn't 
he- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  government  not  set  a 
corporation  tax  on  the  corporations  based  on 
the  profit  generated  in  Ontario? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Of  course,  every  diay. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  what  is  inconsistent  with 
asking  the  Premier  to  impose  an  excess  profits 
tax  on  those  same  profits?  Doni't  talk  nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  How  about  a  90-day 
pause? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  the  answer  to  that 
is  relatively  simple,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  we 
are  dealing  with  Canadian  corporatiolns  where 
one  then  has  to  distinguish  the  degree  of 
profit  in  one  jurisdiction  in  this  country  vis- 
a-vis another,  and  they  talk  about  excess. 
They  say  excess  over  what?  Well,  it  doesn't 
make  any  senise. 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  they  do  it  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  do  it  everyi  diay  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  Premier  dbesn't  do  any- 
thing, so  he  cops  out  completely. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Do  it  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member's  father  is  in 
favour  of  a  90-dlay  pause. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Who  is  in  favour  of  a  90-day 
pause?    Watch    those    slanders. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Ordier,  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Surely  the  Premier  would  understand  that 
other  provinces  have  accepted  this  respon- 
sibility, saying,  as  they  often  do,  that  it  is 
shared!  with  the  government  of  Canada?  Why 
cannot  we  take  at  feast  some  steps  ini  the 
Legislature  here  in  Ontario  at  least  to  move 
as  far  as  other  provincial)  jurisdictions  have 
already  moved'?  They  have  blazed  the  trail. 
They  have  shown  how  it  can  be  done.  Why 
cannot  we  follo\v  at  least  that  distance? 


Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  only 
say  this,  this  government  never  follows  be- 
hind any  jurisdiction  in  Canada  in  matters  of 
importance. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look  at  the  oil  companies.  Look 
at  the  food  companies. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  only  people  we  find 
lagging  behind  when'  we  are  attempting  to 
do  something,  such  as  on  the  land  specula- 
tion tax,  are  the  members  of  the  oflBdal  op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Who's  lagging  behind? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Boy,  he 
sure  knows  how  to  hurt  a  person. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  They  know  they  are  lag- 
ging behind. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


ORGANIZED  CRIME  IN  ONTARIO 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Solicitor  General  if  he  is  prepared  to  add  to 
the  information  given  to  the  House  by  the 
member  for  High  Park,  having  to  db  with  the 
possible  availability  of  information  to  the 
member  or  to  anyone  else,  from  the  police 
forces  over  which  he  has  control?  Has  he 
any  specific  programme  which  can  be  indi- 
cated to  us  in  the  Legislature,  that  is  work- 
ing to  bring  the  organized'  criminal  forces  in 
this  particular  province  undler  some  control? 
Does  he  believe  that  other  jurisdictions  are 
doing  a  better  job  and  can'  he  indicate  what 
he  is  going  to  do  in'  order  to  improve  the 
situation  here? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  far  as  criminal*  activities  are  con^ 
cemed  in  Ontario,  it  is  my  opinion  that  they 
are  under  control.  They  are  under  continuous 
surveillance  and  the  police— municipal  police, 
the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  force  and,  in 
some  cases,  the  RCMP— have  the  matter  under 
control  and  have  the  whole  problem  undier 
control.  As  far  as  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park's  statement  is  concerned,  I  really,  haven't 
got  anything  further  to  add  to.  what  has 
already  been  in  the  newspaper  and  said  in 
this  House.  The  hon.  member  travelled  to 
Michigan  with  two  members  of  the  OPP. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  Nort^):  Who 
paid  their  fares? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  paid  his  ovvii  \Vay,  I 
understand.  He  was  not  shown  arty  cJdftfi- 
deiitial  or  restricted  information  whatsoerer— 
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Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —nor  was  he  toldi  anything 
that  was  considiered  confidential.  He  met  a 
number  of  people.  He  really  talked'  with 
Michigan  state  police  and,  I  understand, 
Detroit  police  representatives,  and  then  re- 
turnedi  to  Ontario.  It  is  my  understanding 
that  he  was  not  given  any  documents  that 
would  be  considered  confidential  or  restricted, 
or  which  he  should  not  be  in  possession  of  at 
this  time  or  any  time,  and  I  think  that  really 
there  has  been  nothing  improper  here.  As  I 
indicated  earlier,  if  any  members  of  this 
House  wanted  to  take  a  similar  trip  and 
arrangements  could  be  made  with  the  US 
police  forces  in  that  state  or  any  other  state, 
this  could!  be  done  at  any  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Privileged 

information- 
Mr.   Renwick:   The  member  for  Lambton 

(Mr.  Henderson). 

Mr.  Singer:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
How  does  the  Solicitor  General  know  what 
was  shown  to  the  member  for  High  Park? 
How  does  he  know  that  no  confidential  in- 
formation was  given  to  him?  How  does  the 
minister  justify— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Because  the  hon.  member 
for  High  Park  said  so. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Well,  don't  trust  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  —or  does  he  oare  to  justify  the 
absolute  contradiction— 

An  hon.  member:  Whoops!  Pardon? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Hey! 

Mr.  Singer:  —between  the  remarks  in  the 
Globe  and  Mail  and  the  remarks  made  by 
the  hon.  member? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Wait. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Withdraw. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  indirectly  impugning  the  honour  of  the 
member  for  High  Park? 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A 
point  of  order,  did  you  get  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park.  ^ 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  already 
given  my  word  I  was  given  no  confidential 
information  or  documents.  The  member  from 


the  Liberal  Party  says  he  does  not  trust  my 
word.  I  ask  him  to  take  that  back. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  is  indirectly  doing  the  same  thing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Exactly. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member 
for  Essex-Kent  says  he  does  not  accept  my 
word. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  very 
point,  I  did  not  impugn  the— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Our  colleague  did. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  for  Essex-Kent 
said  "Don't  trust  him." 

Mr.  Renwick:  Indirectly,  the  member  for 
Downsview  is  doing  the  same. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  has  sug- 
gested to  me  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Essex-Kent  made  a  certain  allegation.  I  didn't 
hear  it  but  if  the  hon.  member  did  say  it  I 
would  ask  him  to  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  heard  it. 

Mr.  Ruston:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  probably 
it  would  be  shown  in  Hansard,  I  did  make  a 
statement  that  I  didn't  necessarily  trust  his— 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  said  "Don't  trust 
him." 

Mr.  Ruston:  All  right,  "Don't  trust  him." 
The  member  has  the  report  of  the  Globe  and 
Mail;  is  he  not  trusting  that  man,  too,  then? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Does  the  member  withdraw 
it  or  not? 

Mr.  Ruston:  If  it's  the  right  procedure  I'll 
withdraw  the  statement  if  you  so  desire,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  the  right  procedure. 
The  hon.  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Good 
boy. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  I  misunderstood  the 
remark.  It  was  not  directed  to  me  so  I  won't 
comment  on  the  remark  that  wasn't  directed 
to  me.  I'd  like  the  answer,  though,  from  the 
Solicitor  General. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  speak? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member— 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  On  a  point  of  order,  please. 
The  one  question  that  must  be  borne  in  mind 
here  is  the  definition  of  the  word  "confiden- 
tiality." I  think  what  my  colleague  for 
Downsview  meant  is  whether  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  High  Park  regards  the  word  "confi- 
dentiality" in  the  same  context  as  the  rest  of 
us? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  this  point  of 
order,  the  member  for  Sarnia  is  welcome  to 
see  everything  I  brought  back.   Everything. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  don't  want  to  see  every- 
thing. He  said  it  was  confidential. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  there  is  any  question  in 
his  mind  that  anything  here  is  improper,  I 
will  be  very  surprised.  There  is  nothing  here 
which  is  not  available  in  public  records. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  what  the  member 
was  told? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view  was  asking  a  question,  does  he  have 
that  question?  If  not,  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  the  minister  hasn't  an- 
swered the  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Did  the  hon.  member  com- 
plete his  question  The  hon.  minister  may 
respond. 

An  hon.  member:  Quit  fighting  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  is  my  understanding  that 
at  least  one  of  the  two  oflBcers  who  accom- 
panied the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  was 
in  his  presence  at  all  times  during  his  tour. 
I'm  satisfied,  after  talking  with  them,  that  no 
documents  of  a  confidential  nature,  in  their 
opinion,  were  shown  to  the  hon.  member  nor 
was  he  told  by  any  of  the  police  officers- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  did  he  go? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —either  from  the  State  of 
Michigan  or  from  this  province  anything  of 
a  confidential  or  restricted  nature.  The  hon. 
member  had  a  tour.  He  visited  the  state 
legislature;  he  visited  television  studios. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  talked  to  a  lot  of  people 
in  a  very  general  way  about  criminal  activi- 
ties. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Too  bad  the  member  for 
Lambton  couldn't  go  along,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  He  really  was  shown  noth- 
ing of  a  restricted  or  confidential  nature. 


Mr.  Speaker:  If  everybody's  happy  with 
that  topic,  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  One  supplementary:  Can 
we  be  assured  that  if  any  of  us  accept  the 
minister's  invitation  we  also  can  be  introduced 
at  Lansing  to  the  legislative  commission? 
That's  really  important  police  work.  I  want 
to  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  when  the  state  House 
is  in  session. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How  many  million  has 
the  member  made? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


HOUSING  ACTION  PROGRAMME 
POLICY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Housing,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he  can 
now  indicate  that  his  housing  action  pro- 
gramme, so-called,  is  completely  in  place? 
Is  he  satisfied  with  the  results  he  announced 
to  the  House  today,  that  in  three  years  he 
expects  33,000  starts?  Can  he  indicate,  to 
begin  with,  how  many  additional  starts,  re- 
lating to  the  moneys  we  are  prepared  to  vote 
here  and  the  programme  he  has  now  put  in 
place,  will  be  a  part  of  the  housing  pro- 
gramme this  year?  Will  it  counteract  the 
projections  that  the  housing  starts  or  the  units 
produced  this  year  will  be  substantially  down 
from  a  year  ago? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  first 
of  all,  in  response  to  the  first  question  which 
was,  I  recall,  am  I  satisfied  that  it's  com- 
pletely in  place— of  course  not.  Negotiations 
are  going  on  hourly,  every  day  of  the  week. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  many  contracts  has  the 
minister  got? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Our  housing  action 
co-ordinators  are  out  in  the  field  meeting 
with  municipalities  and  developers.  There  is 
no  question  whatsoever  that  these  negotia- 
tions will  continue  until  we  are  completely 
satisfied— and  from  that  point  we  will  go  on 
further  to  the  other  stages  of  our  housing 
action  programme. 

I  am  becoming  quite  accustomed  to  the 
hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  jumping  to 
conclusions,  but  when  he  leaps  to  an  assump- 
tion as  quickly  as  he  did,  I  find  some  diffi- 
culty in  going  that  far  with  him.  What  we 
did  say  was  that  we  have  specific  commit- 
ments received  for  more  than  33,000  units 
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over  the  next  three  years.  I  anticipate  we 
will  receive  more  of  these  in  the  next  several 
weeks.  We  have  proposals,  but  we  have  no 
commitments,  from  many  of  the  municipali- 
ties. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ob- 
jective of  the  programme  from  its  very  out- 
set was  to  create  an  oversupply  of  serviced 
lots,  and  we  are  well  on  the  way  to  doing 
that.  One  of  the  reasons  why  we  have  brought 
this  task  force  report  forward  today  was  so 
that  everyone  would  know  that  the  1974 
part  of  our  projection  is  in  jeopardy,  but  that 
doesn't  mean  that  we  will  not  have  12,000 
serviced  lots  available  for  building,  with  a 
large  number  of  housing  starts  on  those  lots 
in  1974. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  agree  that  the  two  funds  he  is 
referring  to— the  one  of  $75  million  and  the 
other,  I  believe,  of  $58  million— might  better 
be  apportioned,  at  least  in  larger  part,  to  a 
reduction  of  the  interest  rates  below  the  level 
of  10y4,  which  he  believes  is  going  to  be  so 
attractive.  Surely,  the  subsidy  ought  to  be 
directed  toward  the  interest  rather  than  pro- 
viding the  down  payment,  so  that  more  peo- 
ple can  benefit  from  the  financing  of  the  con- 
struction programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Again,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  is  exactly  what  the  mortgage  money  is 
designed  to  do.  It  is  to  reduce  the  carrying 
charges  so  that  persons  of  lower  income  will 
be  enabled  to  carry  the  charges  on  their  new 
houses.  The  $75  million  is  being  lent  at  this 
time,  at  8%  per  cent,  under  the  HOME 
programme.  The  $58  million  will  be  at  10% 
per  cent,  so  that  people  who  are  above  the 
HOME  income  levels  will  be  able  to  buy 
houses  and  be  able  to  carry  the  monthly 
charges.  It  is  approximately  1%  to  two  per 
cent  below  the  current  market  rate.  If  we 
had  not  intervened  with  the  $58  million,  the 
houses  would  still  be  built,  the  prices  would 
be  the  same,  but  they  would  serve  only  the 
higher  end  of  the  group  that  we  are  at- 
tempting to  serve. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  Am  I  to 
understand  that  your  intervention  on  the  pri- 
vate housing  market  consists  of  providing 
roughly  1,600  mortgages  in  the  amount  of 
$35,000  each  at  an  interest  rate  of  10%  per 
cent— and  you  consider  that  to  be  a  serious 
intrusion  on  the  private  mortgage  market? 


Hon.  Mr.  HaiKlleman:  First  of  all,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  $58  million  mortgage  money  at 
10%  per  cent  will  be  restricted  to  the  housing 
action  area.  This  is  a  report  on  the  housing 
action  programme. 

Mr.  Lewis:  At  $35,000  a  mortgage? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  A  maximum  of  $35,- 

000  to  those  who  require  it.  Many  of  the 
developers  already  have  committed  mortgage 
financing.  We  feel  that  this  is  to  ensure  that 
the  3,600  units— that  is  the  30  per  cent  of 
the  12,000  which  were  forecast  in  Ontario 
Housing  1974— will  in  fact  be  built  and  meet 
the  needs  of  the  people  who  are  just  slightly 
above  the  HOME-income  levels.  Otherwise, 
the  buildings  are  still  going  to  be  built. 

It  doesn't  require  the  $58  million;  except 
they  would  all  be  sold  to  people  with  in- 
comes at  $19,000  or  $20,000.  We  are  inter- 
vening to  be  sure  that  30  per  cent  of  the 
moderate  income  houses  wilL  be  built  and 
financed  and  sold  to  people  who  are  in  the 
modlerate  income  group. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Can  the  minister  tell  us  what  developers  he 
has  agreements  with;  whether  they  are  agree- 
ments with  the  municipalities  in  those  par- 
ticular cases;  how  many  agreementsi  there 
are;  and  will  he  table  now  in  this  Legislature 
any  agreements  that  have  been  reached? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  com- 
plete status  report  is  attached  to  the  state- 
ment which  was  issued  to  the  hon.  member. 
If  he  will  read  it  carefully^ which  I  undtet- 
stand  he  rarely  does— but  if  he  will  read'  it 
carefully  he  will  find  that  there  is  a  commit- 
ment of  over  4,000  lots  from  one  developer. 
There  are  no  municipal  agreements  because 
we  haven't  been  able  to  get  municipalities  to 
pass  the  necessary  motion. 

We  are  now  asking  within  the  next  three 
weeks  to  have  firm  commitments.  We  have 
said  this:  We  expect  them  to  be  respondied 
to;  and  I  am  confident  that  the  municipalities 
will  react  favourably. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker:  As 

1  understand  it,  if  I  remember  what  I  read, 
the  minister  has  one  agreement  with  Campeau 
for  a  given  number  of  lots— 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Acres. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Acres— is  that  right?  But  the 
minister  dkyes  not  have  another  specific  agree- 
ment with  any  developer,  nor  a  specific  agree- 
ment with  a  municipality.  Would  he  table  his 
agreement  with  Campeau  so  the  House  can 
see  it? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  the  order  in'  council  is 
being  prepared  and  obviously  will  be  tabled. 
We  said  in  previous  debates  that  we  would 
table  these  as  soon  as'  they  were  approved 
by  order  in  council  under  the  ministry  Act, 
which  I  have  now  been  empowered  to  do.  It 
has  received'  royal  assent. 

Certainly  I  will  table  that  agreement.  There 
is  nothing  secret  about  it  at  all.  The  other 
proposals  that  we  have  will  be  drafted  albng 
the  same  lines,  but  with  the  Campeau  agree- 
ment we  had  to  have  one  specimen  to  use 
for  the  purposes  of  acting  as  a  model.  They 
will  not  all  be  identical,  but  I  can  say  this, 
and  I  would  like  to  pay  tribute  now  to  the 
Campeau  Corp.,  that  they  in  fact  have  acted 
as  a  leadfer  in  the  indtistry  in  providing  us 
with  a  road  along  which  we  are  sure  that 
the  others  will  follow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kings- 
ton and  the  Islands. 

Mr.  C.  J.  S.  Apps  (Kingston  and  the 
Islands):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Housing  in  con- 
nection with  his  report.  Why  does  he  say 
that  interest-free  loans  are  made  availablte 
to  regional  municipalities  for  their  share  of 
services  to  developments,  and  does  he  not 
think  that  other  municipalities!  might  need 
that  assistance  just  as  much  as  the  regional 
municipalities? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  so  far 
the  programme  of  interest-free  loans  only  ap- 
plies in  the  housing  action  areas.  The  hous- 
ing action  areas  at  the  present  time  apply 
only  in  those  areas  where  there  are  regional 
governments,  including  Thundier  Bay,  and 
Thunder  Bay- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  Kingston  and!  not 
Windisor, 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Kingston  and  Wind- 
sor are  being  identified  as  seconds-phase  hous^ 
ing  action  areas,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  isi  a 
limit— 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Second-class  citizens. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  would  say  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Kingston  that  we  are  de- 
voting considerable  eflForts  to  our  HOME  pro- 
gramme in  the  Kingston  area,  and  I  hope  to 
be  able  to  expand  that  quickly  this  summer. 
I  know  that  he  is  concerned)  about  the  hous^ 
ing  shortage;  there  are  housing  shortages  in 
many  other  parts  of  the  province. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Incidentally,  the  government 
hag  been  telling  us  that  for  the  last  year  and 
a  half. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We  can  only  do  as 
much    as    finances,    resources,    and    human 
ability  will  enable  us  to  do- 
Mr.  Lewis:  As  the  private  market  lets  the 
government  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —and  we  certainly 
will  be  looking  at  seconds-phase  housing 
action  areas  as  soon  as  we  have  got  enough 
commitments  to  carry  on  for  this  year. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Premier. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  I  have  not  de- 
termined yet  that  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position has  finished  with  his  questions  nor 
the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  am  sorry.  It's  not  a  supple- 
mentary, it's  a  new  question. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right,  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  One  final  question;  I  would 
like  to  tie  the  minister  down.  Can  the  minis- 
ter tell  us,  whatever  is  going  to  happen  over 
10  years  in  the  agreement  with  Campeau, 
how  many  units  are  covered  under  the  hous- 
ing action  programme  agreement  with 
Campeau  over  the  next  three  years?  Can  he 
be  specific?  And  in  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I 
recall  the  agreement— and  I  would  have  to 
check  the  specifics  of  it— all  of  the  units  in 
the  Campeau  agreement  extend  over  three 
years.  A  reference  to  10  years  is  the  wish 
of  some  developers,  and  I  think  it  is  a  very 
commendable  plan  on  their  part  to  try  to 
stabilize  production  over  10  years.  We  are 
now  going  back  to  municipalities  to  ask 
■tfiem  to  accept  this  as  a  principle  on  which 
we  can  proceed.  In  the  Campeau  agreement, 
in  some  areas,  as  I  recall  the  specifics,  the 
agreements  were  specifically  for  three  years 
and  all  of  the  acres  that  were  in  the  agree- 
ment are  covered  in  those  three  years. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  many  units? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  have  further  questions?  If 
not,  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West 
is  next. 
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TORONTO  ISLAND  HOMES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Housing.  Given  his  current  anxiety  to  fulfil 
the  target  set  for  1974,  does  the  minister 
think— referring  to  something  quite  different 
—that  he  can  respond  to  the  efforts  of  inter- 
vention on  the  part  of  the  mayor  of  Toronto, 
and  now  more  particularly  Mr.  Jaffary,  the 
member  of  the  executive  committee,  in  an 
effort  to  prevent  the  tearing  down  of  some 
250  homes  in  the  island  community,  which  I 
think  that  a  number  of  his  colleagues  are 
concerned  about  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
spoken  to  the  residents  of  the  islands  and 
my  response  to  them  has  been  that  we  could 
consider  any  motion  that  came  from  Toronto 
city  council,  that  we  would  look  at  it.  My 
understanding  is  that  there  has  in  fact  been 
no  resolution  passed  by  the  Toronto  city 
council;  Metro  council  has  refused  to  re- 
open the  issue. 

My  own  personal  feeling  is  that  I  would 
find  it  regrettable  to  see  livable  houses  torn 
down  until  replacements  are  in  place.  But  on 
the  other  hand  I  have  no  power  to  ask  at 
this  time,  until  such  time  as  some  resolution 
comes  within  my  jurisdiction  as  Minister  of 
Housing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  since 
the  minister  would  find  it  regrettable— I  think 
most  people  do— that  at  a  time  of  housing 
shortage  of  this  kind,  250  homes  are  indis- 
criminately torn  down  for  reasons  which  mys- 
tify most,  and  since  he  is  Minister  of  Housing 
and  has  a  certain  authority,  can  he  not  in 
conjunction  with,  for  instance,  a  man  like  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources  Develop- 
ment (Mr.  Grossman)  who  feels  strongly 
about  it,  or  with  the  Premier,  ask  for  a 
meeting  requested  by  the  province  to  discuss 
precisely  this  issue  with  an  eflFort  to  estab- 
lish a  non-profit,  co-op  housing  corporation 
to  handle  those  homes  for  low-income  earn- 
ers, or  perhaps  to  establish  some  kind  of 
rezoning  for  the  island  at  the  initiative  of  the 
province?  Can  he  not  intervene  at  the  11th 
hour  before  we  do  something  so  foolhardy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  intervention  re- 
quested by  the  hon.  member  would  mean 
that  the  province  is  determining  regional- 
municipal  priorities. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Certainly  it  would 
and  there  has  been  a  decision  made  estab- 
lishing priorities  at  the  Metro  level.  In  my 


view,  this  ministry  and  I'm  sure  my  colleague, 
who  is  not  here— 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  his  name? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —would  respond 
positively  to  a  request  which  is  within  our 
jurisdiction  without  intervening  with  a  heavy 
oar  and  telling  both  the  Metro  council  and 
the  city  council  what  to  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  won't  initiate  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  feel  very  strongly 
that  this  would  be  an  intervention  in  munic- 
ipal ajffairs  which  is  not  appropriate  in  my 
ministry. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Why  doesn't  the  minister 
ask  the  member  for  Toronto  and  the  Islands? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Does  the  minister  feel  there  is  any  cause  for 
concern  in  connection  with  the  attitude  of 
Aid.  JaflFary,  with  respect  to  the  streamlining 
of  his  procedures,  when  the  essence  of  Aid. 
Jaffary 's  suggestion  is  that  if  they  attempt  to 
rezone  the  area  in  question  it  will  take  years 
to  have  the  rezoning  go  through? 

Hod.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
deal  with  rezoning  applications  quite  fre- 
quently. It  would  depend  on  the  urgency  of 
it.  We  would  give  it  any  priority  the  city 
council  or  the  Metro  council  felt  it  should 
have. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  By  way  of  one  final  supple- 
mentary: Do  I  take  it  that  the  minister  can 
assure  the  people  of  Ontario  there  are  re- 
zoning applications  which  go  through  in  less 
time  tnan  years? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  it's  a  supplementary:  If 
the  minister  had  a  request  for  rezoning  of 
that  section  of  the  island  within  the  next 
number  of  days  would  he  provide  that  re- 
zoning for  housing  to  allow  those  units  to 
remain,  before  Aug.  31? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
couldn't  commit  myself  to  that.  Obviously, 
it  would  have  to  go  through  the  procedures. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  ministry  doesn't  provide 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  can  say  that  our 
procedures  within  the  ministry  could  be 
completed   very   quickly.    However,   if  there 
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are  legitimate  objections  to  the  request  for 
rezoning,  obviously  there  is  a  body  in  this 
province  which  has  the  responsibility  to 
establish  the  priorities  in  those  cases. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay,  so  the  houses  go  down 
the  drain. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Does  the  hon.   member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 


FOOD  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Premier:  Given  that  the  food  index  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto  was  up  3.8  per  cent  in  the 
last  month;  that  the  Ontario  food  basket,  as 
reported  today,  is  up  1.5  per  cent  in  one 
month— the  last  month— <and  given  his  fervent 
declarations  of  his  protection  of  the  con- 
sumer against  the  rise  in  the  cost  of  living, 
what  can  he  do  to  control  or  roll  back  some 
of  the  food  prices  which  are  demonstrably 
set  in  an  exorbitant  fashion  by  some  of  the 
supermarket  companies 

Mr.  M.  Hamilton  (Renfrew  North):  Roll 
back  the  wages. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  want 
to  reopen  the  quiet  discussion  of  just  a  few 
moments  ago  but  I  think,  really,  that  ques- 
tion relates  to  the  question  raised  by  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition.  I  think  the  position 
taken  by  this  government  is  one  which  is 
consistent  and  that  is,  matters  of  this  kind 
are- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Consistently  doing 
nothing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Who  in  heaven's  name 
should  be  talking  about  doing  nothing  other 
than  the  party  opposite  us  here  today?  Who 
in  heaven's  name? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  give  me  a  chance. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  give  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  his  chance.  Let  him 
go  out  and  vote  for  Stanfield  on  July  8  be- 
cause he's  prepared  to  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Stanfield  will  be  elected 
to  step  down. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  they  should  both  step 
down.  Can  the  Premier  indicate  how  he  is 
prepared  to  intervene  to  protect  the  con- 
sumers against  these  kinds  of  food  price  in- 


creases when  there  is  no  protection  for  them 
from  any  other  jurisdiction? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Premier  is  not  pre- 
pared to  do  anything. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The  do-nothing  leader. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Yes,  we  sat  around  and 
did  nothing  about  land. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  the  Premier  an- 
swer the  member? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  too  easy  for  the  Premier 
to  answer  the  question.  It  will  keep  him  in 
power  for  sure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  They  are  too  easy,  I 
know.  I  much  prefer  questions  from  there. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  But  these  people  want  to 
continue  to  protect  the  speculators  in  land. 
Sure  they  do. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I'm  getting  too  many 
questions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'll  withdraw  my  question.  I 
will  consider  my  question  answered;  the 
Premier  has  been  asked  before. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Deans:  What's  the  point? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  the  hon.  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development  has  the 
answer  to  a  question  asked  previously. 


MINI-SKOOLS  LTD. 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
17,  1974,  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
requested  information  on  Mini-Skools  Ltd. 
I  have  that  information  today. 

This  company  operates  seven  daycare  cen- 
tres in  the  Province  of  Ontario  with  an  enrol- 
ment of  approximately  900  children.  This  rep- 
resents less  than  two  per  cent  of  the  number 
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of  children  enrolled  in  daycare  in  this  prov-  Mr.  Singer:  The  correct  information. 


mce. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  should  point  out  that  licenc- 
es to  operate  in  this  field  are  granted  to  each 
centre  on  an  individual  basis  and  not  to  any 
corporation.  The  company  at  present  is  fully 
licensed  to  operate  the  seven  centres.  Neither 
the  Mini-Sko(>'s,  nor  any  other  daycare  centre, 
have  ever  been  licensed  on  24-hour  intervals, 
as  suggested  by  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

With  regard  to  the  officers  and  directors  of 
the  company,  I  can  report  that  our  investiga- 
tions show  that  the  president  of  the  company 
is  Mr.  John  Christianson  and  that  Mr.  Walter 
Weir  is  neither  a  director  nor  an  officer.  We 
have  no  knowledge  of  any  connection  be- 
tween Mini-Skools  and  Great- West  Life.  And, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Mini-Skools  have  communicated 
neither  approval  nor  disapproval  of  any  new 
policies. 

In  his  question  the  other  day  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  seemed  to  be  con- 
cerned about  the  provision  of  care  to  young 
children  on  a  private,  profit-making  basis.  The 
position  of  this  government  is  that  all  forms 
of  daycare  that  meet  the  standards  of  the 
Day  Nurseries  Act,  whether  they  be  parent 
co-operatives,  non-profit,  or  profit-making, 
should  be  allowed  to  develop  and  compete. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Hard  to 
meet  standards  now. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
staff  is  now  assembling  the  material  I  prom- 
ised to  table  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  call  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Rainy  River,  I  have  a  couple  of  other 
answers  to  questions.  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications. 

CERTIFICATES  OF  MECHANICAL 
FITNESS 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
On  June  18  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East 
(Mr.  Roy)  had  asked  a  question  of  me  con- 
cerning legislation  to  tighten  up  the  system 
of  certificates  of  mechanical  fitness.  At  that 
time  I  answered  the  question,  but  I  don't 
feel  that  I  gave  him  the  complete  informa- 
tion that  he  had  required. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  gave  him  the 
wrong  information. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  I  did  not  give  him 
wrong  information;  but  I  would  like  to  give 
him  the  complete  information. 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  hon.  member  sug- 
gested at  that  time  that  no  legislation  or 
regulations  had  been  brought  in  to  tighten  up 
the  system  of  certificates  of  mechanical  fitness. 
I  would  like  to  put  on  the  record  that  Bill 
260,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway  Traffic 
Act,  was  given  third  reading  on  Dec.  12, 
1973.  The  bill  comes  into  force  upon  procla- 
mation, which  will  be  Sept.  1,  1974. 

On  Sept.  1,  1974,  regulations  regarding  the 
method  of  certifying  the  fitness  of  used  motor 
vehicles  at  the  time  of  sale  or  transfer,  will 
come  into  effect  in  the  province.  At  that  time 
only  appointed  inspection  stations  and  motor 
vehicle  inspection  mechanics  registered  under 
the  programme  and  in  the  employ  of  a  station 
will  be  permitted  to  complete  the  safety 
standard  certificate,  which  will  replace  the 
present  certfficate  of  mechanical  fitness. 

Private  sellers  of  used  motor  vehicles,  as 
well  as  dealers  in  used  motor  vehicles,  will 
then  be  required  to  produce  to  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  time  of  the  deliver>-  of  the 
vehicle  a  safety  standard  certificate;  other- 
wise the  licence  plates  must  be  surrendered 
and  the  vehicle  sold  with  an  "unfit"  pennit. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  ministry's  plans  for  im- 
plementmg  the  programme  involve  sending  a 
package  of  information  to  each  garage  oper- 
ator holding  a  1974  class  A  or  B  licence.  I  do 
not  have  the  total  number  of  these  available, 
however  I  am  informed  that  packages  of  in- 
formation were  sent  to  roughly  10,700  licens- 
ed garage  operators.  Each  operator  was  in- 
vited to  review  the  material  and  to  reply  to 
the  ministry  if  he  was  interested  in  obtaining 
further  information  and  application  forms  to 
be  licensed  under  the  new  safety  standard 
certificate  programme. 

The  ministry  has  received  approximately 
5,500  replies  to  this  invitation,  and  I  am 
advised  that  393  of  these  replies  were  forth- 
coming from  the  ministry's  Ottawa  district, 
including  the  counties  of  Carleton,  Lennox, 
Prescott,  Renfrew  and  Russel.  I  am  further 
advised  that  approximately  185  responses 
were  received  from  the  city  of  Ottawa  proper. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Energy 
also  has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked 
previously. 

LENNOX  GENERATING  STATION 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
hon.  member  for  Huron  (Mr.  Riddell)  asked 
a  question  last  week  concerning  a  press  re- 
port which  appeared  in  the  Globe  and  Mail 
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of  June  12  purporting  to  state  certain  alle- 
gations made  by  two  members  of  the  King- 
ston Utilities  Commission.  I  indicated  at  that 
time  that  I  was  not  in  possession  of  all  the 
facts.  I  am  now,  and  will  give  the  answer. 

The  statement  that  construction  work  was 
torn  down  to  accommodate  oil  at  Lennox  is 
incorrect.  The  decision  to  use  residual  oil  as 
a  fuel  at  Lennox  was  made  in  December, 
1969.  There  was  no  construction  work  on 
the  site  for  at  least  seven  months  after  the 
decision  was  made.  From  the  date  of  the 
decision  to  fuel  the  Lennox  station  with  oil, 
no  consideration  has  been  given  to  any  other 
fuel  source. 

In  regard  to  the  second  part  of  the  ques- 
tion with  reference  to  statements  attributed 
to  Mr.  Ireland,  the  assistant  general  manager 
of  Hydro,  Mr.  Ireland  has  stated  that  he  has 
never  stated!  that  the  Lennox  station  would 
be  anything  but  oil-fired. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River. 


FLAKEBOARD  PLANT  AT  ATIKOKAN, 
ALLOCATION  OF  TIMBER  LIMITS 

Mr.  Reid:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources. Has  the  minister  made  a  decision  as 
to  the  flakeboard  plant  and  which  company 
will  be  allowed  to  have  the  timber  limits  in 
the  vicinity  of  Atikokan? 

Hod.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  as  a 
matter  of  information,  I  am  sure  the  member 
will  be  glad  to  know  that  the  government  has 
been  dealing  with  this  particular  matter  for 
some  considerable  time.  We  are  very  con- 
scious of  the  economic  situation^ 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  are  aware  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  —and  the  economic 
downturn  that  may  occur  in  the  Atikokan 
area.  Consequently,  we  have  invited  a  num- 
ber of  firms  to  give  us  proposals  for  utiliza- 
tion of  the  proper  species  in  that  particular 
area.  We  have  boilfed  it  down  to  two  pro- 
posals. The  matter  is  still  before  the  govern- 
ment. I  hope  we  will  be  able  to  make  a  die- 
cision  in  the  best  long-term  interest  of  the 
Atikokan  area  very  soon. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  minister  said  that  three 
weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Reid:  Supplementary,  if  I  may  ask  the 

minister:  As  he  indicated  in  his  estimates  that 
the  decision  would  be  forthcoming,  can  he 
assure  the  House  that  this  project  won't  be 


lost  because  of  the  delay  in  making  the  de- 
cision? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  sio  close  to  making  a  decision  I  can  make 
that  assurance. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South. 


HEATH  SURVEY  CONSULTANTS  LTD. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Energy.  Is  it 
accurate  that  the  government  of  Ontario  has 
entered  into  a  contract  with  Heath  Survey 
Consultants  Ltd.  of  London  for  work  in  rela- 
tion to  Union  Gas  Co.,  and  is  it  also  accurate 
that  that  contract  or  that  arrangement  of  the 
government  with  Heath  Survey  was  entered 
into  after  they  had  withdrawn  from  work 
during  the  course  of  the  current  strike  situa- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Certainly  riot  to  my 
knowledge.  Is  that  Keith  Survey? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Heath,  like  the  ex-Prime 

Minister  of  Britain. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  never  heard  of 
it.  I  will  make  inquiries  but  I  have  never 
heard  of  either  the  firm  or  any  such  arrange- 
ment. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Would  the  minister  indi- 
cate, if  he  find's  that  it  is  the  case,  what  is 
the  nature  of  the  government's  contracts  or 
arrangements  with  Heath  and  when  they 
were  entered  into? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Was  it  with  the 
Ministry  of  Energy  or  with  whom? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  was  work  in  cormection 
with  Union  Gas  Co.  I  assumed  it  might  come 
under  the  Minister  of  Energy. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  have  no  idea. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


PRIVILEGES  OF  THE  HOUSE 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Premier.  In  view  of  the  statements  of 
the  hon.  member  for  High  Park  earlier,  which 
I  accept;  and  in  view  of  the  statements  that 
appeared  this  morning  on  the  front  page  of 
a  Toronto  newspaper  which  usually  has  some 
substantial  credibility  attached  to  it;  and)  in 
view  of  the  possibility  that  there  is  a  sugge*- 
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tioni  that  some  privileges  of  this  House  may 
have  been  breached— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Those  words  will  haunt 
the  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  —would  the  Premier  be  pre- 
pared to  move  the  appropriate  motion  to 
bring  this  matter  before  the  committee  of  the 
House  that  deals  with  privileges  and  elections 
in  order  to  ascertain  whether,  in  fact,  any 
privileges  of  the  House  have  been  breached, 
particularly  in  relationship  to  the  privilege 
that  surrounds  us  in  connection  with  freedom 
from  libel  and  slander? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  hon.  member  is  reach- 
ing. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  come  now! 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  is  a 
proper  question  to  direct  to  the  ministry.  It 
might  be  brought  up  as  a  matter  of— 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  it  is  the  only  way  we  can 
get  to  the  privileges  and  elections  committee. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  the  hon.  member  is  say- 
ing is,  he  thinks  something  took  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  Premier  wishes  to 
attempt  to  answer  that,  it  will  be  acceptable. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mt.  Speaker.  I  am  always  delighted  to  have 
your  very  generous  rulings.  I  would  only 
make  this  observation,  from  what  I  have  read 
and  from  listening  to  the  discussions  here 
this  afternoon,  I  really  don't  sense  any  need 
to  cal}  the  privileges  and  elections  committee. 
J£  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview  is  privy 
to  or  learns  of  certain  information  which  is 
not  available  to  the  rest  of  us,  which  he 
wishes  to  communicate,  of  course  I  would  be 
delighted  to  receive  it.  But  certainly  at  this 
moment  I  don't  see  any  useful  purpose  being 
served  in  calling  that  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park.  * 


HAMILTON  BAY  PROPERTY 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Solicitor  General.  May  I  preface  it 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Globe  and  Mail  by 
saying  my  source  of  information  is  the  fourth 
estate?  In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  govern- 
ment is  negotiating  in  Hamilton  to  purchase 
property  of  the  Lax  brothers,  would  the 
minister  comment  on  the  police  freezing  of 


their  bank  accounts,  together  with  that  of 
Danny  Gasbarrini  and  former  member  of 
Parliament  Russell  Reinke  earlier  this  week? 
Has  that  anything  to  do  with  the  negotiations 
the  government  is  carrying  on  at  the  present 
time;  and  has  it  anything  to  do  with  the 
Hamilton  harbour  scandal? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wasn't 
aware  that  the  people  to  whom  the  hon. 
member  referred  are  involved  with  the  police. 
I  of  course  was  aware  that  the  Lax  brothers 
property  is  involved  in  some  dispute  right 
now,  but  I'll  have  to  look  into  the  other 
questions  put  by  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 


SUPPLY  AND  PRICE  OF  FERTILIZER 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food.  Is 
the  minister  going  to  investigate  the  state- 
ment of  the  soil  specialist,  Russell  Johnston 
of  the  Ridgetown  College  of  Agriculture 
Technology,  that  some  plant-food  prices  are 
extremely  expensive  and  a  consumer  ripoflF? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Well  I  would,  yes;  but  I 
haven't  heard  that  statement  anywhere  else. 
I  wonder  if  my  friend  would  give  me  the 
source. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Yes,  I'll  be  glad  to  give  the  minister  the 
source  of  the  information.  It's  contained  in 
an  article  published  this  morning  in  today's 
London  Free  Press.  It's  the  lead  item.  It 
indicates  that  the  price  of  plant  food  ap- 
proximates $4,000  a  ton.  I  think  the  minister 
should  investigate  that,  if  he  would;  as  well 
as  the  possibility  of  misleading  advertising 
associated  with  the  same  product. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  think  I  know  what 
my  hon.  friend  is  talking  about.  No,  I  didn't 
see  that  particular  article,  but  I  did  see  re- 
ference made  to  it.  He  is  referring,  I  believe, 
to  small  packages  of  fertilizer  sold  for  garden 
use  and  for  flowers  and  this  kind  of  thing, 
which  is  a  very  minute  percentage  of  the 
total  fertilizer  used  in  this  province. 

I  suppose  that  if  he  were  to  go  on  further 
and  read,  certainly  the  article  that  I  saw 
indicated  clearly  that  anyone  could  go  to 
a  fertilizer  dealer  and  buy  a  50-lb  bag  of 
fertilizer  for  a  fraction  of  what  it  would  cost 
to  buy  these  few  ounces  of  fertilizer  in  a 
small  package,  and  save  it  for  next  year  or 
the  vear  after,  as  the  case  may  be. 
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That  was  explained  in  the  article  that  I 
saw,  and  if  that  isn't  in  the  article  my  friend 
saw  and  to  which  he  has  just  referred,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  that  it  should  be  recorded 
here  and  made  public  that  that  has  been 
an  explanation  that  our  staff  have  made.  I 
would  be  doubtful  that  our  employee,  from 
Ridgetown,  the  employee  from  Ridgetown 
mentioned  by  the  hon.  member,  would  make 
such  a  statement  unless  he  qualified  it  by 
saying  that  anyone  is  ill  advised  to  pay  those 
prices. 

But  I  suppose  a  person  who  has  a  very 
small,  perhaps  in  some  cases  a  windowbox 
garden,  would  be  most  unlikely  to  go  to  the 
local  farm  supply  dealer  and  buy  a  50-lb  bag 
of  fertilizer.  Tliey  would  be  much  more  apt 
to  go  to  the  local  farm  supply  or  the  seed 
store  and  buy  a  few  ounces,  or  a  pound  or 
two  at  the  most.  And  in  those  cases  they 
are  paying  a  great  deal  more. 

But  as  far  as  saying  that  there  is  a  ripoff 
in  fertilizer  prices  on  general  application,  I 
think  that  is  somewhat  farfetched,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside and  then— I  think  there  are 
only  two  minutes  left,  so  perhaps  we  could 
skip  the  supplementaries— and  then  the  hon. 
member  for  Sarnia. 


LEAD  HAZARD  FROM 
ELECTRIC  KETTLES 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  regarding 
lead-emitting  electric  kettles: 

Inasmuch  as  the  manufacturers  of  electric 
kettles  show  no  willingness  to  recall  unsafe 
models,  would  the  minister  consider  promot- 
ing a  turn-in  plan  whereby  new  kettles  could 
be  bought  at  a  generous  discount  depending 
upon  the  amoimt  of  use  the  customer  has 
had  from  the  old  kettle;  in  other  words  de- 
pending upon  the  age  of  the  kettle? 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
met  with  senior  executives  of  several  kettle 
manufacturing  companies  as  recently  as  yes- 
terday. I  elicited  some  information  that  wasn't 
known  to  me;  for  example  what  is  the  life  of 
an  electric  tea  kettle.  I  just  didn't  know  if 
they  had  any  way  of  measuring  it.  It  appears 
that  the  industry  takes  the  position— and  they 
gave  me  the  reasons  why— that  a  kettle  lasts 
approximately  15  years.  Now  there  are  ex- 
ceptions. 


Secondly,  the  information  which  has  come 
to  my  attention  would  indicate  that  the  older 
the  kettle  and  the  greater  buildup  of  lime 
within  it,  the  less  chance  there  is  for  any 
emission  of  lead. 

Thirdly,  there  appears  to  be  great  contro- 
versy among  the  authorities  themselves,  in- 
cluding the  World  Health  Organization,  as 
to  what  is  a  dangerous  level  of  lead.  It  is 
generally  agreed  that  lead  is  more  harmful 
to  young  children  under  one  year  of  age 
than  it  is  to  people,  say,  10,  20,  30  years 
of  age. 

At  this  point  it  is  very  difficult  to  ascertain 
just  what  ethical,  moral  or  legal  obligation 
there  is  on  a  kettle  manufacturer  who  sold 
me  a  kettle  15  years  ago  to  replace  that 
kettle.  And  I  take  it  from  the  member's 
question  that  he  doesn't  expect  that— that 
there  might  be  some  pro  rata  apportionments 
made. 

I  had  certain  discussions  with  them  and  as 
I  understand  it,  they  will  not  be  entering 
into  any  kind  of  programme  because  of  the 
uncertainties  involved.  They  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  methods  of  manufacture 
must  change.  And,  in  fact,  they  advised  me 
that  the  methods  changed  some  two  or  three 
days  afterwards;  they  are  using  tin  now 
instead  of  lead  solder. 

Mr.  Reid:  Get  the  lead  out  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  would  not  embark 
on  any  programme. 

An  hon.  member:  He  just  boiled  himself 
dry. 

An  hon.  member:  The  kettle  is  not  dry. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Now,  while  I  am  on 
my  feet,  is  there  anything  else  the  members 
would  like  to  ask  me? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  kettle  question  took 
longer  than  I  anticipated.  I  will  give  the 
hon.  member  15  seconds. 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX  ACT 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Premier  in  connection  with 
that  cornerstone  of  the  Treasurer's  bud- 
getary policy,  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 
In  view  of  the  professed  statement  in  the 
budget  of  the  Treasurer— that  the  purpose 
of  the  Act  was  to  attack  land  speculation, 
rather  than  as  a  revenue-producing  item- 
could  the  Premier  see  his  way  clear  to 
taking  the  advice  of  the  editorial  writers  of 


3450 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


the  Toronto  Star  and  perhaps  abandoning 
the  quantum  of  the  tax  so  that  the  maximum 
amount  of  the  tax  impact,  both  federal  and 
provincial,  is  approximately  87  per  cent,  and 
to  rid  us  of  the  necessity  of  applying  to  the 
courts  in  the  further  balkanization  of  our 
country  that  might  result  from  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Of  course,  I  think  there 
is  a  simpler  solution. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  on,  spare  us.  What 
could  it  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  the  simpler  so- 
lution, if  one  is  referring  to  balkanization 
of  tlie  country,  would  be  for  the  federal 
government  to  recognize  what  we  are  at- 
tempting to  do  here  with  respect  to  land 
speculation  and  have  an  interpretation  of 
their  Act  which  permits  what  we  think  is 
a  valid  deduction.  There  is  no  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  this  government  doesn't  intend,  nor 
does  it  want  to  see,  a  tax  burden  of  some- 
thing over  100  per  cent.  But  I  would  say  to 
the  hon.  member  for  Sarnia,  perhaps  if  he 
could  prevail  on  the  federal  tax  authorities 
to  be  realistic,  that  would  be  a  more  ap- 
propriate route  to  go.  A  far  more  appropriate 
route  to  go. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Heading  for  a  two-year 
court  case. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  question  period  has  now 
expired.  Petitions? 

Mr.   R.    F.    Nixon:    Mr.    Speaker,   petition 
material  has  been  made  available  to  myself 
and  the  leader  of  the  NDP  as  follows: 
By  way  of  an  address  to  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  and  legislative  assembly  of  the 
Province    of   Ontario    on   behalf  of   5,655 
signatories,  the  great  majority  of  whom  are 
parents  of  young  children,  I  present  their 
petition  to  you  and  beg  you  to  consider 
most    carefully    their    most    seriously    ex- 
pressed concern  regarding  the  recently  pro- 
posed  revisions  to  the  regulations  of  the 
Day  Nurseries  Act  by  the  hon.  Margaret 
Birch. 

The  signatories  are  residents  of  Hamilton, 
Metro  Toronto,  Ottawa,  Kingston,  Peter- 
borough, Thunder  Bay,  Chatham. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor  -  Walkerville ) : 
And  more  coming  from  Windsor. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  further  petitions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  petitions 
from  the  Association  of  Early  Childhood  Edti- 
cation,  signed  by  the— 


Mr.  Speaker  Have  these  petitions  been 
cleared  through  the  Clerk's  office  as  required 
by  the  standing  orders? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  that  the  petition  that 
has  been  tabled  was  cleared.  Was  it  not? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  it  was. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  petition  is  drawn  in  the 
form  appropriate.  I  am  not  sure  whether  or 
not  it  was  cleared'. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Of  course  it  must  be  cleared 
through  the  Clerk's  office. 

An  hon.  member:  Are  there  any  objections? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  the  hon.  member  has  a 
petition,  it  should  have  been  cleared  with 
the  Clerk's  office. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well  I  am  not  sure  that  it  has. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  Perhaps  the  Clerk 
would  inform  me  whether  or  not  it  has  been. 
The  Clerk  informs  me  he  hasn't  seen  one. 

(Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  fine.  Then  I  will  intro- 
duce it  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
could  do  it  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  presented  the  report  of 
the  inspector  of  legal  offices  for  the  year 
ending  Dec.  31,  1973. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Wells  presented  the  annual  report 
of  the  board  of  governors  of  the  Ontario 
Institute  for  Studies  in  Education  for  the 
year  ending  April  30,  1973. 

Mr.  Reid  presented  the  interim  report  of 
the  standing  public  accounts  committee. 

'Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  (Northumberland):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  beg  leave  to  present  an  interim 
report  of  the  select  committee  on  economic 
and  cultural  nationalism. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  today  to  table 
an  interim  report  of  the  select  committee  on 
economic  and  cultural  nationalism,  entitled 
"Capital  Markets,  Foreign  Ovmership  and 
Economic  Development." 

The  capital  markets  report  is  the  fourth 
select  committee  report  to  the  Legislature. 
Preliminary  reports  were  tabled  in  the 
Legislature  in  March,  1972,  and  in  October 
and  November,  1973.  The  committee  tabled 
interim  reports  on  foreign  ownership  of  On- 
tario real  estate  and  on  colleges  and  univer- 
sities in  Ontario. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  tabling  the  report  todlay 
in  advance  of  suflBcient  copies  having  been 
printed  for  all  hon.  members  and  interested 
members  of  the  public  so  that  hon.  members 
may  be  apprised  of  the  committee's  recom- 
mendlations  prior  to  the  House  rising  for  the 


summer. 


In  preparing  a  special'  report  on  this  sub- 
ject, the  committee  focused  on  a  key  issue 
—the  adequacy  of  Canadian  capital  markets 
and  investment  processes  in  channelling  Can- 
adian savings  in  support  of  Canadian  eco- 
nomic development. 

As  the  committee  has  noted  in  prior  re- 
ports, for  much  of  the  postwar  period  Canada 
and  Ontario  adopted,  as  a  development 
strategy,  the  substantial  importation  of  foreign 
capital,  technology  and!  entrepreneurship. 
The  committee's  inquiries  led  it  to  conclude 
that  this  development  strategy  provided  a 
major  stimulus  to  economic  dievelopment  in 
Ontario  and  Canada  in  the  1950s  and  early 
1960s.  At  the  same  time  it  was,  over  the 
longer  term,  a  major  factor  in  the  under- 
development of  key  capital  markets  functions 
in  Canada. 

In  its  report,  the  committee  identifies  five 
main  weaknesses  or  gaps  in  the  Canadian 
capital  markets  in  support  of  economic  devel- 
opment: 

1.  InsuflBcient  development  of  the  venture 
capital  industry. 

2.  Lack  of  a  merchant  banking  function  to 
support  enterprise  growth  from  medium  to 
large  size. 

3.  Limited  ability  of  the  Canadian  capital 
markets  to  mobilize  large  pools  of  capital 
behind  Canadian  control  of  major  resource 
and  infrastructure  projects. 

4.  A  general  lack  of  entrepreneurial  con- 
tent in  the  Canadian  financial'  system. 

5.  A  lack  of  depth  and  liquidity  in  the 
Canadian  securities  markets. 

'To  help  correct  these  capital'  markets  gaps 
and  deficiencies,  the  committee  proposes  a 
comprehensive  set  of  recommendations.  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  summary  of  these  recommenda- 
tions is  contained'  in  the  fuller  text  of  this 
statement  which  is  being  distributed  to  aD 
members  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  report  that 
these  recommend'ations  are  supported  by  hon. 
menibers  of  the  committee  from  all  three 
parties.  Two  committee  members  who  have, 
in  the  course  of  the  committee's  delibera- 
tions, been  appointed  to  the  cabinet  have, 
for  that  reason,  reserved  their  positions  on 
the  committee's  recommendations. 


We  are  at  present  preparing  and  consider- 
ing recommendations  in  a  number  of  other 
areas  within  the  terms  of  reference.  The  com- 
mittee hopes  to  have  its  final  report  to  the 
Legislature  completed  by  midsummer.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Hamilton  from  the  standing  social 
development  committee,  presented  the  com- 
mittee's report  which  was  read  as  follows 
and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  with  certain  amendments: 

Bill  22,  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  1974. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Hamilton,  from 
the  standing  social  development  committee, 
reports  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 
Services  be  granted  to  Her  Majesty  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  March  31,  1975: 


MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY  AND 
SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Ministry  administration  programme  — 
$31,831,000 

Income  maintenance  programme  — 
$350,236,000 

Social  and  institutional  services  pro- 
grame,  capital,  operating  and  other  grants— 
$155,268,000 

Community  services  programme,  sub- 
sidies and  grants  to  community  groups  and 
agencies-$10,088,000 

Mental  retardation  programme  — 
$99,558,000 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  presented  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Teachers'  Superannuation  Com- 
mission for  the  year  ended  Oct.  31,  1973. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  presented  the  annual 
report  of  the  Ministry  or  Energy  for  the  year 
ending  March  31,  1974,  the  annual  report  of 
the  Ontario  Energy  Board  for  the  year  end- 
ing Dec.  31,  1973,  and  the  annual  report  of 
Ontario  Hydro  for  the  year  ending  Dec.  31, 
1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  E.  A.  WinMer  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  I  had  one  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Well,  make  one  up. 


Hon.  Mr.  Winlder:  Yes,  111  just  make  it 


up. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  Mr.  Taylor 
be  substituted  for  Mr.  Meen  on  the  select 
committee  on  company  law. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Introduction  of  bills. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  it  the  pleasure  of  the 
House  that  the  motion  carrv? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No.  It  is  a  school  board 
gerrymander. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  this  mo- 
tion please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Nay. 

Mr.  Speaker:  In  my  opinion  the  "ayes" 
have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the 
bill.  ^ 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Boy,  it's  as  bad  as  the  re- 
distribution committee  here. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Out  of  step  over  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  The  member  for 
Toronto  and  the  Islands  shows  great  respect 
for  local  government. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  no  respect  for  trustees 
who  feather  their  own  nests. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  ( Minister  of  Education) : 
Mr.    Speaker,   this    amendment   provides   for 
the    division    of    the    Ottawa    school    board 
into  two  parts  for  the  purposes  of  the  election 
of  trustees  by  the  public  school  electors. 

At  the  present  time,  trustees  are  elected 
by  a  general  vote  of  the  whole  school 
division. 


LORD'S  DAY  (ONTARIO)  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Lord's 
Day  (Ontario)  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Are  we  going  to  pass  this 
tomorrow?  Tonight? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  believe  it. 


Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  has  to  be  through 
before  Sunday. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Has  it  got  the  approval  of 
the  archbishop? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  seldom  seen  the  minis- 
ter so  smug.  What  is  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  Deans:  In  fact,  we  have  seldom  seen 
him! 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General ) :  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  permit 
the  earlier  opening  of  agricultural  fairs  and 
exhibitions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  present  section  6 
permits  agricultural  exhibitions  to  open  at 
1:30  on  Sundays  where  the  local  municipalit\ 
has  so  decided  by  bylaw. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  This  minister  really  grasps 
the  nettle. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  have  a  filibuster  on 
this  one.  This  is  not  passing. 

Hon.    Mr.    Welch:    The    amendment    will 
simply  change- 
Mr.  Lewis:  This  is  not  passing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well  now,  thousands  of 
people  are  waiting  for  this  to  be  passed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  all  right,  we'll  pass  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  amendment  will 
simply  change  the  1:30  p.m.  opening  time  to 
12  noon.  This  amendment  will  bring  the 
Sunday  opening  time  for  fairs  and  exhibitions 
in  line  with  the  reasonable  expectation- 
Mr.  Deans:  This  is  quite  ridiculous,  to 
pass  a  law  to  let  fairs  open. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —of  Ontario  residents 
and  visitors  to  Ontario. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  1%-hour 
step  forward. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


MINING  TAX  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Mining  Tax 
Act,  1972. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  he  taxes  them  any  more  he 
leaves  us  only  public  ownersihip. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  You  know,  you  guys  may  run 
out  of  bills  if  you  don't  watch  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Don't  worry.  We  will 
never  run  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  explained  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  I 
should  mention  that  within  a  few  weeks 
we  will  be  publishing  the  draft  regulations 
and  \^  e'll  deal  with  the  further  stages  of  the 
bill  next  fall. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  be  ready  for  him  then. 


TAX  SALES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  the  first  reading 
of  bill  intituled.  An  Act  to  confirm  Tax  Sales. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to  deal  with 
another  bill  before  explaining  that  particular 
Act. 


MUNICIPAL  AFFAIRS  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Affairs  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  last  two 
Acts  are  intended  to  correct  deficiencies  which 
have  arisen  in  the  tax  arrears  certificate 
procedure  under  the  Municipal  Affairs  Act 
and  to  confirm  titles  to  land  obtained  under 
the  procedure  in  the  past.  They  also  clarify 
the  role  of  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Eco- 
nomics and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  in  that 
procedure.  It  is  our  intention  to  proceed  only 
with  first  reading,  and  with  second  and  third 
later  on  in  the  session. 


MATRIMONIAL  PROPERTY  RIGHTS  ACT 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  establish  Matrimonial 
Property'  Rights. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  purpose  of  this  bill  is  to  recog- 
nize that  marriage  is  an  equal  partnership 
and  that  upon  a  divorce  or  annulment  the 
total  value  of  the  combined  assets  of  the 
husband   and  the  wife,  acquired  during  the 


marriage,  shall  be  equally  divided  between 
them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


ONTARIO  GUARANTEED 
ANNUAL  INCOME  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  White  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  96,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed  An- 
nual Income  to  Ontario  Residents,  65  years 
of  Age  and  Over. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, when  the  programme  of  which  this  forms, 
as  I  take  it  about  a  third,  the  GAINS  pro- 
gramme, was  introduced  in  the  budget  speech 
this  opposition,  of  course,  endorsed  it  since 
it  fell,  precisely  almost,  within  the  terms 
of  the  resolution  introduced  by  my  leader  last 
year. 

One  of  the  difficulties,  however,  with  the 
way  in  which  this  was  introduced  at  this 
time,  is  of  course  that  we  are  looking  only 
at  that  portion  of  the  total  programme  which 
relates  to  those  who  are  65  years  of  age 
and  over.  I  feel  it  is  incmnbent  upon  me,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  view  of  the  report  from  a  com- 
mittee on  Community  and  Social  Services, 
which  has  been  brought  forward  today,  to 
point  out  that  when  we  were  in  discussion 
and  we  came  to  the  GAINS  programme  there, 
on  the  estimates  of  that  particular  ministry, 
we  were  unable  to  discuss  it  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  the  minister  was  not  at  all  sure 
of  the  form  the  bill  would  take.  He  asked 
the  committee  to  give  consideration  to  await- 
ing the  introduction  of  the  bill,  at  Which  time 
the  total  programme  would  then  be  specifi- 
cally before  the  Legislature  and  we  would 
then  be  in  a  position  to  see  the  total  picture. 

At  this  point,  of  course,  that  is  not  so.  I 
am  not  suggesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
hon.  minister  was  misleading  the  committee, 
but  simply  that  he  placed  the  committee  in 
a  rather  difficult  position.  This  is  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  the  subsequent  statement  made 
by  the  Treasurer  indicated  that  the  other 
two-third  portions  of  this  total  programme 
would  be  dealt  with  in  part  by  changing 
regulations  under  the  Family  Benefits  Act. 
Therefore,  of  course,  we  are  not  at  all  clear, 
as  we  look  at  this  particular  legislation,  just 
what  is  contemplated  in  the  changes  in  regu- 
lations to  which  the  Treasurer  referred. 

I  may  say  that  the  Treasurer  in  his  state- 
ment, on  page  3,  dealing  with  the  *»atter 
of  the  blind  and  the  disabled,  states  that.-  • 
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The  blind  and  disabled  who  are  at  pres- 
ent receiving  family  benefits  will  automati- 
cally receive  the  increased  benefit  under 
the  Family  Benefits  Act. 

However,  there  is  some  dichotomy  between 
that  statement  and  the  discussion— hazy  as  it 
was— in  the  committee  itself.  This  is  the 
committee  which  will,  presumably  imple- 
ment the  family  benefits  portion  of  the  total 
new  policy. 

I'm  sorry  the  Treasurer  isn't  here,  because 
I  was  hoping  that  as  we  move  through  the 
bill,  he  would  be  able  to  explain  and  clarify 
this  situation  so  that  we  will  know  how  the 
total  programme  is  to  be  proceeded  with. 

I  may  say,  too,  that  in  this  bill  we  do  not 
see  the  breakdown  on  the  matter  of  the  drug 
benefit.  There  were  specific  problems  in  the 
committee  in  this  area  as  well,  which  were 
to  be  resolved  on  the  introduction  of  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker,  of  course,  I  am  sure  there 
isn't  a  member  in  this  House  who  does  not 
welcome  the  additional  assistance  to  those 
who  are  65  years  of  age  and  over.  But,  also, 
those  of  us  in  the  opposition  have  great  con- 
cern about  those  who  have  been  bitterly 
disadvantaged;  namely  the  disabled  and  the 
blind. 

I  feel,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  is  imperative 
that  these  other  aspects  should  be  debated 
on  second  reading,  because  in  essence  this 
bill  is  supposed  to  really  cover  the  legisla- 
tion of  the  GAINS  programme. 

I  would  trust  there  will  be  confirmation 
at  some  stage  in  this  debate  from  the  Treas- 
urer that  the  committee  will  be  dealing  with 
the  bill  and  with  the  other  aspects  in  com- 
mittee, as  an  undertaking  to  that  eflFect  has 
been  given  to  that  committee  and  I  don't 
wish  to  labour  the  point  if  that  is,  in  fact, 
to  be  the  case.  And  I  would  trust,  too,  that 
at  that  committee  there  will  be  those  pres- 
ent- 
Ron.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AflFairs):  Yes;  I  would  just 
like  to  respond  to  that  query.  We  will  take 
the  bill  into  committee  immediately  after 
second  reading,  at  which  time  the  Minister 
for  Community  and  Social  Services  (Mr. 
Brunelle)  and  the  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr. 
Meen),  who  are  dealing  with  the  over  65s; 
and  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Miller)  with 
respect  to  the  prescription  drug  plan,  will 
all  be  present  with  their  authorities.  There 
are  really  some  complicated  arithmetical 
considerations,  which  I  think  will  be  better 
comprehended  if  we  have  some  of  the  senior 


officials  of  the  several  ministries  there.  This 
is  our  intention. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
That  then  shortens  my  introductor>'  address 
on  this  bill,  because  on  the  bill  itself,  while 
there  will  be  those  who  say  that  it  doesn't 
go  far  enough  but  as  far  as  I  personally  am 
concerned  at  least  it  is  a  step  forward  as  long 
as  it  is  totally  a  part  of  the  assistance  to  the 
disabled,  the  blind,  and  that  the  drug  pohcy 
be  very  firmly  spelled  out. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  that  is  my 
total  reservation  at  this  point  in  time.  Theie 
are  aspects  of  the  bill  itself  with  which  I 
presume  we  will  deal  in  committee,  and  I 
won't  take  the  time  of  the  House  at  this 
point  in  deahng  with  some  of  those  factors. 

I  must  say  that  I  am  a  little  concerned 
at  this  point  wi:h  the  provision  of  the  ap- 
peal through  the  appeal  procedures  under 
FBA;  and  particularly  the  appeal  to  the  divi- 
sional court  without  the  provision  of  tran- 
scripts. That,  I  recognize,  is  really  some- 
thing that  can  be  debated  in  committee,  but 
I  raise  it  as  a  concern  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Speaker,  having  said  this,  and  in  view 
of  our  leader's  position  on  his  resolution,  we 
are  not  prepared  to  oppose  in  any  way  the 
policy  contained  in  this  bill. 

(Mr.  Speaker:  Any  other  speakers?  The  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  have  a  few  remarks  I  want  to 
make  with  regard  to  the  bill.  I  must  confess 
some  extreme  misgivings  about  the  bill. 

I  recognize,  like  the  member  for  St.  George, 
that  the  provision  of  a  guaranteed  income 
supplement  or  a  guaranteed  income  for  the 
pensioners  of  Ontario  is  something  we  have 
all  been  strivins;  to  get.  And  I  think  that 
I  can  say  that  1,  as  much  as  anyone  in  the 
House,  have  probably  spoken  on  that  topic 
over  the  course  of  the  time  that  I  have  been 
here  and  expressed  my  concern,  andi  perhaps 
even  expressed  in  sort  of  general  terms  a 
concern  which  may  well  be  in  fact  reflected 
in  this  bill. 

Oh,  there  he  is.  I  see  the  Treasurer  has 
joined  us  on  this  side. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leadter  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Don't  scare  him  away. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  almost  unbelievable. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  didin't  know  he 
would  get  that  much  attention,  did  he? 
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•Mr.  Deans:  I  really  dddn't.  I  realize  we 
speak  to  the  Speaker,  but  one  always  hopes, 
somehow,  that  it  will  drift  through  to  the 
minister.  I  didn't  realize  I  had  gotten  to  the 
Treasurer  to  the  extent  that  he  felt  like  cross- 
ing the  floor.  I  have  said  so  little. 

All  right,  well  now  that  he  is  back  where 
he  ought  to  be,  let's  carry  on. 

I  want  to  say  to  you  though,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  while  in  December  of  last  year  I  spoke 
at  times  rather  heatedly  about  the  lack  of 
an  adequate  income  level  for  pensioners  and 
made  reference  from  time  to  time  to  income 
levels  made  available  in  other  provinces,  I 
want  to  tell  you  that  I  cannot  for  the  life 
of  me  see  how  we  could  expect  a  senior 
citizen  to  live  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  on 
$2,600  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  probably  the  high- 
est in  Canada. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  not  going  to  get  into 
that  game,  because  in  fact  I  don't  have  any 
jurisd'iction  over  any  other  area  in  Canada. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  member  some- 
times talks  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Probably  the  highest  in 
the  world. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  talk  about  them.  It  may,  in 
fact,  be  the  highest  in  the  universe,  for  all 
I  know- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  there  is  a  state 
in  Nepal  that  has  higher  levels. 

'Mr.  Deans:  —but  I  have  considerable  dif- 
ficulty trying  to  imagine  us  establishing  an 
income  level  at  $2,600.  I  don't  know  where 
people  would  go  to  find  accommodation,  adie- 
quate  accommodation;  or  where  they  would 
go  to  buy  food,  recognizing  the  ever-increas^ 
ing  cost  of  living;  or  where  they  would  go 
to  providie  for  themselves  anything  resembling 
a  decent  standard  of  living  on  $2,600. 

While  I'm  prepared  to  concedie  that  it  may 
well  be  what  other  jurisdictions  decide  is 
adequate,  it  is  obviously  not  adequate  in 
Ontario.  It  is  not  adequate  in  metropolitan 
Ontario.  It  may  be  adequate  in  some  far  out- 
reaches  of  the  province.  It  may  be  that  in 
some  small  community,  some  place,  $2,600 
wouW  be  sufficient  to  maintain  an  individtual; 
but  ril  be  damned  if  I  can  see  how  $2,600 
would  keep  anyone  in  Metro  Toronto,  given 
the  ever^increasing  rents,  given  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  the  member  is 
talking  of  Harold  Wilson,  who  put  the  pen- 
sion for  an  elderly  married  couple  up  to  £14 
a  week. 


'Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Especially 
when  they  have  council  housing  that  is  freely 
available. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

'Mr.  Deans:  I'm  speaking  for  heaven's  sakes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  the  member  for  Went- 
worth  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Deans:  Did  the  Treasurer  say  Harold 
Wilson?  If  my  friend  Harold  Wilson  raised 
the  pensions  to  £14  a  week,  or  whatever  he 
raised  them  to,  I  can  only  assume  that  he 
did  that  in  reaction  to  the  people  who  elect 
him.  Since  I  don't  have  to  deal  with  them, 
I'm  going  to  dieal  with  the  people  who  elect 
me  and  the  Treasurer  and  other  people  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario,  since  that's  the  only 
place  over  which  we  have  any  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  the  member  some- 
times refers'  to  the  others. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  refer  to  the  others  from 
time  to  time.  I  refer  to  them  and  say  while 
they  may  have  decided  to  one  thing  or  an- 
other, that  was  their  decision.  And  I  some- 
times think  their  progress  is  considerably 
better  than  that  in  Ontario.  Nevertheless,  I 
don't  take  credit  for  what  they  did  because 
I  didn't  do  it.  But  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario I'm  taking  some  credit,  or  I'm  prepared 
to  share  some  of  the  blame  for  what  hasn't 
occurred. 

The  $2,600  a  year,  to  begin  with,  is  totally 
inadequate  and  I  don't  think  that  anybody 
need  kid  anybody  else  in  this  House.  There 
is  no  point  in  us  trying  to  say  today  that 
to  provide  something  called  a  guaranteed 
income  for  pensioners  at  a  level  of  $2,600 
is  even  beginning  to  meet  what  are  the  legi- 
timate needs  of  the  majority  of  pensioners 
living  in  metropolitan  Ontario. 

I'll  wait  until  the  minister  comes  back.  I 
just  will  not  speak  to  an  empty  seat.  I  just 
don't  think  I  should  have  to  do  that,  so  I'll 
wait. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We're  all  listening  with 
bated  breath. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  sure  they  are,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  We  will 
record  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  sure  we  will.  That's  one 
thing  we  can't  stop. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  we  going  to  have 
to  cut  oflF  the  debate  every  time  the  minister 
goes  out  to  wash  his  hands? 
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Mr.  Deans:  I  think  we  might.  I  don't  think 
there  is  anyhting  wrong  with  his  being  in 
his  seat  to  hear  the  debate  on  his  bill,  just 
as  I  would  support  having  the  Premier  (Mr. 
Davis)  here  to  hear  the  member's  speech. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  apologize.  I  was  called 
out  to  the  corridor. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  okay,  I  understand;  that's 
why  I  stopped  to  wait.  I  realized  that  the 
Treasurer  would  want  to  listen. 

There's  more  that  has  to  be  considered 
than  whether  or  not  just  $2,600  is  going  to 
be  adequate.  I  think  we've  got  to  take  a 
serious  look  at  what  happens  to  pensioners 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

To  begin  with  they  have  been  put  in  a 
position,  through  no  fault  of  their  own  in 
most  cases,  of  receiving  totally  inadequate 
pensions  to  begin  with.  That  wasn't  the 
Treasurer's  fault  necessarily.  That's  a  fault 
to  be  shared  with  Ottawa.  But  we  in  Ontario 
have  had  ample  opportunity  over  the  course 
of  a  number  of  years  to  implement  a  sup- 
plemental programme  that  would  have  guar- 
anteed them  an  income  level  satisfactory 
and  adequate  to  meet  their  needs. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Stanfield  will  fix  that! 

Mr.  Deans:  Somehow  or  other  this  gov- 
ernment has  consistently  failed  to  do  that. 
I  don't  understand  why,  but  they  have.  What 
worries  me  is  that  in  this  bill  there  is  no 
provision  to  take  into  account  the  cost  of 
living  and  the  increases  in  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing. There  is  no  guarantee  to  people,  even 
though  at  this  point  they  are  receiving  an 
inadequate  level  of  income,  that  as  the  cost 
of  living  rises  over  the  course  of  time,  there 
will  be  adjustments  made  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  to  adequately  reflect  their  additional 
costs. 

I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  there 
has  to  be  incorporated  in  this  bill,  in  order 
to  make  it  halfway  satisfactory,  some  form 
of  escalator  clause;  there  has  to  be  a  guar- 
antee to  pensioners  that  this  is  not  a  once- 
in-a-lifetime  established  level  and  that  be- 
yond this  they  will  not  go;  that  there  is  an 
opportunity,  as  the  cost  of  living  changes,  as 
it  does  month  by  month,  for  them  to  receive 
additional  income  to  compensate  them  for 
the  reduction  in  their  purchasing  power. 

I  want  to  suggest  that  that  escalator  clause 
ought  not  to  be  based  on  the  cost  of  living 
index,  because  the  cost  of  living  index  is  in 
itself  based  on  average  purchases  by  those 
with  average  incomes  and  is  not  based  on 
the  purchases  of  somewhat  less  than  average 


incomes.  So  when  you  use  the  cost  of  living 
as  an  index,  you  find  that  although  it  re- 
flects an  increase  based  on  what  the  average 
family  buys  out  of  its  average  income,  quite 
obviously  a  much  larger  percentage  of  the 
income  available  to  pensioners  is  used  to 
provide  the  necessities;  and  as  the  necessities 
rise,  as  housing  costs  rise  and  as  food  costs 
rise,  the  percentage  of  the  income  available 
to  them  that  is  set  aside  for  those  purposes 
and  directed  towards  those  things  is  con- 
siderably higher  than  the  percentage  of  the 
income  that  is  generally  considered  in  the 
overall  cost  of  living  index. 

So  I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  that 
as  he  considers  his  bill  in  committee  and  as 
he  goes  forth  from  here  through  to  the  third 
reading  of  the  bill,  that  he  consider  the  im- 
plementation of  an  escalator  clause  —  and 
perhaps  index  those  parts  of  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing index  that  are  directly  applicable  to  the 
cost  of  living  in  Ontario  as  it's  applied  to 
low-income  families,  and  particularly  to 
pensioners.  The  changes  in  the  cost  of  living 
index  for  housing  and  food  should  be  re- 
flected automatically  in  increases  to  the  basic 
pension  payable  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
under  this  programme. 

Beyond  that,  the  government  has  to  make 
an  outright  commitment  that  as  the  quarterly 
adjustments  are  made  in  the  guaranteed  in- 
come supplement  provided  under  the  Old 
Age  Pension,  there  will  not  be  appropriate 
deductions  or  reductions  in  the  amounts  of 
money  made  available  by  the  Province  of 
Ontario  in  order  to  sustain  those  pensions. 
There  has  to  be  some  clear  indication  that 
the  government  intends  to  allow  any  in- 
creases in  the  GIS  to  be  taken  in  fidl  by 
the  pensioners,  so  that  as  that  quarterly 
adjustment  is  made,  whatever  it  may  be,  it 
will  not  result  in  a  reduction  in  the  supple- 
ment paid  by  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

What  I  am  really  saying  is  that  the  $2,600 
level  must  be  simply  a  benchmark,  and  from 
this  day  forward  that  $2,600  will  be  contin- 
ually changing  to  reflect  the  changes  in  the 
costs  of  living— and  I  mean  that  in  the  true 
sense-the  costs  of  living  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  for  people  65  years  of  age  and  above. 

This  brings  me  to  another  point,  a  point 
which  I  think  is  of  considerable  importance 
in  any  debate  about  providing  an  income 
level  for  pensioners.  It  is  that  this  bill  ought 
to  have  followed  the  model  in  British  Colum- 
bia with  regard  to  providing  pension  levels 
for  people  above  age  60.  The  age  65  is  not 
adequate.  And  the  reason  I  say  that  is  this: 
It  is  not  only  reasonable,  but  it  often  happens 
that  one  of  the  spouses,  most  often  the  male, 


JUxNE  20,  1974 


3457 


is  over  65  while  the  other  spouse,  likely  the 
female,  is  going  to  be  under  65. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Stanfield  can  fix  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  we  then  have  is  a  situ- 
ation where  that  family  is  forced  to  live  on 
the  income  which  this  plan  provides  for  a 
single  person. 

Now  the  minister  might  say  that  it  is  en- 
tirely possible  that  they  may  well  qualify 
for  some  additional  benefit  under  the  Family 
Benefits  Act.  But  why  do  we  have  to  go 
through  all  that  rigmarole?  To  begin  with, 
they  likely  wouldn't  qualify;  and  even  if  they 
did  qualif)-,  why  should  we  have  to  go 
through  all  this  rigmarole  of  providing  assist- 
ance through  yet  another  programme,  insist- 
ing that  they  channel  themselves  through 
other  ministries  in  order  to  provide  them  with 
an  income  level  that  is  adequate. 

I  think  it's  time,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario, 
that  we  recognize  some  of  the  realities  of 
life.  We  have  developed  very  rapidly— or  we 
are  developing  very  rapidly— into  a  society  in 
which  family  income  is  the  basis  upon  which 
calculations  are  made  for  cost  purposes.  It's 
more  and  more  a  requirement  for  income  pur- 
poses that  more  than  one  income  be  con- 
sidered in  a  family. 

When  we  talk  about  the  average  income 
of  an  individual  that  generally  doesn't  re- 
flect their  disjwsable  income.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  take  a  look  at  families  over  60 
and  we  are  going  to  have  to  determine  that 
a  famiK  is  entitled  to  a  certain  level  of 
payment.  In  other  words,  it  should  be  based 
on  the  li\'ing  requirements  of  two  people. 
If  there  happens  to  be  only  one  person,  per- 
haps there  would  need  to  be  an  adjustment 
downv^ard  from  the  level  established  for 
two,  but  it  shouldn't  reflect  half. 

Just  as  it  doesn't  take  twice  as  much  for 
two  to  live— in  other  words,  it  doesn't  cost 
exacth  twice  as  much  for  two  to  live— it  ob- 
viously costs  more  than  half  as  much  for  one 
to  get  by.  What  I'm  saying  is  one  doesn't  pay 
half  the  rent  because  there's  only  one,  or 
twice  the  rent  because  there  are  two.  What 
I  am  saying  is  the  old  method  of  calculating 
these  things  on  a  single  person  and  then 
doubling  it  for  two  people  is  wrong. 

The  government  is  going  to  have  to  es- 
tablish something  called  required  family  in- 
come in  Ontario  for  pensioners  and  it  is 
going  to  ha\'e  to  do  that  on  the  basis  of  two 
people.  It  is  going  to  have  to  say  that  if, 
as  it  has  said,  it  costs  $433.33  per  month— I 
think  that's  the  right  figure-for  two  to  live- 
and  that,  by  the  way  while  not  adequate  is 


certainly  coming  much  closer  to  being  ade- 
quate than  what  is  offered  for  one— if  it  costs 
$433.33  for  two  people  to  live  in  a  society 
like  ours,  it  doesn't  cost  only  $216.67  for  one 
person  to  live.  That  single  person  has  very 
likely  as  much  outlay  in  terms  of  the  pro- 
vision of  accommodation  and  has  very  little 
les5  in  the  provision  of  food. 

The  basis  for  the  calculation  is  erroneous 
and  out  of  date.  That's  one  of  the  major 
flaws  in  the  bill  and  I  want  to  suggest  to 
the  minister  that  it  has  to  be  rethought  be- 
tween now  and  the  day  on  which  it  finally 
receives  royal  assent.  If  the  $433.33  per 
month  is  a  reasonable  figure  for  a  family  of 
two  to  survive  on,  $216.67  is  not  a  reasonable 
figure  for  one. 

There  simply  has  to  be  a  change  in  the 
lower  level,  in  the  level  for  a  single  person, 
to  bring  them  more  into  line  with  what  their 
legitimate  costs  really  are.  I  want  to  suggest 
to  the  minister  that  I  don't  necessarily  think 
that  $433.33  is  enough.  Again  it  may  be 
enough  in  some  outlying  community,  but  it 
certainly  is  very  difficult  for  a  family  of  two 
pensioners  to  maintain  themselves  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto  even  on  that  amount,  al- 
though it  is  not  impossible.  It  is  not  im- 
possible but  it  is  certainly  difficult.  It  doesn't 
provide  them  with  any  good,  affluent  exist- 
ence; it  simply  allows  them  to  live  and  no 
more. 

I  ask  the  minister,  please,  when  he  goes 
before  the  committee,  to  give  some  serious 
consideration  to  changing  the  figure  for  the 
single  person.  I  ask  him  to  recognize  that 
$2,600  is  not  enough;  that  $2,600  can't  pos- 
sibly be  the  base  from  which  to  start.  He 
should  start  at  his  figure  for  a  family  and 
make  whatever  calculation  he  wants  to  make; 
reduce  it  by  a  fifth,  perhaps,  in  order  to 
provide  for  the  single  person;  or  maybe  a 
little  more,  maybe  a  quarter  if  he  thinks 
that  is  satisfactor>'  for  the  single  person; 
so  that  the  level  payable  to  single  persons  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  more  adequately  re- 
flects their  needs  in  trying  to  meet  their 
commitments  in  this  society.  I  think  that's  a 
major  flaw. 

Beyond  that,  I  do  think  when  he  is  con- 
sidering that  he  should  also  consider  the 
effect  that  would  have  on  the  group  of 
people  I  was  talking  about  just  a  mornent 
ago,  when  one  of  the  partners  is  over  65  and 
one  is  under  65.  I  think  that  would  more 
adequately  reflect  their  needs.  Where  there 
are  two  partners  in  a  marriage  angl  one 
qualifies  for  this  supplement  under  this  pro- 
gramme and  the  other  partner  is  liot  em- 
ployed, then  I  think  the  level  of  payments 
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should  be  on  the  basis  of  their  needs  as  a 
couple,  not  on  the  individual  needs  of  one. 
I  think  their  needs  as  a  couple  to  maintain 
themselves  in  a  reasonable  existence  are 
something  that  we,  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, comd  afford  to  undertake. 

I  don't  see  why,  in  the  most  aflBuent  area 
in  North  America— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  welcome. 

Hem.  Mr.  White:  And  we  did  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  done  in  spite  of  the 
Treasurer,  but  nevertheless  it  happened  and 
I  am  not  going  to  argue  with  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Good  government  for 
31  years. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well  government  in  any  event, 
good  or  otherwise.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is 
—why  doesn't  the  Treasurer  pat  himself  on 
the  back?  I'll  stop  for  a  moment  until  he  does 
it.  Does  he  have  something  to  say  to  sort  of 
bolster  his  ego?  Ill  wait  until  he  bolsters  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'll  just  take  the  oppor- 
tunity. The  London  Economist  did  say  several 
years  ago  that  Ontario  might  have  the  highest 
standard  of  living  in  the  world.  And  I  am 
glad  to  hear  my  hon.  friend  say  the  same 
thing. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right: 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  He's  an  experienced 
man,  widely  travelled. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  So  to  have  him  say  that 
the  great  Tory  government,  stretching  back 
to  tKe  early  1940s,  has  brought  about  this 
astonishing  compliment  really  is  high  praise 
and  it  makes  me  very  happy. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  This  is  certainly  dream 
time.  Why  is  it  you  spent  so  long  objecting? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  makes  me  very  happy 
indeed  to  receive  this  compliment  on  behalf 
of  the  goverimient. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  minister  must 
speak  to  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  When  is  the  minister 
leaving? 


Mr.  Deans:  As  I  was  saying,  even  if  the 
minister  were  right  and  we  in  Ontario  did, 
in  fact,  enjoy  the  highest  standard  of  living 
in  the  world,  if  not  the  universe,  then  it 
certainly  would  indicate  much  more  clearly 
and  back  up  my  contention  that  we  can  afford 
to  provide  a  higher  income  level  for  our 
pensioners. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  This  is  the  highest  in 
the  world. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  you  see,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
point  is  that  it's  not  nearly  good  enough  to 
give  the  highest,  if  the  highest  isn't  adequate 
to  meet  the  need. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  highest  in  the 
world. 

An  hon.  member:  How  high  is  high? 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  you  can  have  the  highest 
in  the  world  if  you  like,  but  there  is  no  point 
in  having  the  highest  ladder  if  you  can't  get 
to  the  window. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Any 
place  you  would  rather  be? 

Mr.  Deans:  So  there  he  is.  What  I  am 
saying  to  the  Treasurer  is  this:  There  has  to 
be  a  revision  of  his  thinking.  Nobody  quarrels 
with  the  need  to  establish  an  income  level 
in  Ontario  for  pensioners,  below  which  they 
are  not  going  to  be  allowed  to  fall.  Nobody 
quarrels  with  the  government  moving  into 
Hie  field  and  providing  a  supplement  to  bring 
up  what  is  an  inadequate  federal  level  of 
income  provided  for  old-age  pensioners.  But 
we  do  quarrel,  both  on  the  level  of  payment 
to  be  made  and  in  the  way  in  which  the 
moneys  are  to  be  distributed  to  the  people 
who  are  in  need. 

If  the  principle  of  the  bill  is,  in  fact,  to 
provide  a  guaranteed  income  for  pensioners, 
then  I  suppose  it's  easy  enough  to  support 
the  principle.  But  if  the  principle  of  the  bill 
is  to  say  that  the  $2,600  that's  being  offered 
by  the  government  as  a  level  is  adequate, 
then  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  isn't,  it's 
not  nearly  adequate.  It  doesn't  even  begin 
to  approach  being  adequate. 

I  think  the  minister  is  obligated  to  decide 
that  the  family  income  I  was  talking  about 
is,  in  fact,  a  much  more  valid  concept  than 
the  single  person  calculation  he  has  made, 
and  to  start  at  that  point  in  the  provision 
of  an  income  level  for  people  who  obviously 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  provide  it  fox 
themselves. 

Lest  the  minister  raise  the  point,  let  me 
say  that  while  this  income  level  is  certainly, 
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as  I  understand  it,  on  a  par  with  that  being 
provided  in  British  Columbia,  just  to  give 
him  the  benefit,  I  would  have  to  think  in 
looking  at  this  that  if  their  costs  of  living, 
rent  and  food,  were  as  high  as  ours,  then 
theirs  should  be  adjusted  too,  lest  the  Treas- 
urer should  wonder  about  it. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Their  fuel  costs  aren't  as  high. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  it's  pretty  obvious— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  mention  that  to 
Mr.  Barrett. 

Mr.  Deans:  Pardon? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'll  mention  that  to  Mr. 
Barrett. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  I'll  mention  it  to  him 
too.  I'll  see  him  next  week.  But  if  that's  to 
be  the  argument  used,  then  for  heaven's 
sake,  it's  not  very  valid. 

In  addition  to  this,  there  is  one  other 
point  I  want  to  make  with  the  minister. 
There  is  no  point  in  pretending  that  all  pen- 
sioners are  treated  equally  across  the  prov- 
ince. Those  who  are  in  receipt  of  this  income 
level  for  a  couple  and  who  are  able  to  take 
advantage  of  senior  citizen  accommodation 
will  probably  find  the  income  level  quite 
satisfactor>'.  But  the  many  thousands,  if  not 
tens  of  thousands,  for  whom  there  is  no 
senior  citizen  accommodation  on  a  rent- 
geared-to-income  basis  and  who  are  forced 
to  go  out  into  the  private  marketplace  to 
find  accommodation  that's  satisfactory,  are 
going  to  be  faced  with  exactly  the  same 
difficulties  they've  always  been  faced  with. 

In  addition  to  this  it  seems  to  me,  and  I 
think  to  this  party,  that  we  are  going  to  have 
to  work  out  a  programme  of  rent  supplement 
for  senior  citizens.  We  are  going  to  have  to 
work  out  a  programme  which  will  make 
equal  opportunity  a  reality  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  We're  going  to  have  to  work  out 
a  programme  which  will  guarantee  that  sim- 
ply because  one  is  unable  to  find  a  senior 
citizen  apartment  one  won't  be  expected  to 
pay  out  over  half  one's  income  on  providing 
accommodation  for  oneself. 

I  think  this  could  have  been  incorporated 
within  the  programme  so  that  there  would 
have  been  made  available,  on  a  geared-to- 
income  and  geared-to-rental  basis,  an  addi- 
tional supplement  for  those  who  are  forced 
to  find  accommodation  in  the  private  sector 
and  who  are  therefore  being  deprived  of  the 
kind  of  disposable  income  their  fellow  senior 
citizens  have  who  are  able  to  move  into  rent- 


geared-to-income  accommodation  provided 
through  a  variety  of  different  schemes. 

I  think  that's  a  major  flaw  in  the  govern- 
ment's attitude  toward  pensioners,  never 
mind  the  bill  itself.  I  want  to  suggest  to  the 
minister  that  at  some  point  in  the  not  too 
distant  future  we  would  hope  he  would  see 
fit  to  institute  that  kind  of  programme  in 
order  to  ensure  that  the  purchasing  power 
of  those  who  are  senior  citizens  and  who  are 
being  forced  to  live  on  inadequate  pension 
levels  will  be  restored  to  them.  And  that  no 
matter  who  one  is,  the  income  level  one  gets 
will  have  the  same  basic  purchasing  power. 

I  think,  as  I  say  that  to  the  minister,  with 
those  three  or  four  points  we  will  support 
the  principle  of  the  bill  only  to  the  extent 
that  a  guaranteed  income  level  for  pensioners 
is  desirable  and  supportable.  But  the  level 
is  totally  inadequate  and  the  lack  of  an 
escalator  clause  must  be  corrected. 

There  has  to  be  an  understanding  that  the 
cost  of  living  in  Ontario  must  be  taken  into 
account  in  any  calculation,  either  of  an  es- 
calator clause  or  of  income  level.  There  must 
be  an  amendment  to  ensure  that  the  federal 
government's  quarterly  changes  in  the  GIS 
will  not  be  reflected  in  a  decrease  in  the 
supplement  payable  by  Ontario.  There  has 
to  be  a  calculation  on  family  income  to  en- 
sure that  those  between  the  ages  of  60  and 
65  are  not  required  to  live  on  a  single  in- 
come when  they  need  and  should  get  the 
available  $433.33. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Brant. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe 
the  only  other  occasion  when  Ontario  had 
a  programme  which  supplemented  the  old 
age  pension  provided  from  the  federal  juris- 
diction was  in  the  late  Thirties,  when  a  good 
friend  of  many  of  us  here,  Farquhar  Oliver, 
was  minister  of  welfare  in  the  cabinet  of 
Mitchell  Hepburn.  The  opinion  of  the  day 
was  that  this  province  was  rich  enough  to 
attempt  to  meet,  at  least  in  some  small  meas- 
ure, the  very  serious  hardships  which  were 
faced  by  the  senior  citizens  and  the  old  folks 
in  this  province  then. 

Times  have  changed  dramatically,  of 
course.  Both  the  federal  budget  and  the 
provincial  budget  in  the  late  Thirties  were 
absolutely,  completely  extended  by  virtue  of 
revenues  being  at  rock-bottom  levels  because 
of  the  world-wide  depression's  effects  and 
the  fact  that  many  people  were  not  prepared 
to  support  any  serious,  large  outlay  of  public 
funds  in  support  of  senior  citizens.  At  least, 
it    was    not   considered    to    be   the   kind   of 
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policy,  in  those  days,  which  was  universally 
supported. 

The  minister  is  aware,  I'm  sure,  that  this 
additional  payment  from  Ontario  was  dis- 
contimied  when  the  federal  old  age  pension 
achieved  certain  levels  and  it  was  considered 
to  be,  by  federal-provincial  agreement,  a 
wholly  federal  responsibility.  But  now  the 
attitude  has  correctly  returned  to  the  thinking 
of  provincial  jurisdictions,  and  very  properly 
so  I  believe.  We  at  the  provincial  level  have 
an  additional  responsibility  to  assess  the  needs 
of  our  citizens  and  taxpayers  and  to  come  for- 
ward with  a  programme  which  establishes  a 
minimum  level  for  the  financing  of  their  re- 
quirements. 

On  that  basis  and  on  that  principle,  cer- 
tainly we  are  in  support  of  this  bill. 

'You  are  aware,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  con- 
cept of  a  guaranteed'  annual  income  is  still 
not  generally  well  accepted  by  taxpayers 
across  the  province.  There  is  a  feeling  that 
somebody  is  getting  something  for  nothing. 
But  certainly  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  pro- 
viding this  basic  level  of  income  for  senior 
citizens  has  had  uniformly  strong  acceptance. 
I  haven't  heard  anyone  critical  of  this,  and 
everyone  believes  that  we  share  the  respon- 
sibility to  provide  this  guaranteed'  adequate 
income  for  senior  citizens. 

I  was  listening  to  what  the  member  for 
Wentworth  said  about  the  inadequacies  of 
the  $2,600  per  year  guarantee.  Certainlv  no 
one  could  fulfill  any  family  responsibilities  on 
that,  but  our  senior  citizens  are  not  asked  so 
to  do.  And  to  be  fair,  many  communities  now 
have  a  substantial  provision  of  senior  citizens' 
housing  on  the  rent-geared-to-income  basis— 
which  certainly  doesn't  provide  a  modem 
apartment  at  subsidized  rates  for  everyone 
who  wants  it,  and  I  hope  that  we  can  im- 
prove on  that;  but  the  combination  of  the 
two  in  those  areas  where  the  programme  has 
gone  forward  is  remarkably  successful  and 
very  well  received,  not  only  by  the  senior 
citizens  but  by  the  families  which  have,  and 
accept  responsibilities  for,  the  older  folks  in 
the  family. 

The  second  point  that  was  raised  by  my 
colleague  from  St.  George,  and'  certainly  by 
the  member  for  Wentworth,  has  to  do  with 
the  indexing  of  the  pension.  More  and  more 
articles  are  being  written  that  as  soon  as  you 
index  everything  to  the  cost  of  living  you 
really  establish  an  inflationary  machine  over 
which  there  is  practically  no  control.  But  in 
this  particular  regard,  I  believe  there  should 
be  general  acceptance  that  the  basic  old  age 
security  pensions  and  the  guaranteed  income 
Supplements,  as  well  as  the  so-called  GAINS 


programme,  ought  certainly  to  be  indexed  to 
the  cost  of  living,  so  that  the  citizens  as  they 
approach  retirement,  are  assured  of  a  basic 
level  of  support  which  is  not  going  to  change 
wath  the  inflation  rates  of  the  province  or 
the  nation. 

!The  government  of  Canada  has  indexed 
their  payments.  The  statement  from  the 
Treasurer  that  the  GAINS  payments  \\ill  be 
reduced  to  compensate  for  additional  pay- 
ments at  the  federal  level  because  of  federal 
indexing,  should  surely  be  reconsidered.  I 
would  hope,  along  with  many  people  on  this 
side,  and  I  presume  government  supporters 
as  well,  that  the  government  will  recognize 
that  an  indexing  feature  must  be  brought  into 
play  if  we  are  going  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  senior  citizens  fairly. 

The  alternative  is  for  inflation  to  go  on, 
with  the  indexing  at  the  federal  level  can- 
celled by  reduced  provincial  payments,  and 
with  the  government  of  the  day  in  this  prov- 
ince from  time  to  time  realizing  it  must 
relieve  the  financial  problems  of  the  senior 
citizens  with  gratuitous,  generous  provision 
of  additional  funds. 

I  believe  we  should  accept  these  payments 
as  a  right  for  the  senior  citizens.  Nothing 
should  be  based'  on  any  attitude  of  sensitivity 
or  generosity  by  the  government;  there  should 
be  established  a  basic  level  of  support  which 
is  then  hooked  into  the  cost  of  living  so  that 
senior  citizens  and  those  who  are  approaching 
that  level"— like  the  Treasurer,  like  the  Minis- 
ter of  Agriculture  and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart), 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  and  in  fact 
all  of  us^know  that  in  the  long  run  that  basic 
support  will  be  met  as  a  matter  of  right  and 
not  on  the  basis  of  any  spectacular  generosity 
which  might  be  hooked  to  political  motives. 

I  recall,  probably  a  decade  ago,  when  the 
provision  of  financing  for  senior  citizens  was 
a  very  prominent  part  of  politics  in  the 
United  States,  particularly  in  California,  and 
on  that  basis  there  were  the  proposals  and 
the  promises  for  increases  on  a  pohtical  basis 
every  time  the  state  elections  or  the  regular 
election  period  came  arotmd. 

Many  people  in  those  days  said,  and  very 
properly  said,  as  we  say  now,  that  this  must 
not  be  a  political  football,  that  we  must 
accept  the  rights  of  the  senior  citizens;  as 
those  people  who  control  the  public  purse 
and  the  basis  of  the  tax-generating  powers 
of  the  province,  we  make  that  a  basic,  irre- 
vocable call  on  our  funding. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Treasurer  would  give 
some  further  consideration  to  an  indexing 
programme.     I    personally    believe    that    all 
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pensions  based  on  public  contributions  and 
governmental  contributions  should  be  so 
indexed. 

The  other  matter  I  want  to  raise  is  that 
there  is  still  some  uncertainty  as  to  the 
responsibility  for  funding  this  additional  pro- 
vincial programme.  In  the  budget  the  min- 
ister has  indicated  that  his  anti-inflationary 
programmes,  or  the  programmes  to  protect 
against  the  eflFects  of  inflation,  will  cost  us,  I 
believe  the  figure  was  approximately  $200 
million.  This  includes  the  whole  range  of 
programmes. 

This  pension  programme  and  the  other 
programmes,  I  suppose,  are  going  to  be 
recognized  by  the  government  of  Canada 
under  the  Canada  Assistance  Plan  as  sup- 
portable to  the  extent  of  50  per  cent.  The 
government  of  British  Columbia  has  been 
negotiating  this.  I  believe  they  were  success- 
ful in  having  their  additional  payments  sup- 
ported to  that  extent.  But  I  would  like  the 
Treasurer  to  make  more  specific  reference  to 
the  funding  of  this  programme,  to  say  what 
we  may  be  expected  to  find  from  our  own 
resources  and  to  give  some  of  the  details 
associated  with  it. 

In  closing,  I  simply  want  to  say  that  the 
concept  of  the  province  in  paying  an  ad- 
ditional amount  in  support  of  the  residents  of 
our  province  is  supportable  on  the  basis  of 
a  guaranteed  adequate  income.  No  one  is 
ever  going  to  be  satisfied  with  what  the 
term  "adequate"  means.  The  $216.67  was 
precisely  the  amount  put  forward  in  our 
policy  statement  at  the  end  of  1973,  and 
so  obviously  we  are  in  support  of  this.  But 
we  recognize  that  there  are  going  to  be 
those  who  will  be  saying:  "My  neighbours 
down  the  street  are  getting  the  $216,  and 
simply  because  my  income  level  is  a  bit 
higher  than  theirs  from  other  sources  we 
are  not  getting  that  and  that  is  unfair." 

We  have  had  it  put  to  us  by  the  pensioners 
who  marched  on  Queen's  Park  just  a  week 
ago  that  the  payment  of  $200  a  month  plus 
ought  to  be  everyone's  right.  I  can't  support 
that  contention.  I  suppose  it  is  easy  to  say 
we  shouldn't  be  responsible  for  sending  yet 
another  cheque  to  E.  P.  Taylor  in  Nassau. 

But  Mr.  Speaker,  you  yourself  and  I  as 
well  would  hope,  that  when  it  comes  time  for 
our  retirement  we  would  be  able  to  provide 
ourselves  with  a  standard  of  living  which 
would  not  depend  on  this  additional  burden 
on  the  taxpayers.  But  you  and  I  know  that 
with  the  very  best  disposition,  let's  say  in 
the  case  of  some  of  us  in  the  sale  of  farm 
property,  inflation  could  actually  use  up 
those    funds.    We    would    find    ourselves,    as 


so  many  pensioners  now  are  finding  them- 
selves, after  hard  work  and  what  they  con- 
sider to  be  adequate  preparation,  with  in-  \ 
flation  simply  swamping  them;  and  they  are 
sitting  back  realizing  that  the  cheque  that 
comes  from  various  governmental  sources  is 
their  basic  livelihood  for  the  years  that  re- 
main to  them. 

We  don't  know  what  the  future  provides 
for  any  of  us.  That  is  why  I  want  to  close 
by  saying  that  a  basic  level  of  support  must 
be  regarded  as  a  right,  not  as  a  political 
gift  or  a  plum,  or  a  response  from  a  sensitive 
government  which  may  be  replaced  by  an 
insensitive  one  a  few  years  later. 

I  hope  we  are  not  in  a  position  where 
the  level  of  these  pensions  simply  depends 
upon  the  proximity  of  an  election.  I  would 
not  say  under  these  circumstances  that  the 
bill  before  us  today  does,  but  I  am  sure 
the  government,  when  it  eventually  goes  to 
the  people,  will  say  "Look  what  we  have 
done  with  this  so-called  GAINS  programme." 
The  government  will  find  that  if  it  does  not 
index  it  at  this  time  there  will  be  a  much 
stronger  argument  that  the  level  of  support 
is  inadequate  a  year  or  18  months  from  now 
compared  with  the  acceptabihty  at  the 
present  time. 

I  have  talked  to  senior  citizens  who  are 
living  in  senior  citizens'  housing  and  others 
who  are  providing  their  own  facilities  who 
feel  that  the  $216  is  really  a  reasonable  level 
of  support.  I  think  most  people,  when  you 
examine  the  requirements  of  living  in  To- 
ronto, as  compared  with  the  costs  in  Brant- 
ford  or  Paris  or  St.  George,  must  realize  that 
there  is  a  regional  difi^erence  in  the  cost  of 
living  in  this  province.  I  don't  know  whether 
it  is  possible  to  recognize  this  or  not.  The 
argument  comes  forward  frequently. 

I  notice  that  the  hospital  workers  in  all 
parts  of  the  province  are  demanding  the 
same  level  of  pay  as  the  hospital  workers  in 
Toronto;  and  I  would  support  them  in  that. 
God  knows,  anybody  who  says  the  hospital 
workers  here  are  overpaid  must  surely  be 
unaware  of  the  facts.  But  everyone  feels  he 
should  have  the  same  level  of  income  if  in 
fact  it  is  either  paid  for  or  controlled  by 
government.  It  is  extremely  difficult,  politi- 
cally, to  recognize  the  diff^erence  in  require- 
ments regionally  in  this  province,  and  cer- 
tainly there  is  no  provision  in  this  bill  to 
recognize  the  additional  living  requirements 
of  people  living  in  the  various  metropolitan 
areas. 

As  my  colleague  from  St.  George  said,  we 
support  the  principle  of  the  bill,  and  we 
support   it   enthusiastically.   We   believe   that 
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substantial  amendments  to  the  concept  must 
be  brought  forward  in  the  future  to  make  it 
0  more  of  a  basic  floor  under  the  requirements 
that  all  of  us  will  face  in  our  senior  years, 
and  we  hope  this  can  be  done  with  a  pro- 
cedure for  indexing  it. 

I  would  say  again  that  I  would  hope  also 
that  the  minister  would  reconsider  his  state- 
ment that  the  payments  from  this  programme 
will  be  reduced  as  the  federal  payments  are 
increased.  Obviously  that  is  unfair.  Surely 
there  ought  to  be  more  co-ordination  between 
the  two  levels  of  government  in  this  regard, 
and  we  certainly  hope  for  that  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  just 
want  to  comment  briefly  on  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker.  While  we  endorse  the  principle  of 
the  bill,  one  can't  help  feeling  a  bit  jaundiced 
in  watching  the  way  the  government  has 
brought  in  this  principle  at  this  time  when 
one  considers  the  cynical  manner  in  which 
it  gave  $50  to  old  age  pensioners  last  De- 
cember. 

As  I  recall,  we  were  told  at  the  time  that 
the  major  reason  for  that  $50  handout  was 
the  effects  of  inflation  on  senior  citizens.  You 
may  also  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  op- 
posed that  $50  bill.  It  was  also  unanimously 
and  universally  opposed  and  rejected  by 
pensioners  themselves  and  their  organizations 
across  the  province  as  an  attempt  to  buy  off 
the  pensioners. 

The  true  depth  of  that  particular  piece  of 
duplicity  comes  to  the  fore  when  you  recog- 
nize that  in  this  particular  bill,  Mr.  Speaker, 
certain  people  who  were  to  be  protected 
against  inflation  last  year  are,  if  you  will, 
cast  out  in  the  cold  again. 

Many  people  who  receive  the  guaranteed 
income  supplement  do  happen  to  have  a 
small  income  of  their  own— $30,  $40  or  $50 
per  month— enough  that  they  wfll  not  qualify 
for  amy  payments  under  these  particular  pro- 
posals. In  fact,  I  think  that  if  they  have  a 
private  income  of  more  than  about  $40  per 
month— I  think  that's  the  right  figure— they 
won't  get  a  nickel  from  these  proposals  of  the 
Ontario  government.  This  is  despite  the  fact 
that  the  government  moved  in  last  year, 
when  price  increases  were  running  at  six 
per  cent  and  seven  per  cent,  with  the  de- 
clared aim  of  protecting  people  on  the 
guaranteed  income  supplement,  whether  their 
total  income  was  $185  a  month  or  whether 
it  was  the  maximum  avaflable  under  the 
guaranteed  income  supplement,  which  would 


have  been  in  the  area  of  about  $280  a  month 
for  a  single  person  and  twice  that  for  some- 
body who  was  married. 

As  the  member  for  Wentworth  has  pointed 
out,  this  legislation  is  like  so  much  legisla- 
tion that  has  been  presented  by  the  govern- 
ment: A  code  word,  an  "in"  word,  a  fashion 
is  taken  on;  but  because  it's  Tories  that  are 
doing  it,  it's  done  badly  and  inadequately. 
The  member  for  Wentworth  mentioned  the 
need  for  indexing,  the  special  needs  of  people 
who  are  aged  60  to  65;  and  the  cruellest 
feature  of  all,  which  is  that  there  is  no 
guarantee  of  any  pass-through  of  increases 
in  the  indexing  of  the  federal  pension  and 
guaranteed  income  supplement. 

I  would  like  to  make  a  couple  of  com- 
ments; one  is  about  a  very  graphic  experience 
I  had  the  other  day  when  I  was  in  my  own 
riding  of  Ottawa  Centre,  trying  to  help  out 
our  candidate  in  the  federal  election,  I  met 
a  couple— in  fact,  it  was  rather  strange;  I 
knocked  on  their  door  and  nothing  happened. 
I  was  talking  with  some  other  people  down 
the  hall  when  they  came  out.  By  chance,  I 
managed  to  get  back  to  them  after  they 
closed  the  door  and  found  as  sorry  a  picture 
as  one  could  imagine  of  the  plight  of  senior 
citizens  in  our  society. 

This  was  a  couple  who  presumably  had 
been  of  reasonable  means  in  their  younger 
years;  they  were  now  both  over  65,  and  the 
husband  suffered  from  arthritis  and  general 
ill  health.  The  winters  were  a  real  trial  for 
them,  particularly  in  the  climate  that  we 
have  in  Ottawa.  They  had  an  income  of 
about  $600  a  month,  which  one  would  have 
thought  might  be  adequate  for  the  needs  of 
an  older  couple.  But  when  I  talked  to  them, 
I  found  that  they  were  slowly  being  strip- 
ped bare  by  the  need  to  pay  for  their  drug 
costs,  by  the  need  to  pay  for  the  extras  that 
are  entailed  with  ill  health,  by  the  money 
that  has  to  be  paid  to  the  doctor;  possibly 
the  cost  of  a  semi-private  room  in  a  hospital 
and  things  like  that. 

About  four  years  previously  they  had  to 
sell  their  car;  therefore,  given  the  arthritis 
of  the  husband,  they  had  very  little  mobflity. 
They  had  very  little  ease  in  getting  around 
to  see  their  family  or  to  see  other  people. 

There  they  were;  in  a  relatively  nice  apart- 
ment renting  for  $175  a  month,  within  walk- 
ing distance  of  Parliament  Hfll.  They  could 
see  Parliament  Hill  from  their  window,  I 
think.  But  they  simply  couldn't  make  ends 
meet  on  the  kind  of  money  they  had  avail- 
able. 
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And  I  said:  "Well,  have  you  looked  for 
another  place?"  And  they  said:  "Yes,  we 
have  looked  for  another  place."  But  as  we 
talked  about  it,  it  became  very  clear  that 
short  of  moving  into  a  completely  unin- 
habitable basement  apartment,  renting  for 
$150  a  month— we  have  that  kind  of  accom- 
modation in  my  riding— their  best  bet  was  to 
stay  in  this  one-bedroom  apartment  that  they 
had  occupied  for  a  number  of  years  and  for 
which  the  landlord  had  possibly  been  a  bit 
gentle  on  rent  increases  in  comparison  with 
those  he  had  imposed  elsewhere  in  the  build- 
ing. They  couldn't  do  better  than  this  par- 
ticular apartment  even  though,  as  it  turned 
out,  it  was  cold,  the  heating  was  bad  and  the 
windows  leaked.  There  were  a  number  of 
other  things  that  weren't  immediately  ap- 
parent to  me,  but  they  were  making  the 
apartment  less  desirable  than  it  looked. 

As  I  talked  with  them,  I  found  out  that 
the  furniture  they  had  came  mainly  from  a 
sister,  or  from  other  members  of  their  family. 
Their  own  furniture,  they  no  longer  had. 
They  had  nice  furniture,  but  it  was  a  fagade. 
It  was  a  fagade  which  they  were  able  to  keep 
up  only  because  of  assistance  from  other 
members  of  their  family. 

And  what  was  particularly  poignant  was 
the  fact  that  they  overlooked  Blair  House, 
which  is  a  six-  or  seven-storey  limited  divi- 
dend project  for  senior  citizens  the  city  put 
up  several  years  ago.  The  rents  are  quite 
reasonable,  $80  or  $90  a  month.  There  are 
many  senior  citizen  programmes  carried  out 
for  people  living  in  that  particular  building. 
This  couple,  with  a  larger  income,  couldn't 
benefit  from  them.  Because  of  various  bizarre 
reasons,  that  I  hesitate  to  comment  upon, 
the  programmes  are  not  available  or  acces- 
sible to  senior  citizens  who  are  out  there 
living  in  the  private  sector. 

The  minister's  guaranteed  aimual  income 
won't  touch  this  couple.  We  are  going  to 
have  to  try  and  find  other  means  of  helping 
them  and  of  assisting  them  with  their  par- 
ticular problems. 

In  fact,  it  is  simply  a  guaranteed  floor  and 
nothing  else;  and  it  doesn't  give  any  assist- 
ance to  people  who  are  even  a  dollar  above 
that  particular  floor— despite  the  fact  that 
they,  too,  have  been  suflFering  grievously 
from  the  increases  in  the  cost  of  living.  As 
the  member  for  Wentworth  pointed  out, 
these  increases  particularly  affect  people  who 
are  poor  and  therefore  particularly  affect 
people  who  are  aged. 

I  know  that,  for  example,  the  minister 
wouldn't  expect  an  older  person  to  live  on 


food  costing  less  than  maybe  $60  or  $70  a 
month.  That's  a  third  of  the  budget  of  an 
elderly  person  and  it  compares  with  maybe 
15  or  20  per  cent  of  the  budget  of,  say  a 
young  person  who  is  single  and  living  in  a 
place  of  their  own  and  drawing  a  much 
higher  income.  And  food  is  the  item  in  the 
cost  of  living  which  has  gone  up  most  rapidly 
of  all. 

Over  the  last  few  years,  we  have  seen  that 
people  in  the  private  and  public  sectors  have 
responded  to  the  needs  of  senior  citizens  in 
a  number  of  ways.  We  have  senior  citizen 
programmes,  senior  citizen  clubs  and  there 
are  Meals  on  Wheels  services.  There  are 
church  socials  directed  to  senior  citizens  and 
there  are  movies  for  50  cents,  instead  of  the 
$2.50  or  $3  we  have  to  pay  nowadays.  There 
are  half  fares  on  the  Colonial  Coach  lines 
and  other  bus  lines.  There  are  reduced  rates 
for  people  to  fly,  if  they  are  senior  citizens. 

But  when  it  comes  down  to  the  essentials, 
Mr.  Speaker,  no  reduced  rates  apply.  You 
pay  the  same  for  your  bread  and  for  your 
margarine  and  for  your  eggs  and  for  your 
bacon  and  for  your  ham;  for  your  salt  and 
your  pepper  and  your  porridge— and  all  the 
other  things  that  go  into  a  family  diet— 
whether  your  income  is  $25,000  a  year, 
$5,000  a  year  or  $2,600  a  year. 

Unless  you  are  resident  in  senior  citizen 
housing,  you  pay  the  same  rent  for  your 
accommodation  whether  you  earn  $25,000, 
$5,000  a  year  or  $2,500  a  year.  If  you  take 
the  same  apartment  unit,  if  you  take  the 
same  place,  you  pay  the  same  price  or  just 
about. 

I  just  want  to  put  on  the  record,  Mr. 
Speaker,  some  comments  which  were  made 
by  the  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr.  Handle- 
man)  about  this  particular  inequity  that 
exists  between  senior  citizens,  that  is  be- 
tween those  who  are  protected  in  their  hous- 
ing costs  and  those  who  are  not.  There  is  no 
allowance  made  for  this  in  the  proposals 
before  us  by  the  minister  today.  There  are 
270,000  Ontario  pensioners  aged  over  64  who 
receive  the  federal  guaranteed  income  supple- 
ment, which  gives  them  guaranteed  incomes 
of  $2,200  and  a  bit  right  now  for  a  single 
person,  and  $4,200  if  they  are  married. 
That  has  recently  gone  up  and  the  minister 
proposes  to  raise  that  to  $2,600  and  $5,200 
through  the  GAINS  system. 

But  if  you  look  at  the  numbers  of  people 
over  60,  to  begin  with,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause of  the  large  numbers  of  people  who 
are  over  60  and  have  effectively  been  forced 
out  of  the  work  force  by  ill  health,  been 
forced  out  of  the  work  force  by  way  of  dis- 
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crimination,  because  of  disability  or  because 
they  simply  aren't  able  to  find  a  job  because 
people  won't  hire  older  men  and  women 
when  they  can  hire  younger  men  and  women, 
then  you  are  talking  about  half  a  million 
people  or  so. 

Figures  that  were  brought  forward  by  the 
Minister  of  Housing  indicate  half  a  million 
households  contain  people  over  60;  and  about 
half  of  these  contain  those  over  60  in  the 
income  bracket  below  $5,000.  Of  that  group, 
according  to  the  Minister  of  Housing's  figures, 
about  22,500  will  have  senior  citizen  units 
by  the  end  of  this  year  if  all  the  6,000  units 
projected  for  this  year  are  actually  built;  if, 
and  that's  a  big  if! 

We  have  16,000-odd  seninor  citizen  units 
right  now.  Thus  about  nine  per  cent  of  the 
target  group  of  250,000  households  is  to  be 
served  by  the  senior  citizen  housing  pro- 
gramme. 

I  wish  the  minister  would  say  what  is  go- 
ing to  happen  to  the  other  people  who  are 
senior  citizens  and  who  are  forced  to  pay 
the  going  market  rates  for  accommodation, 
or  who  are  forced  to  pay  the  going  tax  rates 
and  maintenance  rates  and  other  costs  if  they 
happen  to  have  a  home  of  their  own.  And 
many  senior  citizens  no  longer  have  homes 
of  their  own. 

There  is  a  tremendous  inequity  there;  it  is 
the  difference  between  paying  less  than  $100 
—maybe  even  less  than  $50  for  senior  citizen 
accommodation  —  and  having  to  pay  $150, 
$160  or  $175,  which  is  the  standard  rent  for 
a  one-bedroom  apartment  in  my  riding  now, 
it  goes  up  often  to  over  $200. 

The  minister  knows  that's  the  case  in 
Toronto  also.  I  suspect  that  it  is  beginning  to 
be  the  case  in  his  home  town  of  London.  It 
is  the  case  in  Thunder  Bay.  If  a  senior 
citizen  wants  to  have  privacy,  to  which  his 
years  entitle  him  or  her  years  entitle  her, 
and  can't  get  senior  citizen  accommodation 
in  an  OHC  building,  what  are  they  to  do? 
They  will  be  paying  anywhere  between  $120 
and  $180  a  month  for  the  accommodation 
available  in  their  particular  community, 
which  is  something  over  half  if  it  is  a  single 
person,  and  something  approaching  half  if 
it  is  a  married  couple.  That  means  that  the 
amount  left  in  their  budget  for  their  other 
needs  will  be  quite  grossly  inadequate. 

What  then  of  the  dreams  we  gave  to 
senior  citizens?  What  then  of  the  promises 
we  made  to  senior  citizens  that  they  could 
have  their  retirement  in  dignity  and  that  they 
could  do  during  their  retirement  some  of  the 
things  they  couldn't  manage  to  do  when  they 


were   working  productively   in   society,   rais- 
ing kids  and  trying  to  make  ends  meet? 

Obviously  we  have  given  them  a  pile  of 
promises  that  have  no  validity  and  no  credi- 
bility. The  $217  a  month  we  are  about  to 
give  now  simply  doesn't  guarantee  to  any 
pensioner  living  in  an  urban  area  in  Ontario 
any  kind  of  a  decent  standard  of  living, 
unless  they  also  happen  to  be  fortunate 
enough  to  benefit  from  other  subsidized  pro- 
grammes. 

(Mr.  Speaker,  it  might  make  an  awful'  lot 
more  sense,  if  instead  of  picking  on  a  certain 
group  of  senior  citizens— and  I  am  willing  to 
have  this  circulated  and'  so  on,  because  I 
think  the  people  undierstand  the  inequities 
that  exist  between  those  who  have  senior 
citizen  housing  and  those  who  do  not— instead 
of  benefitting  one  particular  group  and  in- 
stead of  the  tremendous  competition  that  now 
takes  place  to  get  into  those  projects,  instead 
of  the  wrench,  which  is  sometimes  as  crip- 
pling or  as  killing,  of  taking  a  senior  citizen 
from  familiar  surroundings  which  they  can- 
not afford  into  unfamiliar  surroundings  that 
they  can  afford,  it  might  make  an  awful  lot 
more  sense  if  senior  citizens  had  enough  dbl^ 
lars  that  thev,  too,  could  afford  the  freedom 
of  choice  which  one  would  have  thought  a 
Conservative  government  would  want  to  grant 
them. 

We  believe  they  should  have  freediom  of 
choice  between  living  in  publicly^operated 
housing,  in  co-op  housing  or  in  privately- 
operated  housing.  They  shouldn't  be  forced 
by  economic  circumstances,  with  or  without 
this  guaranteed  minimum  income,  to  go  into 
senior  citizen  housing.  Many  of  them  enjoy 
it,  but  others  say:  "I  like  it.  It's  fine,  but  I 
would  have  liked  to  stay  where  I  was."  Others 
say:  "It's  fine  for  me,  but  what  about  my 
friend  down  the  street  who  couldn't  come 
with  me?"  People  who  aren't  in  it  say:  "What 
about  me?  I  am  spending  $175  a  month  and 
I  know  that  so-andi-so  got  in  there  because 
they  had  pull  with  their  alderman  or  with 
their  provincial  MP." 

'That  kind  of  competition  for  senior  citizens 
is  simply  diemeaning.  One  thinks  of  the  sub- 
sidies of  $70,  $80  or  $90  a  month  which  now 
prevail  on  senior  citizen  housing,  and*  wond- 
ers whether  one  mightn't  take  that  money 
from  the  Minister  of  Housing  and  put  it  into 
the  annual  minimum  income,  or  guaranteed 
annual  income,  to  raise  that  to  a  decent  level 
where  all  senior  citizens  could  afford  the 
choice  of  what  kind'  of  housing  they  were 
going  to  have. 

It's  really  wrong  to  say  to  people:  "Okay, 
you   have   to  do   this    or  that  or  the  other 
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thing.  The  government  is  going  to  make  your 
choices  for  you."  That's  wrong.  We  have  to 
find  other  ways  to  do  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  and 
I  am  suggesting  the  government  consider  that 
very  seriously. 

^Having  said  all  that,  we  cannot  fail  to 
support  the  principle  of  the  bill  even  in  one 
as  inadequate  as  the  government  is  now 
implementing.  We  have  been  trying  to  get  the 
government  to  move  in  this  direction  year 
after  year  after  year  and,  dare  I  say  it,  if  it 
had  not  been  for  the  example,  as  in  so  many 
other  fields,  of  NDP  governments  in  western 
Canada,  and  particularly  in  British  Columbia, 
we  would  be  waiting  still  for  this  piece  of 
legislation   from   the    Ontario    government. 

iMr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  add  a  few  comments  to 
Bill  60,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  Residents,  65  years 
of  age  and  over.  I  think  we  welcome  the  bill 
this  afternoon,  and  the  opportunity  to  debate 
it  here  in  the  Legislature. 

It  guarantees,  I  think,  $5,200  a  year  for  a 
married  couple;  it  guarantees  a  single  person 
$2,600  a  year.  When  I  look  at  that  and 
compare  it  with  the  guaranteed  annual  in- 
come under  the  old  age  security  guaranteed 
income  supplement,  it  only  amounts  to  about 
$153  more,  so  we  are  not  really  going  over- 
board in  giving  assistance  to  a  single  in- 
dividual. 

^Perhaps  it  was  raised'  by  other  members, 
that  more  assistance  should  be  given  to  the 
one  survivor.  In  many  instances  they  are 
short-changed  even  in  private  insurance 
schemes.  The  survivor  is  left  with  very  little 
income  to  maintain  a  home  or  a  residence. 

Our  leader,  in  December,  1973,  presented 
a  statement  in  the  House,  a  policy  statement, 
suggesting  $216  should  be  the  guaranteed 
annual  income  at  that  time;  we  see  the  gov- 
ernment has  followed  that  principle  of  $216 
a  month. 

I  can  well  accept  that  principle  for  those 
persons  over  the  age  of  65,  but  I  am  more 
concerned  again  with  those  persons  imder 
the  age  of  65.  I  understand  this  will  follow 
in  the  regulations  of  the  Ministry  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services.  This  is  where 
I  believe  more  help  is  required  for  those 
people  with  some  degree  of  disability;  those 
who  are  disabled;  those  who  have  lost  the 
breadwinner  in  the  family  and  have  to  raise 
a  family.  This  is  where  more  assistance  should 
be  given. 


I  was  interested  in  the  minister's  comments 
to  the  member  for  Wentworth.  He  was  prais- 
ing 31  years  of  Tory  rule  and  stated  that 
the  province  has  the  highest  standard  of 
living  in  Canada. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Perhaps  he  doesn't  quite 
go  along  with  the  views  that  the  standards 
of  poverty  should  rise— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:   On  a  point  of  order,  I 
said- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  —reflecting  the  province's 
general  economic  progress. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  has  a  point  of 
order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wliite:  On  a  point  of  order,  I 
said  the  London  Economist  a  few  years  ago 
said  Ontario  might  have  the  highest  standard 
of  living  in  the  world. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Might 
have. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  I  am  glad  the  minister  has 
corrected  it;  it  says  might  have.  I  just  wonder 
if  he  does  agree  with  the  principle  that  the 
poverty  level  should  rise  with  the  economic 
growth  of  this  province.  When  one  looks 
back  at  31  years  of  Tory  rule,  in  this  in- 
stance, it  hasn't  kept  abreast.  That's  the 
point  I  wanted  to  raise  to  the  minister. 

Going  back  to  those  persons  with  some 
degree  of  disability  or  the  misfortunes  of 
ill-health  who,  I  think,  should  be  given  more 
assistance.  I  understand  there  is  a  study  being 
made  or  being  initiated  by  the  Ministry  of 
Labour  concerning  such  matters  as  transfer 
of  payments.  This  deals  with  private  insur- 
ance companies,  Workmen's  Compensation, 
Canada  Pension  Plan,  unemployment  insur- 
ance, disability  insurance,  veterans'  pensions, 
veterans'  benefits— there  is  a  list  of  them. 

I  don't  know  how  many  of  the  members 
have  seen  a  pay  dheque  for  a  person  em- 
ployed in  industry  today.  One  looks  at  the 
left-hand  side  of  the  pay  cheque  and  looks 
at  all  these  things  that  are  taken  off.  He  is 
paying  for  these  things;  he  is  contributing  to 
some  type  of  social  security  programme;  all 
of  these,  one  can  even  find  it  in  one's  auto- 
mobile insurance.  That  person  is  paying  for 
some  form  of  security  in  case  of  an  accident, 
so  that  he  is  going  to  receive  a  weekly  bene- 
fit or  so  much  a  year  or  so  much  for  dis- 
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memberment  of  the  body;  all  of  that.  I  was 
wondering  if  perhaps  we  shouldn't  be  taking 
a  deeper  look  into  this  matter.  We  should 
come  up  with  a  comprehensive  programme 
in  Ontario,  and  perhaps  even  in  Canada,  so 
that  when  a  person  has  some  misfortune— 
an  accident  or  an  injury  or  sickness— he  has 
a  decent  income  and  he  doesn't  have  to  go 
begging  to  the  social  workers  or  the  Ministry 
of  Community  and  Social  Services  in  Ontario 
for  an  income  for  his  family. 

I  think  this  is  where  the  improvement 
should  be  made.  I  think  the  persons  working 
in  industry  who  contribute  to  these  pro- 
grammes would  like  to  see  a  change  so  that 
they  are  guaranteed  an  income  suflBcieait  to 
be  above  the  poverty  line  which  has  been 
mentioned  here  on  different  occasions.  I 
believe  it  is  $5,000  or  $5,200  for  a  family  of 
four. 

I  would  like  to  see  some  changes  made  on 
this  line.  The  government  should  be  bringing 
in  some  form  of  legislation  which  will  give 
that  person  a  reasonable  guaranteed  income. 
I  was  interested  in  the  latest  news  release 
from  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
Services,  which  said: 

Persons  who  are  under  the  age  of  65 
and  who  are  disabled  or  blind  and  who 
are  currently  receiving  family  benefits  will 
automatically  be  ehgible  for  increased 
benefits  imder  the  regulations  of  the  Family 
Benefits  Act.  It  is  not  necessary  for  those 
persons  to  apply.  Disabled  or  blind  persons 
who  are  not  currently  eligible  for  family 
benefits  but  whose  incomes  fall  below  the 
new  levels  may  be  eligible  if  they  meet 
the   following   requirements. 

This  is  the  point  that  I  want  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  minister.  It  mentions  degree 
of  disability:  I  hope  we  are  not  going  to 
follow  the  principle  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  and  say  because  a  person 
still  has  one  limb  left  he  is  only  30  per  cent 
partially  disabled.  I  hope  he  is  classed  as 
disabled  and  unable  to  obtain  gainful  em- 
ployment. I  hope,  in  that  instance,  he  quali- 
fies under  this  and  gets  the  full  guaranteed 
annual  income. 

'I  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  minister  and 
the  staff  sitting  in  the  back  rows  over  there 
that  I  want  a  clarification  on  "degree  of  dis- 
ability." I  think  that  is  the  point  I  want  to 
raise  at  this  time.  I  do  support  the  bill  and 
look  for  further  comments)  diiring  the  stand- 
ing committee  dealing  with  this  particular 
bill  and  with  the  other  regulations  perhaps 
that  will'  follow  in  committee. 


I  hope  the  minister  will  take  up  some  of 
the  suggestions  I  have  raised  and  that  he 
will  look  into  these  other  matters  and  that 
we  do  provide  a  good'  guaranteed  annual 
income  to  those  persons'  who  are  disabled 
by  sickness  or  by  some  misfortune  in  indus- 
try. I  hope  he  will  look  into  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  meimber  for  Scar- 
borough Centre. 

(Mr.  Drea:  Mr,  Speaker,  along  with  every- 
one else,  I  rise  obviously  to  support  the 
principle  of  this  bill,  I  rather  suspect  I  am 
going  to  support  that  principle  for  much 
more  basic  reasons  than  the  ones  I  have 
listened  to  so  far. 

iMr.  Deans:  Because  he  is  a  Conservative. 

Mr.  Drea:  There  has  been  an  attempt  to 
trace  the  history  of  the  activities  of  govern- 
ment in  this  province,  both  the  government 
that  preceded  the  very  long  and  successful 
administrations  of  Conservativei  government 
as  well  as  our  own. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  that  might  start 
him  off. 

'Mr.  Drea:  Oh,  I  give  the  Liberals  credit. 
Where  there  is  any  due,  I  am  glad  to  ac- 
knowledge it. 

•Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that 
despite  the  fact  that  there  was  a  supple- 
ment in  this  province  in  the  Depression  years, 
and  through  the  inflation  of  tiie  war  years, 
we  were  the  pacesetter  in  establishing  the 
age  of  60  for  a  form  of  pension  for  single 
females  who  for  one  reason  or  another  did 
not  feel  they  could  continue  in  gainful  em- 
ployment. We  were  the  first  province  to  come 
to  the  rescue  of  the  older  immigrants  who 
came  with  their  children-  and  who  could  not 
qualify  for  the  10-year  requirement  to  get 
the  old  age  pension  in  Canada;  we  gave  them 
alimost  the  equivalent  of  that  after  five  years 
of  residence  in  this  province.  Also,  we  were 
the  first  province  in  this  country  to  establish 
the  disability  pension. 

•But,  Mr.  Speaker,  all  of  those  were  within 
the  context  of  social  welfare  programmes. 
That  is  why,  with  all  due  respect  to  my 
friend,  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
Services,  I  think  the  principle  of  this  bill  is 
not  only  significant  in  the  development  of 
policy  iu'  this  province,  but  indeed  it  is  very 
exciting.  For,  for  the  first  time,  we  have  put 
retirement  living,  both  the  economic  and 
the  social  aspects  of  it,  within  the  frame- 
work of  the  provincial  budget. 
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lOver  the  years  the  evolvement  of 
budgetary  policies  by  government  hasi  come 
to  dteal  with  the  economic  stimulus  of  indus- 
try and  with  the  quality  of  life  within  our 
province.  But,  unfortunately,  because  a  per- 
son retired,  regardless  of  the  reason'— be  it  for 
as  non-essential  a  reason  as  the  age  of  G5— 
there  was  the  concept  that  such  persons 
were  removed  from  the  work  force.  There 
was  the  connotation  that  since  these  people 
were  in  retirement,  since  they  had  been 
placed  on  the  shelf,  they  were  no  longer 
contributing  to  the  gross  provincial  product. 
Instead,  they  were  almost  in  the  position 
where  they  were  to  receive  something  from 
the  largesse  of  the  province.  And,  un- 
fortunately, it  was  tied  to  a  social  welfare 
programme  in  the  tradition  of  the  means 
test. 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker  that  the 
GAINS  programme  changes  all'  of  that.  It 
not  only  sets  out  a  very  basic  minimum— and, 
quite  frankly,  I  agree  with  some  of  the 
speakers  that  the  basic  minimum  for  the 
single  person  certainly  is  not  going  to  pro- 
vide much  more  than  the  essentials  of  living, 
particularly  at  a  time  of  very  widespread  in- 
flation, as  a  result  of  massive  government  in- 
action in  Ottawa  over  the  last  six  years— but 
it  has  established!  the  principle  that  there  is 
a— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That'll  please  the  Treas- 
urer. 

Mr.  Drea:  Would!  the  member  like  me  to 
say  it  again? 

(Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Go  on.  Say 
it  again.  I  wouldb't  insist  on  it,  but  go  ahead. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Change  your  mind. 

Mr.  Kennedy:   They  are  listening. 

Mr.  Drea:  Does  the  member  really  want 
me  to  say  it  again?  I'd  be  dblighted. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Go  on.  Say  it  again. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well  quite  frankly,  the  plight 
of  the  older  person  in  this  province,  eco- 
nomically and  in  terms  of  all  the  things  that 
have  been  mentioned  today,  is  a  result  of 
inflation.  And  inflation  was  not  only  caused 
by  massive  government  inaction  at  the  Ot- 
tawa level  since  1968;  when  one  looks  at 
the  budget  that  couldn't  be  passed,  they 
almost  spent  us  out  of  the  ball  park. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  true. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  what  the  member 
said? 


Mr.  Drea:  The  member  knows  it's  true. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  can't  he  talk  about  the 
bill?  It  is  really  an  important  bill. 

Mr.  Drea:   I  am  talking  about  the  bill- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  will  talk  about  the  bill,  but 
I  don't  need  free  advice  from  the  hon.  mem- 
bers opposite  on  how  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  think  it  is  worthy  of 
repetition. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  was  stating 
before,  with  this  GAINS  programme,  the 
basic  income  has  now  been  pegged.  But  that 
basic  income  is  not  just  pegged  in  terms  of 
dollars  and  cents;  it  is  pegged  as  part  of 
the  provincial  gross  product.  I  find  it  very 
interesting  that  the  GAINS  programme  comes 
out  of  the  budget  and  is  the  subject  of  a 
bfll  by  the  provincial  Treasurer;  it  is  not  the 
subject  of  legislation  by  the  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services.  I  think  that 
marks  a  departure  in  this  province  as  to 
policy. 

No  longer  is  the  senior  citizen  or  indeed, 
to  divert  for  a  moment,  the  disabled  person 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Family  Benefits 
Act,  considered  to  be  a  non-productive  or 
shelved  product  in  terms  of  the  prosperity 
of  Ontario.  The  person  over  65  and  the  per- 
son who  is  disabled  within  the  legal  meaning 
of  that  Act  are  now  part  and  parcel  of  the 
responsibility  of  the  provincial  Treasurer  to 
ensure  their  entitlement  to  a  fair  share  of  the 
prosperity  and  of  the  other  benefits  that  are 
now  generated  by  the  government  through  its 
economic  policy. 

I  think  this  is  a  recognition  that  the  retire- 
ment years  are  not  just  a  time  of  economic 
lament,  which  they  have  been  in  this  country 
for  probably  far  too  long  a  time,  but  that 
they  should  now  be  the  goal  of  an  enlight- 
ened government's  social  responsibility.  When 
we  have  extended  a  floor  on  income  without 
regard  to  means,  because  they  do.n*t  apply 
to  the  welfare  department  to  get  it—  .  ,  , 

Mr.  Deans:  They  don't  have  to  Worry 
about  that. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  an  awful  lot  of  older 
people  do  worry  about  it.  I'm  siu-e  the  hon. 
member  has  had  the  same  experience  as  I 
have  had;  when  they  needed  a  supplement 
for  drugs  and  I  said:  "Okay,  you  can  go  to 
the  municipal  welfare  department,"  they 
would  not  go.  You  literally  had  to  drag  'them. 
That  concerns  me.  •  '■    ' 
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Mr.  Deans:  But  when  we  establish  a  floor 
income  we  don't  have  to  worry  about  means- 
Mr.  Drea:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  —because  people  with  incomes 
are  not  on  the  floor. 

Mr.  Drea:  Yes,  but  what  I'm  trying  to 
point  out  is  that  when  we  establish  the  floor 
on  income,  we  get  out  of  the  means  test  for 
certain  other  things.  When  we  have  a  floor 
on  income,  it  becomes  a  right  and  it  doesn't 
involve  an  application  at  the  nearest  welfare 
office.  I  think  that  type  of  thing  has  deterred 
some  of  the  social  programmes  that  have 
been  specifically  aimed  at  older  people,  be- 
cause they  have  somewhat  different  ideas  as 
to  the  role  of  social  welfare  in  the  commu- 
nity than  perhaps  we  do. 

As  I  was  saying,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a 
recognition  that  since  people  are  retiring  and 
living  longer  in  retirement  in  the  outside 
world— be  it  in  an  apartment  or  in  a  home— 
or  perhaps  in  institutional  care,  whether  it's 
a  nursing  home,  a  home  for  the  aged  or 
what  have  you,  that  this  province  now  has 
a  social  responsibility  to  meet  their  needs 
and  aspirations  as  an  integral  a  part  of  any 
budgetary  and  economic  policy;  just  as  the 
growth  of  industry,  business,  commerce  and 
the  service  industries  has  been  for  the  bene- 
fit of  younger  persons  so  it  now  reflects  bene- 
fits to  the  elderly,  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  this  bill  is  exciting  because  it 
has  brought  the  senior  citizen  and  the  dis- 
abled person  back  to  the  forefront  of  pro- 
vincial economic  and  social  life  whereas 
before   they   were   almost  an  afterthought. 

I  think  one  of  the  great  pioneering  things 
in  this  regard  has  been  the  activities  of  many 
of  the  enlightened  unions,  when  they  began 
a  few  years  ago  to  bargain  for  the  retired 
pensioner  as  well  as  the  person  who  was 
still  in  a  bargaining  unit.  That  certainly  has 
stabilized  the  lot  of  the  senior  citizen  and  the 
disabled  in  this  province.  Now  we  see 
government  adopting  that  very  same  tech- 
nique, that  we  are  not  going  to  permit  any 
longer  a  group  outside  to  depend  entirely 
upon  the  largesse  of  those  who  were  de- 
termining what  they  can  live  on  and  what 
they  cannot. 

I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
bill  is  a  tribute  to  the  ability  of  the  Treasurer 
of  this  province  to  link  social  responsibility 
with  economic  growth.  I  suggest  to  you  that 
many  of  the  objections,  and  I  think  some 
of  them  are  valid,  though  maybe  objections 
is  a  bit  too  strong  a  word,  but  rather  many 
of   the   concerns    that   have   been    expressed 


by  people  on  the  other  side,  would  be  valid 
if— and  it's  a  big  if— this  was  the  beginning 
and  the  end.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  suggest  to  you 
that  this  bill  is  merely  the  beginning  of  a 
guaranteed  income  for  senior  citizens  and 
those  who  are  disabled.  I  suggest  to  you  that 
there  will  be  many  modifications  over  the 
years,  just  as  there  have  been  in  existing  pro- 
vincial legislation  dealing  with  the  problems 
and  the  concerns  of  the  elderly  in  our  society. 

I  would  like  to  close  with  a  concern  of 
my  own.  Indexing  has  become  almost  a  uni- 
versal panacea  at  the  moment.  I  recognize 
in  an  inflationary  society,  where  interest 
rates  and  costs  and  so  forth  are  beyond  the 
wildest  dreams  or  even  the  wildest  predictions 
of  any  of  us  it  may  be  necessary;  but  I  do 
not  believe  that  in  programmes  like  this  one 
can  speak  out  of  two  sides  of  one's  mouth. 
We  are  setting  up  a  programme  to  try  to 
stabilize  the  economic  and  the  social  position 
of  the  senior  citizen  in  our  society.  My  con- 
cern is  if  we  go  into  indexing  and  peg  it  to 
the  cost  of  living,  it  merely  becomes  another 
attempt  to  evade  the  ultimate  responsibflity 
of  government,  which  is  that  when  we  set  up 
a  programme  to  stabilize  we  also  inherit  the 
challenge  that  we  must  do  something  about 
the  outside  forces  that  have  so  eroded  re- 
tirement life  in  this  country  in  so  brief  a 
time  that  the  first  universally  accepted  form 
of  guaranteed  income  goes  to  the  senior 
citizen. 

To  me  if  we  were  to  index  this  we  would 
be  almost  waving  the  white  flag  that  we  have 
no  concern  about  those  outside  forces,  but 
we  will  merely  ride  with  whatever  impact 
they  have  upon  us. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  not  right. 

Mr.    Drea:    Once    again,    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
would  like  to  draw  attention  to  the  fact- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Is  the  member  saving  that 
indexing  as  a  corrective  is  just  a  panacea? 

Mr.  Drea:  Yes,  I  am. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  member  has  as  much 
social  conscience  as  the  Treasurer  does. 

Mr.  Drea:  My  friend,  I  am  very  glad  to 
have  as  much  social  conscience  as  the 
Treasurer,  because  he  has  the  finest  one  in 
this  province. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  one  put  both  their  social 
consciences  together  there  wouldn't  be  much. 

Mr.  Drea:  In  terms  of  social  conscience- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Doesn't  the  member  realize 
why  he  brought  the  bill  in  and  why  it  is  in 
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his  name?  There  are  three  ministers  to  ad- 
minister it.  The  member  spent  half  an  hour 
telling  us  it  is  a  great  bill  because  the 
Treasurer  brought  it  in.  He  is  the  only  one 
who  had  the  gumption  to  bring  it  in.  None 
of  the  other  ministers  brought  it  in,  none  of 
his  fearless  colleagues. 

Mr.  Drea:  He  just  finds  the  money. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  One  can  only  stand  so 
much  of  this  adulation  of  the  Treasurer;  be- 
cause he  is  not  the  social  conscience  of  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  assure  the  member  of 
that.  He  represents  the  vested  interests  of 
this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  His  idea  of  slumming 
is  to  go  to  the  London  Hunt  Club. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  not  recognized  the 
hon.  member  for  Sarnia.  The  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  Centre. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  apparently  the 
prominence  of  the  Treasurer's  social  con- 
science has  removed  the  plague  that  has 
aflBicted  my  remarks  over  the  past  few 
minutes. 

On  a  more  serious  note,  I  do  commend  the 
social  conscience  of  the  Treasurer  of  this 
province.  I  do  commend  the  economic  acu- 
men which  enables  Ontario  not  only  to  have 
the  highest  standard  of  living  anywhere  in 
the  world,  but  also  to  be  able  to  ensure  that 
it  is  not  the  highest  standard  of  living  for 
an  elite  vwthin  the  population,  regardless  of 
their  age. 

Mr.   Deans:    He   has   tremendous   acumen. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  that  this  marks  a  very 
significant  step  forward  when  we  are  de- 
termined that  there  will  be  a  fair  share  of 
that  prosperity. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  were  a  mean 
man,  I  would  say  to  my  friend,  the  member 
for  Wentworth,  and  I  have  said  it  many 
times,  this  bill  makes  Dave  Barrett  out  to  be 
a  piker. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  How 
is  that? 

Mr.  Drea:  I  am  very  glad  the  member 
agreed  earlier  he  was  going  to  tell  him  that 


his  bill  needed  revisions.  I  presume  the  re- 
visions are  at  least  going  to  bring  it  up  to 
ours. 

Mr.  Lewis:  How  does  it  make  him  out  to 
be  a  piker? 

Mr.  Drea:  I  came  up— I  presume;  I  don't— 

Mr.  Deans:  Would  the  member  like  to 
explain  that? 

Mr.  Drea:  If  I  understood  the  member 
correctly  about  half  an  hour  ago— 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  don't  want  him  to  ex- 
plain what  I  said;  I  want  him  to  explain  what 
he  is  saying. 

Mr.  Drea:  What  I  am  saying  is  this  bill  is— 

Mr.  Deans:  He  said  Barrett  would  want  to 
bring  his  up  to  our  level. 

Mr.  Drea:  Up  to  our  level,  yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  did  you  hear  that? 
How  does  he  need  to  bring  his  programme 
up  to  the  level  of  this  programme? 

Mr.  Drea:  How  he  needs— sorry,  I  don't 
follow  the  member.  His  programme  is  not 
as  beneficial  as  ours. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course  it  is.  It  is  rather 
better. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  see.  If  it  is,  why  don't  the 
NDP  members  vote  against  this  and  have  us 
endorse  Mr.  Barrett's  programme? 

Mr.  Deans:  Here  we  go.  In  other  words, 
the  member  doesn't  know  what  he  is  talking 
about.    He   is   talking   just  to  fill   time. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  is  entirely 
correct. 

Mr.  Drea:  That's  entirely— 

Interjections    by    hon.    members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not— I  will  give  him  that 
credit. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  not  more  beneficial.  He 
should  never  get  up  to  talk  on  something 
he  knows  nothing  about. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  member  doesn't  like  me 
calling  him  a  piker,  does  he. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  care  what  he  calls  him, 
as  long  as  he  is  accurate. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  That's  very  good. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  am  being  very  accurate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  ihon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  We 
don't  mind  as  long  as  the  member  knows— 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker:  I  want  to  make  it 
plain  that  I  am  not  filling  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr,  Drea:  I  am  making  some  remarks 
which  I  think  are  very  pertinent  from  this 
side. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  am  not  one  of  those  who  says 
he  heartily  endorses  the  principle  of  the  bill 
but  finds  almost  everything  in  it  to  be  not 
exactly  worthy  of  commendation. 

Mr.  Deans:  Neither  am  I.  I  don't  heartily 
endorse  it. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  heartily  endorse 
this  bill.  I  heartily  endorse  the  very  exciting 
principle  behind  it.  I  endorse  the  amounts 
which  have  been  set  and,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
and  the  members  of  the  back  bench  of  tiiis 
party  are  only  too  conversant  with  the  very 
many  challenges  the  Treasurer  of  this  prov- 
ince is  assuming  by  putting  this  economic 
and  social  principle  into  reality.  Particularly, 
in  putting  it  into  reality  at  this  time- 
Mr.  Deans:  This  isn't  reality. 

Mr.  Drea:  —because  this  is  the  most  crucial 
economic  time  in  the  history  of  this  country 
and,  indeed,  in  the  history  of  this  province. 
If  we  were  the  jaundiced,  cynical  type  of 
politicians  we  have  been  accused  from  across 
the  floor  of  being,  not  too  many  minutes  ago, 
I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  would  not 
have  brought  in  this  programme  in  1974;  we 
would  have  waited  until  1975. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  see. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  it  is  a  tribute  to  the 
Treasurer  that  he  brought  it  in  when  it  was 
needed  without  regard  to  political  ex- 
pediency- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  the  member's  measure- 
ment. 

Mr.  Drea:  —rather  than  sitting  back  and 
waiting  until  the  political  times  are  right 
and  things  are  so  desperate  people  would 
grasp  at  anything. 


Mr.  Deans:  He  had  to  do  something  now 

to  recoup  the  losses  being- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 

sor-Walkerville  or  is  it  the  New  Democratic 

Party's  turn. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  take  just 
a  few  minutes.  I  must  say  that  kind  of  speech, 
which  I  regard  as  a  kind  of  social  obscenity 
if  the  member  would  like  to  know— I  don't 
know  how  else  to  characterize  it— does  move 
a  lot  of  us  to  wishing  it  were  possible  to  vote 
against  the  legislation,  although  clearly  we 
can't  and  won't. 

Mr.  Drea:  Why  not? 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  His  comments  on 
this  bill  will  look  good  in  his  riding. 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  pretend,  to  talk  with  such 
facility  about  sharing  what  is  fair  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  about  the  highest  stand- 
ard of  living  in  the  world,  and  to  give  people 
$217  a  month  to  live  on,  takes  a  level  of 
presmnption  and  insensitivity  which  is  seldom 
achieved  even  by  people  on  that  side  of  the 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  very  few  cotoments 
to  make  on  the  bill.  First  ctf  all,  I  want  to 
say  to  the  Treasurer  that  one  of  the  things 
which  is  not  very  happy  about  the  bill  and 
the  way  it's  named,  is  the  abuse  of  the  phrase 
"guaranteed'  annual  income"  by  tying  it  to 
this  piece  of  legis-lation. 

He  is  simply  prostituting  the  language.  I 
think  the  Treasurer  knows  that,  although  it 
becomes  a  kind  of  fashionable  procedture  to 
attribute  to  a  slightly  increased  social  allow- 
ance the  grandiose  term,  guaranteed)  annual 
income.  It's  not  a  guaranteed'  annual  in- 
come; it  is  a  level'  of  existence  for  senior 
citizens  which  is  barely  marginal. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Many  of  us  in  this  House  have 
asked  that  it  be  set  at  $200  a  month  or  better, 
as  was  done  in  the  Province  of  British  Colum- 
bia. We  did  that  because  we  were  searching 
frantically,  desperately,  for  some  level  which 
would  allow  these  people  to  survive.  We  are 
not  proud  of  it  and  we  wouldn't  dignify  it 
by  the  wordis  "guaranteed  annual  income." 

What  the  government  has  really  done  in 
this  bill  is  added!  something  like  $25  a 
month  to  what  the  senior  citizen  now  re- 
ceives from'  the  old'  age  pension  plus  the 
guaranteed  income  supplement;  the  difference 
between  $192  a  month  and  $217  a  m6nth. 
The  additional  $25  a  month,  if  members  will 
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forgive  me,  does'  not  qualify  as  a  guaranteed 
annual  income.  It  is  an  increased  social  allow- 
ance perhaps;  an  increased'  pension  perhaps; 
the  minimum  with  which  any  of  us  can  get 
away  as  we  try  to  set  a  standard  which  is 
no  longer  an  affront  to  the  dignity  of  those 
who  are  subjected  to  low  incomes.  All  of 
those  things  might  be  used  to  diescribe  it 
but  not  "guaranteed  annual  income."  The 
government  is  so  mutilating  the  phrase  that 
it  v/ill  no  longer  have  meaning,     i 

Mr,  Speaker,  the  Treasurer  tendls  to  db 
that  kind  of  thing.  He  has  done  it  with  the 
tax  credit;  the  tax  credit  is  a  useful  economic 
instrument;  it  is  a  useful  financial'  tool  for 
redistributing  income.  His  tax  credits  tend,  on 
occasion,  to  be  appliedi  in  an  incoherent  way; 
there  is  very  little  cohesion  to  his  tax  credit 
schemes.  He  slaps  them  on  whenever  the 
pressure  is  there  and  he  feels  he  needs  some 
kind  of  escape  route.  We  understood  that  the 
tax  credit  is  reasonable  and  legitimate  and 
we  adtvocated  and  supported  it  but  one 
doesn't  elevate  that  into  a  pretence  of  a 
guaranteed  annual  income.  It's  little  less  than 
insuflFerable  when  he  always  adds  to  his 
budget  statements  the  pretence  that  this  is 
some  guaranteed  annual  income  plan;  $217 
a  month  for  people  over  the  age  of  65.  He 
debases  the  coinage  of  the  language.  He  can 
call'  it  what  it  is— a  modest  pension;  an  in- 
adequate pension  which  some'  of  us  have 
advocated;  which  a  lot  of  us  feel  is  insuf- 
ficient; which  should,  in  fact,  be  much  higher, 
and  rH  leave  it  at  that.  I  really  feel  he  goes 
overboard,  in  a  fashion  which  is  unbecoming. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  want  to  take  it  another 
step.  Having  fashioned  a  level  which  none 
of  us  is  happy  with  but  is  a  sufficient  im- 
provement to  support,  all  of  us  then  con- 
spire, in  the  private  world  and)  in  the  public 
world,  to  maintain  that  level  without  in- 
crease. .When  we  increase  the  public  com- 
ponent of  old  age  pensions,  we  will  find,  as 
I'm  sure  the  minister  does,  that  a  great  many 
of  the  private  pension  plans  then  reduce  the 
amount  they  give  to  working  people  or  non- 
working  people— those  who  have  retired!  over 
the  age  of  65— by  an  amount  equivalent  to 
the  provincial  increase.  This  is  the  way  many 
of  the  industrial  pension  schemes  work.  This 
is  the  way  many  of  the  mining  companies, 
whom  the  Treasurer  pretends  to  tax  so  extrav- 
agantly, behave  in  response  to  any  increase 
to  provincial  tax  law. 

One  of  the  things  he  might  look  at— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  was  pretty 
quiet  when  I  mentioned;  it. 


Mr.  Lewis:  I  was  quite  fascinated  by  it 
and  we  are  putting  it  to  the  miscroscope,  my 
friend. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  guess  I  couldln't  believe  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  matter  that's  kind  of 
perverse;  as  soon  as  the  state  establishes  a 
pension  at  a  level  which  is  barely  subsistence, 
some  of  the  private  schemes  cut  back  by  the 
equivalent.  I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  through 
you  to  the  Treasure'r,  that  perhaps  the  Treas- 
urer would  consider  companion  legislation 
which  would  not  allow  private  plans  to 
redlice  their  pensions  when  the  public  com- 
ponent of  the  pension  goes  up.     ■ 

But  he  invites  them  to  do  that  when  he 
refuses  to  allow  a  cost-of-living  clause  or 
indexing  clause  to  be  added  to  the  bill. 
Indexing,  as  the  member  for  Samia  said 
rather  neatly  in  response  to  the  member  for 
Scarborough  Centre,  is  not  a  surrender  to 
inflation.  Indexing  is  kind  of  the  minimum 
human  response  to  the  dilemma  of  rising 
prices  every  three  months. 

The  problem  is  that  those  who  set  these 
pension  levels  wdthout  adding  a  cost-of-living 
index  never  change  the  basic  rates  for  several 
years.  We'll  live  on  $217  a  month  for  I  don't 
know  how  long,  until  the  government  gets 
around  to  raising  it  again  to  a  somewhat 
higher  status.  I  don't  know  what  there  is  to 
comment  upon  from  the  point  of  view  of  the 
blind  and  disabled.  Again,  the  minister  has 
simply  increased  the  social  allowance  avail- 
able imder  the  Family  Benefits  Act. 

The  drug  component  of  this  plan  is  in- 
teresting. I'm  not  sure  that  it's  been  recog- 
nized, Mr.  Speaker,  but  the  arithmetic  that 
can  be  done  to  take  a  look  at  the  drug  com- 
ponent of  this  plan,  suggests  that  the  gov- 
ernment is  providing  full  drug  coverage  for 
everyone  over  the  age  of  65  for  a  total  of 
$45  per  annum.  That's  an  interesting  figure. 

If  I  remember  correctly,  and  I'm  working 
from  memory,  the  Treasurer  said  in  his 
budget  that  the  GAINS  portion  of  the  pro- 
gramme would  cost  $75  million.  In  his  state- 
ment the  other  day  he  used  the  figure  of 
$95  million  for  both  the  income  supplement 
and  the  drugs.  The  $20  million  of  the  drugs, 
when  divided  by  the  number  of  people  who 
are  eligible,  works  out  to  an  average  yearly 
cost  of  about  $45  per  person,  but  people 
over  65  are  drug  dependent. 

Their  usage  is  surely  higher  than  the 
average  for  the  province  as  a  wthole  so  the 
Treasurer  has  raised  an  interesting  prospect 
of  what  it  might  cost  Ontario  to  have  a  full 
drug  plan  attached  to  the  health  insurance 
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plan.  If  at  the  most  vulnerable  areas  in  the 
areas  of  highest  usage,  it  is  only  $45  a  year, 
then  I  say  to  you  this  legislation  has  implicit 
in  it,  or  certainly  the  announcement  has  im- 
plicit in  it,  the  possibilities  for  a  full  drug 
plan  for  Ontario  at  a  cost  which  the  province 
can  clearly  afford.  That's  a  kind  of  neat  in- 
cidental which  flows  from  the  announcements 
that  have  been  made  and  suggests  that  you 
could  have  gone  rather  further  sooner  than 
you  did.  . 

Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  going  to  prolong  it. 
We  accept  the  legislation  and  will  support  it. 
We  have  called  on  the  steps  of  the  House, 
as  have  others,  for  the  minimum  pension  as  it 
exists  in  BC,  and  that's  largely  what  the 
Treasurer  has  enacted.  The  combination  of 
their  tax  credits  and  our  tax  credits,  their 
drug  costs  and  our  drug  costs,  their  OHIP 
and  our  OHIP  brings  these  two  plans  more 
or  less  into  proportion.  I  think  that  BC  is 
still  slightly  ahead,  but  not  overwhelmingly, 
at  this  point. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  means  that  the 
rest  of  us  now  have  to  set  our  sights  where 
they  belong  at  an  annual  minimum  income 
for  pensioners,  which  is  real  rather  than 
illusory,  an  income  rather  than  a  social  allow- 
ance. 

If  the  pressures  of  society  have  brought 
you  to  the  point  of  this  level  of  allowance, 
maybe  now,  by  applying  some  rigorous  heat 
and  docimientation,  we  can  bring  you  to 
the  level  of  a  guaranteed  income  which  won't 
mock  the  very  term  in  the  fashion  in  which 
you  use  it. 

Not  much  is  due  you,  Mr.  Treasurer,  by 
way  of  congratulation,  not  in  1974  at  any 
event,  but  we  will  support  the  principle  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  make  a  few  comments 
on  Bill  96,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  residents,  65  Years 
of  Age  and  Over.  I  would  like,  at  the  outset, 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  minister  that 
on  Oct.  19,  1973,  my  leader  recommended 
and  suggested  to  the  government  that  it 
establish  $216.09  as  a  guaranteed  income  for 
pensioners  and  the  disabled.  I'm  pleased  to 
see  that  the  minister  has  finally  listened, 
seen  the  light  and  introduced  legislation  that 
was  originally  recommended  by  my  leader. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  really  isn't  a  guaranteed 
minimum,  it's  a  guaranteed  maximum.  This 
is  the  most  that  an  individual  can  get  from 


the  government.  If  one  looks  at  the  poverty 
report  of  the  Senate,  one  finds  back  in  1972 
that  the  poverty  line  for  a  single  person  was 
$2,580.  That  is  two  years  ago,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Now,  with  inflation  as  rampant  as  it  has 
been  over  the  past  two  years,  you  can  see 
that  the  $2,600,  which  the  Treasurer  plans 
to  provide  each  pensioner  and  disabled  indi- 
vidual meeting  the  requirements  set  out  in 
the  legislation,  really  is  not  in  keeping  with 
the  poverty  level. 

This  increase,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  really  $25 
a  month,  $300  a  year,  or,  broken  down  into 
hours,  approximately  15  cents  an  hour.  The 
$300  a  year  in  some  instances  is  not  the 
equivalent  of  the  $300  in  education  tax  that 
the  senior  citizen  has  to  pay  on  his  own 
home.  So  you  are  not  even  compensating 
him  for  that  even  though  he  has  already 
educated  his  children,  does  not  use  the 
schools  any  longer,  but  continues  to  pay  edu- 
cation tax. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  regret  very  much  that  on 
the  introduction  of  this  legislation  the  com- 
panion bill— the  one  that  would  have  pro- 
vided drug  benefits— was  not  introduced.  Be- 
cause there  is  going  to  be  confusion  in  the 
mind  of  the  senior  citizen  who  will  be  think- 
ing that  come  the  end  of  July  he  will  be 
getting  the  maximum  of  $216  under  the 
GAINS  programme  and  he  will  be  expecting 
the  drug  programme.  He  will  be  disappointed 
throughout  the  summer  months  and  living 
in  hope  that  when  September  rolls  around 
the  drug  programme  will  be  in  effect.  I 
would  have  preferred  to  have  seen  both  come 
in  at  the  same  time  to  dispel  all  of  those 
fears  of  the  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  things  that  does 
disturb  me  on  this  legislation  is  that  the 
provincial  contribution,  I  am  afraid,  is  not 
going  to  remain  stationary.  It  is  going  to 
decrease  progressively  as  the  federal  supple- 
ment increases  according  to  the  cost  of  liv- 
ing. And,  as  a  result,  within  two  years  or 
so  the  province  will  not  have  any  responsi- 
bflity,  will  not  be  providing  any  of  the  funds 
to  the  senior  citizen  who  now  qualifies,  un- 
less the  provincial  portion  is  tied  to  the  cost 
of  living.  And  the  cost  of  living  that  we 
talk  about,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  lot  different 
for  the  rest  of  us  here,  than  when  we  talk 
about  the  cost  of  living  of  a  senior  citizen. 

The  senior  citizen  generally  has  to  buy  his 
food  in  smaller  portions  in  neighbourhood 
stores,  in  stores  in  which  he  cannot  take 
advantage  of  reduced  food  costs  because  he 
cannot  buy  them  in  the  quantity  that  the 
family  individual  can.  So  I  think,  Mr. 
Speaker,   that   it   behooves   the  government— 
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and  I  would  think  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr. 
Clement)— to  set  up  a  senior  citizen  food 
price  index  or  a  poverty— I  shouldn't  say 
poverty— but  a  working  poor  food  price  index, 
because  their  cost  of  living  goes  up  by  far 
more  than  does  the  national  average. 

One  of  the  other  aspects  that  does  disturb 
me,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  we  should  first  start 
with  equality  when  we  talk  about  senior 
citizens  eligible  for  this  supplement.  Many 
senior  citizens  have  to  live  in  the  normal 
rental  market.  They  are  not  fortunate  enough 
to  be  living  in  geared-to-income  housing,  in 
which  their  housing  is  subsidized,  I  under- 
stand, to  about  $95  per  unit  per  month. 

Now  the  senior  citizen  who  lives  in  the 
commercial  market  has  to  rent,  is  not  in 
geared-to-income  housing  and  pays  sub- 
stantially more  for  rental.  As  a  result,  any 
increase  that  may  be  provided  under  this 
plan  is  not  sufficient  to  put  him  on  a  par,  as 
JFar  as  rental  charges  are  concerned,  with  the 
senior  citizen  who  lives  in  geared-to-income 
housing. 

I  think  first  we  need  to  provide  those  senior 
citizens  who  are  not  in  geared-to-income 
housing  with  a  rental  supplement  so  that  the 
amount  that  that  senior  citizen  pays  is  no 
more  than  the  senior  citizen  who  lives  in 
geared-to-income  housing. 

After  we  have  their  rental  accommoda- 
tions on  par,  this  type  of  a  programme  could 
come  into  effect  and  it  would  be  of  equal 
advantage  to  both  the  senior  citizen  renting 
in  the  commercial  market  and  the  senior 
citizen  living  in  geared-to-income  housing. 

Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  another  point  that  I 
would  like  to  bring  up  in  this— this  should  be, 
at  least,  tied  to  federal  income  tax.  The 
single  senior  citizen  has  a  $1,700  a  year 
exemption,  I  think  with  $100  for  charitable 
donations,  giving  him  $1,800.  Then  he  also 
has  another  $1,000  for  being  over  65.  So  I 
think  the  least  we  could  have  done  would 
have  been  to  provide  him  that  income  as  non- 
taxable so  the  senior  citizen  would  be  get- 
ting at  least  $2,800  income  under  the  GAINS 
programme.  Increased  exemptions  from  the 
federal  government  should  be  to  the  benefit 
of  the  senior  citizen,  not  to  his  detriment. 

I  am  afraid,  as  I  mentioned  eariier,  that  as 
pensions  and  supplements  federally  increase, 
the  provincial  contribution  will  decrease.  It 
will  not  come  to  the  benefit  of  the  senior 
citizen.  Another  suggestion  possibly  could 
be  made,  Mr.  Speaker:  tying  it  to  a  minimum 
wsige.  I  hesitate  to  do  that,  even  though  it 
probably  may  be  a  more  just  way  of  doing 


things,  but  I  will  leave  that  for  others  to  talk 
about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  areas  that  does 
disturb  me  concerns  an  individual  between 
60  and  65,  who  is  not  eligible,  according 
to  this  programme.  That  person  may  be  phy- 
sically fit  and  because  he  is  physically  fit, 
but  because  he  has  to  stay  home  to  take 
care  of  his  spouse,  he  is  not  able  to  get 
gainful  employment.  And  I  think  that  that 
individual  should  be  entitled  to  the  benefits 
of  the  GAINS  programme. 

'Mr.  Speaker,  living  as  I  do  in  a  border 
town,  I  am  kind  of  concerned  that  some  of 
our  American  friends  now  may  be  moving 
into  Ontario  knowing  that  with  five-years' 
residence,  they  would  be  eligible  for  this. 
Now,  they  might  hide  the  fact  that  they  are 
collecting  the  social  security  over  there,  or 
forget  about  reporting  it,  and  then  be  eligible 
for  the  GAINS  programme  in  Ontario  as  an 
immigrant.  And  after  five  years'  residency 
they  might  receive  the  full  benefits!  of  the 
GAINS  programme.  I  hope  the  minister  looks 
at  that  very  carefully  and  I  hope  there  is 
some  way  of  overcoming  people  taking  ad^- 
vantage  of  the  programme. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  support  the 
bill.  I  would  have  preferred^  to  see  an  index- 
ing feature  attached  to  the  bill,  an  indexing 
on  the  provincial  contribution  so  that  it 
could  never  be  less  than  what  it  is  today 
plus  a  supplement,  an  index  supplement  or 
any  other  increase  that  they  wish  to  give, 
so  that  the  fedferal  contribution,  as  it  is  now, 
is  indexed,  will  keep  increasing  and!  the 
provincial  contribution  would  likewise  keep 
increasing.  These  are  the  extent  of  the  com- 
ments I  wanted  to  make  on  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

iMr.  Speaker:  Anj-  other  members  wish  to 
enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  only  want  to  make  about  t^vo  comments 
with  respect  to  this  bill. 

(An  hon.  member:  Hear,  hear. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  will  be  rather  lengthy, 
each  of  them. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
The  hon.  member  for  Riverdale  wouldh't 
want  to  disappoint  us,  would  be? 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  He  could 
talk  until  tomorrow  on  that  one. 

iMr.  Renwick:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
sensation   which   I   had  about  this  bill   was 
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one  of  immense  irritation  at  the  gradtualism 
which  has  been  inherent  in  the  so-called 
step-by-step  progress  of  the  government  to- 
ward the  recognition  of  the  fundamental 
social  probltem. 

In  the  budget  papers  which  were  dis^ 
tributed  at  the  time  of  the  budget  state- 
ment by  the  Treasurer,  he  takes  pride  and 
the  government  apparently  takes  pridfe  in  this 
gradual  implementation  of  something  called 
a  guaranteed  annual  income.  I  can't  say  it 
any  better  than  the  leader  of  this  party  said 
it  a  few  minutes'  ago.  This  is  not  a  guaranteed 
annual  income  and  the  gradualism  of  the  ap- 
proach taken  by  this  government  is  no  longer 
an  acceptable  programme  for  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  Mr.  Speaker,  whether  you  are  talk- 
ing vertically  in  terms  of  the  number  of 
dollars  which  are  going  to  be  provided  for  a 
true  and  honest  guaranteed  annual  income 
or  whether  you  are  talking  horizontally  about 
the  extent  to  which  it  will  be  extended  to 
cover  other  people  within  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

I  was  fascinated  to  note  in  the  conclusion 
of  the  budget  paper  that  there  is  a  fore- 
cast, almost  implicit,  that  d'uring  the  com- 
ing year  this  programme  will'  be  extended 
to  a  wider  range  of  people  in  the  province. 
I'll  be  very  interested  when  the  first  intima- 
tion comes  as  to  which  that  wider  group  is 
that  is  going  to  be  given  the  benefit  of  this 
minimal  standiard  of  a  pension  or  income 
support  which  is  provided  in  this  particular 
bill. 

It  would  seem  to  me  in  a  province  as 
wealthy  as  this  province  that  invidious  com- 
parison with  other  provinces  and  with  other 
programmes  is  not  something  that  this  gov- 
ernment should  be  engaged  in.  This  is  a  much 
wealthier  part,  and  much  more  solidly  based 
in  its  economic  wealth  and  in  its  strength 
through  its  wealth  than  any  other  part  of 
Canada.  It  is  not  now  necessary  to  make 
marginal  comparisons  between  a  programme 
of  the  New  Democratic  Party  government  in 
British  Columbia— which,  after  aH,  was  imple- 
mented within  a  short  time  after  the  entrance 
into  the  government  of  that  party— and  a  pro- 
gramme of  this  government,  a  government 
which  has  been  in  power  for  such  a  great 
length  of  time. 

It  seems  to  me  in  all  honesty  what  the 
minister  should  be  saying  to  the  House  is 
that  this  is  our  target  with  respect  to  the 
adequate  level  of  income  for  people  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  we  are  going  to 
move  to  that  target  immediately  or  we  are 
going  to  move  to  it  in  two  years  or  in  three 
years  or  in  four  years.  We  would  then  get 


some  indication  of  the  social  content  of  the 
government's  thinking  with  respect  to  this 
kind  of  problem. 

What  irritated  us  in  our  caucus  as  we 
came  to  consider  the  bill  is  a  problem  al- 
ways in  this  kind  of  legislation  that  we  are 
perforce  going  to  vote  in  support  of  the  bill. 
No  one  in  the  province  can  gainsay  the  fact 
that  for  a  single  person  to  be  required  to 
live  at  the  level  which  is  established  in  this 
bill,  even  adding  into  it  the  minuscule  addi- 
tional tax  credit,  and  to  be  required  to  live 
on  that  number  of  dollars  is  inadequate.  It 
is  inadequate  in  terms  of  accommodation, 
inadequate  in  terms  of  food,  inadequate  in 
terms  of  clothing,  inadequate  in  terms  of 
recreational  availability  of  funds,  inadequate 
with  respect  to  holidays  and  inadequate  with 
respect  to  any  number  of  other  areas.  The 
same  thing  can  be  said  when  one  takes  the 
amount  which  is  paid  to  a  couple  in  the 
province  as  pensioners  under  this  legislation. 

The  leader  of  this  party  said  the  Treasurer 
is  talking  about  $25  as  the  maximum  amount 
being  given  per  month  by  the  government 
of  Ontario  to  reach  this  level  for  a  single 
person,  and  the  maximum  amount  being 
contributed  by  the  province  to  bring  it  up 
to  the  level  for  a  married  couple  of  $5,200 
a  year,  if  my  subtraction  is  correct,  is  some 
$68  or  $69  a  month.  It  should  say  to  itself, 
can  the  government  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario get  by  at  this  point  in  time  by  saying 
that  its  contribution  is  significant  when  the 
Treasurer  is  speaking  about  a  maximum  of 
$25  for  a  single  person  and  a  maximum  of 
$68  or  $69  for  a  married  couple? 

Well,  those  are  my  comments,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. There  will  be  other  aspects  of  this  that 
can  be  questioned  when  the  bill  goes  into 
committee.  The  gradualism  is  wrong.  The 
corruption  of  the  language  is  wrong.  The 
lack  of  target  by  the  government  is  wrong 
with  respect  to  setting  the  target  that  it  must 
reach  in  order  to  provide  the  kind  of  ade- 
quacy that  is  required  for  a  province  such 
as  this  and  for  the  people  who  live  in  tliis 
province. 

Nothing  the  Treasurer  can  say  can  correct 
those  matters.  But  it  does  seem  to  me  that 
we  are  entitled,  in  the  minister's  reply,  to 
some  sensation  of  his  social  thinking.  He 
prides  himself  on  being  a  red  Tory— I  doubt 
if  there  is  any  such  political  animal,  but  he 
prides  himself  on  that— and  if  it  has  any 
content  as  a  term,  having  come  to  Canada 
from  England,  then  he's  got  to  be  able  to 
give  his  social  philosophy  and  tell  us  where 
he  is  headed. 
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I  think  it  would  be  very  interesting  for 
the  minister  to  give  us  some  indication  of 
his  broader  thinking,  both  with  respect  to 
the  target  he  has  in  mind  and  with  respect 
to  the  enlargement  of  the  groups  of  people 
within  the  province  to  whom  this  particular 
programme  is  to  be  extended.  Then  we  could 
begin  to  come  to  grips  with  whether  or  not 
there  is  a  real  sense  in  the  government  of 
its  obligation  to  the  citizens  of  the  province, 
particularly  at  the  time  when  the  dollar  is 
being  ravaged  by  the  inflation  that  is  taking 
place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  now  for 
the  first  time  ever,  every  single  person  65 
years  and  over  has  $50  cash  income  per 
week- 
Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Not 
until  July  1. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  every  couple  65 
and  over  has  a  minimum  cash  income  of 
$100  a  week.  Now  for  the  first  time  ever, 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  blind  and  the  disabled  are 
on  exactly  the  same  basis  as  those  over  65 
years  of  age. 

In  one  very  significant  step  we  have  ac- 
complished not  only  a  higher  minimum  for 
290,000  people  who  will  qualify  by  virtue 
of  their  age  and  circumstances,  but  we  have 
narrowed  a  gap  that  was  a  troublesome  in- 
equity to  me  certainly  and  to  all  those  within 
the  government,  both  elected  persons  and 
appointed  oflBcials,  who  were  aware  of  that 
discrepancy. 

We  have  taken  another  step,  sir,  because 
thousands  of  people  who  do  not  qualify  for 
federal  assistance,  not  having  been  in  Can- 
ada for  10  years,  will  qualify  under  this  new 
Act  of  ours-10,000  in  all. 

As  I  announced  in  my  budget,  this  guar- 
anteed annual  income  will  be  enhanced, 
qualitatively  and  quantitatively.  It  will  be 
married  with  the  world's  first  significant 
negative  income  tax  system,  which  originated 
in  the  great  budget  of  March,  1969.  As  the 
decade  unfolds,  I  have  no  doubt  that  we  will 
provide  additional  resources  and  make  wiser 
use  of  existing  resources- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  The 
universe  is  unfolding  as  it  should. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  Treasurer  must  re- 
tire from  politics  and  go  into  an  advertising 
agency. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  —to  establish  a  truly 
meaningful  guaranteed  annual  income  for  all 
those  people  with  restricted  incomes. 

Mr.  Deans:  Hogwash. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I've 
been  impatient  for  years  with  the  reluctance 
shown  by  some  number  of  people.  I  re- 
member a  conversation  I  had  two  or  three 
years  ago  with  Jane  Jacobs,  who  s'aid:  "There 
are  two  kinds  of  people  on  social  welfare—" 

Mr.  Deans:  Men  and  women. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  "There  are  those  people 
who  are  getting  cheques  called  welfare 
cheques,  and  there  are  those  who  are  getting 
cheques  called  salary  cheques.  It  is  the  lat- 
ter category  that  are  standing  in  the  way  of 
progress." 

Mr.  F.  Young  (York view):  What  about  the 
dividend  cheques? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Whatever  the  facts  may 
have  been  at  the  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  we 
have  developed  this  programme  in  co-opera- 
tion with  several  operating  ministries,  I  have 
found  nothing  but  enthusiasm  and  acceptance 
of  the  proposition  that  we  should  get  away 
from  categorical  programmes  with  needs  tests, 
personal  in  nature,  etc.,  etc.,  and  get  into  a 
guaranteed  annual  income  such  as  we  have 
indeed  started  here  in  this  province  using 
this  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  dismantling  of  needs  test 
programmes  began  20  years  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  really  don't  want  to 
forecast  at  the  moment  what  qualitative  and 
quantitative  changes  might  be  attempted 
some  months  hence,  notwithstanding  the 
gracious  invitation  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Riverdale.  I  wonder  to  myself  about  the  age: 
I  wonder  to  myself  if  both  members  of  the 
couple  should  be  65— 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  a  very  important  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  wonder  to  myself  about 
some  enrichment  for  a  disabled  person,  but 
I  must  say  that  these  matters,  which  seem  to 
be  rather  simple  at  first  glance,  become  tre- 
mendously complicated,  as  some  of  us  wiD 
leam,  when  we  develop  the  various  sections 
of  the  bill  in  the  standing  committee  later 
on  today. 

This,  no  doubt,  is  the  reason  it  has  been 
slow  in  coming,  not  only  here  but  in  other 
jurisdictions. 

A  number  of  points  have  been  raised,  Mr. 
Speaker,  by  the  debaters,  and  I  thank  them 
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for  participating,  and  most  especially,  my 
very  dear  ooUegue,  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre,  whose  constructive  remarks 
were   greatly   appreciated  by  me. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He,  imfortunately,  is  not 
here  to  receive  the  accolades. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  send  him  a  copy  of 
Hansard. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  At  least  the  provincial 
Treasurer  stayed  to  receive  his  accolade. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  have  decided  not  to 
rush  into  indexing  in  any  pensions  or  wages 
or  other  benefits.  I  quite  understand  the  ar- 
guments in  favour  of  indexing.  I  am  inclined 
to  agree,  however,  with  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition,  who  pointed  out  to  us  the  perils 
of  indexing,  or  to  paraphrase  his  words,  "If 
one  were  to  index  everything,  this  would 
simply  feed  the  fires  of  inflation."  I  believe 
this  too,  as  do  most  people  who  consider  thai 
option. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Except  for  a  basic  pension 
such  as  this  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  becomes  diflBcult  tc 
single  out  a  particular  benefit  for  indexing 
without  being  drawn  into  that  quagmire.  I 
was  taken  by  the  remarks  from  the  member 
for  Wentworth  and  the  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville,  both  of  whom  posed  certain 
objections  to  indexing,  which  they  would 
have  solved  in  somewhat  difi^erent  ways.  . 

The  member  for  Wentworth  pointed  out 
that  elderly  people  may  have  a  higher  shelter 
component  from  the  index  than  the  average 
citizen,  that  they  may  have  higher  food  costs 
because  of  the  smaller  quantities  pmchased 
from  small  stores  in  their  neighbourhood,  and 
the  like.  I  think  he  has  drawn  our  attention 
to  one  of  the  reasons  why  indexing  shouldn't 
be  relied  upon,  if  I  may  say  so. 

The  member  for  Windsor- Walkerville  was 
making  tJie  same  point,  in  coming  to  the 
same  conclusion  from  a  difFerent  direction, 
by  pointing  out  that  the  cost  of  living  is  a 
lot  different,  to  use  his  words,  for  older 
people. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  hope  Hansard  doesn't  record 
my  remarks  exactly  the  way  the  Treasurer 
does. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Don't  put  them  in  quotes, 
then. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  Treas- 
urer is  pretty  free  with  his  interpretation. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  think  that 
maybe  I  said  a  little  more. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  Statistics  Canada  is  do- 
ing some  work  on  a  basket  of  goods  and  ser- 
vices for  older  people.  If  such  an  index 
should  become  available,  I  think  we  would 
have  to  take  a  good  look  at  it.  In  the  mean- 
time I  think  we  are  going  to  be  fairer  to  the 
people  involved  if  we  use  our  judgement, 
periodically,  to  increase  the  amount  paid  to 
this  important  group  of  citizens.  I  would 
anticipate  such  a  review  once  a  year,  at  the 
very  least,  and  probably  two  or  three  times 
a  year. 

Some  question  has  been  raised  about  our 
position  relative  to  other  jurisdictions,  and  I 
think  it  is  nather  interesting.  I  don't  want  to 
be  in  a  race  with  British  Columbia  or  any 
other  province  for  that  matter,  but  I  think 
the  members  of  this  Legislature,  as  a  matter 
of  interest,  might  like  to  be  aware  of  the 
fact  that  a  single  person  here  in  Ontario  will 
receive  a  total  monthly  benefit  of  $259.98. 
This  consists  of  the  guaranteed  income  of 
$216.67;  a  pensioner  tax  credit  of  $9.17  per 
month;  sales  tax  credit  of  $2.31;  property 
tax  credit  of  $17.50;  free  health  premiums 
of  $11;  free  prescription  drugs  estimated  at 
$3.33.  So  we're  at  $259.98;  and  at  the  present 
time  BC  is  $249.72. 

Insofar  as  married  couples  are  concerned, 
our  total  is  $492.21  per  month.  British 
Columbia  at  the  moment  is  $475.28.  Their 
figures  are  going  to  go  up— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Out  of  curiosity,  has  the 
Treasurer  got  the  BC  figures  broken  down? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  then  they  will  be 
slightly  higher  than  ours.  And  then  when 
ours  go  up  some  months  hence,  I  suppose 
they  will  be  slightly  below  ours. 

An  hon.  member:  They  won't  even  be 
around  by  then. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  by  way  of  interest,  does 
the  Treasurer  have  the  BC  figures  broken 
down? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes,  I  have. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Could  he  put  them  on  the 
record? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes.  These  figures  are 
for  a  single  person.  They  have  a  guaranteed 
income  at  the  present  time  of  $217.17. 
There  is  a  homeowners*  grant  and  school  tax 
credit  of  $24.16— this  is  assuming  the  home 
owmership  figure  declines  to  $6.67  for  renters. 
The  pre-health  premiums  are  $4.50;  free 
prescription  drugs,  $3.89.  But  listen,  I 
think  we  should  not  get  drawn  into  this  trap. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  Why  does  BC  give  $4.50  for 
its  health  premium  and  it  is  $11  for  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  don't  know.  I  will  get 
the  answer  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  the  Treasurer  should  get 
the  answer  for  that,  as  well  as  straighten  up 
the  figures. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  are  their  drugs  higher 
than  ours? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  why  are  their  drugs 
higher  than  ours?  I  don't  know.  I'll  be  glad 
to  get  that  information.  That's  why,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  I'm  taking  this  into  commit- 
tee—so that  we'll  have  all  kinds  of  expertise 
to  help  the  amateur. 

Mr.  Reid:  The  Treasurer  included  himself 
on  that  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'd  like  to  make  this 
point  if  I  may.  Yes,  to  help  the  amateur; 
that's  right.  I  pride  myself  on  my  gradualism 
and  my  amateurism. 

Now,  here's  the  point  I  want  to  make. 
Please  listen  to  me  for  a  minute.  If  we 
become  obsessed  with  the  amount  of  money 
going  to  311,000  of  our  695,000  senior  citi- 
zens, we  may  find  ourselves  putting  resources 
into  that  smaller  portion  without  regard  for 
those  people  who  are  marginally  better  off. 
So,  I  want  to  daw  your  attention  to  a  further 
comparison  here— 

Mr.  Reid:  That  always  happens. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —which  takes  into 
recognition  —  not  just  those  qualifying  for 
GAINS  and  free  prescriptions  and  such  like 
—but  which  takes  into  account  a  very  large 
amount  of  money.  It  is  very  large  indeed. 
Hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  are  being 
put  into  the  tax  credit  system,  about  40  per 
cent  of  which  is  realized  by  persons  65  and 
over.  This  is  done  as  a  comparison  with  BC 
for  my  edification;  although  once  again,  I 
want  to  say  I'm  not  in  the  race  with  BC. 

When  one  takes  the  amount  of  money 
dedicated  to  programmes  especially  designed 
for  old  age  pensioners  in  the  present  fiscal 
year,  our  total  cost  is  $302  million.  I  can 
break  this  down  now  or  later. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  British  Columbia's  total 
cost  is  $98  million.  If  one  takes  the  next  nine 
months— which  is  the  start  of  our  programme 
—the  British  Columbia  figure,  on  a  compara- 
tive basis,  becomes  $90,500,000.  The  number 
of  old  age  pensioners  here  is   695,000  and 


in  BC  it's  225,000.  The  average  benefit  per 
person  in  dollars  here  is  $434.53.  At  the 
present  time— although  once  again  I've  got  to 
say  it's  going  to  change,  because  BC  is  going 
up  in  July,  I  think  it  is— the  average  benefit 
per  person  in  BC  is  $402.22. 

I  think  that  we  should  put  very  significant 
amounts  of  money  into  the  tax  credit  system 
as  we  increase  the  payments  into  GAINS  and 
other  programmes  designed  for  less  than  half 
of  this  large  group  of  senior  citizens,  in  order 
to  get  rid  of  some  of  the  anomalies  at  the 
margin. 

'In  fact,  this  new  programme  of  ours  will 
do  that  to  some  extent.  It  holds  the  people 
receiving  institutional  care  in  nursing  homes 
at  their  present  comfort  allowance  of  $51. 
It  increases  the  comfort  allowance  to  peoplte 
in  senior  citizens'  homes  from  $34  to  $43. 
In  point  of  fact,  if  one  were  to  db  it  starting 
from  scratch,  one  would  give  the  people,  I 
think,  who  are  mobile— the  old  chaps  who 
can  go  down  and  have  a  draught  on  a  Satur- 
day night— more  than  the  people  who  are  in- 
capacitated in  bed. 

OBut  putting  these  things  in  place,  they 
are  not  easily  changed,  Ifet  me  say.  So  we 
hope  to  rid  ourselves  of  these  anomalies  and 
inequities  as  the  additional  sums  of  monev 
are  put  into  the  programme.  Nobody  will 
come  down,  at  any  rate,  and  some  significant 
number  of  people  will  go  up. 

ilncidentally,  the  United  Kingdbm,  which 
is  the  fountain  head  of  all  wisdom  for  the 
Keynesian  Socialists  opposite,  is  going  from 
a  single  pension  of  $17.08  to  a  single  pension 
of  $23,  and  for  a  couple  it  is  going  from 
$28.75  to  $36.80  in  July. 

Mr.  Deans:  So  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  just  pointing  out 
that  your  inspiration  and  others  came  from 
those  of  Bernard  Shaw  andi  his  ilk.  and  I 
thought  you  might  like  to  know  what  Mr. 
Harold  Wilson  was  doing. 

'Mr.  MacDonald:  Would  you  give  us  the 
figure  they  have  for  complete  health  care? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Harold  Wilson  is  doing  all 
right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  it  in  the  German 
Democratic  Republic,  perhaps,  or  the 
People's  Republic  of  Czechoslovakia.  You 
might  like  to  compare  it  with  those. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  British  Columbia,  which 
is  another  source  of  inspiration  for  the  social- 
ists opposite,  pays  double  the  single  rate  to 
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couples.  We  ourselves  wondered  about  giv- 
ing less  than  double  to  married  couples,  as 
the  member  for  Wentworth  suggests. 

Mr.  Deans:  No.  On  a  point  of  order,  I  am 
not  going  to  stand  for  that.  No,  sir.  I  did 
not  suggest  at  any  time  that  the  married 
should  receive  less»  than  double.  I  said  that 
it  took  more  than  half  of  the  married  rate 
for  a  single  person  to  survive,  and'  that  is 
considerably  different. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  would  like  to  check 
Hansard.  You  would  like  to  see  a  singlte  pea> 
son  get  more  than  half  of  the  double,  but 
he  doesn't  want  the  double  to  get  less  than 
two  singles'— but  he  wants  the  single  to  get 
more  than  half  the  double.  We'll  go  to  work 
on  that  in  committee. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  minister  finisihedl? 

'Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  am  not  finishedi. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  just  wondered',  be- 
cause the  minister  seems  to  have  drifted'  to 
a  conclusion. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  are  regional  varia- 
tions in  costs  across  the  province.  This  once 
again  becomes  a  tremendous  diflSculty.  We 
did  have  variable*  wages  in  Hydro,  and  it 
makes  a  lot  of  sense,  too,  because  living 
costs  in  Brantford  are  very  l^ow,  I  am  sure, 
compared  to  Toronto. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Ask  the  member  for 
Brantford  (Mr.  Beckett)  before  you  accuse 
me  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  At  any  rate,  it  does  make 
sense,  but  the  minnte  one  attempts  this— and 
there  is  enormous  agitation,  as  the  hon.  mem- 
ber pointed  out,  to  have  everybody  put  on 
exactly  the  same  basis— I  think  if  we  were 
to  introduce  regional  variations,  we  would 
upset  a  lot  of  people.  I  dbn't  think  we  covJd 
hold  to  that.  I  don't  think  the  members  op- 
posite would  want  us  to  attempt  that,  quite 
frankly. 

Sir,  this  is  a  general  lead  into  the  specifics 
which  can  be  better  dealt  with  in  committee, 
so  I  thank  those  who  have  participated,  and 
I  am  delighted,  naturally  enough,  to  have 
had  the  privilege  of  introducing  this  legisla- 
tion toward  the  end  of  my  own  great  career. 
I  am  delighted,  too,  to  have  had  the  as- 
surance from  the  hon.  members  opposite 
that  we  are  going  to  carry  this  historic 
measure  unanimously. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  discounting  all 
of  your  other  superlatives. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  has  so  much  to  be 
modest  about. 

Motion  agreed  to.  Second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading  or  committee? 

An  hon.  member:    Committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
will  go  to  the  social  development  committee 
as  previously  mentioned.  I  move  that  the 
committee  be  authorized  to  sit  concurrently 
with  the  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  bill  will  go  to  the  stand- 
ing social  development  committee,  and  Mr. 
White  has  moved  that  the  committee  be  au- 
thorized to  sit  concurrently  with  the  House. 
Is  this  agreed  to? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Might  I  ask,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  it  is  the  intention  for  the  committee  to 
begin,  then,  probably  at  8  o'clock  this  eve- 
ning? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  I  would  think  so. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  this  matter,  I  don't  believe 
any  notice  has  been  given.  I  don't  believe 
any  notice  has  been  given  to  the  members 
of  the  committee  that  it  will  sit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  believe  this  commit- 
tee has  this  understanding,  although  I  can't 
vouch  for  that. 

Mr.  Foulds:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  committee  has  the  understand- 
ing that  it  will  complete  the  estimates  of  the 
Ministry  of  Colleges  and  Universities  before 
it  proceeds  to  other  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  have  said  many  times 
I  never  interfere  with  the  committee.  I  don't 
know  what  they  intend  to  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Just  tell  me  when  you 
want  me  to  be  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  I  call  6  of  the  clock, 
I  should  point  out  to  the  members  that  earlier 
this  afternoon  Bill  22,  the  Health  Disciplines 
Act,  1974,  was  reported  by  the  social  de- 
velopment committee,  and  I  neglected  to 
obtain  the  direction  of  the  House  at  that 
time.  I,  therefore,  now  put  the  question, 
shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Some  hon.  members:  Committee. 


JUNE  20,  1974 


3479 


Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House?    Really    it    would    be    helpful    if   we 
could  have- 
Mr.  Deans:  Not  the  Treasurer's  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  referring  to  a  bill  re- 
ported by  the  chairman  of  the  committee 
earlier  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  do  I  take  it  that  the  Treasurer  is 
simply   on    call   for   the   social    development 


committee,    for    either    tonight    or    tomorrow 
morning? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  He  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Plus  Health,  Welfare, 
Revenue  and  a  few  others. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  a  queer  way  to 
run  a  railroad.  The  House  leader  has  three 
ministers  on  call. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  really  do  believe  we 
should  start  at  8  o'clock  and  go  back  to  the 
estimates  afterwards. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 


BEEF  CATTLE  MARKETING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  91,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Beef  Cattle 
Marketing  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Beef  cattle? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  make  a  few  comments  with  respect 
to  this  bill.  We  are  going  to  oppose  the  bill. 
The  provisions  of  this  Act  mean  that  the 
Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Association  will, 
over  the  period  of  perhaps  several  years,  be 
accorded  a  150  per  cent  increase  in  the 
checkoff.  I  realize  that  they  cannot  take  in 
excess  of  10  cents  in  any  12-month  period. 
That  means  that  it  could  go  to  25  cents  this 
year,  35  cents  next  year  and  45  cents  the 
following  year,  so  that  in  three  years  it  could 
be  up  to  the  maximum  level. 

As  I  understood  it,  last  year  there  was 
$171,730  taken  in  by  way  of  this  particular 
checkoff,  which  was,  at  that  point,  15  cents 
per  head;  $7,814  was  refunded,  so  that  the 
Beef  Improvement  Association  had  $163,916 
with  which  to  work. 

I  recognize,  like  all  other  organizations 
and  all  other  companies  and  all  other  indi- 
viduals, that  inflation  today  is  making  it 
tougher  to  make  the  dollar  stretch.  At  the 
same  time,  I  am  very  concerned  as  to  the 
use  to  which  this  particular  money  is  put. 
In  three  years  time,  if  the  maximum  amount 
of  45  cents  was  attained  in  respect  of  the 
checkoff,  it  would  mean  that  the  Ontario 
Beef  Improvement  Association  would  have  at 
its  disposal  $359,525.  It's  a  lot  of  money.  It's 
getting  close  to  half  a  million  dollars. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  am  not  too 
aware  of  what  the  Beef  Improvement  Asso- 
ciation does  with  this  money,  other  than 
having  an  educational  programme  in  some 
of  the  schools.  They  put  out  some  material 
to  some  of  the  schools.  They  use  the  money, 
as  I  understand  it,  for  what  might  be  termed 
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social  functions.  They  take  bus  trips  to  the 
United  States,  to  other  parts  of  the  province 
or  even  to  other  parts  of  Canada  and,  as  I 
understand  it,  checkoff  money  is  used  for 
these  purposes. 

In  many  cases  I  think  those  trips  are 
more  social  than  educational  for  many  of 
these  people.  I  suppose  the  visits  which  they 
undertake  are  good  in  themselves,  but  most 
of  the  people  going  on  the  trip  know  as 
much  about  the  operation  of  a  beef  farm  as 
anyone,  anywhere.  Because  most  of  them— 
and  this  has  been  an  accusation  that  has 
been  made  a  number  of  times  on  the  back 
concessions— a  lot  of  the  beef  improvement 
executive  people  are  elitist.  They  are  the  top 
of  the  heap,  so  to  speak;  tney  are  big 
operators;  they  are  well-heeled  operators, 
in  some  cases;  and  they  don't  reflect  the 
views  of  the  little  man  on  the  back  concession. 

So  I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Speaker,  how  this 
money  is  used  and  for  what  purposes.  I  sup- 
pose my  brief  —  or,  to  put  it  in  quotation 
marks,  my  "beef"— is  more  with  the  Canadian 
Cattlemen's  Association  than  it  is  with  the 
Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Association  be- 
cause, as  I  understand  it,  35  to  40  per  cent 
of  the  checkoff  money  that  is  taken  in  goes 
to  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association. 

As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  was  very  dis- 
appointed in  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation when  they  fought  against  the  market- 
ing legislation  that  was  brought  forward  by 
Mr.  Whelan  a  couple  of  years  ago— 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Those 
are  the  guys  who  held  it  up. 

Mr.   R.    F.    Nixon:    They   held   it   up   for 

months. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  They  held  it  up  for  months. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Even  though  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture  and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart)  wanted 
it  to  go  through. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  They  held  it  up  for  months. 
They  distorted  the  facts.  They  were  out  and 
about,  conducting  themselves  in  what  I 
would  term  a  very  unreasonable  and  irrational 
fashion.  Tliey  knew  full  well  that  the  legis- 
lation  was    permissive,    and   yet   they   were 
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saying  that  this  was  going  to  involve  the  beef 
producers. 

I'm  very  well  aware  that  beef  producers 
are  free  enterprise  people  par  excellence,  and 
that  they  don't  want  any  part  of  marketing 
boards  or  what  have  you.  That's  their  de- 
cision. That's  their  right.  I  am  not  com- 
plaining about  that.  All  I  am  saying  is,  when 
they  take  that  position  themselves,  they  have 
no  right  to  foist  that  opinion  on  to  somebody 
else.  And  that's  exactly  what  they  were 
trying  to  do  in  that  instance. 

As  far  as  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation are  concerned,  I  consider  them  quite 
a  reactionary  group;  and  I  think  that  par- 
ticular action  and  that  particular  activity 
which  they  undertook  destroyed  their 
credibility. 

I  must  say  I  am  surprised  that  the  minis- 
ter, who  is  a  strong  proponent  of  orderly 
marketing,  is  now  providing  funds  to  a  group 
that  is  a  strong  opponent  of  orderly  market- 
ing, the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association. 
Now  it's  not  being  done  in  a  direct  way,  but 
it's  certainly  being  done  in  an  indirect  fashion. 
Because  40  per  cent  of  the  checkoflF  moneys 
that  will  be  provided  under  the  terms  of  this 
bill  will  go  to  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's 
Association,  a  group  that  is  dominated  by 
Alberta,  in  my  view. 

I  know  Ontario  has  its  representatives  on 
that  board,  but  by  the  time  Jack  Homer 
and  his  lackeys  get  going  within  that  organ- 
ization, why,  they  seem  to  be  able  to  over- 
power the  Ontario  people.  I  think  it's  fair 
to  say  it  is  an  organization  dominated  by 
Alberta,  if  not  in  terms  of  numbers,  cer- 
tainly in  terms  of  actions  and  the  opinions 
expressed  and  so  on. 

I  think  we  must  have  a  better  indication 
of  what  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement 
Association  intends  to  do  with  these  moneys 
and  how  these  moneys  are  going  to  be  spent. 
I  think  we  also  have  to  have  a  better  indi- 
cation that  this  particular  action  is  supported 
by  the  average  beef  farmer  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  I  know  the  minister  is  going  to 
come  back  and  say,  "This  action  was  sup- 
ported by  every  county.  It  was  supported 
at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Ontario  Beef 
Improvement  Association,"  which  is  true.  I 
think  there  were  a  few  dissenting  voices, 
one  in  particular  I  know  of,  but  by  and  large 
that's  true.   It  was  supported  there. 

What  I  am  really  saying  is  I  am  question- 
ing whether  the  executive  really  reflects  the 
attitudes  of  the  ordinary  middle-sized  and 
small  beef  producer  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario.  I  know  there  are  a  few  people  with 


whom  I  have  talked  in  the  last  few  days, 
aside  from  the  farm  union  people,  who  op- 
pose the  principle  of  this  bill.  There  are 
others  who  feel  this  money  hasn't  been  well 
spent  in  the  past  and,  when  it's  increased, 
won't  be  well  spent  in  the  future.  It  won't 
be  spent  in  a  way  which  is  in  keeping  with 
the  best  interests  of  all  beef  producers  in  this 
province. 

Perhaps  the  only  accurate  way  in  which  to 
assess  this  is  to  put  the  matter  to  a  plebiscite. 
I  know  the  minister  would  resist  that  but 
perhaps  that's  the  only  entirely  accurate  way 
to  determine  the  feeling  in  the  country,  of 
all  beef  producers.  As  I  say,  I  am  sure  the 
minister  would  resist  that  approach  but  I  say 
to  him,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned,  I  think 
it  only  fair  that  this  particular  bill  go  to 
the  standing  committee  so  that  the  farm 
organizations,  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement 
Association,  other  interested  parties  and 
farmers  generally  can  come  in  and  express 
their  views  with  respect  to  this  particular 
bill  and  to  the  increase  which  is  being  sought 
under  the  terms  of  the  bill.  It  seems  to  me 
that  is  a  fair  proposition.  It's  one  which 
should  be  supported  on  all  sides  and  I  feel 
the  minister  would  be  well  advised  to  take 
that  approach. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  York  South. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  am  opposed  to  this  bill.  We  in 
the  New  Democratic  Party  are  opposed.  We 
shall  vote  against  it  and  we  will  call  a 
recorded  vote  because  I  think  it's  time  the 
minister  and  the  Conservative  Party,  in  their 
support  of  this,  should  stand  up  and  be 
counted.  Having  stated  my  conclusion,  let 
me  go  back  and  tell  the  members  why  I 
come  to  that  conclusion. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  The 
member  needn't  say  more  now. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  sometimes  one  has 
a  rationale  to  the  conclusions  and  maybe  the 
rationale  will  give  the  member  a  guide  for 
the  future  on  similar  kinds  of  occasions.  The 
second  reading  of  a  bill  gives  me  an  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  the  principle  of  the  bill  and 
I  want  to  make  a  comment  at  the  outset 
with  regard  to  a  general  principle  in  terms 
of  financing  what  I  would  describe  as  eco- 
nomic organizations  of  the  people. 

We,  in  the  New  Democratic  Party,  feel 
that  the  economic  organizations  of  the  people, 
whether  they  be  on  the  labour  front,  in  the 
industrial  world  or  whether  they  be  on  the 
farm  front  are  entitled  to  economic  security. 
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The  proposition  that  they  should  be  hanging 
on  the  cliff,  so  to  speak,  all  the  time  with 
regard  to  economic  survival  so  they  can't 
go  out  to  do  the  job  in  terms  of  representing 
their  people  seems  to  me  to  be  an  indefensible 
proposition. 

It's  the  kind  of  situation  which  is  usually 
thrust  upon  economic  organizations  of  the 
people  to  keep  them  semi-immobilized  so 
that  they  can't  fulfill  their  role  in  the  market- 
place. As  a  general  proposition  we  are  not 
opposed  to  whatever  is  the  most  effective 
way  of  financing  an  economic  organization, 
whether  it  be  a  marketing  organization  on 
the  farm  front,  or  a  producers'  organization, 
or  whether  it  be  an  industrial  workers'  or- 
ganization. The  only  rider  I  would  put  to 
that,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  obviously  the  de- 
cision as  to  how  it  shall  be  financed  should 
be  as  democratic  a  decision  as  possible. 

I  say  as  democratic  as  possible  because 
every  organization  varies  in  its  nature,  its 
structure  and  its  organization,  and  to  get  a 
sort  of  perfect  democratic  expression  of  views 
sometimes  is  difficult,  indeed,  sometimes  is 
impossible.  So  I  am  not  asking  for  perfection, 
but  it  seems  to  me  that  one  should  havei  some 
assurance  that  the  decision  is  one  which  re^- 
flects  accurately  and  with  some  assurance  the 
majority  of  the  people  who  are  going  to  have 
to  pay,  to  subscribe,  to  provid^e  the  money, 
for  the  economic  sustenance  of  this  organiza- 
tion. 

Having  stated  those  general  principles,  I 
come  to  the  specific  instance,  and  my  curio- 
sity is  aroused,  quite  franldy,  almost  beyond 
control.  I  am  curious  as  to  what  in  heaven's 
name  the  minister  is'  up  to.  Why  would'  the 
ministeir  bring  into  the  House  today  a  bill 
which  is,  in  effect,  going  to  triple  within  a 
period^  of  three  years  the  levy  which  the 
Beef  Improvement  Association  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  can  raise  on  every  single  head  of 
beef  cattle  which  is  marketed  in  this  prov- 
ince? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  To  45  cents. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  would  he  do  it? 
Why  45  cents  instead  of  15?  It  can  only  go 
up  10  cents  a  year  so  it  may  be  three  years 
before  the  full  45  cents  can  be  reached.  Why 
does  he  do  it?  Because,  as  has  been  pointed 
out  by  the  hon.  member  for  Huron'-Bruce,  I 
know  of  no  organization  of  agricultural  pro- 
ducers in  this  province  and  in  this  country 
which  has  been  more  vigorously  and  more 
consistently  opposed  to  orderly  marketing.  In 
fact,  as  has  already  been  pointed'  out,  the 
minister  himself  was  very  loud  in  trying  to 
coimter  the  objections  to  the  legislation  for 


the  establishment  of  national  marketing,  and 
obviously  at  the  fed^eral  level  at  least,  the 
government  at  the  top  level,  through  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture,  was  leading  the  battle 
and  leading  the  fight  to  get  national  market- 
ing schemes. 

Yet  here  is  the  minister  comin-g  along  and 
suggesting  that  we  should,  in  effect,  triple  in 
a  mree-year  period  the  finances  of  an  or- 
ganization' whose  record  proves  that  they  are 
going  to  spend  that  money  and  they  are 
going  to  use  their  membership,  whether  they 
agree  or  not,  to  frustrate  the  development  of 
orderly  marketing  in  this  country.  The  minis- 
ter is  constantly  prating  about  the  needl  for 
defending  marketing  procedtires  and  defend- 
ing the  marketing  strength  of  producers  in 
order  to  better  the  economic  position  of  the 
farmers.  Yet  now  he  comes  in  and!  wants  to 
provide!  money  to  support  the  enemies  of 
orderly  marketing.  I  repeat,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
just  don't  understand'  what  the  minister  is 
up  to. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  He  is  in  bed  with  Jack 
Horner. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  it  may  be  that  he 
is  in  bed  vdth  Homer;  blood  runs'  thicker 
than  convictions  when  it  comes  to  the  farm- 
ers. I  have  found  that  before,  sometimes,  in 
terms  of  Tories.  I  remember  one  time  at- 
tending a  Federation  of  Agriculture  conven- 
tion in  which  somebody  challenged  the  then 
Minister  of  Agriculture,  who  happened'  to  be 
Mr.  Goodfellow,  with  regard  to  whether  or 
not  he  was  going  to  stand  up  and  back 
marketing  legislation  and  support  farmers 
when  they  wanted'  to  exercise  its  power.  And 
the  comment  he  made  was:  "There  are  two 
kinds  of  farmers— those  who  farm  and  those 
who  farm  the  fanners." 

Mr.  G.  E.  Smith  (Simcoe  East):  Shame. 
Shame. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  know  of  no  group 
which  farms  the  farmers  more  than  the  Beef 
Improvement  Association,  and  particularly  the 
Cattlemen's  Association;  the  group  at  the 
top  which  is  exploiting  the  majority  of  the 
membership  for  its  own  purpose. 

However,  as  has  been  indicated  alreadv  by 
the  hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce,  the  minis- 
ter's reply  is  likely  going  to  be  that  every 
county  federation  passed  a  resolution  and 
there  seems  to  be  some  consensus  in  the  ranks 
of  the  Beef  Improvement  Association  that 
they  want  this  increase. 

iWell  I  want  to  remind  the  House,  with- 
out rubbing  it  in  too  deeply-not  too  much 
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salt  in  the  wound  but  just  a  little— of  the 
experience  the  minister  has  just  gone  through. 
This  is  digressing  momentarily,  Mr.  Speaker, 
from  the  substance  of  this  bill,  but  it  is'  iUusi- 
trative  of  the  kind  of  thing  the  minister  is 
now  going  to  argue  and  now  going  to  do. 

A  few  years  ago  the  Fruit  and  Vegetable 
Growers  Association  passed  a  resolution  in 
which  they  asked  this  government  to  bring 
in  regulations— admittedly  after  an  adequate 
time  spell  to  get  rid  of  old  containers— that 
they  should  use  only  cardboard  containers 
they  should  be  used  only  once.  After  two  of 
three  years  of  that  practice  some  measure  of 
objection  grew  up  in  the  ranks  of  the  Fruit 
and  Vegetable  Growers  Association.  Quite 
frankly,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  know  how  wide- 
spread it  was.  I  do  know  that  those  who  hap- 
pened to  represent  that  view  tendted  not  to 
get  elected  as  delegates  to  their  annual 
meeting. 

I  do  know,  for  example,  in  Essex  county, 
which  is  the  riding  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Essex  South,  that  the  joint  representatives  of 
their  growers  unanimously  expressed  opposi- 
tion to  this  regulation  —  unanimously  ex- 
pressed opposition  to  it.  And  yet  the  man 
who  acted  as  their  spokesman  was  persuaded 
to  change  his  mind,  so  even  the  Essex  county 
group  went  along  with  the  proposition  of 
maintaining  the  old  regulation  with  regard 
to  containers. 

When  I  gave  voice— as  did  some  of  the 
members  from  the  Liberal  Party  last  year— to 
this  grassroots  suggestion,  the  minister,  per- 
haps a  little  ill-advisedly— but  he  was  being 
very  honest— said,  and  it's  on  the  record  in 
Hansard,  "I  was  never  persuaded  from  the 
outset  it  was  really  necessary,"  or  words  to 
that  efiFect. 

I  want  to  say  to  the  minister  that  he 
shouldn't  be  an  automatic  rubber  stamp,  that 
if  any  farm  organization  passes  a  so-called 
unanimous  vote  wanting  something  to  be 
done  he  still  has  not  only  the  right,  but  the 
obligation,  to  exercise  his  own  judgement. 
And  just  as  a  few  years  ago  he  took  refuge 
in  the  fact  that  he  accepted  as  a  dictate,  so 
to  speak,  the  vote  from  the  Fruit  and  Vege- 
table Growers  Association  when  he  didn't 
agree  with  it  himself. 

Then  what  happened  this  year— very  fas- 
cinating—after the  farm  and  country,  and 
after  the  minister,  and  after  the  executive  of 
the  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Growers  Association, 
and  certain  of  their  spokesmen  at  the  annual 
convention  browbeat  me  and  others  who 
chose  to  give  voice  to  that  objection  in  the 
ranks   of   the   Fruit   and   Vegetable   Growers 


Association,  the  minister  himself  joined  in 
the  cry.  And  the  minister  himself  this  year 
changed  the  regulations.  So,  today,  inno- 
cently, there  is  brought  in  without  very  much 
fanfare,  and  with  no  TV  coverage,  the  prop- 
osition that  cardboard  containers  don't  have 
to  be  used.  And  they  don't  have  to  be  used 
only  once.  He  brought  in  the  general  phrase 
that  they  must  be  wholesome,  and  if  that  is 
the  case,  then  they  are  acceptable. 

Okay,  let  me  get  back  into  the  substance 
of  this  bill. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Does  the  member  agree  with 
that? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  agree  with  it,  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Why  doesn't  the  mem- 
ber say  so? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  But  why  did  the  minister 
join  all  those  who  were  browbeating  me 
when  I  was  giving  voice  to  those  objections? 
I  don't  need  to  put  on  the  record  that  I 
agreed  with  it.  I  said  last  year  that  I  wasn't 
persuaded  it  was  necessary,  but  I  get  a  little 
bit  peeved  at  the  minister  who  gets  up  and 
chastises  all  those  who  were  giving  voice  to 
a  grassroots  view,  which  he  himself  agrees 
with,  and  then,  a  few  months  later,  he  quietly 
changes  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  does  that  when  he's 
not  sure  of  himself. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  In  this  instance,  to  be  fair 
to  the  minister,  he  was  sure  of  himself.  He 
admitted  it  in  the  House  as  quickly  as  it  was 
raised  last  year.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  want 
to  spend  any  more  time  on  this.  I  am  bring- 
ing this  in  as  an  illustration. 

What  I  want  to  ask  of  the  minister  is  this, 
does  he  really  agree  with  the  decision  of  the 
Beef  Improvement  Association  that  it's  en- 
titled to  get  three  times  as  much  money  as 
it  is  now  getting?  Does  he  really  agree  with 
an  organization  whose  whole  thrust  from  its 
leadership  and  the  whole  exercise  of  its 
finances  has  been  to  destroy  orderly  market- 
ing, which  he  says  is  the  desperate  need  of 
the  farmers?  Does  he  think  he  is  being  con- 
sistent in  giving  them  the  money  to  frustrate 
what  he  was  seeking  in  terms  of  objectives 
for  farm  policies  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Has  he  any  assurance  that  the  35  per  cent 
of  the  money  he  is  now  going  to  authorize 
isn't  going  to  be  passed  on  to  Jack  Horner 
and  company,  who  are  free-enterprise  mad- 
men? They're  living  in  the  19th  century. 
They  and  the  oilmen  of  Calgary  haven't  a 
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clue  as  to  what's  happening  in  the  20th 
century.  They  just  have  no  concept  of  orderly 
marketing  and  no  concept  of  a  co-operative 
effort  in  terms  of  producers. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  They 
don't  like  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  either. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Does  he  want  to  support 
these  people  to  frustrate  his  own  policies? 

Mr.  Worton:  They  don't  even  like  the 
Premier. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Those  are  a  lot  of  ques- 
tions that  the  minister  should  answer,  and 
don't  let  the  minister  get  up  and  for  one 
split-second  say,  "I'm  doing  it  because  the 
Beef  Improvement  Association  said  that  they 
wanted  it,  and  their  decision  is,  in  effect,  my 
dictate,"  because  that's  nonsense,  and  the 
minister's  record  in  the  past  year  has  proved 
it  to  be  nonsense. 

'However,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  a  few 
other  things  that  sinould  be  borne  in  mind. 
To  my  knowledge,  there  has  been  no  plebis- 
cite. There  has  been  no  effort  to  sort  of  can^ 
vass  or  survey  the  views  of  the  beef  people 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario— other  than  at  an 
annual  meeting  where  one  tendls  to  have  an 
elitist  group  which  controls  that  organization 
—to  find  out  what  they  think  of  the  original, 
the  existing,  rather  narrow  limits  or  limited 
checkoff  authorized  under  the  legislation. 

This  is  where  I  get  back  to  the  second 
principle  which  I  enunciated.  I  am  opposed 
to  this  increase  going  to  the  Beef  Improve- 
ment Association  because  it  is  not  a  genuine 
representative  of  primary  prodticers  ini  the 
Province  of  Ontario.  In  no  sense  of  the  word 
is  it  an  economic  organization  of  the  people. 
The  Beef  Improvement  Association  is  an  elit- 
ist group.  It  is  the  few  big  beef  prodlicers 
who  dominate  the  medium  and  the  small 
beef  producers  and  in  tunn  dominate  to  the 
point  of  virtual  dictation. 

The  17,000,  18,000  or  19,000  dlairy  pro- 
diucers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  who,  on 
occasion,  have  to  market  beef  have  no  chance 
to  express  their  views.  Don't  Itet  the  minis- 
ter for  one  moment  get  up  and  suggest  the 
proof  of  the  acceptance  of  the  original  check- 
off is  the  fact  as  it  was  pointed  out  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Huroni-Bruce,  that  only 
about  four  per  cent  of  the  money  is  claimed. 
I  don't  know  whether  all  the  members  of 
the  House  are  aware  that  this  checkoff  is  an 
automatic  checkoff  but  any  farmer  who 
wants  to  seeks  a  refund  can  send  in  a  letter 
within  the  prescribed  time  and  can  get  the 
refund. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  Kke  the  NDP 
checkoff  with  the  UAW. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  My  good  friend  walked 
into  that  trap. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  all.  It's  exactly 
the  same. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  The 
member  for  York  South  doesn't  get  that  one 
back. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  walked  into 
that  trap.  What  I  would'  like  to  know  is 
whose  sidb  is  he  on  in  this  issue? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Fm  against  the  bill  and 
I'm  against  the  NDP  too. 

Mr.  Eaton:  He  doesn't  get  that  one  back, 
does  he? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Okay.  Let  me  engage  in 
a  little  education. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Don't  give  us  all  this 
high  and  mighty  filibuster  about  the  right  to 
opt  out. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Let  me  engage  in  a  little 
education  for  the  Leadier  of  the  Opposition 
and  that  other  ignorant  person  over  there 
in  terms  of  this  issue! 

An  hon.  member:  On  the  bill,  of  course. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  said!  ignorant  person  in 
terms  of  this  issue  and  on  this  issue  he  is 
ignorant. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  for  York 
South  is  like  the  Minister  of  Agriculture.  He 
gets  exercised  when  he  is  on  weak  ground. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I'm  not  on  weak  ground. 
I'm  on  very  firm  ground. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  one  point  he 
shouldn't  have  raised. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right,  and  I  shall  explain 
it,  Mr.  Speaker,  since  there  has  been  such 
a  reaction.  No  decision  of  a  union  to  aflBliate 
with  the  New  Democratic  Party  is  made 
without  a  vote  in  the  local'  union. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  and  it  is  the  elite 
of  the  union  which  makes  the  decision.  It  is 
very  similar.  A  handful  of  the  top  fellows 
and  everybody  el'se  stays  away. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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(Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  forced 
to  say  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is 
proving  himself  to  be  more  ignorant  than 
the  hon.  member  for  Middlesex  South. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  My  gosh,  I  must  have  hit 
a  nerve. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I'm  only  going  to  spend 
about  half  a  minute  on  this,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  it  is  off  the  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No  meeting  is  called  until 
all  of  the  membership  are  notified'.  AH'  of  the 
membership  have  the  right  to  come.  All  of 
the  membership  have  the  right  to  vote. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  are  all  notified  and 
they  stay  away  in  droves. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  know  the  hon.  member  is 
defending  his  honour- 
Interjections  by  hon  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Okay,  Mr.  Speaker.  What 

I  am  saying- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  member  think 

he  has  won  that  point? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Yes,  I  did  win  that  point. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  One  corpora- 
tion gives  more  to  the  Liberals  than  we  get 
from  all  the  trade  unions  together. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  one  point  the 
member  shouldn't  have  raised. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Who  was  it  who  said 
the  other  day— it  was  one  of  the  construction 
companies— that  they  gave  an  equal  amount 
to  both  the  Liberal  and  the  Conservative 
parties?  I  would  be  curious  to  know  how 
much,  even  of  the  directors  let  alone  the 
shareholders. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Did  they  say  that? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  can't  believe  it. 

Mr.  Young:  The  shareholders  have  nothing 
to  say  about  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Now— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Back  to  the  bill. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  Now,  Mr.  Speaker,  with 
your  help  in  restoring  order  we  will  get 
back  to  the  substance  of  the  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  I  was  sa>'ing  was 
that  only  about  four  per  cent  of  the  people 
seek  a  refimd,  in  part  because  of  the  incon- 
venience. The  inconvenience  is  very  great 
because  a  significant  proportion  of  the  cattle 
marketed  are  marketed  in  small  amounts  by 
the  18,000  or  20,000  dairymen  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  If  they  happen  to  market  four 
or  five  head  at  a  time,  what  are  they  going 
to  do?  Are  they  going  to  reclaim  90  cents 
or  $1  or  $1.50  and  send  in  for  it?  Of  course, 
they  aren't. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  just  like  a  nickel  a 
month.  It  is  not  worth  saving. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  interesting  thing, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  when  a  certain  number 
of  people— as  reflected  in  a  letter  that  the 
minister  got  from  Walter  Miller  about  a 
month  or  so  ago— sought  to  have  the  refunds 
made,  they  ran  into  a  lot  of  obstacles. 

It  reminds  me  of  the  time  that  Leslie  Frost, 
God  rest  his  soul,  explained  why  he  wasn't 
particularly  friendly  to  insurance  companies. 
He  apparently  had  paid  in  for  40  years  to 
an  insurance  company  on  some  accident 
benefit  programme.  He  had  a  little  accident, 
and  so  he  wrote  in  for  a  claim  after  40  years. 
After  he  had  an  exchange  of  about  five  letters 
trying  to  get  a  little  claim  after  40  years 
of  payments,  he  said— well,  I  won't  tell  you 
what  he  said  privately,  but  I  will  tell  you 
what  he  said  publicly.  He  said  this  to  the 
same  people  who  came  in  and  talked  in  oppo- 
sition to  public  hospital  insurance,  because 
all  the  roadblocks  were  raised  in  terms  of  a 
legitimate  payment  in  the  instance  of  in- 
surance and  all  the  roadblocks  are  raised  in 
terms  of  payment  of  a  refund. 

Now  the  minister  knew  he  was  on  delicate 
ground.  Therefore,  when  one  of  the  members 
of  the  Liberal  Party  raised  it,  and  I  subse- 
quently raised  it,  the  minister  was  quite  vig- 
orous in  stating  that  on  no  conditions  would 
there  be  any  difBculties  in  getting  a  refund. 
Well,  there  have  been  difficulties.  And  the 
minister  has  to  face  the  fact  that  the  great 
majority  of  the  farmers  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  have  experienced  those  difficulties- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —and  therefore  they  make 
up  the  majority  of  the  people  \^'ho  had 
doubts,  if  they  were  not  actually  opposed  to 
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the  original  level  of  a  checkoff,  and  certainly 
who  are  opposed  to  the  proposed  tripling 
of  the  level  of  the  checkoff. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to  me 
that  there  is  some  obligation  on  the  part  of 
the  minister  to  seek  clarification  as  to  what 
the  producers  of  beef  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  want. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  there  should  be 
a  plebiscite.  Well,  I  know  what  is  going  to 
happen.  The  minister  will  dismiss  that  out 
of  hand.  That  would  take  too  long  and  be 
too  costly.  It  would  divide  the  province. 
The  minister  has  suffered  rather  badly  on 
plebiscites  in  recent  years  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

But  I  want  to  suggest  an  alternative.  If 
the  minister  is  confident  that  this  bill  has 
the  support  of  the  majority  of  the  beef 
producers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  I  think 
instead  of  passing  it  here— when  most  of  them 
didn't  even  know  it  was  going  to  come  in— I 
have  had  literally  25  or  30  telephone  calls 
in  the  last  couple  of  days;  I  have  a  couple 
of  telegrams  on  my  desk  here  that  came  in 
today  from  people  who  are  opposed,  who 
didn't  even  know  it  was  going  to  come  in— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  —and  that  being  the  case, 
Mr,  Speaker,  I  think  there  is  an  obligation 
on  the  part  of  the  minister  to  refer  this  bill 
to  a  committee  and  to  give  farm  organizations 
an  opportunity  to  come  and  make  represent- 
ation. Not  only  farm  organizations,  but  indi- 
vidual farmers;  because  particularly  with  re- 
gard to  beef  representtion  in  their  organiza- 
tion in  the  Beef  Improvement  Association, 
I  don't  think  that  the  elitest  group  at  the 
top  is  representative  of  the  great  rank  and 
file. 

That  is  the  reason  why  I  came  to  the  con- 
clusion which  I  enunciated  at  the  outset 
that  we  are  opposed  to  this  bill.  And  we 
will  divide  the  House  just  to  find  out  where 
some  of  you  on  that  side  of  the  House  are. 

In  fact,  I  am  almost  tempted  to  say  as 
a  final  word:  What  is  the  reason  for  the 
minister  bringing  in  this  bill  at  this  point? 
What  is  the  relationship  between  the  minister 
and  the  Conservative  Party  and  the  Ontario 
Beef  Improvement  Association  and  the  Ca- 
nadian Cattlemen's  Association  in  this  country 
that  he  is  taking  the  action  to  do  something 
that  I  hope  in  his  heart  of  hearts  he  is 
opposed  to? 

If  the  minister  is  in  favour  of  orderly 
marketing  he  is  not  going  to  come  in  and 
provide    legislative    authority    for    financing 


people  who  are  fighting  day  in  and  day  out 
against  orderly  marketing.  He  just  simply 
can't  do  it  and  be  consistent.  He  can't  do 
it  without  being  a  hypocrite. 

So  I  ask  the  question:  What  is  there  in  the 
relationship  between  the  Conservative  Party 
and  these  elitist  groups  at  the  top  of  the 
beef  producers'  association  that  the  minister 
should  bring  in  a  bill  at  this  time  which  is 
going  to  frustrate  his  stated  objectives  that 
he  preaches  about  and  praises  across  the 
Province  of  Ontario  normally?  I  would  be 
curious  for  the  minister  to  reply  rather 
specifically  to  that,  rather  than  vaguely. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without 
Portfolio):  Don't  worry.  He  will. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron. 

Mr.  J.  Riddel]  (Huron):  Thank  you,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  don't  know  whether  I  could  say 
anything  more  than  what  has  already  been 
said  about  Bill  91,  but  I  could  perhaps  deal  a 
little  more  specifically  with  the  income  and 
expenditures  of  the  Ontario  Beef  Improve- 
ment Association.  But  before  so  doing,  I 
would  like  to  say  to  the  minister  that  I  am 
sure  he  probably  has  mixed  reactions  to  this 
bill,  as  we  certainly  have  on  this  side  of  the 
House. 

I  might  say  that  a  lot  of  the  opposition  is 
coming  from  that  segment  of  the  farm 
fraternity  which  he  wishes  to  ignore,  but  by 
the  same  token  they  are  farmers.  I  still  think 
that  they  have  to  be  heard.  Of  course,  these 
people  are  against  compulsory  checkoffs  in 
the  first  place.  Really,  it  is  a  compulsory 
checkoff.  Granted,  farmers  can  apply  for  a 
refund,  but  you  know  and  I  know  that  they 
are  too  busy  to  be  making  applications  for 
a  refund  every  time  they  market  cattle,  or 
even  if  this  is  a  once-a-year  refund. 

Farmers  are  people  who  do  not  want  to  be 
bothered  with  what  they  might  call  triviali- 
ties. They  have  got  too  many  other  things 
to  do,  and  even  though  four  per  cent  of  the 
income  taken  in  by  OBIA  was  refunded,  I  am 
sure  a  lot  more  money  would  be  refunded 
if  farmers  wanted  to  take  the  time.  As  the 
member  for  York  South  said,  it  certainly  is 
an  inconvenience  to  farmers  to  apply  for  a 
rebate. 

Now,  back  in  1963,  when  I  think  the  OBIA 
was  formed,  at  that  time  they  received 
a  $20,000  grant  from  the  provincial  govern- 
ment—$10,000  of  which  was  used  to  offset 
administrative  costs.  I  believe  another  $10,000 
was  actually  sent  to  the  various  county  asso- 
ciations to  do  as  they  saw  fit. 
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Of  course,  they  were  to  spend  the  money 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  producer  to 
promote  the  consumption  of  beef.  I  have 
bad  a  bit  of  experience  working  with 
farmers  in  one  position  or  another,  and  I 
know  full  well  that  in  many  cases  money 
was  used  to  sponsor  social  activities  or  trips 
to  parts  of  Ontario  or  into  the  US  to  observe 
feedlots.  And  if  you  took  a  look  at  these 
farmers  who  were  taking  trips,  they  were 
successful  feedlot  operators  in  their  own 
right.  They  probably  could  not  leam  too 
much  by  going  down  and  visiting  some  of  the 
feedlots  in  the  US. 

Furthermore,  the  feedlots  visited  were 
push-button-type  operations  that  only  the 
elitist  group  could  afford.  There  is  absolutely 
no  sense  in  taking  the  back-concession  beef 
producer  on  a  trip  to  the  US  to  look  at  a 
push-button  operation  when  you  know  full 
well  that  the  chances  «are  remote  that  he  is 
ever  going  to  be  able  to  afford  that  kind  of 
an  overhead. 

So  I  maintain  that  money  was  not  well 
spent.  And  here  we  are  asking  for  more 
money  to  carry  out  more  social  activities, 
and  I  have  yet  to  see  where  much  of  that 
money  designated  to  beef  promotional  pro- 
grammes has  gone. 

In  1968  the  checkoff  was  started.  At  that 
time  it  was  10  cents  per  head,  and  I  believe 
just  last  year  it  was  increased  to  its  maximum, 
as  set  out  by  the  Act,  to  15  per  cents  a  head. 
Now  we  are  asking  for  45  cents  a  head 
over  a  period  of  three  years,  and  you  can 
be  assured  that  the  Ontario  Beef  Improve- 
ment Association  will  be  asking  for  that  45 
cents  in  three  years.  Again,  I  have  yet  to  see 
that  money  being  put  to  the  best  use  of  all 
beef  producers  in  general. 

In  1968-1972,  the  income  of  the  Ontario 
Beef  Improvement  Association  amounted  to 
about  $130,000.  In  1973,  it  went  up  to  about 
$170,000,  due  to  the  15-cent  checkoff  in  place 
of  10  cents  formerly.  For  1974,  I  under- 
stand, the  projected  income  is  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  $200,000. 

Now  30  to  35  per  cent  of  that  goes  to  the 
Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association.  I  have  a 
lot  of  things  I  could  say  about  the  Canadian 
Cattlemen's  Association  because  I  can  well 
remember  when  I  was  associated  with  the 
terminal  market  here  in  Toronto.  The  secre- 
tary-manager of  that  association  at  the  time 
was  \ery  intent  on  seeing  that  the  cattle  were 
marketed  direct  to  the  packers  on  either 
a  live-weight  or  preferably  according  to  him, 
on  a  dTessed- weight  basis  which  would  mean 
that  the  small  community  sales  would  cease 
to   function   and  really  the  terminal   market 


would  have  no  other  part  to  play  but  in  the 
marketing  of  feeder  cattle. 

To  my  way  of  thinking  he  was  trying  to 
destroy  competitive  marketing  by  eliminating 
two  very  important  types  of  markets.  By 
golly,  if  our  money  is  going  to  the  Canadian 
Cattlemen's  Association  so  they  can'  cater  to 
their  packer  friends  I  certainly  can't  justify 
any  income,  let  alone  an  increase,  for  the 
Ontario  Beef  IWiprovement  Association/  if  this 
is  the  way  it  is  being  spent. 

If  we  assume  that  35  per  cent  of  this  is 
going  to  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Associa- 
tion that  amounts  to  $70,000.  I  am  using  the 
projected  figure  of  $200,000  for  this  year. 
I  understand  that  $300,000  is  sent  from  the 
OBIA  to  each  coimty  association.  I  Relieve 
there  are  four  county  associations  so— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Not  $300,000. 

Mr.  Riddell:  No,  $300;  did  I  say  $300,000? 
Pardon  me— $300  is  sent  to  each  coimty  asso- 
ciation. There  are  40  of  them  so  this  amounts 
to  $12,000.  This  leaves  a  disposable  income, 
as  far  as  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Asso- 
ciation is  concerned,  of  $118,000.  I  under- 
stand that  last  year  about  $20,000  of  that 
money  was  usedi  for  beef  promotional  pro- 
grammes —  consumer  education;  looking  into 
transportation  of  cattle  from'  the  west;  and 
what  have  you.  If  this  money  was  being  spent 
for  that  purpose  I  would  say  all  well  and 
good  but  this  represents  20  per  cent  of  the 
disposable  income  of  the  OBIA.  For  the  life 
of  me,  I  can't  see  how  $98,000  is  required 
for  the  adkninistrative  costs  and  only  20  per 
cent  of  the  disposable  income  is  used  for  the 
main  purpose  of  this  checkoff. 

>I  have  looked  into  this  matter  a  littlfe  bit. 
I  understand  that  some  of  the  money  has 
been  spent  on  billboard  type  advertising  and 
to  my  way  of  thinking  this'  is  an  utter  waste 
of  money.  It  is  an  expensive  way  of  trying 
to  advertise  a  beef  product.  Tlierefore,  I 
think  this  means  of  trying  to  promote  beef, 
along  with  the  many  different  social  func- 
tions held  and  the  many  trips  taken  dbwn 
into  the  States  to  some  of  these  very  expen- 
sive feedlot  operations  is  not  using  the  money 
wisely.  The  back  concession  farmer  or  the 
small  beef  producer  is  not  gaining  any  bene- 
fit whatsoever  from  the  programme  as  far  as 
I  am  concerned.  I  have  yet  to  be  shown  that 
the  OBIA  or  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation have  really  done  a  great  deal  to 
benefit  the  small  producer  in  Ontario  or  in 
Canadia  for  that  matter, 

I  quite  agree  that  probably  one  of  the 
main  emphases  of  the  type  of  programme 
they   have    been    carrying    out    is    trying    to 
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improve  the  transportation  of  cattlfe  from 
the  west  to  the  east.  If  they  have  madle  some 
improvements,  I  say  it  is  time  that  such 
improvements  vi^ere  made  but  when  one  looks 
at  the  figures  here  and  sees  that  only  20 
per  cent  of  the  income  from  this  checkoff 
is  used  for  such  purposes  as  improving  trans- 
portation of  or  promoting  beef,  I  don't  think 
we  can  really  justify  a  compulsory  type  check- 
off. Certainly  I  don't  see  how  we  can  justify 
an  increase  from  15  cents  to  45  cents  over 
a  period  of  three  years. 

I,  too,  would  like  to  see  this  sent  to  a 
committee  to  allow  the  farmer-prodticer  or- 
ganizations to  come  in  and  voice  their 
opinions  before  we  make  any  rash  d'ecisions 
at  this  time.  Thank  you. 

iMr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  just  like  to  add  a  few  wordfe.  I  don't 
want  to  re-echo  what  was  said  by  the  hon. 
members  for  Huron-Bruce,  Huron  and  York 
South,  but  I  do  want  to  say  that  over  the 
last  few  dtays  I  was  greatly  surprised  to  re- 
ceive so  many  telephone  calls,  not  only  from 
the  farm  union,  but  also  from  the  Ontario 
Beef  Improvement  Association  and  tfie 
small  beef  prodticers  in  this  province.  I  might 
say,  it  seems  to  be  quite  a  conicem  to  the 
small  producers  on  account  of  the  actions 
last  spring  of  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation and  what  they  tried'  to  do  to  prevent 
Hon.  Eugene  Wheian-  from  doing  something 
for  the  beef  industry  in  this  province. 

I  want  to  say,  in  view  of  the  concern  of 
so  many  small  producers,  it  seems'  to  me 
that  he  would  be  very  well  advised  to  have 
this  bill  sent  to  the  standing  committee  that 
deals  with  agriculture  and  let  tiiose  organiza- 
tions appear  before  that  committee  and  out- 
line to  us  their  views  and  their  problems. 
Then  I  think  we  would  be  in  a  better  posi- 
tion to  dfeicide  what  action  we  would  take. 

Our  critic  on  agriculture  said  we  were 
going  to  vote  against  the  bill,  but  I  would 
like  to  see  the  minister  send  this  to  the 
standing  committee  on  agriculture  which 
would  give  all  those  organizations  an  oppor- 
tunity to  appear  before  the  committee  to 
express  their  views,  and  maybe  we  would 
benefit  greatly. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  briefly, 
one  of  the  things  that  concerns  me  about  the 
legislation  that  was  brought  before  us  a  few 
days  ago  is  the  lack  of  information  that 
has  gone  out  to  the  farmers  on  the  con>- 
cessions  concerning  this.  It's  true  Walter 
Miller  of  the  farm  union  has  contacted  many 


of  us,  undoubtedly,  on  all  sides  but  there 
have  been  others  who  have  expressed  their 
views.  I've  noticed  that  many  of  them,  in  so 
doing,  said  they  haven't  heard  about  this 
before. 

We  are  aware,  as  is  the  minister,  from 
the  very  time  when  marketing  boards  were 
very  much  coming  to  the  fore,  and  hardly  a 
session  of  the  Legislature  went  by  but  that 
we  were  concerned  with  the  establishment 
of  another  marketing  board  or  amendments 
to  the  various  marketing  boards,  that  the 
beef  producers  are  very  much  against  that 
type  of  marketing.  I've  never  been  able  to 
understand  why  they  are  so  strongly  against 
it  other  than  that  they  are,  by  nature,  an 
independent  breed  of  men,  and  we've  got 
to  give  them  a  lot  of  credit  for  that.  Also, 
they  have  not  been  subject  to  the  vicissitudes 
of  the  market  to  quite  the  same  extent  as 
were  the  white  bean  producers,  for  example, 
or  the  milk  producers  which  I  was  at  one 
time.  The  tobacco  producers  and  others  were 
thankful  to  have  legislation  brought  forward 
which  would  bring  some  order  into  the  mark- 
eting mechanism  that  they  had  been  sub- 
jected to  for  so  many  years. 

I've  had  the  position  put  to  me  very 
strongly  by  constituents  as  well  as  people 
from  across  the  province  against  any  strength- 
ening of  the  marketing  mechanism  that  per- 
tains to  beef.  I  personally  often  disagree 
with  the  position  but  this  is  their  right  to 
express  their  views  to  me,  as  I'm  sure  they 
have  expressed  their  views  to  the  minister— 
and  he  himself,  of  course,  is  a  beef  producer 
—in  this  regard.  One  of  the  things  that  has 
surprised  me  is  the  strength  of  the  reaction 
against  the  proposal  in  this  bill.  I  know  that 
the  minister  gets  a  lot  of  advice  and  he 
forms  his  opinion  and  he  has  always  done 
so  independently.  As  the  member  for  York 
South  said  very  effectively  indeed,  his  philo- 
sophical commitment  has  been  toward  or- 
derly marketing.  We  use  that  phrase  I  sup- 
pose to  mean  marketing  board-style  market- 
ing where  the  peaks  and  the  valleys  are 
theoretically,  if  not  ironed  out,  at  least  mod- 
erated and  the  farmers  in  that  particular 
aspect  of  the  agricultural  industry  can  make 
some  rational  commitments  to  their  produc- 
tion. The  strength  of  the  organization  under 
those  circumstances  is  usually  based  on  a 
stronger  democratic  base  than  the  one  upon 
which  we  are  dealing  here  tonight. 

But  the  minister  of  course  is  subject,  just 
as  we  all  are,  to  the  views  of  those  people 
who  are  directly  concerned.  I've  seen  the  rep- 
resentatives of  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement 
Association  in  the  gallery  this  afternoon  and 
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they  are  here  tonight,  which  is  their  right. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
probably  the  minister  had  a  steak  with  them. 
I  don't  know  whether  they  bought  or  he 
bought,  and  that  doesn't  make  any  diflFerence 
because  they're  good  friends  of  his  and  cer- 
tainly we  have  had  the  advantage  of  their 
advice  as  well. 

One  thing  that  bothers  me,  and  I  might 
as  well  get  this  oflF  my  chest,  is  that  the 
member  for  Middlesex  South,  Mr.  Speaker, 
seems  to  be  beating  a  path  from  the  minis- 
ter's righthand  ear  up  into  the  gallery  to 
see  what  they  think  about  that  particular 
statement  and  that  particular  comment.  I 
would  be  the  last  to  say  that  the  minister 
hasn't  demonstrated  his  independence  over 
the  years.  He's  shown  his  ability  to  make 
right  and  wrong  decisions.  Sometimes  his 
political  temperament  has  led  him  across 
one  boundary  or  another,  and  it  may  even 
happen  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mostly  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  I  would  suggest  to 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  his  parhamentary 
assistant  should  have  something  better  to  do 
than  simply  run  errands  for  the  minister  as  he 
decides  what  the  proper  response  is  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Huron-Bruce,  and  the  hon. 
member  for  Huron,  and  the  hon,  member 
for  Kent,  and  the  hon.  member  from  the 
green  fields  of  York  South,  who  spoke  very 
well  in  this  regard. 

Mr.  P.  J.  Yakabuski  (Renfrew  South):  You 
have  got  to  start  somewhere.  Many  successful 
people  started  as  errand  boys. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  A  good  par- 
liamentary assistant  is  on  the  job  all  the 
time  doing  things  for  people. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  want  to  raise  a 
personal  point,  but  I  know  the  minister  is 
independent.  But  we  have  had  it  put  across 
before.  Why  is  he  taking  this  action?  I  say 
the  same  thing,  there's  no  doubt  that  the 
beef  improvement  people  are  the  elite  of 
the  beef  community.  I  know  some  of  them.  I 
know  what  fantastically  eflBcient  production 
they  have,  and  the  tremendous  leadership  that 
they  have  exerted  in  the  development  of  the 
breed. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Trying  to  ride  both  sides  of  the  fence? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  doesn't 
like  it? 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  you  know,  the  people 
who  pay  the  money  into  this  are,  I  suppose, 
the  Holstein  breeders  who  maybe  save  some 
of  their  bulls,  or  breed  their  heifers  to  Angus 
bulls,  and  they  find  that  they  have  this 
checkofi^.  It's  no  good  to  them  at  all.  Now, 
from  their  experience  in  milk  marketing,  they 
would  be  delighted  to  have  a  beef  marketing 
board  which  would  have  a  direct  repre- 
sentation for  their  benefit.  And  I  suppose  I 
express  my  own  prejudice  in  that  regard.  But 
I  would  just  like  to  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  we  wonder  why  the  minister  is  taking 
this  particular  position. 

Certainly,  if  you're  going  to  have  a  demo- 
cratic, orderly  marketing  procedure  it  should 
be  properly  funded.  But  to  bring  in  a  bill 
that  is  going  to  expand  their  revenues  under 
these  circumstances- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  Opposed  to  marketing? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  -by  300  per  cent,  with 
no  notice  to  the  farmers  concerned  seems  to 
fly  in  the  face  of  everything  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  has  said  since  I  was 
first  exposed  to  his  philosophy,  and  his  charm, 
as  long  ago  as  1961.  He  may  remember  some 
of  those  circumstances. 

So,  we're  concerned  with  the  bill.  And  I'm 
always  amazed  when  a  person  in  this  House 
can  make  something  completely  black  or  com- 
pletely white.  The  hon.  member  for  York 
South  has  a  great  facility  for  this.  Everything 
is  either  all  bad  or  all  good.  I  can  see  the 
arguments— maybe  this  is  a  failing  of  mine- 
on  both  sides  of  this  position.  I  really  can. 

We  believe  that  if  there's  going  to  be  a 
marketing  mechanism,  it  should  be  ade- 
quately funded.  We're  not  in  support  of  all 
of  the  aspects  of  this  marketing  system.  We 
feel  that  it  falls  dramatically  short  of  what 
could  be  established  if  the  beef  farmers 
wanted  it,  and  if  they  had  a  good  oppor- 
tunity to  establish  it.  But  to  bring  in  this 
legislation  without  consultation  of  any 
significant  level  at  all,  we  find  insupportable. 

One  of  the  things  that  could  be  done,  as 
my  colleagues  have  mentioned,  is  that  the  bill 
would  go  to  a  standing  committee  with 
enough  time  allotted  so  that  farmers  could 
come  in  and  express  their  views.  Why  not? 
The  reason  why  not  is  that  we're  hoping  to 
adjourn  in  a  few  days.  The  farmers  are  as 
busy  as  the  devil,  if  it  ever  stops  raining  they 
wall  be  even  busier. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  We'll  stay  as  long 
as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  wants. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We'll  be  here. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  and  I'll  be  here, 
too,  and  I  can  outwait  the  minister  on  any- 
thing he  wants  to  bring  forward.  Maybe,  we  11 
deal  with  that  later  tonight,  but  I  doubt  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'll  be  here.  I'm  in  no 
hurry.  He's  out  of  his  field  with  the  Minister 
of  Agriculture. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister's  got  us  in 
a  mousetrap.  Sure,  we  can  suggest  that  it  go 
to  the  standing  committee,  but  it's  not  con- 
venient for  the  farmers  to  come  in  now,  and 
he  knows  it.  He  expected  this  to  go  through 
vidthout  any  comment  at  all.  He  would  have 
done  another  favour  and  everything  would 
have  been  fine.  Well,  all  we  can  do  is  ex- 
press our  views  that  the  bill  has  serious 
shortcomings  in  principle,  and  vote  against 
it. 

We  hope  the  minister  will  send  it  to  a 
standing  committee.  We  hope  the  farmers 
will  come  in  and  express  their  views.  But 
I've  already  indicated  the  problems  they're 
going  to  experience  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Gilbertson:  Going  to  be  too  busy. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  bill  should  be  de- 
feated, Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  think  the  minis- 
ter himself  should  have  some  doubts  about  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  welcome 
the  opportunity  to  get  up  and  defend  what 
I  think  is  a  good  piece  of  legislation,  despite 
what  my  friends  across  the  hall  may  have 
said.  And  if  there's  any  doubt  where  I  stand 
on  this  bill,  then  let  it  be  cleared  up  once 
and  for  all.  I  stand  behind  it,  or  I  wouldn't 
have  brought  it  in. 

Mr.  C.  E.  McIIveen  (Oshawa):  I  don't 
understand  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  all  must  have  some 
reluctance.  They  don't  have  to  get  so  exer- 
cised otherwise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position is  so  far  oflF  base  he  doesn't  know 
what  he's  talking  about. 

An  hon.  member:  They'll  understand  after 
the  minister  is  through. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  To  my  way  of  thinking 
it  is  positively  atrocious  that  people  who 
know  better  should  stand  up  in  this  House 


and  say  that  the  money  collected  is  used  for 
the  social  functions  of  the  Ontario  Beef 
Improvement  Association.  That  to  me  is  an 
absolute  disgrace. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —to  say  the  hke  of  that 
about  his  fellow  farmers. 

Inter jections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  And  to  anyone  of  those 
fellows  over  there  who  has  said  that,  I  hope 
that  his  people  back  home  take  good  note. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  What  did  they  spend'  it  on? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Tell  us  what  they  spent  it  on. 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:    I'll  tell'  the  members 
what  use  was  made  of  the  amount  of  money 
collected  in   1973.   Fll  tell  them  about  that 
in  the  fullness  of  time.  But  you  see- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  Tell  us  now. 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

iHon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —when  tho^  fellows 
come  in  here  tonight  andl  oppose  a  piece  of 
legislation  that  does  one  thing  only  and  that 
is  increase  an  already  existing  Itevy  that  was 
put  in  here  with  unanimous  consent  of  this 
House  in  1968  and  all  it  does  is  step  this  thing 
up  from  15  cents  by  10  cents  to  25  cents 
and  from  there  if  it's  decided  again  to— 

An  hon.  member:  I  don't  understand  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —go  another  35  cents  to 
45  cents,  is  there  anything  wrong  with  that? 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Where  did  the  minister 
stamp  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Are  the  members  op- 
posite saying  the  principle  is  wrong?  If  they 
are,  why  did  they  vote  for  it  when  it  came 
in  in  the  first  place? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  farmers  were  not 
properly  consulted. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We've  now  had  a  chance 
to  see  the  organization  in  operation. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Fritter 
away  the  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  And  now  my  hon.  friend 
the  member  for  York  South  stands  and  he 
talks  about  hypocrisy.  How  in  the  world- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 
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iHon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —well,  I  should'  say  he 
ought  to  know  about  hypocrisy  because  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  really  pulled  the 
rug  from  under  him  tonight  wnen  he  said: 
"What  about  NDP  deductions  from  the 
labour  unions?" 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  is  getting  it 
without  authorization— what  authorization  is 
there  for  the  corporate  funds  he  got? 

Hon.   Mr.    Stewart:    Yes,   sir.    Fl  tell  the 
member  that.  And  I'll  tell  him  another  thing 
and  I've  said  it  here  in  this  House  before, 
Mr.  Speaker- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

iHon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —when  this  hon.  mem- 
ber for  York  South,  this  fellow  who  piu^rts 
to  know  something  about  agriculture— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  wouldn't  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  if  anybody  in  that 
group  knows  anything  about  agriculture— he 
may,  but  the  rest  of  them  dbnt  know  any^ 
thing.  I'll  tell  him  that. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Like  the  minister  andl  the 
Tory  party. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  recall  very  well,  in 
that  historical  event  of  1971,  walking  into  a 
place  in'  London  in  the  constituency  of  Mid^- 
dlesex  North  to  knock  on  the  door  to  ask 
for  their  vote.  It  was  a  comer  lot  and  on  both 
sides  of  the  sidewalk,  facing  both  streets,  was 
an  NDP  sign.  Well,  you  loiow,  I  tfiink  I  had 
some  nerve  to  walk  in  there. 

OP  went  up  to  the  door  and  as  my  hon. 
friend'  the  Leadier  of  the  Opposition  was  so 
kind  enough  to  say,  my  charm  exudbd  myself 
right  there;  it  was  fabulous.  You  should  nave 
seen  me,  really.  I  knocked  on  that  door- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —and  I  smiled'  to  the 
very  charming  lady  who  came  to  the  door  and 
I  said,  "I  admired  the  scenery  as  I  walked 
in  here,  but  I  am  Bill)  Stewart  and  I  am  the 
Conservative  candidate  and  I'd  like  to  have 
your  vote." 

She  said,  "Don't  pay  a  bit  of  attention  to 
that  sign.  I'm  not  going  to  vote  for  them. 
My  husband  was  told  at  the  union  hall  that 
he  had  to  put  those  signs  up  on  our  lawn." 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  She  said,  "We  are  going 
to  vote  for  you."  And  bless  their  hearts,  they 
must  have,  because  I  got  elected. 


■Mr.  MacDonald:  How  does  the  minister 
know  they  voted  for  him?  How  does  he  know 
they  voted  for  him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  And  you  know- 
Mr.    Cassidy:    They    plastered    Tor\-   signs 
all  around  property  in  Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —Mr.  Speaker,  I  hap- 
pened to  mention,  just  by  chance,  the  deduc- 
tion that's  madte  on  all  union  people  which 
is  contributed  compulsorily  to  the  NDP. 

(Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  It  is  not 
mad'e  by  all  union  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh,  sure.  The  member 
objects  to  me  saying  compulsory.  He  says 
it's  voluntary.  He  knows  how  voluntarv'  it  is. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  doesn't  understand— he 
never  will.  He  deliberately— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Have  the  people  who  get 
government  contracts  ever  heard  of  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  I  learned  that  day. 
And  dt>  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —they  said,  "We 
wouldn't  dare."  They  said,  Mr.  Speaker, 
"We're  told  that  we  can  get  that  money 
back." 

Mr.  Renwick:  Where  does  the  money  comt 
from?  The  member  for  York  South  struck 
home  tonight— where  does  the  government's 
money  come  from?  What  connection  with  the 
Tory  party  is  in  this  bill?  What  is  the  con- 
nection? We  know  very  well  now,  that  the 
member  for  York  South  struck  home.  He  may 
not  know  as  much  about  agriculture  as  the 
minister,  but  he  knows  where  the  Conserva- 
tives' money  comes  from. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  she 
said  to  me,  "We  wouldn't  dare  ask  for  that 
money  back  because  at  the  union  hall  we 
would  be  cut  right  ofiF." 

That's  the  truth  about  the  NDP,  right 
there. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  can  tell  a  payoff  any- 
where and  we  see  the  payoff  tonight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Order! 

Mr.  Eaton:  Keep  chirping. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  see  the  payoff  tonight— 
the  member  for  York  South— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  The  minister  is  getting 
to  them. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —really  struck  home  tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we 
have  hit  a  very  sensitive  nerve  among  our 
friends  in  the  Socialist  party. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  connection  with 
the  Tory  party  and  this  bill?  Let's  get  right 
down  to  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They'll  find  where  we 
stand  on  this  bill.  You  bet  they  will,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  the  government's  con- 
nection with  the  cattlemen's  association  the 
same  as  the  dairymen's  association? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  the  same  as  the 
NDFs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No  indeed  it  is  not.  No 
indeed  it  is  not,  because  I  want  to— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  member  for  York 
South  has  had  his  opportimity  to  speak. 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:    My   hon.    friend,    the 
member  for  York   South,   to  my  mind,   Mr. 
Speaker,  has  sunk  to  a  new  low- 
Mr.  Eaton:  It  is  not  a  new  low.  He  has 
always  been  down  there. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —when  he  suggests  the 
Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association  contributes 
to  the  Conservative  Party.  We  are  concerned, 
because  I  have  a  feeling  that  the  labour 
unions  contribute  to  the  group  that  supports 
him.  We  don't  have  to  have  that  kind  of 
support.  The  common  sense,  the  good  judge- 
ment and  the  wisdom  of  the  people  of  On- 
tario have  put  us  here  and  left  his  party 
over  there,  and  it  will  be  ever  thus. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  My  friend  mentions 
Manitoba.  I  am  so  pleased  he  mentions  Mani- 
toba. Just  think  about  what  the  Socialists 
do.  He  talks  about  hypocrites  and  he  talks 
about  letting  the  people  decide.  Here  is  what 
the  Minister  of  Agriculture  in  Manitoba  does 
and  it  will  be  read  in  Hansard.  My  friend 
missed  it.  He  should  have  been  here  to  hear 
it.  I  thought  I  made  a  great  speech  that 
night,  but  I  commend  him  to  read  it  in  Han- 
sard. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  minister  going  to 
go  over  that  stuff  again? 


Hon.    Mr.   Stewart:   No,    I   am  not   going 

to  read  it  all.  I  am  just  going  to  say  that  out 

there,  so  much  for  democracy.  As  I  said: 

At  the  same  time,  the  government  has  been  trying 
to  transfer  any  e£Fective  power  the  Manitoba  hog 
board  may  have  to  an  interprovincial  superboard 
which  will  have  appointed  members  only  from  the 
government  of  Manitoba. 

Mr.  Yakabuski:  Oh,  no.  Shame! 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Don't  talk  to  me  about 
giving  the  farmers  an  opportunity  to  say  what 
they  want  to  say  down  here  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  knows  the 
reason  for  that.  They  had  to  get  rid  of  the 
Tory  appointees  to  get  an  independent  board, 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  is  just  absolute  trash 
and  nonsense  and  it  should  be  taken  for 
what  it  is  worth,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  suggest  that 
nobody  pay  the  slightest  bit  of  attention  to 
what  he  has  to  say. 

Some  of  our  friends  over  there  in  the 
Liberal  Party  are  farmers  and  they  make 
statements  concerning  what  the  Ontario  Beef 
Improvement  Association  does  with  its  money. 
If  anybody  wants  to  know  why  my  friend 
went  up  to  the  gallery,  it  was  to  get  the 
exact  figures  so  that  I  could  read  them  into 
Hansard.  I  make  no  apologies  for  that  what- 
soever because,  quite  frankly,  I  was  a  bit 
surprised  tonight  when  I  saw  the  opposition 
to  the  bill. 

Of  course,  I  knew  some  people  in  the 
province  were  objecting  to  it,  but  I  didn't 
really  expect  that  everybody  over  there  would 
take  the  stand  that  they  have  taken  against 
what  I  think  is  sound  legislation.  I  have  to 
say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  was  dumb- 
founded to  sit  here  tonight  and  listen  to  those 
people  in  the  Liberal  Party  suggest  to  us 
that  we  shouldn't  do  what  the  farmers  asked 
us  to  do  by  a  vote  of  189  to  1  at  the  last 
Beef  Producers'  Association. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  didn't  the  minister 
change  the  regulations  for  the  fruit  and  vege- 
table growers?  Why  did  he  defy  the  unani- 
mous decision?  Answer  that  question. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  did  he  reverse  the 
decision?  Why  did  he  change  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  did  indeed  change  it 
because  they  asked  me  to  change  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  did  not. 
They  reaflBrmed  their  old  decision  in  January. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  But  I  met  with  their 
executive  after  that.  We  will  come  to  that 
when  that  bill  comes  along  and  we  will  dis- 
cuss it  with  the  member. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That's  interesting.  Having 
talked  to  the  members  of  the  executive,  they 
expressed  their  disappointment  at  what  the 
minister  has  done. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Did  they  really?  Well, 
what  do  they  think  about  what  we  have  done 
now? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  We  will  come  to  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  You  bet  we  will,  Mr. 
Speaker.  We  will  be  delighted  to  come  to 
that,  and  I  will  wait  to  see  what  my  hon. 
friend's  opposition  is  to  that  one. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  reversed  the 
decision  made  in  January  because  he  knew 
it  was  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Now  for  the  use  made 
by  the  OB  I A  of  the  levy.  The  general  admin- 
istration of  1973  required  $40,000;  the 
Breeder  and  Feeder  publication  which  is  put 
out  by  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Asso- 
ciation and  which  goes  into  the  farm  homes 
of  the  members  of  the  association  across 
Ontario,  $20,000;  consumer  education, 
$20,000;  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Association, 
$52,000;  the  county  associations,  $13,000; 
research  grants,  $10,000;  directors*  expenses, 
$20,000. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  a  real  accounting. 
That's  most  helpful.  That's  informative. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  Breeder  and 
Feeder  goes  to  11,000  beef  producers 
throughout  Ontario.  There  are  no  per  diems 
paid  to  the  directors  of  the  association,  only 
expenses  and  the  president  of  the  association 
attended,  I  believe,  some  75  days'  meetings 
throughout  Ontario  and  got  not  one  penny 
for  it,  other  than  the  out-of-pocket  expenses 
he  incurred. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  was  the  total  of  ex- 
penses paid  to  the  directors? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  don't  have  that.  I  have 
the  directors'  expenses,  $20,000.  If  the  mem- 
ber had  been  listening  instead  of  informing 
us  about  how  enlightening  it  was,  he  would 
have  heard  that  in  the  first  place. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Renwick:  If  the  minister  got  that 
statement  from  the  gallery  and  he  is  putting 


it  here  on  the  record  as  factual,  then  we  want 
an  audited  statement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Well,  the  member  can 
get  an  audited  statement. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  $40,000  general 
expenses?  Come  on. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  could  be  from  their 
statement.  I  am  simply  putting  this  on  the 
record  and  if  the  NDP  want  to  vote  against 
it,  so  be  it.  We  will  know  where  they  stand 
in  the  farm  communities  of  Ontario.  We 
will  put  it  right  on  the  record  and  they  can 
vote  against  the  farmers'  wishes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  OflF  on  a  tangent  again. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Asso- 
ciation, $52,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  The  farmer  from  River- 
dale  seems  to  know  an  awful  lot  about  agri- 
culture as  we  are  being  advised  tonight.  Let 
me  say  this,  Mr.— 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  does  the  Tory  party 
get  from  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's  Associ- 
ation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Let  me  say  this,  Mr. 
Speaker— 

An  hon.  member:  He  boo-booed  on  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —when  my  friends  refer 
to  the  fact  that  the  Ontario  Beef  Improve- 
ment Association  doesn't  reflect  the  views  of 
ordinary  cattlemen,  that  they  really  aren't 
interested  in  their  welfare,  let  me  say  that 
it  was  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement  Asso- 
ciation which  did  what  it  could,  and  it  did 
succeed  in  straightening  up  some  malprac- 
tices that  went  on  in  this  province's  beef 
marketing  this  last  year  or  so. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  were  they?  What 
were  they? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  straightened  that 
out— some  of  those  people  were  from  Huron 
county— short  weights  and  other  things.  And 
that  fellow  went  to  jail  and  we  have  appealed 
the  sentence.  Frankly,  I  didn't  think  it  was 
enough;  we  appealed  it  and  the  beef  pro- 
ducers supported  us  in  that  appeal.  Let  me 
say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this  is  a  completely 
voluntary  levy. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  compulsory  to  begin 
with  but  it  is  voluntary  when  a  refund  is 
sought. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  course  it  is,  but  the 

difference  between  this  levy  and  the  NDP 
levy  is  that  they  are  refundable  in  this  case, 
and  the  NDP's  isn't. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  refundable,  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Nobody  can  get  it  back. 

'Mr.  MacDonald:  On  a  point  of  order.  Not 
onl)'  do  you  have  a  democratic  vote  as  to 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  a  levy,  but  any 
person  can  withdraw  from  it  voluntarily. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  a  laugh. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister  doesn't  have 
a  democratic  vote  in  this  instance.  He  opposes 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  accept  the  hon.  mem- 
ber's explanation  of  it.  It  just  doesn't  work 
that  way,  Mr.  Speaker.  It  just  doesn't  work 
that  way. 

(Mr.  MacDonald:  Sure  it  does. 

«■ 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Any  prodticer  can  make 
request  for  his  refund  and  it  is  payable  to 
him.  There  is  no  question  about  that  at  all. 

iWe  would  be  well  advised,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  accept  the  recommendations  that  have 
been  made  by  the  Beef  Prod'uceTs  Associa- 
tion. I  find  it  interesting  to  think  that  since 
this  organization  was  set  up  in  1968,  these 
people  have  gotten  along  with  the  levy  that 
was  made  available  to  them  at  that  time,  and 
here  two  parties  of  this  Legislature,  both  in 
opposition  to  this  government,  are  saying  that 
these  farm  peoplfe,  these  people  who  sup- 
port the  indlistry  in-  this  province  of  ours, 
are  themselves  not  entitled  to  add!  to  the 
revenue  and  the  income  that  they  have  for 
their  own  organization.  To  my  mind!  it's 
absolutely  atrocious  that  the  like  of  this  has 
ever  been  stated  in  this  House.  The  idea 
that  these  people,  these  farm  people,  are  not 
given  the  right,  by  their  own  decision,  to 
add  to  their  income. 

Our  friend's  from  the  Liberal  Partyi  were 
talking  about  advertising  being  a  waste  of 
money.  They  ought  to  talk  to  their  public 
relations  men  in  this  election  campaign  be- 
cause, believe  me,  they  are  sure  throwing  it 
around.  If  you  think  that's  a  waste  of  money- 
Mr.  Eaton:  That's  wasted. 
Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That's  real  waste. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  was  interested  to  hear 
the  member  for  Huron  say  just  a  word  of 


commendation.  It  was  about  the  only  word  of 
commendation  I  heard  tonight  for  the  On- 
tario Beef  Improvement  Association  until  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  got  up  and  tried  to 
rescue  his  party- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Rescue  nothing.  You 
don't  need  rescuing  when  you  are  right. 

iHon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —from  the  position  his 
party  has  taken  tonight  concerning  the  On- 
tario Beef  Improvement  Association's  posi- 
tion. In  saying  that  the  Canadian  Cattlemen's 
Association,  Mr.  Speaker,  had  made  progress 
in  improving  transportation,  I  would'  suggest 
that  perhaps  this  contributed  more  to  the 
welfare  of  the  livestock  indtistry  in  this  prov- 
ince than  anything  done  by  any  other  group 
in  the  last  year  and;  a  half  in>  trying  to  bring 
some  ordter  out  of  the  incredible  chaos  that 
went  on,  and  to  some  degree  still  does  go 
on— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  WeU,  put  it  under  the  Farm 
Prodlicts  Marketing  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  It  seems  to  me  that  our 
friends  in  the  opposition,  who  I  remember 
very  well  a  few  years  ago  were  most  adamant 
and,  in  fact,  asked  me  for  my  resignation- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We're  thinking  about  it 
again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  —because  I  happened  to 
take  a  stand  as  far  as  the  bean  board'  was 
concerned.  I  was  supposed;  to  have  gone 
against  farmers.  Here  are  farmers  tonight 
asking  for  something,  and  that  same  party 
who  said  we  did  the  wrong  thing  then  are 
saying:  "Deny  these  people  the  right  to 
what  they  want."  That's  exactly  what  they're 
saying. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  a  very  weak  point. 
The  minister  didn't  know  a  thing  about  it. 

(Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  About  this?  Oh,  indeed 
I  did. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  simply 
urge  the  members  of  this  House  to  support 
what  I  think  is  an  excellent  piece  of  legis- 
lation, intended  to  support  a  farm  organiza^ 
tion  that  is  contributing  mightily  to  the  well- 
being  of  the  agricultural  ind^ustry  in  our 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  91. 
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The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for  sec- 
ond reading  of  Bill  91,  which  was  approved 
on  the  following  vote: 


Ayes 


Nays 


Allan 

Bounsall 

Apps 

Breithaupt 

Auld 

Burr 

Beckett 

Campbell 

Belanger 

Cassidy 

Bennett 

Deans 

Bemiear 

Dulcszta 

Brunelle 

Ferrier 

DowTier 

Foulds 

Drea 

Gaunt 

Eaton 

Germa 

Evans 

Haggerty 

Gilbertson 

Laughren 

Handleman 

Lawlor 

Havrot 

Lewis 

Hodgson 

MacDonald 

(York  North) 

NewTnan 

Irvine 

(Windsor- 

Kennedy 

Walkerville) 

Ken- 

Nixon 

Lane 

(Brant) 

Leluk 

Paterson 

MacBeth 

Renwick 

Maeck 

Riddell 

Mcllveen 

Ruston 

McNeil 

Shulman 

McNie 

Spence 

Miller 

Stokes 

Momingstar 

Worton 

Morrow 

Young-27. 

Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 

Nuttall 

Parrott 

Potter 

Rollins 

Root 

Rowe 

Scrivener 

Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 

Smith 

(Hamilton  Mountain) 

Snow 

Stewart 

Turner 

Villeneuve 

Walker 

Wardle 

White 

Winkler 

Yakabuski-48. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  "ayes' 
are  48,  the  "nays"  27. 


Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


MUNICIPALITY  OF  WATERLOO  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  98,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Waterloo  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  just  a  few  brief  comments 
on  this  bill.  This  bill  represents  a  change 
that  had  been  requested,  particularly  with 
respect  to  the  city  of  Waterloo,  so  that  the 
senior  aldermen  in  the  city  would  have  the 
opportunity  of  accepting  positions  on  the  re- 
gional councils,  rather  than  having  the  coun- 
cil decide. 

You  should  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  some 
problem  had  arisen  concerning  the  choice  of 
others  than  the  senior  aldermen  at  the  last 
election  to  regional  council.  It  would  appear 
that  the  person  who  receives  the  greatest 
number  of  votes  should  have  the  opportunity 
to  sit  on  council  or  not,  depending  upon  that 
person's  other  commitments. 

As  a  result,  I  think  this  change  will  come 
into  line  with  the  popular  will  of  the  people 
who  elect  the  aldermen,  and  who  would  hope 
that  the  two  senior  aldermen  will  choose  to 
sit  on  the  regional  council.  However,  if  that 
is  not  possible,  the  alternatives,  in  order  of 
their  seniority,  will  be  able  to  decide  whether 
they  will  be  able  to  take  on  this  position;  as 
a  result,  the  problem  will  resolve  itself  wdth- 
out  any  particular  politicking  which  could 
result. 

I  commend  the  minister  for  bringing  this 
in.  I  think  it's  a  good  amendment.  Certainly 
my  colleague  from  Waterloo  North  and  I 
both  feel  that  this  will  be  a  sound  addition 
to  the  regional  government  programme  within 
the  region  of  Waterloo. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  just  want  to  say  very  briefly  that 
we  would  also  support  the  principle  of  the 
bill  and  accept  what  it's  doing.  However,  I 
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would  add  this  word,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  one 
would  wish  that  when  it  came  time  to  amend 
the  provisions  relating  to  aldermen  in  the 
city  of  Waterloo,  that  the  province  had  gone 
further  and  had  brought  in  a  true  ward  sys- 
tem in  that  particular  municipality.  This  is 
a  problem  which  we'll  be  hearing  about  in 
the  next  bill  from  the  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay,  and  I  don't  want  to  steal  his 
thunder. 

The  inability  of  the  province  to  come  to 
grips  with  the  question  of  an  adequate  elec- 
toral structure  that  gives  true  local  repre- 
sentation is  a  desperate  failure  in  its  pro- 
gramme of  municipal  structure  and  municipal 
government.  And  there  are  any  number  of 
examples  on  the  order  paper  right  now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  where  the  electoral  boundaries  being 
established  or  being  amended  by  the  prov- 
ince, do  not  work  to  effectively  represent  all 
of  the  people  of  the  area  of  the  municipality 
involved.  And  that  is  a  mistake. 

However,  as  far  as  it  goes,  this  amendment 
is  an  improvement,  and  we  accept  it  and  will 
support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker:  I  have  no 
further  comments.  I  have  to  say  that  this  is  a 
request  of  the  people  involved  at  the  local 
level,  and  we  are  trying  to  adhere  to  their 
wishes  in  regard  to  elections  in  that  muni- 
cipahty.  Therefore,  we  would  like  to  proceed 
with  third  reading,  if  we  could. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill   98,   An   Act   to   amend   the   Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo  Act,  1972. 


MUNICIPALITY  OF 
METROPOLITAN  TORONTO  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  89,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
just  like  to  say  first  that  we  realize  as  we 
get  towards  the  end  of  the  session,  as  the 
House  leader  says,  we  should  be  prepared 
for  any  of  the  bills;  and  yet  he  made  it  quite 
clear  that  we  would  be  doing  the  Oxford  bill. 
I  would  just  say  that  I  regret  that  my 
colleague,  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George 
(Mrs.  Campbell),  is  not  in  her  place  at  the 
present  time.  She  particularly  wanted  to 
speak  on  this  bill  as  did  my  colleague,  the 
hon.  member  for  Dovmsview  (Mr.  Singer).  I 
know  my  colleague  from  St.  George  is  attend- 
ing at  the  committee  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  That's  good. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Her  views  have  been  ex- 
pressed very  strongly  on  the  matters  pertain- 
ing to  this  bill  before  now.  Certainly  the 
matters  pertaining  to  the  specific  areas  for 
the  permissive  powers  that  are  in  this  par- 
ticular amendment  have  raised  a  consider- 
able degree  of  controversy. 

Only  today  in  the  Globe  and  Mail  it  was 
reported  the  council  of  the  dty  of  Toronto 
had  approached  the  minister  and  asked  him 
to  stand  down  at  least  part  of  this  amending 
bill,  if  not  all  of  it,  pending  an  opportunity 
to  examine  it.  It's  their  view  that  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  chairman,  a  gentleman 
whom,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  not 
elected— directly  at  least— has  been  the  agency 
through  which  the  government  policy  has 
been  established. 

Now,  whether  or  not  this  is  so  remains, 
perhaps,  to  be  divulged  tonight.  I  suppose 
the  minister  can  say  that  he  gets  his  advice 
from  any  source  he  chooses.  And  knowing 
this  minister  as  I  do,  I  understand  he  gets 
his  advice  only  from  one  source,  and  that's 
from  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White).  We  may  talk 
about  this  again,  if  not  this  evening  then  in 
the  near  future— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Tomorrow. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —because  I've  always  had 
a  feeling  that  he  was  particularly  prone  to 
the  advice  of  his  senior  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  always  respect  him. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  much  admired  his 
ability  to  express  a  specific  and  personal 
opinion,  once  he  got  the  hang  of  it.  But 
somehow  or  other,  he  is  always  reversed  by 
somebody  senior  to  himself.  I  always  feel 
that  as  a  minister  he  should  not  be  so  quick 
to  bow  to  someone  he  might  consider  his 
senior,  because  with  the  specific  responsibility 
he  has  for  municipal  aflFairs  I  wish  he  had  a 
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bit  more  confidence  to  take  a  stand  without 
having  to  check  it  out  with  his  colleague,  the 
Treasurer,  on  every  occasion. 

It's  true  that  the  basic  segments  of  the 
bill  that  concern  us  are  permissive.  The 
metropolitan  council  is  given  the  power  by 
this  bill,  if  it  chooses,  to  appoint  a  chief 
administrative  oflBcer.  It's  also  true  that  most 
of  the  other  regional  bills  have  this  power 
incorporated  in  them,  but  in  this  particular 
case  Metropolitan  Toronto  has  not  had  the 
power,  because  the  chairman  was  not  directly 
elected.  There  were  those  who  felt  that  an 
administrative  ofiicer,  who,  in  fact,  would 
be  a  Metro  manager,  would  simply  add 
another  high  oflBcial  with  substantial  powers 
exercising  administrative  powers  without  be- 
ing elected. 

The  objection  expressed  by  Toronto,  I 
suppose,  could  be  construed  to  be  some- 
what parochial  but  they  are  the  city  centre. 
It  seems  to  us  that  the  minister  should  have 
consulted  with  the  council  rather  than  just 
the  Metro  chairman  in  deciding  to  go  forward 
with  the  legislation.  The  whole  aspect  of 
the  housing  legislation  is  somewhat  similar. 
As  we  follow  the  changes  in  housing  policy 
in  the  Metro  area  we  are,  as  say  observers 
from  outside  Metro,  somewhat  amazed  at  the 
different  attitude  taken  by  the  siurrounding 
boroughs,  compared  with  the  city. 

The  city  has  the  substantial  problems  of 
being  a  core  part  of  this  metropolis.  Rather 
than  having  housing  problems  associated 
with  rich,  high-class  suburban  development, 
they  have  the  problems  of  finding  housing 
for  lower  income  groups.  I  have  felt  they 
have  shown  a  high  degree  of  initiative  in 
their  attempts,  particularly  in  recent  months, 
to  accomplish  just  that. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  develop- 
ments that  have  gone  forward  which  I  have 
found  very  offensive  indeed.  As  I  drive  into 
Toronto  each  day— yes,  in  an  automobile 
and,  yes,  on  the  Gardiner  Expressway— I 
come  down  the  loop  on  to  York  St.  and  I 
look  at  that  great  big  slab  of  concrete  of 
Campeau's,  whatever  they  call  it,  and  I  think 
why  the  devil  did  we  ever  let  him  build'  that 
thing  right  in  the  front  of  the  city,  right  on 
the  harbour?  I  don't  remember  the  strong 
objections  at  the  time  but,  believe  me,  I 
resent  the  fact  that  for  all  time  that  big 
slab  of  concrete  is  going  to  block  access  to 
the  harbour  by  the  people  in  the  city,  except 
for  those  who  are  going  to  shell  out  the 
money  for  those  elaborate  suites  once  they 
become  available.  I  wouldn't  be  surprised  if 
the    Minister   of   Housing  has   one   of  those 


suites  booked.  I  hope  he  hasn't  got  a  long- 
term  lease. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  wish  I  had. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  hope  he  hasn't  got  a 
long-term  lease,  because  he  may  find  he  has 
a  little  trouble  fulfilling  it.  The  housing 
aspects  obviously  in  the  city  of  Toronto  have 
been  more  progressive,  from  the  point  of 
view  of  my  judgement  at  least,  compared 
with  the  boroughs.  We  raised  in  the  question 
period  just  a  few  weeks  ago  that  the  only 
serviced  lots  available  in  the  metropolitan 
area  in  Etobicoke  are  being  earmarked  for 
houses  costing  $100,000  to  $150,000,  which 
is  not  much  good)  to  anybody  in  the  dire  need 
of  housing  that  we  read  about  and  that  we 
know  about  as  members  of  this  Legislature. 

When  we  asked  the  Minister  of  Housing 
about  it,  he  said  he  was  going  to  take  no 
initiative  whatsoever  to  try  to  persuade  Eto- 
bicoke to  have  a  better  approach  in  their 
housing  policy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  didn't  say  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  maybe  he  didn't 
say  that.  Whatever  he  said,  it  really  amounted 
to  the  same  thing.  He  is  a  strong  local 
autonomist  when  he  agrees  with  what  they 
are  doing.  Now  don't  scowl  at  me. 

(An  hon.  member:  The  minister  doesn't  like 
the  member. 

'Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  The  same  is 
true  to  some  extent  in  Scarborough.  The 
feeling  there— and  I  have  seen  it  expressed  in 
statements  by  the  mayor  and  various  mem- 
bers of  the  corporation— is  that  the\'  have 
more  than  their  share  of  public  housing,  and 
strong  objection  has  been  raised.  I  find  it 
offensive,  as  does  the  minister,  that  that  area 
is  not  prepared  to  accept  a  fair  share  of  pub- 
lic housing.  It  could  be  that  it  is  the  policy 
of  the  distribution  of  these  facilities  that  has 
led  to  the  attitude  that  the  minister  has 
deplored  in  the  past. 

Toronto,  it  seems  to  me,  has  shown  a  more 
progressive  attitude  towards  its  housing  re- 
sponsibihties.  It  may  be  that  their  expressed 
objection  to  this  amendment  is  based  on  their 
feeling  that  if  housing  policy  is  transferred 
to  the  metropolitan  area  by  law,  they  will  be 
melded  into  the  attitudes  expressed  by  the 
other  areas  to  such  an  extent  that  their 
initiatives  will  be  squelched.  They,  of  course, 
have  substantial  feelings  in  that  regard. 

As  I  say,  I  am  aware  that  these  matters 
are  permissive.  As  I  say.  Chairman  Godfrey 
is   out   doing  his  bit  for  Bob   Stanfield  and 
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marching  in  lock-step  with  the  rest  of  the 
glassy-eyedi  Tories  over  there  these  days,  and 
it  may  be  that  he  has  a  special  entree.  But 
there  are  those  who  say  that  the  mayor  of 
Toronto  probably  exerts  the  same  partisan 
pressures,  so  there  is  a  certain  balance  in 
this  regard. 

However,  in  view  of  the  commitment  that 
the  government  has  made  as  far  as  its  state- 
ments about  local  autonomy  are  concerned, 
it  seems  strange  that  there  was  not  direct 
consultation  with  the  council  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  and  with  the  other  boroughs,  for 
that  matter,  before  it  brought  forward  this 
legislation. 

I  don't  know  of  any  law  that  requires  the 
ministry  to  consult  with  anybody  in  these 
matters.  But  we  have  certainly  been  treated 
to  the  expression  of  policy  by  the  minister 
and  his  superior  on  many  occasions  as  to 
the  necessity  of  consulting  the  municipalities 
concerned  before  an  enactment  is  brought 
forward. 

I  have  substantial  regret  that  the  minis- 
try has  proceeded  in  this  way.  They  have 
unconscionably  delayed  other  aspects  of 
legislation  required  by  Toronto— for  example, 
the  mall— and  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would 
be  quite  possible  for  this  particular  bill  to 
have  been  introduced  into  the  House  only 
after  adequate  consultation  or,  if  they  choose 
to  introduce  it  for  first  reading  and  proceed 
with  it  in  the  fall  if  the  municipalities  con- 
cerned are  anxious  to  have  those  powers. 

I  wanted  to  express  these  views.  I  have 
got  some  Toronto  colleagues  here  now,  and 
perhaps  there  will  be  more  arriving— ah,  yes— 
so  we  will  have  a  chance  to  hear  their  views 
as  well. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Good 
stalling. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  badi 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say  the 
credibility  of  this  bill,  most  of  which  was 
worked  out  with  the  municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  is  seriously  undermined  by 
the  actions  that  have  been  taken  by  the 
minister,  by  the  Minister  of  Housing  and  by 
Metro  Chairman  Paul  Godfrey  in  relation  to 
the  proposed  powers  for  setting  housing 
policy  and  for  ramming  them  down  the 
throats  of  the  area  municipalities,  without 
any  consultation  beforehand. 

As  far  as  I  can  see,  it  upsets  drastically 
both  the  balance  of  power  within  Metro 
and  the  kind  of  fragile  web  of  confidence 
and  co-operation  on  which  a  two-tier  govern- 


ment that  has  been  as  successful  as  Metro- 
politan Toronto  has  got  to  depend. 

I  blame  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  for 
municipal  aflFairs,  I  blame  the  Minister  of 
Housing  and  I  blame  Paul  Godfrey  for  get- 
ting us  to  this  state  of  affairs.  I  think  they 
have  acted  wrongly,  and  I  would  ask  them, 
as  strongly  as  I  can  in  the  course  of  this 
debate— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  just  doesn't 
understand  the  bill,  that's  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  certainly  do  understand 
the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why  doesn't  the  member 
do  a  little  research? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  bill  gives  permissive 
powers  to  Metro  council  to  adopt  a  housing 
policy,  which  it  can  then  impose  on  any 
area  municipality. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  There  is  another  con- 
dition. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  hasn't  looked 
at  the  other  condition. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  must  also  have  the  ap- 
proval of  the  Minister  of  Housing.  That's 
correct.  Okay,  I  do  understand  that  part  of 
the  bill  as  well. 

Mr.  Stokes:  He  obviously  understands  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  way  the  Minister  of 
Housing  and  the  Metro  chairman  have  al- 
ready connived  about  this  particular  section 
gives  no  confidence  for  anybody  in  the  future 
that  they  will  wield  those  powers  with 
caution,  with  discretion,  with  tact,  vdth  an 
aim  to  get  co-operation  or  with  any  kind  of 
consultation  with  the  area  mimicipalities. 
That  is  as  simply  as  I  can  put  it. 

The  Minister  of  Housing  has  undermined 
his  credibility  with  many  of  the  elected 
people  within  Metro  Toronto,  and  Metro 
Chairman  Paul  Godfrey,  an  appointed  ofiicial 
—not  an  elected  official  but  an  appointed 
official— is  equally  undermining  his  credibility. 
His  vaunting  ambition  has  taken  him  too  far 
at  this  point,  and  I  don't  think  that  this 
government  or  this  Legislature  should  sup- 
port his  efi^ort  to  get  these  powers  in  this 
particular  way. 

I  don't  think  this  Legislature  should  give 
support  to  this  particular  power  so  that  he 
can  go  to  his  Metro  council  and  say,  "Look, 
the  Legislature   said  it  was   all  right.   Now 
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let's  talk  about  it."  That's  like  going  into 
a  negotiation  with  a  gun  in  one  hand.  That's 
the  kind  of  situation  that's  being  created  by 
the  proposals.  I'm  very  sorry  that  the  Minis- 
ter without  Portfoho  who  is  responsible  for 
municipal  aflPairs  doesn't  understand  the  kind 
of  situation  that  exists. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  understand  what  the 
member  said,  but  I  can't  understand  his 
thinking. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Neither  can  I. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  minister  not 
agree  that  some  advance  warning  would 
have  been  desirable  so  that  various  people 
in  Metro  Toronto  could  have  expressea  their 
opinion  on  this  particular  provision?  I'm  sure 
the  minister  would  agree  with  that. 

It's  rather  curious,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in 
the  speedup  we  have  at  the  end  of  every 
session,  this  bill  was  tabled  last  Thursday, 
it  was  made  public  and  made  available  to 
people  in  Metro  on  Friday  I  believe— pos- 
sibly not  until  Monday— and  the  deadline  for 
submitting  resolutions  for  Metro  council's 
final  meeting  of  the  spring  before  its  summer 
break— that  meeting  was  held  on  Tuesday  of 
this  week— the  deadline  for  submitting  busi- 
ness to  that  meeting  was  last  Friday.  There- 
fore, when  Mayor  Crombie  and  others  de- 
cided that  they  wanted  to  have  a  debate  over 
these  proposed  powers  and  over  whether  or 
not  to  ask  the  province  to  withdraw  this 
section  on  housing  policy  from  the  bill,  they 
were  too  late  because  of  the  timing  imposed 
by  the  province.  They  were  too  late  to  get 
their  motion  on  the  order  paper  at  Metro 
council. 

That  wasn't  their  fault.  The  minister  didn't 
call  them  up  and  say,  "Look,  I've  been  talk- 
ing with  Paul  Godfrey.  Paul  Godfrey  wants 
me  to  have  these  things.  What  do  you  want 
me  to  do,  or  what  do  you  think  of  it?"  Poor 
old  David  Crombie;  his  allegiance  to  the 
Conservative  Party  served  him  ill  in  this 
particular  regard  because  nobody  called  him 
up  to  say,  "What  do  you  think  of  this?  It 
looks  a  bit  funny,  but  Paul  Godfrey  wants 
it  very  badly." 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Perhaps  Godfrey's  alleg- 
iance is  more  important. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  this  government  values 
Godfrey  more  than  Crombie,  I  don't  know. 
But  I  think  that's  a  sorry  way  to  treat  some- 
body who  has  made  no  secret  of  his  alleg- 
iance to  the  Conservative  Party. 


Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  And  if 
they  do,  it's  a  lousy  mistake  in  judgement, 
let  me  tell  them— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —because  Crombie  will  last  for 
years  after  Godfrey  is  a  pinprick  on  the 
horizon. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  After  he  streaks  into  oblivion, 
that's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  There  was  nothing 
political  about  it  at  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  certainly  is  political.  Wit- 
ness the  duplicity  between  Godfrey  and  this 
Minister  of  Housing,  Mr.  Speaker— the  dupli- 
city between  them  as  they  try  to  pass  re- 
sponsibility and  try  to  deny  that  a  request 
had  been  made. 

What  happened  on  Tuesday?  On  Tuesday, 
17  members  of  Metro  council,  Mr.  Speaker, 
seek  to  open  the  question,  and  Paul  Godfrey 
is  sitting  in  his  chair  hoping  against  hope 
that  the  thing  won't  get  debated.  He  sits 
down  before  the  meeting  with  the  Metro 
solicitor  and  instructs  him  in  order  to  ensure 
that  the  matter  doesn't  come  up.  Now  17 
votes  is  one  short  of  a  two-thirds  vote  and 
the  matter  cannot  be  introduced  because  it's 
new  business  and  had  not  been  put  on  the 
order  paper.  It  wasn't  put  on  the  order  paper 
because  there  was  no  time  to  get  it  on  the 
order  paper,  because  of  the  timing  of  the 
introduction  of  this  bill  in  the  Legislature 
and  the  lack  of  any  advance  notice  to  any  of 
the  people  involved,  except  for  Paul  Godfrey 
and  John  Kruger,  his  sidekick. 

So  it  doesn't  get  discussed  in  Metro  coun- 
cil. I  go  and  talk  to  the  Minister  without 
Portfoho  and  I  say,  "Look,  17  to  10"-and 
those  people  were  serious;  people  like  Cos- 
grov©  and  Flynn  and  so  on— "mayors  from 
the  boroughs  felt  just  as  strongly  about  this 
as  the  people  from  the  city  of  Toronto,  They 
don't  want  to  see  themselves  compelled  to 
submit  to  Metro  housing  policy  without  hav- 
ing considered  the  implications  of  this  new 
transfer  of  power  well  in  advance.  They  want 
to  look  at  it,  they  want  to  ask  about  it,  they 
probably  want  to  leave  it  over  the  summer. 
At  least  they  want  to  have  a  chance  to  be 
consulted."  But  the  minister  says,  "Well,  I've 
only  heard  from  one  of  these  people,"  and 
as  far  as  he's  concerned,  "Let  them  eat  cake" 
is  the  attitude  of  the  Minister  without  Port- 
folio for  municipal  aflPairs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point 
of  order,  I  don't  believe  the  hon.  member  is 
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correct  in  what  he  is  saying.  I  would  ask 
that  he  speak  to  the  bill  and  not  to  quote 
me  when  he  isn't  specifically  saying  what  I 
told  him.  And  don't  do  it  again. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  told  me  that 
he  had  heard  from  only  one  or  two  of  the 
people  and  he  said— and  I'll  quote  this  part 
too:  "One  of  them  wanted  to  open  the  ques- 
tion on  the  council,  but  actually  supported 
the  idea  of  having  this  housing  policy  amend- 
ment, or  thought  he  did." 

The  fact  is  that  he  didn't  have  a  chance, 
though,  to  consider  all  of  the  arguments 
within  the  context  of  Metro  council,  because 
it  was  never  debated  there.  They  didn't  have 
the  opportunity  to  consider  it  within  the 
context  of  the  committee  of  mayors  which 
prepared  this  interim  Metro  housing  policy 
because  it  wasn't  considered  there.  It  wasn't 
considered  by  staff  people  from  the  boroughs 
because  it  was  never  put  before  them.  This 
is  from  a  government  which  says  it  seeks  to 
honour  municipal  autonomy.  This  is  simply 
a  jackboot  kind  of  imposition  which  has  been 
carried  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  It  is  arrogant- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  arrogant,  as  a  matter  of 

fact.  And  I  want  to  read- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Is  that  the  fact  that  his  policy 

is  arrogant? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  He  is  paranoid. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now,  now.  A  man  with  the 
minister's  range  of  neuroses  d^oesn't  call  some- 
one else  paranoid. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Yes,  they  dto. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  exactly  what  they  dion't  do. 

'Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  about  a 
months  ago  when  Metro  council  produced  this 
interim  Metro  housing  policy  which  spoke 
specifically  to  the  question  about  the  way 
in  which  housing  policy  should  be  worked 
out  between  the  boroughs  and  Metro  coun- 
cil. I  think  this  is  an  interesting  dbcument 
because  this  d'ocument  was  prepared*  by 
Metro  staff  who  worked  under  the  direction 
of  a  committee  of  the  mayors  of  the  Metro 
boroughs  and  that  includied  Metro  Chairman 
Paul  Godfrey. 

I  have  talked  to  some  of  the  people  who 
worked  on  this  policy  and  they  felt  very 
heartened  at  the  degree  of  co-operation  which 
had  been  achieved  between  the  boroughs  of 
Metro  Toronto  on  the  question  of  housing. 
They  felt,   as  staff  people,  that  in  the  past 


there  had  been  a  tendency  for  boroughs  in 
Metro  to  try  to  shove  away  low-income  hous- 
ing and  simply  highgrade  and  leave  some- 
body else  to  pick  up  the  problems  of  people 
who  were  poor  and  couldn't  afford  to  survive 
in  the  private  enterprise  housing  market.  They 
felt  the  nettle  had  been  grasped  to  a  large 
degree  in  this  particular  report.  They  felt 
great  progress  was  being  made. 

'This  report,  under  the  section  of  setting 
production  targets,  refers  to  the  traditional 
process  of  Metro  staff  which  suggested  pro- 
duction targets  and  a  breakdo^wn  for  each 
municipality  which  were  then  eventually 
brought  before  the  political!  levels.  They  say, 
"The  establishment  of  specific  targets  is  a 
fundamental  requirement  of  both  Metro  and 
area  municipal  housing  policies.  There  must 
be  agreement  on  the  targets  by  both  Metro 
and  the  area  municipalities."  That  is  where 
the  relevant  portion  of  this  section  on'  hous- 
ing targets,  which  is  the  basis  of  housing 
policy,  begins.  "There  must  be  agreement  on 
the  targets  by  both  Metro  and'  the  area 
municip  alities . " 

When  you  look  at  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
doesn't  say  that.  It  says  that  once  Metro 
adopts  a  housing  policy  each  borough  is 
required  forthwith,  not  even  with  a  delay 
but  forthwith,  to  bring  its  housing  policy 
into  conformity  with  the  housing  policy  state- 
ment of  Metro  as  approved  by  the  minister. 

It  goes  on  to  say,  this  report  on  Metro 
housing  policy,  "Our  experience  to  date  sug- 
gests that  agreement  can  be  achieved  through 
direct  and  continuous  consultation."  A  con- 
sultation which,  of  course  has  been  subverted 
by  the  procedures  proposed  by  the  Minister 
of  Housing  and  the  Minister  without  Port- 
folio. "We  recognize,  however,  that  the 
el>ected  politician  is  ultimately  responsible 
for  the  adoption  of  production  targets  and 
the  distribution  of  housing  targets  by  area 
municipality  and  income  groups."  Having 
proposed  an  ambitious  and,  I  think,  very 
positive  set  of  targets  in  this  particular  report, 
they  say,  "It  is  up  to  the  individual  area 
municipalities  to  review  the  Metro  targe^ 
suggested'  in  this  report  and  to  recommend 
production  targets  for  the  metropolitan 
corporations." 

'Ultimately,  they  say,  Metro  targets  must  be 
adopted  by  the  metropolitan  council.  If  the 
system  of  setting  targets  breaks  dbwn, 
regretfully,  some  level  of  government  will 
have  to  take  the  responsibility  for  setting 
them.  They  say  a  bit  later  they  make  no 
specific  recommendation  on  what  happens  in 
case  the  system'  of  consultation  breaks  down. 
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'That  is  for  a  very  goodi  reason  because  their 
hope,  and  they  have  basis  for  their  hope, 
was  that  the  system  of  consultation  and  co- 
operation would  work.  They  feel,  rightly  I 
think,  as  a  philosophy  of  government,  that 
one  tries  to  work  the  route  of  consultation 
and  co-operation  rather  than  the  route  of 
direction  by  order  or  fiat  which  is  being  sug- 
gested by  the  minister  in  this  particular  bill. 

They  go  on  to  state  the  reasons  as  well: 
"Yet  it  is  characteristic  in  the  housing  field 
that  as  long  as  zoning,  subdivision  control 
and  oflBcial  plans  are  the  responsibility  of  an 
area  municipality,  an  area  municipality  can 
frustrate  any  Metro  target."  The  Minister  of 
Housing  must  surely  already  have  had  some 
experience  with  that  in  trying  to  get  his 
housing  action  programme  implemented  and 
running  against  the  kind  of  red  tape  which 
exists  at  the  municipal  Ifevel  and  which  can 
be  manipulated  at  the  municipal  level,  if  the 
municipality  isn't  particularly  anxious  to  pfey. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  a  very  unfair  attack 
on  Scarborough. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  didn't  attack 
Scarborough. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  solely  because  Cosgrove 
is  a  Liberal,  which  is  an  entirely  unwarranted 
reason. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  final  comment  I  want 
to  make,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  this  particular 
report  is  this.  The  Metro  mayors,  all  of  them, 
say— and  this  is  one  month  ago— and  I  quote 
this  to  the  minister: 

To  suggest  that  Metro  must  approve 
targets  and  if  necessary  force  building  is 
to  suggest  a  direct  path  to  the  destruction 
of  the  two-tier  system  of  metropolitan 
government. 

And  yet,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  precisely  what 
is  proposed  in  this  bill  in  the  section  on 
housing  policy. 

It  says  the  Metro  council  and  the  area 
council  "may  adopt  a  policy  statement  re- 
lated to  housing,  containing  objectives,  pro- 
duction targets  and  financial  arrangements." 
Then  the  section  says  once  this  statement 
is  adopted  by  the  Metro  council  and  approved 
by  the  Minister  of  Housing,  every  housing 
policy  statement  adopted  by  the  council  of 
an  area  municipality  "shall  be  amended 
forthwith  to  conform  therewith,"  and  no 
housing  policy  thereafter  can  be  approved 
from  an  area  municipality  that  conflicts.  Not 
only  that,  but  it  says  that  no  bylaw  shall  be 


passed  by  the  council  of  an  area  municipality 
that  "doesn't  conform  with  the  housing  policy 
statement  of  the  metropolitan  coimcil." 

What  this  means,  according  to  the  Metro 
mayors  themselves,  is  the  government  is 
leading  to  the  destruction  of  the  two-tier 
system.  If  you  want  to  put  it  another  way, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  a  very  bad  piece  of  draft- 
ing, the  door  has  been  opened  to  a  major 
transfer  of  power,  not  just  over  housing,  but 
over  all  planning  and  all  zoning  matters 
from  the  area  municipality  level  up  to  the 
Metro  council  level.  Let's  suppose,  for 
example,  that  Toronto  or  East  York  is  try- 
ing to  develop  medium  density  housing, 
and  Metro  says,  "Our  housing  policy  says 
we  have  got  to  build  like  crazy  and,  there- 
fore, you  put  highrise  on  that,  25  stories  or 
more,  and  that  is  an  order,"  then  that  kind 
of  order  is  permitted  under  this  particular 
bill. 

Suppose  Scarborough  or  Toronto  or  some 
other  borough  wanted  to  ensure  that  at 
least  20  per  cent  of  every  development,  pri- 
vate, semi-private,  co-op  or  whatever,  was 
for  socially  assisted  housing  or  low  and 
moderate  income  housing  of  one  sort  or 
another— at  least  20  per  cent  of  every  de- 
velopment, including  Windfields  and  Forest 
Hill  and  other  places  like  that— if  Metro 
says  no,  10  per  cent  is  the  maximum  that  it 
considers  to  be  tolerable,  then  any  effort  to 
go  further  by  an  area  municipality  could 
be  thwarted  by  the  Metro  council.  The 
possibilities  and  the  ramifications  are  infinite. 
The  fact  that  this  would  go  forward  without 
the  necessary  kind  of  consultation  is  just 
plainly  unacceptable. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  mentioned  Paul  Godfrey 
before.  I  don't  understand  exactly  what  is 
happening  in  the  Metro  council,  but  I  think 
we  have  a  case  of  a  municipal  leader  who 
has  simply  got  the  bit  between  the  teeth, 
who  is  arrogating  to  himself  powers  which 
should  not  be  his,  and  who  simply  lacks  the 
maturity  or  lacks  the  intuition  or  the  tact 
or  the  sensitivity  or  the  political  savvy  may- 
be to  understand  the  way  in  which  he  should 
provide  leadership  within  his  metropolitan 
mimicipality. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  could  conceivably  lack  all 
of  those. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  he  lacks  all  of  those 
things.  A  week  after  this  guy  takes  himself 
a  $5,000  pay  increase,  a  week  after  he  mani- 
pulates Metro  council— perhaps  I  can  say  it 
since  I  am  moving  away  from  the  place  in 
a  week's  time— and  gives  orders  to  the  Metro 
solicitor  to  ensure  that  there  be  no  further 
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debate  on  non-profit,  co-op  housing  on  Toron- 
to Island,  thereby  eliminating  250  housing 
units  that  ought  to  be  directed'  to  low-  and 
moderate-income  families,  he  comes  along 
and  whispers  in  the  ears  of  the  Minister  of 
Housing  and  of  this  minister  and'  tells  them 
what  he  wants. 

Later  in  the  course  of  this  session  we  are 
going  to  be  talking  about,  and'  the  minister 
will  be  assuring  us  about,  how  the  wishes  of 
the  county  of  Oxford  and  the  towns  of  Wood- 
stock and'  Ingersoll'  have  been  met. 

iMr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon,  member  have 
further  comments?  In  view  of  the  hour,  if 
the  hon.  member  has  further  commentsr— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  do  have  further  com- 
ments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —perhaps  he  would  move  the 
adjournment  of  debate. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Unfortu- 
nately. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  move  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  debate,  Mr.  Speaker;  I  am  sure 
we  can  continue  it  tomorrow.  I  hope  those 
Metro  mayors  who  haven't  communicated 
with  the  minister  yet  will  do  so. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
move  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  to- 
morrow we  will  proceed  as  I  called  the 
business  for  today.  There  will  be  the  con- 
tinuation of  the  current  debate  and  items 
26,  18  and  16.  I  suppose  I  can  easily  say, 
too,  that  should  we  conclude  those  we  would 
proceed  with  anything  else  left  on  the  order 
paper  but  I  don't  think  that  is  necessary  to 
announce. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  you— 

Mr.  Reid:  Are  we  sitting  next  week? 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  can  the  House  leader 
take  a  moment  to  discuss  this  now,  since  it 
might  help  in  terms  of  next  week?  Can  he 
indicate  to  us  at  this  stage  exactly  what  it 
is  he  would  wish  completed  before  we  ad- 
journ for  the  summer,  and  let  us  have  a 
feeling  as  to  how  long  into  next  week  we  are 
likely  to  be  sitting? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  assiu-ed 
the  other  parties,  including  the  hon.  member's 
party,  that  I  would  give  them  a  list  tomorrow 
morning  of  what  we  would  intend  to  com- 
plete. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:30  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

HOUSING  IN  WINDSOR  AREA 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr,  Speaker,  I  am  pleased  to  announce 
this  morning  that  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  has 
signed  an  agreement  with  Cadillac  Develop- 
ment Corp.  for  the  purchase  of  992  serviced 
building  lots  in  the  area  in  Windsor  knowni  as 
Little  River  Acres.  These  lots  will  be  utilized 
for  the  production  of  ownership  housing  under 
the  zero-lot-line  concept,  which  permits  the 
development  of  more  detached  housing  per 
acre  than  conventional  methods. 

The  first  group  of  96  houses  is  currently 
under  construction.  They  will  be  sold  under 
the  HOME  plan  at  prices  ranging  from 
$19,000  to  $20,300.  Mortgage  financing  will 
be  provided  by  the  province  at  8.75  per  cent 
interest  with  an  amortization  period  of  35 
years.  Depending  upon  the  Windsor  market, 
it  is  anticipated  that  300  or  more  zero-lot- 
line  houses  will  be  produced  at  Little  River 
Acres  this  year. 

OHC,  in  close  co-operation  with  the  city 
of  Windsor,  recently  obtained  316  acres  of 
land,  known  as  the  Hall  farm,  off  Lauzon 
Rd.  in  the  southeast  section  of  the  city.  About 
one-half  of  the  site  will  be  developed  for 
low-density  residential  purposes.  The  balance, 
which  is  influenced  by  noise  generated  by 
the  Windsor  airport,  will  be  devoted  to  in- 
dustrial sites  and  a  regional  park.  This  land, 
together  with  762  acres  already  owned  by 
OHC  at  Riverside  Acres  in  the  northeast  sec- 
tion of  Windsor,  provides  the  Ministry  of 
Housing  with  a  Windsor  landbank  of  some 
1,100  acres. 

I  am  also  pleased  to  announce  that  OHC 
has  just  completed  negotiations  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  Norton  Pahner  Hotel  and  its  site. 
This  downtown  Windsor  landmark  will  give 
way  to  a  senior  citizens  residence  of  between 
200  and  250  apartments.  It  is  anticipated  that 
a  portion  of  the  development  will  accommo- 
date municipal  parking  and  that  the  ground 
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floor  of  the  building  will  include  commercial 
space.  The  Norton  Palmer  will  be  razed  in 
late  summer  or  early  autumn,  and  if  all  goes 
well  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  that  construc- 
tion of  the  senior  citizens  residence  will  begin 
early  next  year. 

This  year  we  will  have  some  300  houses 
built  at  Little  River  Acres,  of  which  10  per 
cent  will  be  made  available  to  the  Windsor 
Housing  Authority  for  the  family  rental  hous- 
ing programme.  We  will  have  430  senior 
citizens  units  under  construction,  and  we  hope 
to  acquire  another  50  rent-supplement  units  in 
the  private  market.  This  represents  a  mini- 
mum of  730  housing  starts  in  Windsor  for 
which  the  Ministry  of  Housing  will  have  some 
responsibility,  or  35  per  cent  of  the  normal 
annual  housing  production  in  Windsor  of  some 
2,000  starts. 


DOMINION  DAY  CELEBRATION 

Hon.  J.  W.  Snow  (Minister  of  Government 
Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  draw  to  the 
members'  attention  the  fact  that  again  this 
year  my  ministry  has  arranged  for  Dominion 
Day  celebrations  on  the  lawns  of  the  legisla- 
tive buildings  on  July  1.  The  theme  is  again 
a  family-style  picnic  where  all  are  invited  to 
enjoy  three  hours  of  entertainment,  nickel 
hotdogs,  five-cent  soft  drinks,  etc. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  good 
old  days. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  government's  anti-inflation  pro- 
gramme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  This  year,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
are  privileged  to  have  a  very  special  guest. 
Her  Majesty  Queen  Elizabeth,  the  Queen 
Mother,  who  will  attend  at  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning  just  prior  to  her  return  to  London. 
May  I  take  this  opportunity,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  extend  to  all  members  of  the  legislative 
assembly  and  to  all  residents  of  the  province- 
Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  The  minis- 
ter means  to  Toronto  members. 


3512 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  —an  invitation  to  join  this 
celebration  marking  Canadla's  107th  birthday. 
We  will  be  very  happy  to  have  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Thunder  Bay  too. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 
BENEFITS 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  at  the  end  of  today's  question 
period,  I  will  be  introducing  amendments  to 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  which  will 
benefit  those  workers  whose  pensions  have 
been  depreciated  by  inflation. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Thank  Godi 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  The  amendtnents  will 
provide  benefits  for  most  injured  workmen 
presently  receiving  a  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board  pension.  The  members  will  recall 
the  task  force  on  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board  which  reported  to  my  predecessor 
last  September.  A  number  of  the  changes 
which  I  will  be  outlining  today  are  based  on 
recommendations  of  that  task  force. 

The  pensions  which  are  presently  in  exist- 
ence will  be  increased  by  a  maximum  of  60 
per  cent  based'  on  the  following  formula:  For 
those  persons  who  became  eligible  for  dis- 
ability pensions  during  1973,  their  pensions 
will  be  increased  by  four  per  cent;  for  those 
who  became  eligible  for  pensions  in  1972, 
their  pensions  will  be  adjusted  by  eight  per 
cent;  for  those  who  became  eligible  for  pen- 
sions in  1971,  their  pensions  will  be  increased 
by  10  per  cent;  and  for  each  further  year  a 
person  has  been  eligible  for  a  disability  pen'- 
sion  period  to  Jan.  1,  1971,  that  pension  will 
be  increased  by  an  additional  two  per  cent 
per  year,  to  a  maximum  of  a  60  per  cent  in- 
crease. 

Mr.  Shulman:  They  would  have  had  to  be 
on  pension  for  28  years  to  get  the  60  per 
cent! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  House  I  should  indicate  that 
the  formula  to  which  I  refer  will  be  applied 
to  the  original  pension  of  the  worker.  Thus, 
if  a  person  was  injured  in  1945,  the  maximum 
60  per  cent  increase  will  apply.  If  that  re- 
sults in  an  amount  in  excess  of  the  new  mini- 
mum of  $260  per  month,  the  worker  will  get 
that  increased  amount.  But  if  the  figure  is  less 
than  $260,  the  worker  will  get  the  $260  mini- 
mum. 

I  hope  that  this  legislation  will  pass  the 
House  in  time  for  it  to  be  effective  July  1. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Sure,  why 
not? 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
also  like  to  announce  several  other  changes 
in  pension  benefits  which  are  to  be  included 
in  the  legislation: 

1.  The  earnings  ceiling  for  the  calculation 
of  benefits  will  be  raised  to  $12,000  per  year 
from  the  present  figure  of  $10,000. 

2.  The  minimum  total  permanent  disability 
pension  and  widow's  allowance  will  be  in- 
creased by  four  per  cent  to  $260  from  $250 
per  month. 

3.  Full  benefits  to  partially  disabled'  injured 
workmen  who  are  unable  to  find  suitable  em- 
ployment will  now  continue  as  long  as  the 
workman  is  attempting  to  find  employment  or 
accepting  training  which  the  board  may  deem 
advisable. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentu-orth):  Excellent. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  How 
many  years  has  that  taken? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Boy,  is 
this  about  time! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  mem- 
bers might  be  more  familiar  with  this  problem 
if  I  refer  to  it  asi  "light  work." 

Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and  Commercial  Affairs):  There's  a  minister 
for  )  oul 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  To  continue: 

4.  The  bill  will  also  deal  with  dependants' 
pensions.  The  requirement  that  a  dependant's 
pension  not  exceed  the  deceased's  earnings 
will  be  removed.  This  means  that  dependants 
of  a  deceased  injured  workman  will  not  be 
affected  by  that  workman's  former  salary. 

15.  The  amendtnents  will  also  cover  the 
situation  where  a  permanently  totally  disabled 
pensioner  dies  of  a  cause  unrelated  to  the 
injury  which  entitled'  him  to  that  pension. 
The  dependants  of  that  workman  will  now  be 
entitled  to  receive  workmen's  compensation 
benefits  as  if  tiie  workman  died  as  a  result  of 
his  injury. 

6.  The  amendments  will  also  ensure  that 
the  pension  to  a  permanently  totally  disabled 
workman  will  never  be  less  than  the  pension 
which  would  be  payable  to  his  dtependants  if 
he  died. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  a  pity  some  of  the  other 
members  of  the  cabinet  didn't  decide  to  run 
federally. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Give  them  a  reduced'  rate. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Finally,  Mr.  Speaker: 
7,  The  clothing  allowance  for  the  repair  or 
replacement  of  clothing  worn  or  damagedi  by 
reason  of  wearing  an  artificial  limb  will  be  inc 
creased  substantially  to  reflect  cost  changes 
since  these  allowances  were  established  in 
1968. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  should'  point  out  that 
the  assessments  to  industry  will  be  increased 
by  an  average  of  eight  per  cent  to  cover  the 
costs  of  these  benefit  changes.  Of  course  each 
rating  classification  will  be  affected  by  a  dif- 
ferent percentage.  Prior  to  these  changes, 
average  workmen's  compensation  assessments 
amounted  to  approximately  1%  per  cent  of 
an  employer's  payroll,  and  these  benefits  wiU 
increase  that  1%  per  cent  by  eight  per  cent 
to  approximately  1.6  per  cent  of  an  employ- 
er's payroll.  These  increased  industry  assess- 
ments will  become  effective  on  Jan.  1,  1975. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  you  know,  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  has  undergone  rather 
dramatic  changes  in  the  past  10  months. 
Many  of  these  changes  have  already  become 
evident  to  both  the  injured  workmen  of  On- 
tario and  to  the  members  of  this  House. 
These  benefit  increases  are  simply  one  more 
step  in  that  transformation. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  predeces- 
sor, the  Hon.  Fern  Guindon,  and  the  chair- 
man of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board, 
Mr.  Michael  Starr,  over  the  past  months  have 
both  indicated  on  many  occasions  that  the 
pensions  had  been  eroded  by  inflation  and 
required  adjustment.  As  a  result  of  this,  the 
board  was  requested  to  produce  concrete 
recommendations  to  implement  these  deci- 
sions, .and  the  government  felt  they  should 
be  made  effective  July  1  in  spite  of  the  fact 
that  the  legislation  could  not  be  introduced 
prior  to  today.  I  might  also  point  out  that 
these  benefits  will  be  periodically  reviewed. 

As  the  hon.  members  know,  the  question 
of  who  should  pay  for  the  cost  of  updating 
previous  pensions  was  examined  seriously  by 
government.  It  is  recognized  that  some  of 
today's  employers  were  not  in  business  when 
some  of  these  accidents  occurred,  but  it  was 
believed  industry  as  a  whole  should  properly 
bear  the  cost  of  its  accidents  rather  than  the 
taxpayers  of  Ontario. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


ONTARIO  NORTHLAND 
TRANSPORTATION  COMMISSION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, Mr.  Speaker,  what  action  he  intends 
to  take  following  the  report  of  the  public 
accounts  committee  bringing  to  the  attention 
of  the  House  the  reticence  of  the  Ontario 
Northland  Transportation  Commission  in 
making  information  available  to  the  com- 
mittee on  the  matter  of  pertaining  to  the 
$25,000  payoff  for  Mr.  Kenneth  Passmore  who 
was  dismissed  and  given  a  year's  pay  in  ad- 
vance, which  was  not  satisfactorily  explained; 
and  their  recommendation  that  penalties  for 
the  conflict  of  interest  be  added  to  the  legis- 
lation? Can  the  minister  tell  the  House  what 
action  he  intends  to  take  in  this  regard? 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  ( Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  read  the  report  of  the  committee  this 
morning  for  the  first  time.  Looking  at  the 
13  recommendations,  I  intend  to  meet  with 
the  members  of  the  ONTC  and  go  over  all 
of  these  recommendations  and  to  implement 
those  which  have  been  brought  forth.  1 
would  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  agree 
with  the  position  that  has  been  taken  by  the 
committee,  that  as  far  as  the  conflict  of 
interest  area  is  concerned,  it  should  follow 
along  the  same  line  as  applies  in  the  Munic- 
ipal Act.  We  will  be  looking  at  all  of  that. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  The  min- 
ister changed  his  mind. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  com- 
ment is  that  I  have  changed  my  mind.  I  will 
take  this  opportunity  here  and  now  to  state 
that  it  has  been  said  by  members  opposite, 
both  here  and  in  this  House  and  in  the  press, 
that  I  have  said  the  conflict  of  interest  regu- 
lations were  trivial  and  unnecessary.  That  is 
absolutely  untrue. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  The  min- 
ister said  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Somebody  got  to  him. 
Somebody  rapped  his  knuckles. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  What  I  said  in  this 
House  was  that  I  felt  this  present  method, 
and  the  present  portion  of  the  Act  that  covers 
the  ONTC,  was  too  restrictive  and  that  I 
thought  there  were  some  silly  areas  in  that. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
rapped  his  knuckles  for  him. 

Mr.  Singer:  Read  Hansard.  Has  the  min- 
ister read  what  it  said  in  Hansard? 


3514 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  am  pleased  to  accept 
any  change  in  the  Act,  which  was  prepared 
many  years  ago.  But  I  completely  and  totally 
subscribe  to  conflict  of  interest  regulations  as 
they  apply  to  the  members  of  the  cabinet, 
and  I  think,  quite  frankly,  sir,  that  they 
probably  should  apply  to  every  member  of 
this  Legislature  and  would  support  any  such 
move. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  have  advocated  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  challenge  anyone  in 
this  Legislature  on  either  side  of  the  House, 
to  check  my  record  and  find  anywhere,  where 
I  have  ever  been  in  favour  of  making  conflict 
of  interest  an  acceptable  practice. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  min- 
ister's record  is  a  short  one. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  min- 
ister didn't  react  properly  in  the  first  instance, 
that's  his  problem.  He  can't  recover  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Per- 
haps for  the  clarification  the  minister  seeks, 
can  he  now  indicate  his  view  of  the  conflict 
of  interest  that  resulted  in  the  resignation  of 
Mr.  Kennedy?  Does  he  feel  that  was  a  real 
conflict?  Does  he  feel  the  resignation  was 
warranted?  Because  I  believe  it  was  in  con- 
nection with  that  very  case  that  he  gave  the 
impression  to  the  House  that  he  felt  that 
Mr.  Kennedy  was  not  fairly  dealt  with  by 
the  legislation,  or  particularly  by  the  attitude 
of  various  opposition  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister's  response  was 
not  appropriate  and  he  is  trying  to  catch  up 
now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  indeed,  I 
feel  that  the  particular  section  of  the  Act 
is  so  restrictive  in  the  broadness  of  its  terms 
that  many  capable  people,  like  Mr.  Kennedy 
and  others  who  are  serving  on  other  boards 
and  other  commissions,  are  being  placed  in  a 
position  where  they  cannot  serve. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  now  saying  exactly 
what  he  denied  he  said,  and  he  knows  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  feel  that  changes  are 
necessary.  I  have  said  publicly  and  here  in 
this  Legislature,  that  I  do,  in  fact,  believe— 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A  con- 
flict of  interest  means  you  don't  do  business 
with  a  corporation  or  company  of  which  you 
are  a  director, 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  do,  in  fact,  believe 
that  technically  Mr.  Kennedy  was  in  conflict; 
and  that  he  did,  in  fact,  resign,  like  the 
gentleman  that  he  is.  I  have  no  quarrel  with 
that.  I  simply  said,  and  I  say  it  again,  that 
I  feel  that  particular  section  of  the  Act  is  too 
restrictive,  and  many  fine  people— in  northern 
Ontario  in  particular  where  there  is  a  limited 
population  to  choose  from— cannot  serve  on 
these  boards  and  commissions. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How?  How  is  it  this  funda- 
mental point  can't  be  grasped  by  this  govern- 
ment? 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  in  every  conflict  of  in- 
terest. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Since  the 
minister  is  accepting  the  recommendation  of 
the  committee  that  there  will  be  penalty 
clauses  put  into  that  Act,  does  he  intend  to 
bring  forward  a  further  amendment  that 
would,  in  his  words,  I  suppose  remove  the 
restrictive  aspect  of  that  clause?  I  don't  be- 
lieve it  is  unduly  restrictive. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  unduly  restrictive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  quite 
prepared  to  follow  along  with  the  recom- 
mendation that  was  put  forth  by  the  commit- 
tee, to  use  the  same  sort  of  conflict  of  interest 
rules  as  they  apply  and  are  outlined  in  the 
Municipal  Act  and  apply  to  municipal  poli- 
ticians. 

Mr.       Laughren:       Supplementary,       Mr. 

Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   I  believe  the  hon.  member 

for  Sudbury  was  up  for  a  supplementary, 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr,  Speaker, 
a  supplementary:  Could  I  ask  the  minister 
if  he  has  it  under  active  consideration  to 
abolish  the  whole  commission  and  take  this 
operation  in  as  a  wing  of  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  Mr,  Speaker,  I  do 
not. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur— or  rather  the  hon.  member  for  York 
South,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  My  supplementary  to  the 
minister  is  this:  Since  the  fundamental  issue 
in  conflict  of  interest  is  that  a  man  on  a  com- 
mission should  not  do  business  with  a  public 
body  on  which  he  sits,  how  does  the  minister 
deem  that  section  to  be  unduly  restrictive? 
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Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  what  he  was 
doing;  doing  business  with  the  corporation. 

Mr.   Renwick:   Yes,   answer  that  question. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  How  was  that  unduly  re- 
stricti\e? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Answer  that  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  am  simply  saying,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  re- 
garding that  particular  section,  there  is  no 
question  in  my  mind  that  there  was  a  tech- 
nical conflict  of  interest. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  not  technical,  it's 
fundamental. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  is  no  such  thing  as 
a  little  bit  of  pregnancy. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  still  doesn't  un- 
derstand the  point.  And  if  he  doesn't  under- 
stand it,  it  should  not  be  in  his  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  I 
might  answer  it  simply  this  way;  that  we  will 
take  whatever  action  is  necessary  to  change 
that  particular  section  of  the  Act  to  put  in 
the  penalty  clause. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Stokes:  No  way. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Will  the  hon.  member 
for  Port  Arthur  sit  down  and  keep  quiet; 
whatever  he  is  saying  is  of  relatively  little 
importance. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  have  been  sitting,  I  am  not 
standing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We  will  implement  the 
recommendations  that  have  been  brought  forth 
by  the  committee,  one  of  which  is  to  put  in 
the  penalty  clause  in  connection  with  pro- 
visions similar  to  those  in  the  Municipal  Act. 
I  have  agreed  there  was  a  conflict  of  interest 
in  that  particular  area.  The  gentleman  has 
resigned. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  fundamental,  not 
technical. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  was  not  technical. 


Mr.  MacDonald:  You  don't  do  business 
with  a  corporation  of  which  you  are  a  part. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supplement- 
ary: Did  I  understand  the  minister  correctly? 
Was  he  implying  it  is  more  diflBcult  to  obtain 
competent  people  from  northern  Ontario  to 
serve  in  public  office? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  What  I  said,  Mr. 
Speaker,  was  there  is  a  limited  population  in 
n'orthem  Ontario  audi  there  are  peopfe  who 
off^er  themselves  to  serve  in  some  communities 
where,  if  they  did  take  that  oflBce,  they  auto- 
matically would  be  in  some  form  of  conflict 
within  the  terms  of  that  particular  Act. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Okay,  they  should  not  be 
in  it  then.  That's  the  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Let  m©  point  out,  for 
example,  that  one  of  the  commissioners  also 
operates  the  only  newspaper  in'  Kapuskasing. 
He  would  be  in  conflict,  I  suppose,  in  the 
terms  of  that  Act,  if  he  prints  one  ad  within 
that  newspaper  relative  to  time  schedules  and 
what  have  you,  of  that  particular  railroad. 
Yet  by  taking  him  oflF  you  would!  be  eliminat- 
ing a  man  from  serving  in  that  area. 

Mr.  Cerma:  Take  him  off. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  not  the  only  person  there 
who  can  do  the  job. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  There  are  others  in  Kapus- 
kasing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Ordter. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  number  of  competent  ad*- 
visers  are  so  few  in  number. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


MINI-SKOOLS  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
why  she  indicated  yesterday  in  her  answer  to 
a  question'  previously  asked  that  Great-West 
Life  had  nothing  to  do  with  Mini-Skools  when 
its  annual  report  of  1973  indicates  that  in 
1972  that  life  insurance  company,  head- 
quartered in  Winnipeg,  acquired  an  interest 
in  Mini-Skools  of  30  per  cent  of  the  common 
shares  and  a  large  holding  of  the  preferred 
shares?  - 
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Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  in 
my  statement  jesterday  I  indicated  that  our 
investigation  had  not  made  any  connection 
between  the  two. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Like  the  minister's  investiga- 
tion of  day  care,  isn't  it?  Equally  superficial. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Surely  the 
minister  must  realize  that  her  answers  in  the 
House  must  be  accepted  by  all  of  us— as  they 
are— as  the  best  information  she  has.  If,  in 
fact,  she  checks  this  out  further  and  findis  that 
the  infonnation  that  she  had  is  not  right,  or 
the  information  I  have  is  not  right  from  the 
aniRial  report,  will  she  make  a  fuller  report 
on  the  involvement  of  private  enterprise  and 
Conservative  politicians  from  western  Canada 
in  the  organization  and  operation  of  Mini- 
Skools  as  a  profit-making  corporation,  which 
is  expanding  rapidly  into  Ontario  and  many 
other  centres? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  be 
quite  pleased  to  have  another  investigation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask 
a  supplementary  on  that.  Could  the  minister 
also  determine  why  there  is  a  member  on  the 
board  from  Atlanta,  Georgia,  and'  whether 
there  is  therefore  a  multi-national  tie  to  Mini- 
Skools?  I  think  this  is  quite  legitimate.  I  want 
to  k-now  about  American  money  in  Ontario 
operations,  if  that's  what  happening.  Surely 
that  is  also  part  of  the  examination  to  whicn 
the  minister  should  subject  the  board  of 
directors,  now  that  it  appears  her  information 
apparently  was  wrong. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  be  very 
pleased'  to  look  into  that  situation.  But  I 
would  like  to  point  out  to  the  leader  of  the 
NDP,  that  he  doesn't  seem  to  have  the  same 
conceiu  about  the  international  problem  with 
Browndale  and  its  international  group  homes 
here  in  Ontario. 

An  hen.  member:  A  very  good  point. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  don't  know  what  that  has  to 
do  with  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  in  view  of  the  answer 
it's  fair  to  let  the  hon.  member  for  Scar^ 
borough  West  ask  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'll  put  the  supplementary  this 
way.  Would  the  minister  like  to  take  a  look 
at  those  ties  as  well?  Because  if  so,  I  invite 
the  minister  to  do  so.  All  right? 


Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  thank  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  for  the  offer  to  allow  me  to  do  it.  We 
intend  doing  just  exactly  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fine;  okay. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  min- 
ister if  she  is  concerned  about  that  inter- 
national connection?  And  if  she  is,  why  does 
she  persist  in  allowing  a  policy  to  continue 
which  spends  $6,5  million  of  our  taxpayers' 
funds  on  the  care  and  treatment  of  300 
unfortunate  young  people  in  this  province, 
who  in  my  view  ought  to  be  cared  for  by 
public  facilities. 

An  hon.  member:  Even  if  it  costs  more 
money. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  doesn't  concern  the 
minister? 

An  hon.  member:  She  doesn't  care, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Labour 
has    disappeared.    I    would   like    to    ask   the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food- 
Mr.   Renwick:   The  Minister  of  Labour  is 
in  the  back  row. 


COMPENSATION  FOR  DAMAGE 
BY  AGRICULTURAL  CHEMICALS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  all  right.  I'll  see 
him  in  a  minute.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  if  the  gift 
of  mouldy  vegetables  that  we  read  about  in 
the  Sun  newspaper  this  morning  is  going  to 
enable  him  to  focus  the  attention  of  his  min- 
istry on  the  problem  faced  by  the  three 
farmers  in  the  Waterford  area  who  have 
suffered  seriously  over  the  last  three  to  four 
years  from  weed  spray  problems  in  their  own 
crops?  Is  he  aware  of  the  circumstances, 
which  are  going  to  drive  those  people  off 
their  lands  because  they  have  not  been  able 
to  grow  a  profitable  crop  for  the  last  three 
years? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand 
the  matter  is  before  the  courts  at  the  mo- 
ment. We  hope  for  a  satisfactory  determina- 
tion for  all  concerned, 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  there  may  not  be  a  satis- 
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factory  determination  from  the  courts,  that  in 
fact  the  Supreme  Court  has  already  found 
that  no  one  is  responsible  and  that  2,4-D 
has  infected  the  water  supply  to  the  extent 
that  they  have  no  recourse  but  to  bang  on 
the  door  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  and  ask  for  some  remedy  and  some 
assistance? 

Would  the  minister  consider  a  statute  which 
might  compensate  people  who  are  harmed 
by  these  agricultural  chemicals  in  cases  where 
no  legal  responsibility  can  be  pinned  down 
by  the  courts  or  by  anybody  else? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  being  a 
very  reasonable  person,  I  am  always  willing 
to  consider  anything.  That's  tj^ical  of  this 
government.  We'll  be  glad  to  do  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  it 
also  typical  of  this  government  that  the  spe- 
cifics of  this  case,  which  I  put  in  a  letter  to 
the  minister  some  weeks  ago,  have  somehow 
escaped  his  attention  and  that  he  has  not 
been  giving  it  any  consideration  that  I  know 
of  during  these  many  weeks,  in  fact  months, 
that  the  problem  has  plagued  people  who 
are  referred  to  in  this  article,  and  doubtless 
others  in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  As  I  said,  we'll  look 
at  it. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  It  takes 
some  time  to  look  at  it. 


HAYES-DANA  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Labour— he  is  just  on  his  way 
back  to  his  seat;  well,  I'll  ask  him  something 
some  other  time  perhaps— 

Mr.  Deans:  He's  coming. 

Mr.  Deacon:  He  can't  get  past  the  Min- 
ister of  Health  (Mr.  Miller). 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  the  minister  examined 
the  situation  that  involves  the  operation  of  a 
company  called  Hayes-Dana  Ltd.  of  Thorold, 
Ont.,  who  have  been  struck  for  a  consider- 
able length  of  time  and  are  evidently  plan- 
ning to  relocate  their  operation  in  the  United 
States,  which  will  involve  the  loss  of  approxi- 
mately 400  jobs  under  these  circumstances  if 
some  action  is  not  taken? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  that  one,  but  I  will  get  after  it 
immediately. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  A  sup- 
plementary,   Mr.    Speaker:    I    discussed    this 


matter  with  the  minister  the  other  day.  I'm 
deeply  concerned  about  the  problem,  and  I 
understand  that  there  is  some  further- 
Mr.  Foulds:  Question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  hon.  member  termin- 
ate his  speech  and  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Can  the  minister  indicate 
to  the  Legislature  when  he  will  introduce 
new  labour  legislation  to  protect  Ontario 
workers  in  maintaining  their  employment  here 
in  Ontario? 

Mr.  Speaker:  That  is  not  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  What  is  the 
question? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I'm  sorry,  I  don't  get 
the  gist  of  the  question. 

An  hon.  member:  He  doesn't  either. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  question  is,  will  the 
minister  introduce  legislation  that  will  pro- 
tect the  labour  force  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario so  that  we  don't  have  industry  closing 
down  and  perhaps  relocating  in  the  United 
States? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  that's  hardly  sup- 
plementary to  the  original  question. 

An  hon.  member:  That  was  a  good  one. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  was  not  properly  supple- 
mentary. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No  more  questions.  I 
don't  want  to  fight. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 
BENEFITS 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minist'^  of 
Labour:  How  did  he  and  his  ca.binet  col- 
leagues ultimately  decide  to  fundi  the  many 
changes  they  have  made  in  the  workmen's 
compensation  pension  levels  this  n^orning? 
How  are  they  dbing  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
will  realize,  of  course,  it  was  not  indleixed.  We 
madfe  some  comparison  to  what  we  had  re- 
cently done  for  the  civil  servants,  the  pen- 
sioners and  the  teachers,  but  on  the  wholie  it 
was  a  judgement  call.  As  you  wiH'  realize, 
Mr.  Speaker,  some  of  these  pensions  go  back 
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as  far  as  1917,  I  believe.  The  minimums  have 
been  increased  from  time  to  time,  but  if  they 
were  above  the  minimum  they  may  never 
have  been  increased.  There  were  periods,  of 
course,  when  the  pensions  were  a  little  better 
as  the  value  of  the  dollar  had  gone  up  at  that 
point— diuring  the  Depression,  for  example.  In 
any  event,  it  was  a  judgement  call,  and  that 
is  all  I  can  say. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question: 
Recognizing  that  by  far  the  majority  of  what 
he  has  announced  this  morning  is  acceptable 
and  worthwhile,  how  did  he  arrive  at  the  four 
per  cent  increase  for  widows'  pensions?  It  was 
a  weakness  in  his  statement— surely  the 
weakest  statement  the  minister  made  this 
morning. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  again  all 
I  can  say  it  was  a  judgement  matter.  We 
would  like  to  do  more  for  these  people,  but 
it  is  other  peoples'  money  we  are  dealing  with 
and  there  has  to  be  some  restraint.  I  am  quite 
sure  I  cant  say  that  we  are  not  being  as 
generous  as  we   would  have  liked  to  have 

11/1 

been,  but  the  question  is,  which  is  infla- 
tionary. Should  we  perhaps  move  these  in 
advance  or  should  they  drag  a  little?  When 
one  is  dealing  with  widows  it  is  always  diflB- 
cult. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  further  supplementary  ques- 
tion: Doesn't  the  minister  feel  that  the 
formula  which  was  worked  out  for  the  up- 
grading of  the  disability  pensions,  the  four 
per  cent  on  last  year  and  the  two  per  cent 
back  through  allf  of  the  years,  could  have  been 
equally  applied  to  widows'  pensions?  He 
knows,  as  I  know,  that  the  four  per  cent 
doesn't  even  come  close  to  meeting  the  cost 
of  living  in  the  last  two  months,  never  mind 
in  the  last  two  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  There  have  been  in- 
creases at  the  minimum  level  and  to  the 
widows  before,  as  the  member  knows,  but  I 
would  agree  that  the  four  per  cent  is  cer- 
tainly not  what  the  cost  of  living  has  been 
since  the  last  increases. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  a  real  weakness. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


STRIKE  AT  FORT  FRANCES  CLINIC 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  also  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour  a  question  Mr.  Speaker?  Since  the 
Minister  of  Labour  has  a  good  faith  bargain- 
ing clause  in  the  Ontario  Labour  Relations 
Act  which  is  quite  explicit  in  its  requirement, 


can  he  not  use  that  clause  as  a  route  by 
which  he  can  somehow  intervene  directly  in 
the  Fort  Frances  situation  between  the  doctors 
at  the  medical  clinic  and  the  little  CUPE 
local? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  that  clause  is  used  very  much.  My 
understanding  of  it  is  that,  if  it  is  to  be  used, 
the  instigation  of  action  under  that  must  be, 
at  the  commencement,  on  the  request  of  one 
of  the  parties. 

I  think  if  one  of  the  parties  wants  to  lay  a 
charge  before  the  Ontario  Labour  Relations 
Board  that  the  bargaining  has  not  been  done 
in  good  faith,  or  is  not  being  dbne  in  good 
faith,  it  is  free  to  do  so.  But  I  don't  think 
the  minister  can  intervene  and'  suggest  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  s6€.  Am  I  right  in  understands 
ing  that  they  go  to  the  board,  the  board  gives 
approval  to  go  to  the  courts,  they  go  to  the 
courts  and  the  fine  usually  ranges  from  $100 
to  $500?  Does  the  minister  not  agree  that  that 
is  perhaps  an  unsatisfactory  solution  in'  this 
instance,  and  has  he  thought  about  it  more 
over  the  last  few  days?  Can  the  minister  ex- 

{)lain  to  the  House  how  it  is  that,  all  of  the 
aws  of  Ontario  having  been  observed,  the 
outcome  is  totally  frustrated?  Therefore  what 
can  the  minister  do  to  amend  the  legislation 
which  would  allow  a  resolution  of  this  labour 
dispute,  the  like  of  which  hasn't  been  seen 
for  some  time  in  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  short  of 
some  sort  of  compulsory  clause  in  there  or  a 
minimum  agreement,  I  d'on't  think  there  is 
anything.  As  the  member  knows,  British 
Columbia  has  tried'  the  minimum  agreement. 
I  don't  think  it  has  been  that  widely  accepted. 
As  I  undtertook  to  do  the  other  day  without 
committing  myself  to  endorse  it,  I  will  investi- 
gate it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary,  if  I  may:  Does 
the  minister  realize  that  what  the  Fort  Fran- 
ces case  is  saying  to  everyone  in  Ontario  is 
that  if  there  is  a  union  which  is  certified 
under  the  Ontario  Labour  Relations  Act  and 
if  one  doesn't  wish  to  reach  an  agreement 
with  them,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  of 
Ontario  that  requires  one  to  do  so,  and  the 
group  of  employees  be  damned?  That's  what 
the  Fort  Frances  case  is  saying.  And  the 
minister  has  to  admit  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  think  that  is 
the  first  case. 

Mr.  Lewis:   It  is  the  most  dramatic  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  there  is  the  case 
that  the   hon.    member  for  York  South  was 
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mentioning  the  other  day  with  Darrigo.  The 
Darrigo  case  is  similar. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Darrigo's— right  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Wouldn't  the  minister  agree  that  the  manage- 
ment, in  this  case  the  doctors,  have  deliber- 
ately obstructed  the  reaching  of  a  settlement 
and  have  deliberately  been  engaged  in  union- 
busting,  because  they  have  refused  to  meet 
with  a  legitimately  certified  union,  except 
on  two  occasions  for  less  than  an  hour  each 
time  since  the  strike  began  and  even  before 
that.  Can't  the  minister,  through  his  legisla- 
tion, at  least  force  both  parties  to  the  bar- 
gaining table  over  the  so-called  negotiation 
period? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can 
request  people  to  come  to  the  bargaining 
table  and  generally  they  do.  Our  people  have 
been  working  on  this  matter  and  they  are 
continuing  to  show  an  interest  in  it.  As  long 
as  we  are  interested  in  it  and  trying  to  get 
the  parties  together,  it  is  not  my  intention  to 
make  a  statement  coming  out  in  praise  or 
criticism  of  either  side. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Is  there  no  way  the  minister  can  lay  a  charge 
or  use  the  term  "bad  faith  bargaining"  against 
the  doctors  in  this  case? 

An  hon.  member:  Apparently  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Not  that  I  know  of, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


TAKEOVER  OF  MAPLE  LEAF  MILLS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of  Con- 
sumer and  Commercial  Relations:  Has  the 
takeover  of  Maple  Leaf  Mills  by  Norris 
Grain,  an  American-based  corporation,  been 
drawn  to  his  attention?  Has  he  looked  at  it  in 
terms  of  the  implications  for  prices  and  for 
other  policies  for  Ontario,  or  for  Canada  for 
that  matter? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  have  not  personally, 
Mr.  Speaker,  but  I  understand  my  staflF  have, 
because  I  heard  some  mention  made  of  it 
the  other  day. 

Perhaps  while  I  am  on  my  feet  I  might  in- 
dicate that  on  the  food  study,  I  will  be  in  a 
position  to  tender  that,  hopefully,  within  the 
next  few  days.   If  the  House  should  rise,  I 


will  see  that  all  those  members  who  are  in- 
terested get  a  copy  of  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  could 
the  minister  make  a  report  to  the  House 
on  the  Norris  Grain  takeover?  Am  I  right  in 
thinking  that  the  foreign  review  board  must 
not  be  operative  in  this  area  if  that  kind  of 
takeover  is  now  permitted— I  take  it  that  is  not 
in  force  yet— and  jeopardizes  a  very  basic 
Canadian  production  company? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  I  will  take  a  look  at  it 
and  get  back. 


AMERICAN  BUSINESSMEN  HOSTED 
BY  GOVERNMENT 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  that  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
to  the  Chairman  of  the  Management  Board: 
Can  he  table  in  the  House  the  names  of  the 
30  American  businessmen  who  were  hosted 
by  government  at  Ontario  Place  as  the  gov- 
ernment sought  further  investment  from  the 
United  States  in  Canada?  They  were  hosted 
jointly,  I  believe,  by  the  government  of 
Ontario  and  Ontario  Hydro? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
did  not  fall  within  the  responsibility  of  my 
department.  I  think  it  should  be  directed,  pos- 
sibly, to  the  Treasurer. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AflFairs):  Yes,  the  names  of 
the  members  of  the  on-site  investment  tour— 
this  is  the  second  such  tour  we  have  had— 
are  available  in  booklet  form  and  I  will 
make  sure  the  hon.  member  gets  a  copy. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you.  I  have  no  further 
questions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Energy 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked  previously. 

HEATH  SURVEY  CONSULTANTS  LTD. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  Ent- 
ergy): Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon.  member  for  York 
South  yesterday  asked  a  questional  will  re- 
peat it: 

Is  it  accurate  that  the  government  of  Ontario  has 
entered  into  a  contract  with  Heath  Survey  Consult- 
ants Ltd.  of  London  for  work  in  relation  to  Union 
Gas  Co.  and  is  it  also  accurate  that  that  contract  or 
that  arrangement  of  the  government  with  Heath  Sur- 
vey was  entered  into  after  they  had  withdrawn  from 
work  during  the  course  of  the  current  strike  situaUon? 

So  far  as  I  am  able  to  determine,  no  part 
of   the   government,   specifically  neither  the 


3520 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Ministry  of  Energy  nor  the  safety  branch  of 
the  Ministry  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations  has  entered  into  any  contract  now, 
nor  have  they  in  the  past,  with  Heath  Survey. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  my  question  is  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development,  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  yesterday  the  Metro  social  ser- 
vices committee  adopted  the  report  of  the 
deputy  commissioner  in  which  he  dfecries  the 
new  policies  and  seeks  to  have  discretion  at 
that  level  in  applying  their  funding  to  the 
new  policies,  will  the  minister  give  that  con- 
sideration to  the  Metro  government  or  any 
other  municipality  which  dbes  not  wish  to 
follow  the  new  policy  in  day  care? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  my  hon. 
colleague:  This  government  always  has  been 
and  always  will'  be  responsive  to  concerns 
which  are  expressed  to  us  and  we  will  be 
most  happy  to  listen  to  what  they  have  to 
say. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Unless  childTen  are  involved. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 


SPECIAL  EDUCATION  NEEDS 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Education:  In  view 
of  the  recommendation)  of  the  Lowes  commis- 
sion to  alter  the  weighting  factors  for  special 
education  and  in  view  of  the  report  of  the 
Metro  board  that  the  spending  ceflings  fail  to 
provide  for  the  special  education  needs  in 
Metro  Toronto,  is  the  minister  willing  to  move 
before  July  1  to  make  sure  that  those  needs 
are  met? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Mr.  Speaker,  these*  things  wiH  all  be  con^ 
sidered  as  we  look  at  next  year's  ceilings  and 
weighting  factors. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary:  Can  the  min- 
ister give  us  any  indication  if  tiie  ministry  is 
willing  to  pick  up  the  total  cost  for  the  blind, 
the  orthopaedic  and  the  dfeaf  children'  in  the 
Metro  school  system? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I  just 
answered  that  question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


PLANNING  ACT 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Treasurer:  Would  the  Treasurer  advise 
us  what  progress,  if  any,  is  being  made  in  the 
major  revision  of  the  Planning  Act,  which  was 
promised  in  the  Throne  Speech  of  March, 
1973,  particularly  in  \'iew  of  the  fact  that 
many  people  believe  that  the  Planning  Act's 
present  provisions  slow  up  the  whole  develop- 
ment process? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes  sir,  after  quite  some 
difficulty,  we  did  appoint  a  director  for  the 
study.  The  appointment  was  discussed  with 
and  concurred  in  by  the  municipal  liaison 
committee.  That  was  not  a  necessity,  but  as 
a  matter  of  courtesy  and  practicality  I  thought 
it  was  wise.  All  of  this  took  some  number  of 
weeks  or  months.  Not  long  afterwards  the 
person  chosen  for  that  responsibility  found  he 
wasn't  able  to  do  so,  on  his  doctor's  orders, 
and  our  search  has  started  all  over  again. 

I  am  having  difficulty,  quite  frankly,  select- 
ing a  person  who's  acceptable  to  the  muni- 
cipalities, my  own  officials  and  others  who  are 
interested  in  this  matter.  It  seems  that  ever>- 
name  that  comes  up  has  some  number  of  pro- 
ponents and  some  number  of  opponents. 

I  would  hope  within  the  next  week  or  two 
to  make  that  selection;  although  it  now  occurs 
to  me  that  on  May  13,  when  I  was  in  Thunder 
Bay,  I  promised  an  appointment  at  Queen's 
Park  to  Hon.  Robert  Andras  after  July  8, 
when  there  may  be  quite  a  few  experienced- 
Mr.  Foulds:  He  already  has  an  appointment 
with  his  old  Manpower  office. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  may  be  quite  a 
few  experienced'  people  from  Ottawa  looking 
for  jobs,  so  perhaps  that  will  solve  our  prob- 
lem. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  There  will  be  a  lot  more 
of  the  Treasurer's  friends  than  ours. 

An  hon.  member:  Mr.  Stanfield. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer  will  have  a 
lot  of  people  looking  for  jobs. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary: Is  the  minister  considering  Bob 
Stanfield?  I  think  he'll  be  available  after  that 
date.  As  it's  two  and  a  quarter  years  since  the 
Throne  Speech  promised  a  major  revision- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  What  is  the  member  for 
Downsview  doing  in  1975  then? 

Mr.  Singer:  —when  can  we  somewhat 
reasonably  expect  that  we  will  have  a  major 
new  draft  of  the  Planning  Act? 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When  Ontario  has  a 
change  in  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  original  estimation 
was  two  years,  and  then  we  wondered  if  it 
couldn't  be  done  in  18  months.  Then  Mr. 
H.  I.  Macdonald  and  I  insisted  it  be  done 
in  12  months  and  we  were  told  that  was  im- 
possible. So  I  would  say  about  18  months. 

Mr.  Singer:  From  now? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 


WAGES  OF  HANDICAPPED  WORKERS 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  I  have 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  Mr. 
Speaker.  In  view  of  the  increases  he  has  an- 
nounced in  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
pensions  today  and  in  the  recent  past  for  the 
minimum  wage,  will  he  undertake  to  investi- 
gate the  wages  paid  to  those  handicapped 
workers,  the  employers  of  whom,  under  the 
Employment  Standards  Act,  have  been  allow- 
ed to  pay  them  less  than  the  minimum  wage 
—including  those  in  the  industrial  therapy 
workshops— with  a  view  to  ensuring  that  their 
wages  are  at  least  in  direct  proportion  to 
their  productivity  and  the  industrial  wages 
paid  for  comparable  work? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  yes.  Other 
hon.  members  have  requested  that  I  should 
do  the  same  thing  in  regard  to  handicapped 
people.  They  present  a  diflBcult  problem.  One 
argument  is  that  if  you  raise  them  too  high— 
I'm  sorry,  I  shouldn't  use  the  words  "too 
high"— but  if  you  raise  them  they  may  price 
themselves  out  of  the  market.  It  is  a  problem 
that  I  will  undertake  to  look  at  during  the 
summer  months. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, on  that:  Is  the  minister  implying  that  the 
wages  already  paid  to  the  handicapped  work- 
ers are  greater  than  what  their  productivity  is, 
in  relation  to  the  comparable  wage  in  the  in- 
dustrial sector? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  In  some  cases  they  may 
be  and  in  some  cases  they  may  be  too  low. 
I'm  not  implying  that  they  are  greater,  but 
they  themselves  and  their  associations  are 
often  the  ones  that  are  not  anxious  to  have 
their  wage  rates  increased.  But  it's  a  problem 
and  I  will  undertake  to  look  at  it  during  the 
summer. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Supplementary?  All  right. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  the  minister  considering  or 
will  he  consider  legislation,  such  as  exists 
in  Britain,  in  order  to  require  every  medium 
or  large-size  employer  to  employ  a  certain 
proportion  of  handicapped  workers  in  order 
that  handicapped  workers  have  a  role  in  the 
work  force? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That  is  part  of  the 
problem,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  one  of  the  mem- 
bers has  requested  that  should  be  part  of  the 
review  I  have  undertaken  to  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walker  ville. 


RENT  SUPPLEMENTS  FOR  SENIOR 
CITIZENS 

Mr,  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Housing. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  the  request  for 
senior  citizens'  housing  in  the  city  of  Wind- 
sor has  increased  from  1,012  on  Jan.  4  of  this 
year  to  1,123  as  of  June  3  this  year,  and  in 
light  of  the  fact  that  the  minister  is  going  to 
provide  substantial  numbers  of  senior  citizens' 
housing  units  in  the  community  within  the 
next  year,  would  the  minister  consider  look- 
ing into  greatly  expanding  the  rent  supple- 
ment programme  to  those  who  now  live  in 
satisfactory  accommodation  but,  because  of 
financial  reasons,  cannot  afford  to  pay  the 
rentals? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
not  been  the  policy  to  supplement  those  who 
are  in  such  situations.  However,  I  am  look- 
ing at  that  problem  to  see  how  widespread 
it  is  not  only  in  Windsor  but  throughout  the 
province,  and  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  it 
would  be  feasible  to  enter  into  that  type  of 
programme. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Windl- 

sor  West. 


HOUSING  IN  WINDSOR  AREA 

Mr.  Bounsall:  In  light  of  the  minister's 
statement  today,  which  goes  a  long  way  to 
alleviating  the  shortage  of  senior  citizen 
acconmioaation  and  some  family  accommoda- 
tion, can  we  look  forward  in  the  near  future 
to  a  statement  which  vidll  deal  with  the 
greater  shortage  of  family  accommodation— 
that  is,  two-bedroom  accommodation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
I  can  say  quite  safely  that  in  me  programme 


3522 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


which  was  announcedl  todayi  there  will'  be 
more  emphasis  on  the  smaller  family  rental 
units  on  a  rent-geared-to-income  basis. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside . 


Mr.  MacDonald:  Surroundted  by  non-return- 
able bottles. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park.  ^ 


WAGE  RATES  FOR  AMBULANCE  MEN 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich^Rivetside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour 
regarding  minimum  wage  regulations  which 
exeHipt  ambulance  men:  Why  are  those 
ambulance  men  who  work  for  private  ambu- 
lance companies  kept  below  the  minimum 
wage  through  being  required  or  forced  to  be 
on  duty,  voluntarily,  for  many  hoursi  of  over- 
time work  without  any  pay? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  know  the 
answer  to  that  question,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  don't 
know  that  they  are;  does  the  member  mean 
at  their  homes  on  standby  or  actually  in  the 
ambulance  garage?  In  the  ambulance  garage? 
I  am  surprised,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  will  make 
some  inquiries. 

Mr.  Burr:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  is  next. 


SOLID  WASTE  DISPOSAL 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment. Is  the  minister  contemplating  any 
legisktive  action  in  respect  to  non^retmnable 
bottles  and  other  solid  waste  before  the  stun- 
mer  recess? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment): It  depends  on  how  long  the  House  will 
be  sitting  but  I  doubt  if  it  will  be  before  the 
recess. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  we  will  permit  a  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  If  the  minister  doesn't  deal  with 
it  in  a  legislative  way  before  the  summer  re- 
cess, are  there  any  measures  which  he  pro- 
poses, other  than  legislative  action,  which  will 
allieviate  the  probltem  throughout  the  summer 
months? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  No.  During  the  summer 
months  I  will  be  in  my  oflBce  and  we  will  be 
studying  this  very  actively. 


MILLBROOK  SEWAGE 
TREATMENT  PLANT 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
the  Environment,  Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  min- 
ister comment  on  the  article  in  the  current 
Newcastle  Reporter  that  his  ministry  has 
botched  the  works  for  the  village  of  Millbrook 
for  at  least  another  two  years  by  losing  the 
plans  which  have  been  sent  to  him  t\vice? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  asked  that  lost  week. 
That  was  last  week's  question. 

Mr.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  must  know  the  question  has  alreadty 
been  asked  in'  the  House,  I  believe,  by  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North  (Mr.  Good).  I 
have  already  been  in  contact  with  the  mem- 
ber for  the  riding,  I  will  have  a  full  report  or 
a  fuU  answer  to  the  question  in  the  House  on 
Monday,  probably. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  apologize.  I  was  in  Detroit. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Under  escort. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 


NEW  JAILS  IN  METRO  TORONTO 

Mr.  Ruston:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Government  Services  which 
may  be  indirectly  connected  also  to  the  Minis- 
ter of  Correctional  Services  (Mr.  Potter).  Has 
the  minister  anything  to  report  as  to  the  pro- 
gress of  the  two  new  jails  being  built  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto  to  replace  the  major 
part  of  the  Don  Jail? 

Hon.  Mr.  Snow:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  that 
tendters  were  advertised'  for  both  these  jobs 
this  week. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Thun- 
der Bay  is  next,  I  believe. 


EXPORT  OF  ETHYLENE 

Mr.  Stokes:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Energy:  Did  his  ministry  file  an  intervention 
with  the  National  Energy  Board  concerning 
Dow  Chemical's  application  to  export  10  bil^ 
lion  lb  of  ethylene  over  the  next  10  years? 
And  now  that  they  plan  to  hear  it  in  an  ex- 
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parte  fashion,  is  the  minister  or  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Welch)  going  to  file  an  inter- 
vention with  regard  to  those  closed  hearings? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  We  have  not  yet  filed 
an  intervention.  I  think  I  am  to  see  it  at  11 
o'clock.  It  will  be  filed  by  Telex  before— I 
think  the  final  time  is  the  close  of  business 
this  afternoon— but,  yes,  we  will  be  filing  an 
intervention. 

I  think  I  can  tell  the  member  roughly  what 
the  position  of  the  government  is.  To  answer 
the  second  part  of  his  question  first,  we  are 
not  dealing  with  the  ex-parte  nature  of  the 
hearing,  I  think  the  hon.  member  recognizes 
that  this  is  a  matter  that  has  been  before  the 
board  for  some  2%  years  and  has  been  the 
subject  of  extensive  hearings.  I  think  the  ex- 
parte  nature  is  not  somewhat  unusual;  it  is  a 
form  of  expedited  hearing  with  which  we  do 
not  particularly  quarrel  a  lot.  I  do  not  know 
whether  the  board  would  be  elucidated  in  any 
new  fashion  by  trooping  all  the  lawyers  back 
dowTi  to  Ottawa  again. 

Essentially,  what  we  are  saying  in  the  inter- 
vention is  that  our  concerns  as  to  the  quan- 
tities of  gas  remain  the  same  and  that  we  are 
concerned  about  the  export  of  natural  gas. 
We  recognize  that  the  board  has  taken  note 
of  the  situation,  which  has  been  contentious 
for  some  time,  that  ethylene  exports  do  come 
under  the  control  of  the  board,  which  we 
have  advocated  for  some  time. 

Essentially,  what  we  are  saying— and  this 
is  in  lay  language— is  that  the  board  having 
found  a  surplus  by  a  rather  tortuous  route, 
if  I  may  put  it  that  way,  then  we  would  sup- 
port the  decision  of  the  board  to  allow  the 
export  to  go  ahead.  Having  said  that,  we 
have  repeated  what  we  have  said  in  previous 
interventions,  the  last  one  being  the  gas  pric- 
ing hearing  which  concluded  a  couple  of 
months  ago. 

We  have  said  that  the  board  ought  to 
undertake  periodic  reviews  of  export  con- 
tracts. Even  though  the  contracts  may  be 
signed  in  the  case  of  gas  for  20  years,  the 
board  should  be  reviewing  them  periodically 
—whether  that  means  once  a  year  or  once 
every  two  or  three  years— to  make  sure  that 
the  interests  of  Canadians  are  still  being 
looked  after.  Specifically,  we  have  asked  the 
board  in  this  case  to  see  whether  the  term 
of  the  firm  export  cannot  be  further  short- 
ened. 

I  must  say  to  the  member,  since  he  has 
asked  the  question,  that  I  am  not  altogether 
completely  satisfied  with  our  intervention  and 
the  facts  surrounding  it.  We  could  make  a 
case  that  perhaps  the  board  should  delay  its 


decision  until  the  new  supply  and  demand 
hearings  which  the  board  is  going  to  under- 
take in  September;  those  interventions  must 
be  filed,  I  think,  by  Sept.  3.  Perhaps  the 
hon.  member  could  make  the  argument  that 
this  should  wait. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  are  impressed  with 
the  fact  that  this  has  dragged  on  for  2% 
years.  We  are  impressed  with  the  fact  that 
Dow  and  others  say  there  is  a  critical  need 
for  ethylene  in  Samia.  Somewhat  reluctantly 
—I  will  put  it  that  way— we  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  in  the  intervention  that  it 
should  be  proceeded  with,  but  with  a  number 
of  safeguards  built  in.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot  be 
more  specific  than  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 


FLEMINGDON  WOODS 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Housing.  About 
a  week  ago  the  minister  advised  us,  in  reply 
to  a  question  from  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre,  that  he  had  intervened  with 
the  present  owners  of  a  Flemingdon  Park 
condominium  building  to  postpone  the  organ- 
ization meeting  of  the  new  owners,  who  are 
the  present  occupants,  until  such  time  as  they 
had  had  an  opportunity  to  examine  financial 
statements. 

We  have  received  advice  that  indeed  the 
owners,  namely  Weinberg,  Wallerstein  and 
O'Shaughnessy,  never  did  receive  any  com- 
munication from  the  minister  to  postpone  the 
meeting,  and  since  Tuesday  is  the  deadline- 
Mr.  Speaker:  I'm  sure  there  must  be  a 
question  coming  sometime. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  would  like  to  know  how 
O'Shaughnessy  got  in  there. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Will  the  minister  intervene 
to  give  the  people  an  opportunity  to  examine 
the  debt  that  they  will  otherwise  have  to 
assume? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
never  spoken  personally  to  Mr.  Weinberg, 
but  I  can  assure  the  hon.  member  that  sev- 
eral members  of  my  staflF,  both  in  the  min- 
ister's office  and  in  OHC  itself,  have  been  in 
constant  communication  with  Mr.  Weinberg, 
and  he  was  asked  to  postpone  the  meeting. 
The  first  meeting,  as  I  understand  it,  was 
boycotted  by  the  people  in  the  building.  As 
a  result,  another  meeting  will  be  held  and 
it's    been   agreed   to   by   the  people   in   the 
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building  that  they  will,  on  that  occasion,  take 
over  the  ownership  of  the  building. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  doesn't  the  minister 
speak  to  O'Shaughnessy? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


ROAD  ACCESS  TO  NURSERY 
PROPERTY 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, Mr.  Speaker.  Has  the  minister  reviewed 
the  problems  of  Tree  Top  Nurseries  in  Hope 
township  near  Port  Hope?  Does  he  agree 
that  firm  was  a  victim  of  government  error 
when  the  company  established  along  High- 
way 28  4%  or  five  years  ago?  Is  he  now 
willing  to  give  them  access  to  that  highway, 
in  view  of  the  fact  that  they  came  in  before 
its  designation  as  a  controlled  access  high- 
way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
reviewed  that  particular  situation  and  have 
had  some  correspondence  with  the  owners  of 
the  facility. 

I  can  tell  the  hon.  member  that  a  meeting 
was  held  in  Port  Hope  last  night  at  which, 
at  my  request,  oflBcials  of  the  ministry  attend- 
ed. We  have  discussed  the  situation  and  the 
proposal  that  we  have  made  to  them  is  that 
we  will,  in  fact,  not  allow  access  to  the  con- 
trolled access  highway. 

We've  looked  at  it  very  carefully  and  we 
feel  that  it  would  be  unsafe  to  permit  com- 
mercial access  at  that  particular  point  to  that 
property.  But  we  are  prepared  to  absorb  the 
cost  in  the  ministry  of  providing  access  on 
the  township  road  and  providing  that  road 
for  them.  I  do  feel  that  there  is  a  require- 
ment on  the  ministry  to  provide  them  with  the 
access  that  they  would  have  had  on  the  main 
highway.  I  cannot  agree  to  their  access  on 
the  controlled  access  highway  but,  as  I  said, 
we  will  provide  the  access  for  them  from  the 
township   road,  at  the  cost  of  the  ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 


DRUG  FILMS 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Education.  Is  the  Minister 
of  Education  aware  of  the  concern  of  several 
prominent  people  in  the  province  about  the 
drug  films  produced  by  OECA?  If  he's  not. 


would  he  undertake— I  understand  there  was  a 
telegram  sent  to  him  this  morning— to  view 
those  films  and  to  talk  to  those  people  who 
have  expressed  a  very  deep  concern  about 
the  usefulness  of  allowing  those  films  to  be 
showed  in  schools  in  Ontario? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Shown. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Oh,  yes.  I  would  be  happy 
to  view  them  and  then  comment,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. I  haven't  seen  the  films.  I  haven't  heard 
of  any  criticisms  of  the  films. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  the  telegram? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  would  be  happy  to  look 
into  it. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Is  the  telegram  from 
the  member  for  Downsview? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 


SUNDAY  TRUCKING  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications.  I'm  sure  he  is  aware  that 
on  March  14  the  Canadian  Transport  Com- 
mission granted  a  licence  for  two  trucking 
firms  to  use  our  highways  on  Sunday— which 
I  understand,  the  Ontario  government  has 
appealed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  should  be  a  question 
someplace  there. 

Mr.  Genua:  Will  the  minister  undertake  to 
get  an  interim  injunction  to  restrain  this 
order  from  the  Canadian  Transport  Commis- 
sion in  order  to  protect  us  along  the  Highway 
17  corridor  this  summer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  is  correct  that  we  have  appealed  that 
particular  decision.  The  question  of  getting 
the  injunction,  quite  frankly,  would  be  in 
the  hands  of  the  Attorney  General,  and 
I  have  discussed  that  with  him,  and  he  is 
handling  that  aspect  of  it.  My  involvement 
with  this  particular  problem  is  that  we  are  the 
agency  that  deals  directly  with  the  CTC  on 
behalf  of  the  government.  But  as  far  as  any 
legalities  are  involved,  that  would  be  done 
in  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Attorney  General. 
We  have  discussed  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 
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RETAIL  SALES  TAX  EXEMPTIONS 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  provincial  Treasurer,  if  we 
can  get  his  attention. 

Hon.   Mr.  White:   Oh,  all  right. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Is  the  provincial  Treas- 
urer giving  consideration  to  the  resolution 
passed  by  the  city  of  London  and  endorsed 
by  the  city  of  Windsor,  requesting  that  muni- 
cipalities and  public  institutions  be  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  retail  sales  tax  on  all  of 
the  items  outlined  by  the  provincial  Treasurer 
in  the  1974  budget  concerning  retail  sales 
tax  exemptions? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Speaker,  these  and 
other  recommendations  and  suggestions  will 
be  considered  prior  to  the  next  budget. 

Mr.  Speaker:   The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 
Petitions. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  thank  you.  I  have 
a  petition  from  the  Ontario  Teachers'  Feder- 
ation, addressed  to  the  Lieutenant  Governor, 
which  has  been  approved  by  the  Clerk's 
office. 

Honourable  Madam,  members  of  the 
Legislature,  the  provincial  early  childhood 
education  committee  of  the  Ontario  Teach- 
ers' Federation  requests  that  proposed  re- 
visions to  the  regulations  of  the  Day  Nur- 
series Act  concerning  early  childhood  care 
and  education  be  delayed  until  the  pro- 
posed revisions  can  be  properly  studied  by 
concerned  groups,  such  as  ours,  and  sub- 
missions made.  The  social  development 
committee  or  any  other  appropriate  com- 
mittee could  be  designated  to  receive  griev- 
ances and  suggestions. 

It  is  signed  by  R.  G.  Des  Dickson,  executive 
assistant. 

I  also  have,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  the  Associa- 
tion for  Early  Childhood  Education  the  fol- 
lowing petition. 

Honourable  Madam,  members  of  the 
Legislature,  we  hereby  present  our  humble 
petition  in  opposition  to  revisions  in  the 
regulations  of  the  Day  Nurseries  Act  to 
wit:  For  the  following  reasons,  we  the 
undersigned  oppose  the  revisions  and  regu- 
lations governing  provincial  daycare  serv- 
ices as  announced  June  4,  1974,  by  the 
Hon.  Margaret  Birch,  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development. 

1.  The  proposed  new  ratios  have  damag- 
ing implications  for  the  quality  of  daycare 


in  existing  facilities  and,  in  fact,  ensure 
that  children  will  receive  only  custodial 
care; 

2.  We  oppose  the  hiring  of  untrained 
persons  to  give  primary  care  to  children 
and  call  upon  the  Ontario  government  to 
maintain  the  qualifications  of  nursery  teach- 
ers to  a  standard  commensurate  with  their 
trust,  the  care  and  nurturing  of  infant 
children; 

3.  The  elimination  of  kitchens  from  the 
nurseries,  we  believe,  will  result  in  lower 
nutritional  standards  and  will  undermine 
the  value  of  the  daycare  centre  as  a  social 
environment. 

We  deplore  the  lack  of  adequate  daycare 
facilities  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  We 
reject  the  decision  to  expand  those  urgent- 
ly-needed facilities  at  the  cost  of  the 
safety  and  the  emotional  and  physical 
health  of  the  children  in  Ontario. 

We  humbly  request  such  action  by  the 
House  as  foUows:  That  we  be  heard  by 
the  social  development  committee  or  any 
other  appropriate  committee  regarding 
these  grievances. 

It  is  signed  by  Jane  Forkery,  vice-president, 
president-elect;  Dorothy  Gordon,  certification 
chairman;  Jennifer  Hardacre,  chairman,  com- 
mittee on  advanced  programme  of  studies. 

It  is  accompanied  by  a  substantial  number 
of  names  in  petition  form  and  endorsed  by 
the  Community  Day-Care  Coalition,  YMCA, 
Willowdale;  Canadian  Mothercraft;  the  On- 
tario Association  for  the  Mentally  Retarded; 
the  Village  Day  Care  Centre  in  Ottawa;  the 
Chatham-Maycourt  Day  Care;  Cradleship 
Creche  in  Toronto;  Kingston  day  care,  Kings- 
ton; St.  Mary  du  Luce  day  care  in  Willow- 
bank;  Metro  Social  Planning  Council;  the 
action  committee  on  day  care,  Ontario  Wel- 
fare Council. 

I  point  out  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  ex- 
ceeds dramatically  the  range  of  protests 
which  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 
Development  suggested  this  was  confined  to. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  is  undermining  the  en- 
tire daycare  programme  in  the  province. 

Mr.   Speaker:    Presenting  reports. 

Mr,  Hamilton,  from  the  standing  social 
development  committee,  reported  the  follow- 
ing resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
Ministry  of  Colleges  and  Universities  be 
granted  to  Her  Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  March  31,  1975. 
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MINISTRY  OF  COLLEGES  AND 
UNIVERSITIES 

Ministry  administration 

programme $     4,360,000 

University  support  programme  568,166,000 
Colleges  and  adult  education 

support  programme   263,084,000 

Students  aflFairs  programme  ....  39,292,000 
Cultural  and  general  education 

programme    51,492,000 

Archives  programme 629,000 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  presented  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Civil  Service  Commission  for  the 
fiscal  year  1973-1974. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  in  the  absence  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources  (Mr.  Bemier), 
presented  the  report  of  the  Niagara  Parks 
Commission  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  Oct. 
31,  1973. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  I  wish  to  table  the  re- 
port of  the  Ontario  task  force  on  the  human 
environment  in  response  to  the  United  Na- 
tions conference  held  at  Stockholm,  Sweden, 
in  June,  1972. 

The  conference  referred  recommendations 
for  guiding  management  of  the  human  en- 
vironment to  governments  for  action  by  the 
nations  of  the  world  and  set  up  a  secretariat 
for  initiating  programmes  and  co-ordinating 
international  en^'ironmental  activity  through 
the  United  Nations.  In  Canada,  the  federal 
government  asked  the  provinces,  through  the 
federal-provincial  committee  of  deputy  minis- 
ters of  the  environment,  to  consider  the 
recommendations  within  tiieir  areas  of  con- 
cern, and  the  report  of  the  Ontario  inter- 
ministerial  task  force  is  the  result  of  that 
work.  The  recommendations  of  the  task  force 
have  been  conveyed  to  Ottawa  and  oflFered 
as  a  contribution  to  a  Canadian  framework 
for  action  in  light  of  present  environmental 
issues. 

(This  is  a  report  on  the  Ontario  environment 
todiay  and  incorporates  what  has  been  accom- 
plished up  to  now  in  its  wisdom  by  the  gov- 
errmient  of  Canada.  It  incorporates  recom- 
mendations on  policies  conceming  the  en- 
vironment of  the  future.  If  accepted'  as  a 
basis  for  future  policy,  it  will  be  one  of  the 
first  attempts  by  any  jurisdiction  anywhere  to 
recognize  the  limitations  of  its  resources  and 
conserve  them  for  future  generations. 

I  would  like  also,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  thank 
alt  those  people  who  have  worked  so  hard  on 
this  report  for  a  number  of  years. 

Mr,  Speaker,  I  have  another  report.  On 
behalf  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Re- 
sources Development  (Mr.  Grossman),  I  wish 


to  table  a  report  entitled,  "Report  of  Task 
Force  Onakawana  on  the  Potential  Environ- 
mental Effects  of  the  Baie  James  Project  on 
Ontario." 

(Task  Force  Onakawana  was  set  up  in  May, 

1972,  on  instruction  by  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Resources  Development,  to  prepare 
a  preliminary  statement  on  the  envirormiental 
impact  of  a  proposed  development  of  the 
Onakawana  lignite  deposits  in  northern  On- 
tario. This  report  was  completed  in  Januar\% 

1973,  and  released  to  the  public  one  month 
later.  Although  there  is  little  to  link  any  pro- 
posal to  dfevelop  the  lignite  deposits  at  Ona- 
kawana vdth  the  Baie  James  hydro-electric 
development  project,  the  task  force  was'  asked 
to  give  consideration  to  the  environmental 
impact  on  the  Baie  James  project  on  Ontario. 

In  brief,  the  task  force  concludes  that  the 
Baie  James  project  may  not  be  a  significant 
hazard  to  (Ontario  in  envirormiental  terms, 
but  at  the  same  time  states  that  there  is 
insuflBcient  information  on  the  environment  of 
the  James  Bay  area  to  make  that  statement 
with  any  conviction.  The  task  force  recom- 
mendls  that  the  government  of  Ontario  set  up 
a  small  watching  group  to  maintain  contact 
with  the  development,  and  this  is  being  done. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 
Introduction  of  bills. 


TORONTO  AREA  TRANSIT 
OPERATING  AUTHORITY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled.  An  Act  to  establish  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill 
establishes  the  Toronto  area  transit  operating 
authority  and  sets  out  its  objects,  powers  and 
duties.  In  the  report  prepared  by  the  steer- 
ing committee,  appointed'  to  develop  an 
implementation  plan  for  the  creation  of  a 
transit  operating  authority  for  the  Toronto- 
centred  region,  it  was  reconamended  that  the 
geographic  boimdaries  for  the  authority 
should  encompass  the  municipality  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  and  the  regional  municipal- 
ities of  Peel,  York  and  Durham. 

The  councils  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  and 
the  councils  of  the  regional  municipalities  of 
Peel  and  York  have  adt>pted  resolution®  sup- 
porting the  establishment  of  the  authority. 
Although  the  council  of  the  regional  muni- 
cipality of  Durham  did  not  support  the  in- 
cllision  of  their  region  in  the  authority,  they 
are  now  reconsidering  their  position.  I  per- 
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sonally  believe  that  once  the  authority  be- 
comes operative  they  will  wish  to  be  actively 
participating  in  obtaining  improved'  inter- 
regional and  regional  transit  for  this  area. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
clarification,  does  the  minister  intend  to  pro- 
ceed with  this  bill  in  this  coming  week  or  will 
it  be  held  over  to  the  fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  will  be 
entirely  up  to  the  House  leader,  but  I  would 
hope  that  the  bill  could  be  proceeded'  with 
perhaps  next  week. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  going  to  be  a  long 
week. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  regions  are  all  against 
it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  On  the  contrary,  all  the 
regions  are  not  against  it. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Thei  region 
of  York. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hon,  Mr.  MacBeth  moves  first  reading  of 
bill  intituled,  An  Act  to  amend)  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We'll  be  lucky  if  we're  up  next 
week  at  all. 

An  hon.  member:  Let's  db  that  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We're  full-time  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  fine,  but  at  feast  tell  us. 
Don't  set  targets'  for  this  Friday  or  next 
Tuesday.  We'll  be  here  until'  we  get  the  busi- 
ness dbne. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We've  been  full-time  and 
nothing  is  happening  in  this  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

An  hon.  member:  Come  off  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  wasn't  a  bill  to  be  seen 
on  the  ordfer  paper. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  completely  irresponsible  to 
bring  these  bills  in  now.  We  cannot  even  get 
them  to  committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  How  can  we  get  to  standiing 
committee- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  makes  a 
mockery  out  of  the  Legislature.  How  can  we 
get  standing  committees  to  discuss  these? 
The  government  has  no  respect  for  the  mem- 
bers at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  just  chaos. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  isn't  parliamentary  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  believe  I  have 
anything  to  add  at  this  time,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
clarification.  Is  the  minister  going  to  aUow  this 
bill  to  go  to  the  standing  committee  in  order 
that  those  groups  directly  involved  in  the  re- 
quest for  compensation  alterations  can  present 
their  views  to  legislative  members? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  there's  time  for  it  and  as  a  matter  of 
fact- 
Mr.    Lewis:    Exactly.   That's  the   way  the 
government  dbes  everything  around  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  wouldl  have  liked  to 
but  I  don't  think  there  is  time.  I  would  hope 
it  would  move  through  quickly. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Did  the  hon.  member  for 
Grey  South  (Mr.  Winkler)  hear  that? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  deal  with  the 
orders  of  the  day  I  should  like  to  point  out  to 
the  hon.  members  that  our  present  group  of 
pages  is  serving  what  might  possibly  be  the 
last  day  for  some  of  them.  Some  may  not  be 
back  next  week  when  we  convene;  some  may 
and  some  may  not. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  about  the  week  after? 

Mr.  Speaker:  However,  at  the  end  of  each 
of  their  terms  of  duty  here  it  is  the  custom 
to  read  into  the  record  the  names  of  these 
pages  and  I  would  like  to  do  that  at  this 
moment.  They  have  served  us  very  well.  I 
should  say  that  these  names  will  be  appearing 
in  Hansard  and  we  will  be  sendling  each  one 
of  our  pages  a  copy  of  Hansard'  later  on. 

Kevin  Bums  of  Toronto;  Jim  Collins  of 
Cobourg;  Mark  Dymond  of  Toronto;  Mike 
Gregory,  Ridgetown;  David  Harvey,  Orillia; 
John  Hoddinott,  Rexdale;  Valerie  Kates, 
Willowdale;  Doug  Keyes,  Scarborough;  Ted 
Lauzon,  Toronto;  Patricia  Lewis,  Peter- 
borough; Jerry  McGroarty,  Agincourt;  Doug 
Macdonald,  Ridgetown;  Karen  Mair,  Chat- 
ham; Julie  Maynerick,  Toronto;  Donna 
Meyer,  Hamilton;  Heather  Muir,  Cayuga; 
Tricia    Newman,    Windsor;    Martin    Welter, 
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Agincourt;     Carrol     Whynot,     Toronto;     and 
Robert  Wright  of  Toronto. 

Mr.  Germa:  Mr.  Speaker,  might  I  com- 
ment on  that  announcement?  I  listened  at- 
tentively to  the  names  and  addresses  of  those 
pages  and  I  failed  to  hear  one  name  or  ad- 
dress from  northern  Ontario.  I  wonder  if  you 
would  consider  doing  something  to  see  that 
kids  in  the  far  reaches  of  the  province  get 
a  little  more  opportunity  of  this  kind  of 
experience. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  would  say  to  the  hen. 
member  if  he  would  make  a  few  inquiries 
he  will  find  we  have  had  students  here  from 
all  across  the  province,  from  some  Indian 
groups  in  far  northern  Ontario.  We  can  only 
choose  the  pages  from  those  who  send  in 
applications. 

Orders  of  the  dav. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  87,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment 
Act. 

Bill  91,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Beef  Cattle 
Marketing  Act. 

Bill  98,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Mimicipality  of  Waterloo  Act,  1972. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  19th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  89,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Act. 


MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN 

TORONTO  ACT 

( concluded ) 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  had  the  floor. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  I  was  on 
my  feet  last  night  when  the  debate  adjourned, 
Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  almost  feel  like  apologiz- 
ing to  the  members  for  speaking  so  often 
toward  the  end  of  every  session,  but  I  realize 
it's  the  fault  of  the  government  because  of 
the  way  in  which  the  business  of  this  House 
is  run. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): We  can't  shut  the  member  up,  that's 
all. 


Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  It  seems  to  us  that  the  bills 
that  are  coming  forward  at  the  end  of  the 
session  are  invariably  important.  Some  of 
them  are  very  important.  Some  of  them,  like 
the  bill  of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and 
Food  (Mr.  Stewart)  last  night  don't  involve 
a  great  amount  of  money  but  they  do  in- 
volve an  important  aspect  of  principle.  They 
deserve  the  couple  hours  of  debate  which 
we  gave  to  that  bill  last  night.  This  bill 
which  we  just  got  today  on  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority  Act  is  a 
very  major  change  in  the  structuring  of  public 
transit  in  the  Toronto  area.  It  was  an- 
nounced with  great  fanfare  by  the  govern- 
ment as  a  proposal  about  six  or  10  months 
ago.  Discussions  have  been  under  way  but 
there  has  been  nothing  before  this  Legisla- 
ture. Then  they  come  in  at  the  last  minute 
with  a  very  thick  bill,  a  bill  which  requires, 
in  our  view,  consultation  with  the  various 
municipalities  that  are  involved  and  it  re- 
quires also  reference  to  a  standing  committee 
in  order  that  anybody  who  wishes  to  com- 
ment on  it  may  have  that  opportunity. 

It  is  the  same  case  for  the  bill  we  have 
before  us  today.  One  of  the  things  I  am 
going  to  ask  this  minister  is  that  the  Muni- 
cipality of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act  amend- 
ments be  referred  to  standing  committee  so 
that  in  particular  the  sections  relating  to  the 
housm<;  policy- 
Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Is  the 
minister  going  to  do  that?  There  are  groups 
all  over  Metro  Toronto  that  want  to  speak 
to  this  bill  and  put  their  position. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  says  pshaw.  In 
the  last  two  weeks,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
had  Bills  83,  84,  85,  66,  88  and  so  it  goes. 
There  are  about  25  bills  on  the  order  paper, 
plus  another  two  or  three  intoduced  today. 
This  is  major  legislation,  Mr.  Speaker,  which 
is  not  put  into  the  legislative  hopper  early. 
It  always  comes  on  late. 

We  have  been  tantalized  by  suggestions 
from  the  backbenchers  on  the  other  side  that 
the  House  is  going  to  pack  it  in.  I  must 
confess  a  week  or  so  ago  I  thought  with  a 
sense  of  relief  it  was  nice  to  see  that  the 
legislation  for  which  I  was  responsible  as 
critic  was  just  about  through  and  that  I  could 
have  a  placid  end  of  session  and  perhaps 
concentrate  a  bit  on  the  election  campaign 
up  in  my  riding,  rather  than  sticking  around 
this  place.  But  it  was  not  to  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  a  pity  the  member 
is  not  there. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  ask  the  Speaker,  I  ask  the 
minister,  I  ask  the  ministers  boss  and  I  ask 
the  people  sitting  here  in  the  gallery  who 
came  down  here  to  learn  about  parliamentary 
government,  when  is  this  government  going 
to  start  to  respect  the  rights  of  this  Parlia- 
ment? When  is  it  going  to  start  to  respect  the 
rights  of  the  people  of  the  province  who 
want  to  know  what  is  happening  and  who 
want  to  have  a  reasonable  opportunity  to 
participate,  to  make  their  opinions  felt,  to 
write  letters,  to  send  telegrams,  to  testify,  to 
come  before  standing  committees,  to  under- 
stand and  to  know  what  is  happening?  There 
is  no  way  they  can  do  it,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  wonder  if 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  now 
would  confine  his  remarks  to  the  principle  of 
Bill  89. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  speaking  to  the  principle 
of  this  Legislature,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  whether 
or  not  order  and  decorum  in  this  handling  of 
business  will  be  respected  by  this  government 
or  not,  and  right  now  it  isn't  being  respected 
by  this  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  wonder  if 
the  member  would  confine  himself  to  the 
principle  of  Bill  89. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  I  think  I  have  said 
enough  about  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  all  agree. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  He  has  said  enough.  Period. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  the  people  who  are 
watching,  and  I  will  speak  a  bit  to  the  gal- 
leries right  now,  I  hope  that  some  of  them, 
before  they  came  down  here,  spent  a  bit 
of  time  in  the  classroom  talking  about  the 
way  in  which  the  legislative  process  is  meant 
to  work. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  wondering  again  if  the 
hon,  member  will  stay  with  the  principle  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  not  talking  about  this 
particular  bill,  Mr.  Speaker.  Because  this 
particular  bill  introduces  a  totally  new  prin- 
ciple. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Unless  the 
member  is  speaking  to  the  principle  of  this 
bill,  I  would  rule  he  is  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry.  I  am  speaking  to 
the  principle  of  the  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I 


am  using  as  my  example  the  housing  policy 
clauses  in  the  bill  which  allow  Metropolitan 
Toronto  to  dictate  housing  policy  at  the  area 
municipality  level. 

That  was  introduced  into  this  Legislature 
with  no  advance  warning  last  Thursday.  It 
was  too  laie  for  Metro  council  even  to  dis- 
cuss it  at  its  meeting  on  Tuesday.  They  and 
Toronto,  North  York,  Scarborough  and  the 
other  boroughs  in  Metro  Toronto  have  been 
presented  with  a  fait  accompli.  That  is  not 
the  way  parliamentary  business  ought  to 
work.  It  is  not  the  way  it  works  in  the  Mother 
of  Parliaments  in  Westminster.  It  is  not  the 
way  it  works  in  our  Canadian  Parliament  up 
in  Ottawa.  I  just  wish  that  one  of  these  days 
this  government  would  understand  what  the 
process  is  all  about. 

If  I  can  recapitulate  very  briefly,  Mr. 
Speaker,  about  the  parts  of  the  bill  that  I 
was  discussing  last  night  and  particularly  the 
section  related  to  housing  policy,  it  is  wrong 
for  this  government  to  accede  to  the  request 
of  Chairman  Godfrey.  It  is  wrong  for  this 
government  and  Chairman  Godfrey  to  weasel 
around  the  fact  that  a  request  was  made.  The 
decision  of  the  minister  to  accept  that  re- 
quest simply  undermines  the  co-operation 
which  is  essential  to  achieve  housing  goals 
in  this  city,  and  if  I  can  read  from  the  report 
of  the  Metro  mayors  one  phrase  which  I  put 
on  the  record  last  night,  they  said: 

"To  suggest  that  Metro  must  approve 
targets  for  housing  and  if  necessary  force 
building,  is  to  suggest  a  direct  path  to  the 
destruction  of  the  two-tier  system  of  metro- 
politan government." 

Well  that's  what  we  have,  Mr.  Speaker.  This 
government,  at  Chairman  Godfrey's  request, 
is  heading  in  the  direction  of  the  destruction 
of  a  two-tier  pattern  of  government  that  we 
have    in    Metropolitan   Toronto. 

I  can  say  that  one  of  the  conclusions  that 
I  draw  from  this  whole  particular  exercise  is 
the  danger,  now  writ  large,  of  having  a  chair- 
man of  a  regional  council  who  is  appointed 
rather  than  elected  at  large.  The  government 
has  backed  down  repeatedly  from  having  an 
elected  chairman  in  Metro  council  for  fear 
that  his  power  will  be  too  great.  I'm  worry- 
ing about  his  sensitivity  to  people  in  the  area 
and  I'm  worried  about  his  ability  to  represent 
everybody  in  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto. 

Chairman  Paul  Godfrey  clearly  represents 
himself.  One  suspects  that  he  still  has  alle- 
giance to  some  of  the  people— the  electorate 
in  North  York— who  originally  put  him  on 
to  the  Metro  council.  But  when  there  comes 
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an  issue  to  which  a  poHtician  with  the  leader- 
ship potential  of  the  chairman  of  the  metro- 
I)olitan  government  ought  to  be  sensitive, 
and  it  doesn't  come  from  his  old  bailiwick 
of  North  York,  then  Chairman  Godfrey  is 
completely  insensitive,  and  this  is  what  wor>- 
ries  me  in  particular  when  you  give  him  the 
powers  that  will  be  given  to  the  Metro  chair- 
man under  the  housing  policy  section  in  this 
bill.  We  need  an  elected  chairman,  or  an 
elected  mayor,  call  it  what  you  want,  in 
Metro  government.  We  need  that  now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  as  far  as  I'm  concerned  you 
can  apply  that  to  the  other  regions  as  well. 
This  system  of  having  an  appointed  chair- 
man, appointed  from  within,  is  dangerous 
and  it  means  that  the  needs  and  wishes  of  a 
large  portion  of  the  population  will  frequently 
be  ignored.  It's  an  undemocratic  system 
which  is  being  created  by  the  government. 

I  want  to  say  something  else  about  the 
housing  policy  features  of  this  bill  as  well, 
and  I'm  sorry  that  the  Minister  of  Housing 
(Mr.  Handleman)  isn't  here,  because  the 
principle  that  it  creates— that  is,  that  a  re- 
gional municipalty  such  as  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto can  create  housing  policy  and  shove  it 
down  the  throats  of  area  municipalities  if 
they  don't  care  to  agree— that  principle,  pre- 
sumably, would  apply  to  other  regional  mu- 
nicipalities as  well. 

Now  we  have  a  very  dangerous  and  up- 
setting situation  here,  where  the  Minister 
without  Portfolio  directly  responsible  for 
municipal  affairs,  and  the  hard-line  Minister 
of  Housing  from  Ottawa-Carleton,  together 
are  grossly  undermining  the  efforts  of  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  over  the  last  two  years 
to  gain  the  confidence  and  the  co-operation 
of  municipalities. 

'  Partisan  comments  aside,  the  Provincial- 
Municipal  Liaison  Committee  of  Ontario  is 
doing  good  and  useful  work.  It  was  a  dead 
letter,  it  wasn't  functioning  as  an  effective 
body,  before  this  Treasurer  came  into  oflBce 
and  said,  "Okay,  I'm  going  to  meet  with 
them  regularly  and  I'm  going  to  make  it 
work,"  and  make  it  work  he  has.  While  I 
can  look  at  it  with  an  objective  eye  and 
say  that  it  could  do  far  more,  there  is  no 
question  that  the  municipal  oflBcials  and  the 
PMLC  are  very  pleased  with  the  kind  of 
access  to  the  provincial  government  which 
they  now  have  through  those  monthly  meet- 
ings. It  is  the  kind  of  access  they  never  had 
before. 

On  a  number  of  occasions,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  PMLC  has  proven  useful  for  municipali- 
ties to  put  their  points  to  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment and  to  win  them.  Land  banking  is 


one  case  in  point.  It's  taken  a  year  or  more 
for  the  PMLC  to  persuade  the  provincial 
government  that  municipal  powers  of  land- 
banking  should  be  greatly  expanded,  and 
we've  just  done  that  in  amendments  to  the 
Housing  Development  Act,  following  month 
after  month  of  pressure  from  the  PMLC, 
discussion  about  the  principles  and  delay  at 
the  provincial  level. 

In  the  case  of  Toronto's  request  for  demo- 
lition control,  the  PMLC  was  useful  there, 
in  addition  to  the  other  channels  that  were 
used,  in  persuading  this  minister  and  the 
government  to  grant  generalized  powers  of 
demolition  control,  which  are  coming  up  for 
debate  within  the  next  couple  of  days. 

As  far  as  the  housing  policy  question  is 
concerned,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  idea  of  having 
housing  policy  statements  while  it  was  NDP 
policy  several  years  ago  became  government 
policy  only  very  recently.  And  the  Minister 
of  Housing  said,  "We  are  going  to  have  a 
housing  action  programme.  We  will  give 
funds.  We  will  give  interest-free  loans  and 
things  like  that."  The  amounts  aren't  very 
great  and  the  programme  is  pretty  picayune 
but,  nevertheless,  the  condition  for  it  was 
that  there  be  housing  policy  statements  by 
municipalities. 

That  idea  was  a  good  one,  and  is  a  good 
one,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  idea  that  municipali- 
ties, in  addition  in  trying  to  outline  their 
environmental  goals  and  their  planning  goals 
and  so  on,  outline  on  an  annual  basis,  year 
after  year,  their  housing  goals  —  that  they 
stop  and  think  about  housing— is  an  excellent 
idea.  We  welcome  that. 

But  it's  very  new  and  it's  particularly  dif- 
ficult to  see  how  it  is  going  to  work  in  areas 
where  there  are  two  levels  of  responsibility, 
such  as  in  Metropolitan  Toronto;  in  regional 
Ottawa;  in  the  regional  municipality  of 
Waterloo,  Sudbury,  or  what  have  you.  And 
there  are  10  regional  municipalities. 

The  way  in  which  that  co-operation  be- 
tween the  two  tiers  of  government  should 
work— both  of  which  have  got  some  respon- 
sibility for  housing— was  legitimately  a  sub- 
ject that  should  have  gone  before  the 
Provincial-Municipal  Liaison  Committee.  But, 
of  course,  that  decision  has  been  anticipated 
by  this  decision  of  the  government,  in  con- 
junction with  Chairman  Godfrey,  about 
what  they  are  going  to  do.  And  that,  ap- 
parently, is  the  precedent  for  the  other  mu- 
nicipalities as  well. 

What  use  is  it?  What  use  is  it  for  the 
PMLC  to  come  along  and  say,  "Look,  we 
don't  like  it  that  way.  We  want  to  try  the 
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co-operative  route"?  Because  the  co-opera- 
tive route  has  been  simply  obliterated  by 
what   is  happening  right  here. 

Moreover,  Mr.  Speaker,  under  Ontario 
planning  law  and  under  the  planning  regime 
which  is  in  force  in  regional  municipalities 
across  the  province,  where  a  regional  mu- 
nicipality which  has  an  ofiBcial  plan— I  don't 
think  any  have  yet— approved,  signed,  sealed 
and  delivered,  and  so  on,  then  the  lower 
tier  of  area  municipalities  will  be  compelled 
to  bring  their  oflBcial  plans  into  line  with 
that  of  the  regional  municipality. 

Now,  the  principle  involved  there— which, 
incidentally,  is  also  mentioned  in  other  sec- 
tions of  this  bill— is  something  with  which 
we  are  familiar  in  Ontario  law  under  the 
Planning  Act,  where  there  is  a  joint  planning 
board  or  a  county  planning  board,  and  where 
there  are  subsidiary  planning  boards  in  local 
municipalities.  If  there  is  a  county  plan  or 
a  joint  plan,  then  the  subsidiary  planning 
boards  must  bring  their  plans  into  line  with 
the  upper  tier.  Now,  that's  okay. 

The  difference  between  what  happens  in 
planning,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  what  is  proposed 
in  housing,  is  like  night  from  day.  Because 
in  planning  there  is  an  elaborate  series  of 
safeguards  to  ensure  that  there  is  public 
participation,  public  consultation,  and  that 
the  municipalities  involved  give  very  lengthy 
and  careful  consideration  to  what's  being 
done.  And  then,  when  it's  left  the  local  level, 
it  must  be  cleared  through  the  minister  and, 
if  there  are  objections,  through  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board. 

That's  the  process  through  which  an  oflB- 
cial plan  must  go  if  it  is  to  be  approved 
by  a  regional  municipality,  or  if  it  is  to  be 
approved  in  a  joint  planning  area,  or  if  it  is 
then  to  be  imposed  or  superimposed  on  the 
plans  of  an  area  municipality  or  on  the 
plans  of  a  subsidiary  planning  area.  I  hope 
that  the  minister  follows  what  I  am  saying 
there. 

There  are  no  such  safeguards  at  all  when 
it  comes  to  the  question  of  the  housing  polScy 
procedure  as  proposed!  in  this  particukr  bill. 
For  that  matter,  neither  is  there  any  dtefini- 
tion  of  what  housing  policy  statements'  are 
going  to  be.  The  minister  runs  the  gamut 
there;  he  nms  the  range.  The  Minister  of 
Housing  has  said  that  a  housing  policy  state- 
ment can  be  just  two  or  three  pages.  If  it's 
in  some  small  township  vdth  a  couple  of 
thousand  people,  it  probably  can  be  con- 
fined to  a  couple  of  pages. 

I  think  that  the  minister  has  somewhat 
naively  thought  that  Metro  Ottawa  or  Metro 


Toronto  or  regional  Waterloo  could  also  make 
a  housing  pohcy  statement  within  a  couple  of 
pages.  But  that's  pretty  diflBcult.  In  fact, 
when  it  came  to  regional  Metro  Toronto 
making  its  statement  of  housing  policy,  it 
came  up  with  a  document  which  has  got  a 
total  of  100  pages  and'  three  or  four  appen- 
dices. It  is  as  long  as  most  oflBcial  plans,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  it  is  as  detailed. 

But  there  is  no  public  participation  process 
in  creating  this  housing  policy  which  can  be 
as  long  and  as  detailed  as  an  oflBcial  plan. 
There  is  no  process  of  consultation.  There  is 
no  process  for  formal  hearings.  There  is  no 
process  for  sending  it  to  a  plarming  board. 
There  is  no  process  for  sending  it  to  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  if  the  public  wishes 
to  lodge  objections.  The  only  procedure 
through  which  it  apparently  goes  is  that  it 
goes  through  the  council  and)  to  the  Minister 
of  Housing. 

'The  Minister  of  Housing— and  I  suspect 
probably  rightly-has  got  a  prime  interest 
right  now;  that  is,  to  try  to  do  something 
about  housing.  I  don't  think  he  is  doing  a 
very  good  job,  but  that  is  his  prime  interest. 

The  Treasurer  and  his  sidekick,  the  mem- 
ber for  Grenville-Dundas  (Mr.  Irvine)  are 
the  ones  who  are  responsible  for  the  frame- 
work of  municipal  government  and'  for  ensur- 
ing that  the  initiatives  of  the  Minister  of 
Housing  just  as  the  initiatives  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  the  Enviroimient  (Mr.  W.  Newman), 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  (Mr. 
Bernier),  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  (Mr.  Rhodes)  or  any  other 
minister  whose  work  impinges  on  municipali- 
ties, fit  within  the  whole  framework  of  local 
government. 

'It  is  up  to  the  Treasurer  and  his  assistant 
to  ensure  that  we  don't  simply  throw  the 
principles  of  local  government  out  the 
window  in  the  efforts  to  get  clean  water, 
better  se^^ers,  better  transportation  or  better 
housing.  We  just  don't  throw  these  things 
out.  We  dbn't  throw  the  baby  out  with  the 
bath  water.  Yet  that  is  what's  happening  in 
this  particular  case. 

lit  is  happening  against  promises  which 
have  been  mad'e  by  the  Minister  without 
Portfolio  for  municipal  affairs  himself  in  a 
speech  last  November  to  a  municipal  ad"- 
ministrators'  association.  Specifically,  he  re^ 
ferred  to  the  fact  that  some  of  the  pro- 
grammes and  activities  of  TEIGA  were  being 
transferred)  to  the  new  Ministry  of  Housing. 
Then  he  went  on  to  say:  "Andl  our  ministry 
will  be  working  closely  with  regional  and 
local  governments  to  establish  housing  priori- 
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ties  and  objectives  for  each  part  of  the  prov- 
ince." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  fair  to  read  from 
that  kind  of  a  promise,  of  working  closely, 
that  the  ministry  intended'  to  work  co-opera- 
tively and  not  by  fiat.  But  what  is  happening 
is  that  the  Ministry  of  Housing  and  Metro 
council  will  have  die  power  to  give  orders; 
and,  by  extension,  any  regional  council,  with 
the  co-operation  of  the  Ministry  of  Housing, 
will  have  the  power,  not  to  work  closer  with 
local  municipalities  and  not  to  try  to  under- 
stand their  problems,  but  to  give  orders. 

'We  had  an  example  of  the  attitude  of  the 
Minister  of  Housing  just  yesterday,  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  he  launched  a  direct  and 
personal  attack  on  the  mayor  and  council  of 
Scarborough  for  failing  to  co-operate  ^^dth  the 
housing  action  programme.  It  happens^and 
the  Minister  refused  to  recognize  this— that 
Scarborough  has  had  the  largest  share  of 
public  housing  in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  year 
after  year,  over  the  past  dfecade.  It  happens 
that  Scarborough  has  alSo  been  absorbing 
10,000  to  15,000  new  residents,  and  that  it 
has  built  a  lot  of  housing  for  people  on  low 
and  moderate  incomes.  It  is  only  in'  the  last 
couple  of  years  that  things  have  got  out  of 
whack  in  Scarborough. 

One  of  the  reasons  that  people  in  Scar- 
borough have  been  pressuring  their  politicians 
about  public  housing  is  the  fact  that  Scar- 
borough has  done  so  much  over  the  last  few 
years.  And  it  happens  that  Scarborough's 
mayor,  Paul  Cosgrove,  has  indicated  that  he 
is  willing  to  be  statesman-like  about  assum- 
ing Scarborough's  responsibilities,  but  he  is 
not  willing  to  have  his  borough  forced,  at 
the  point  of  a  gun,  to  do  things  that  it  has 
found  unacceptable  and  diflBcult  to  accept 
in  the  past. 

As  somebody  who  worked  on  this  housing 
policy  for  Metro  told  me  just  the  other  day, 
Paul  Godfrey  and  his  assistants  in  the  field  of 
housing— Donald  Richmond,  who  used  to 
work  for  the  provincial  government,  and  John 
Kruger— could  have  sat  down  with  Mayor 
Cosgrove  of  Scarborough  and  said:  "Look, 
let's  talk  about  these  housing  targets.  How 
many  senior  citizen  apartments  can  you  take, 
to  start  with?" 

Well,  nobody  objects  to  senior  citizen 
apartments,  so  that  would  have  been  rather 
easy. 

"Now,  what  about  family  stuflF?  Okay,  you 
have  a  lot  of  large  projects.  You  are  fed 
up  with  them.  You  want  infill  housing.  You 
want  projects  of  less  than  100  units.  Can  you 
take  eight  or  nine  of  those  projects,  rather 
than  one  or  two,  if  we  play  it  that  you  are 


avoiding  the  ghettos  that  we  have  had  in  the 
past?"  This  is  the  kind  of  approach  that 
should  have  been  taken. 

"Now,  there  are  new  projects  going  up  in 
your  borough.  Can  we  get  some  of  those  to 
be  socially  assisted  housing?  What  about 
HOME?"  The  minister's  statement  the  other 
day  ignored  the  fact  that  if  it  weren't  for 
Malvern,  there  would  be  no  HOME  lots  going 
in  Metro  Toronto  at  all.  There  has  certainly 
been  co-operation  there  now,  but  none  of  that 
came  through. 

The  attitude  of  the  Minister  of  Housing 
suggests  he  shares  the  kind  of  insensitivity 
which  was  displayed  by  Metro  Chairman  Paul 
Godfrey  in  seeking  this  legislation  and  in 
seeking  these  powers.  Frankly,  I  just  feel 
a  bit  of  despair  about  this  whole  situation 
because  the  Minister  of  Housing  and  the 
Minister  without  Portfolio  (Mr.  Irvine)  are 
undoing  all  the  co-operative  goodwill  which 
had  been  created  over  the  last  year  and  was 
being  created  over  the  past  couple  of  years 
by  the  Treasurer. 

I  want  to  move,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  several 
parts  of  the  bill  which  have  been  discussed 
by  the  Metro  Council  and  were  requested 
by  its  members  from  the  province.  As  is 
probably  clear  from  my  speech  so  far,  be- 
cause the  major  portion  of  the  bill,  in  terms 
of  the  number  of  sections,  has  been  requested 
and  approved  and  worked  out  publicly  in 
consultation  with  the  Metro  Toronto  council, 
the  Metro  Toronto  government,  we  are  going 
to  have  to  support  the  bill  on  second  reading. 
I  tell  the  minister  we  will  fight  the  sections 
on  housing  in  particular  with  everything  we 
can  because  we  believe  those  sections  should 
be  rejected  and  left  to  one  side.  Therefore, 
we  will  be  fighting  those  at  the  committee 
stage. 

Perhaps  I  can  deal  with  one  other  section 
which  wasn't  in  the  requests  from  Metro 
council  and  that  is  the  section  referring  to 
the  chief  administrative  oflBcer.  The  folly 
there  was  that  couldn't  wait  until  it  had  been 
requested  by  Metro  council.  The  process  is 
objectionable  and  we  reject  it  and  will  prob- 
ably vote  against  the  section  for  those  par- 
ticular reasons. 

The  actual  request  parallels  the  creation 
of  the  post— or  the  powers  to  create  the  post 
—of  chief  administrative  officer  in  many  other 
regions  across  the  province  and  if  Metro 
council  wanted  that,  that's  okay.  I  might  dis- 
agree with  their  choice  of  John  Kruger  but 
nevertheless  that  is  within  their  autonomy 
and  their  responsibility.  It  is  the  process 
which  is  objectionable  and  not  what's  being 
done. 
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Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Why  doesn't 
the  member  like  John  Kruger? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  John  Kruger  put  Paul  God- 
frey up  to  what's  happening  right  now,  I  am 
ver>'  upset  by  it. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  The  funny  thing  is, 
as  I  said  last  night— I  will  say  this  to  the 
Premier  since  he's  here— when  it  came  to 
devising  the  Metro  housing  policy,  I  think 
John  Kniger  had  a  pretty  positive  kind  of 
effect.  It's  just  that  he  doesn't  understand 
the  wa\-  in  which  a  representative  democratic 
government  ought  to  work  and  that's  what 
worries  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  think  he  does. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Maybe  he  understands  it  but 
rejects  it.  There  is  a  real  danger  which  is 
arising  here.  The  Premier  has  been  around 
in  this  place  for— 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Where  are 
the  rest  of  the  NDP  members? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  down  in  the  com- 
mittee right  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  can't  stand  to 
listen  to  his  speech.  They  just  left. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  He  is  the  only  member  of 
the  NDP  present. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  quite  capable  of  hand- 
ling myself.  The  Premier  came  in  to  listen 
to  me;  I  am  quite  flattered  by  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  That's  a  judgement  that 
only  the  member  would  make. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Cassidy:   Thank  you,  Mr.   Speaker. 

The  bill  changes  the  representation  of 
Metro  councfl  in  order  to  bring  it  more 
closely  into  line  with  representation  by  popu- 
lation, a  principle  I  would  commend  to  the 
Premier  in  reference  to  the  redistribution 
being  proposed  by  the  electoral  boundaries 
commission.  Where  formerly  Toronto  had  12 
of  the  31  members  on  Metro  council  and 
where  it  had  five  of  the  11  members  on  the 
executive  committee,  in  future  it  will  have 
12  out  of  36  on  the  councfl  and  four  out  of 
a  rather  unwieldy  large  14  on  the  executive 
committee  of  the  Metro  councfl. 

If  I  can  try  to  engage  the  Premier  in  par- 
ticular about  what's  happening  here?  I  think 
it    pertains    to    the   fact   that   simultaneously 


we  are  changing  the  basis  of  representation 
within  Metro  and  we  are  also  being  asked  to 
transfer  some  pretty  important  powers  to 
the  Metropolitan  level  of  government. 

I  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  whether  now  is 
the  time  we  should  be  passing  stfll  more 
power  to  Metro  Toronto.  To  Metro  Peel, 
Metro  Halton,  Metro  Hamflton,  Metro  Ot- 
tawa possibly,  because  those  are  regions 
which  are  still  enjoying  very  rapid  growth— 
they  are  still  experiencing  very  rapid  growth. 
They  have  the  sewer,  water,  arterial  roads 
and  transit  kind  of  problems  which  Toronto 
had  back  in  the  1950s  but  now  we  have  a 
metropolitan  federation  here  in  Toronto, 
where  most  of  the  land  is  buflt  up.  I  think 
that  Scarborough  is  the  only  borough  with 
any  substantial  amount  of  land  stfll  to  be 
developed.  There  are  pockets  in  North  York 
and  Etobicoke,  but  basically  Metro  is  filled 
out  to  its  boundaries  everywhere  except  in 
the  eastern  sector. 

Metro  has  matured.  It  doesn't  need  those 
overwhelming  powers  it  needed  once  in  order 
to  equalize  the  costs.  The  suburban  bor- 
oughs now  have  a  much  better  balance  of 
industrial,  commercial  and  residential  assess- 
ment than  they  had  during  their  era  of  very 
rapid  growth.  It's  time  to  reconsider  whether 
you  want  to  continue  to  make  Metro  into  a 
supercity  of  2V4  mfllion  people,  or  whether 
it  isn't  possible  to  either  decentralize  or  at 
least  stabflize  some  of  the  powers  at  the 
local  level,  where  people  can  get  a  better 
handle  on  what's  happening. 

This  is  particularly  germane,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  of  the  tendency  of  the  newer  bor- 
oughs simultaneously  to  depend  less  and  less 
on  the  core  of  the  city  and  to  be  willing— 
which  they've  been  in  the  past— to  simply 
put  it  to  downtown  Toronto.  There's  a  ten- 
dency, which  I've  spoken  about  in  the  past 
in  this  Legislature,  for  suburban  legislators, 
and  suburban  voters  for  that  matter,  at  what- 
ever level  of  government,  to  be  ignorant  or 
to  overlook  the  needs  of  people  in  core  areas. 
I  happen  to  represent  one  and  I  know  the 
situation  in  Ottawa.  I  know  that  it's  very 
similar  when  you  try  and  talk  about  inter- 
city issues  here  in  Toronto. 

Two-thirds  of  Metro  council  is  going  to 
represent  the  boroughs  in  the  new  councfl 
created  by  this  legislation,  after  Jan.  1  of 
next  year.  It's  very  easy  for  those  boroughs 
to  gang  up  on  Toronto,  and  that's  one  reason 
why  one  must  be  careful  about  transferring 
still  more  powers  to  the  Metro  level. 

In  the  past,  Toronto  had  a  kind  of  arbitrary 
form  of  protection  because  of  the  fact  that 
it   was   over-represented,   particularly  on  the 
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executive  committee  of  Metro  Toronto.  It 
was  over-represented  and,  therefore,  had  a 
certain  capacity  to  influence  or  to  block 
things  that  might  hurt  it.  That  doesn't  exist 
any  more. 

But  I  have  to  ask  the  government  whether 
it  seriously  wants  the  inner  city  to  be  over- 
whelmed, or  whether  it  shouldn't  leave  more 
powers  at  the  local  level— as,  for  example, 
in  areas  of  housing  or  in  the  area  of  planning 
—rather  than  leaving  those  decisions  to  the 
suburban  boroughs  who  don't  give  a  damn 
if  their  expressways  overwhelm  downtown 
Toronto,  who  don't  give  a  damn  if  the  office 
construction  in  the  core  of  Toronto— which 
has  been  permitted  under  the  tmoJBBcial 
Metro  plan  and  with  the  encouragement  of 
the  province,  and  for  that  matter  with  the 
encouragement  of  the  old-time  city  councils— 
already  exceeds  the  targets  that  were  made, 
I  think,  for  1985  or  1990  in  the  Toronto- 
centred  region  plan.  They  don't  mind,  and 
yet  Toronto  is  going  to  have  to  bear  the 
consequences  of  that. 

One  of  the  reasons  for  a  need  now  to 
elect  the  Metro  chairman  is  so  that  the  Metro 
chairman  in  particular  can  reflect  the  inter- 
ests of  all  of  his  region  and  not  just  the  area 
from  which  he  was  originally  elected,  or  not 
just  people  from  the  suburban  boroughs  who 
have  the  overwhelming  weight  on  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  council. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  Metro  council  has  asked 
to  remove  the  citizen  appointments  to  the 
planning  board  and  make  it  into  a  commit- 
tee of  Metro  council.  That  is  their  right. 
That's  been  a  tendency.  It  has  certain  dan- 
gers, ,  particularly  because  of  the  kind  of 
work  load  which  is  borne  by  councillors  at 
the  metropolitan  level  of  government  here 
in  Toronto  these  days. 

As  the  Speaker  himself,  as  a  former  mem- 
ber of  Metro  council,  must  realize,  one 
week  it's  Metro  meetings  down  at  city  hall 
•and  the  next  week  it's  city  meetings,  if  it's 
a  city  politician,  and  I  presume  the  next  week 
it's  a  borough  meeting  if  it's  a  North  York 
or  a  Scarborough  politician.  The  meetings 
are  incessant.  Tliere  are  20,  25,  30  hours  a 
week  of  meetings  alone,  and  for  10  or  10% 
months  of  the  year,  rather  than  the  seven  or 
7%  months  that  this  place  sits.  Unlike  this 
place,  it's  much  more  difiicult  for  the  mem- 
bers of  Metro  council  to  stay  away  from 
meetings  in  the  way,  say,  that  the  Premier 
and  members  of  the  cabinet  can  often  go 
about  their  business  outside  of  the  Legislature 
while  backbenchers  or  other  ministers  are 
debating    legislation    or    debating    estimates 


here  in  the  House.  You  don't  have  that  kind 
of  relief  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  government. 
When  you  come  down  to  the  creation  of  a 
planning  conmiittee  which  will  be  charged 
over  the  next  three  or  four  years  with 
creating  or  updating  the  unofficial  official 
plan  for  Metro  Toronto— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  could  say  something 
about  that  word  really. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  Oh,  please  do. 
The  Premier  is  entitled  to  speak. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —you  ask  yourself,  where 
are  these  politicians  going  to  find  the  time 
to  relate  to  the  public,  to  hold  public  hear- 
ings, to  get  around  the  various  boroughs  and 
various  parts  of  Metro  Toronto,  and  to  do  a 
really  decent  job? 

How  can  they  do  it  when  they  haven't  got 
enough  time  right  now?  What  are  you  going 
to  do  when  men  are  working  60,  70  and  80 
hours  a  week  at  their  governmental  tasks? 
When  there  is  virtually  no  time  left  for  them 
to  do  even  the  kind  of  more  pleasant  chores 
of  politicking;  the  opening  of  senior  citizen 
homes  or  computer  factories  —  I  think  the 
Premier  opened  one  this  week.  Where  is  the 
time  to  get  around  their  own  constituencies 
in  order  to  see  people  who  help  them  get 
elected,  or  whom  they  hope  to  represent;  for 
the  tuning  in  to  what  people  are  thinking; 
for  the  ombudsman  function  which  people 
are  asked  to  do? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  didn't  open  a  computer 
centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  anything,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
job  right  now  of  a  Metro  Toronto  councillor 
is  heavier  than  the  average  workload  borne 
by  a  member  of  this  Legislature— 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  have  to  open  a  National 
Cash  Register  plant  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  I  would  say  in  many 
cases  it  equals  the  workload  home  by  a 
front-bencher  in  one  of  the  opposition  parties 
or  is  borne  by  many  of  the  ministers  within 
the  cabinet.  And  that  is  without  taking  on 
this  extra  role  of  planning,  and  of  being  a 
member  of  the  planning  board. 

Now  there  is  no  guarantee  here  that  the 
citizen  input— the  limited  citizen  input— which 
was  permitted  with  the  planning  board  that 
existed  before,  will  be  continued.  The  whole 
planning  process  is  in  danger  of  being  com- 
pletely cut  oflF. 

This  Legislature,  the  minister,  the  Treas- 
urer,  and   Metro   council  itself,  need  to  be 
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thinking  of  other  ways  by  which  citizen  input 
can  be  continued.  I  suspect,  that  having 
disbanded  the  citizen  planning  board  of  Metro 
Toronto,  we  are  going  to  have  to  find  some 
means  of  recreating  it  by  a  form  of  citizen 
advisor)  bureau  or  boards,  which  do  very 
much  the  same  thing  as  the  planning  board 
tries  to  do  right  now.  I  would  wish,  in  fact, 
that  something  was  written  into  the  Act  to 
make  sure  that  the  power  did  exist,  so  that 
Metro  council  could  use  it. 

The  second  point  is  that  in  1966—13  years 
after  the  creation  of  Metro— its  official  plan 
was  finalh-  prepared,  but  it  was  never  sent 
on  to  the  minister.  Metro  has  gone  ahead 
with  an  unofficial  official  plan  for  that  period 
of  time.  Part  of  the  reason  is  the  inflexibility 
of  the  planning  process  under  oflBcial  plan 
legislation  in  the  province.  But  it  was  wrong 
that  there  shouldn't  be  an  ofiBcial  plan.  It  is 
equally  wTong,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  Metro 
should  continue  to  benefit  from  special  treat- 
ment—unlike any  other  region  of  the  prov- 
ince—by being  allowed  to  have  powers  to 
create  an  official  plan  in  this  Act  without  any 
deadline. 

Every  region  that  has  been  created,  with 
the  exception  of  Metro  Toronto,  Mr.  Speaker, 
has  been  given  a  deadline  for  the  creation  of 
its  official  plan.  Some  haven't  met  the  dead- 
line—and Metro  Ottawa  is  two  years  behind 
right  now.  Nevertheless,  people  are  trying; 
we  are  working  toward  that  goal.  But  Metro 
Toronto  has  never  had  a  goal  set  down  for 
itself.  And  having  no  goal,  it  hasn't  bothered 
to  try  and  meet  it.  In  fact,  it  sat  on  an  oflScial 
plan  that  could  have  been  sent  to  the  minister 
a  long  time  ago. 

The  fourth  point  about  the  planning 
powers,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  something  which  I 
hope  to  get  to  in  committee  stage.  I  am 
worried  about  a  particular  requirement  in 
the  Act  that  says  that  zoning,  restricted  area 
bylaws,  will  be  forced  to  comply  with  the 
Metro  oflBcial  plan.  I  think  this  deserves 
careful  consideration,  because  the  ramifica- 
tions need  to  be  spelled  out. 

If  what  it  means  is  that  you  can't  zone 
as  industrial  an  area  which  was  designated 
residential  in  an  oflBcial  plan,  obviously  there 
is  no  particular  problem.  I  haven't  had  a 
chance  to  explore  all  of  the  other  legislation, 
but  it  may  be  that  there  are  parallels  and 
that  this  is  quite  a  normal  kind  of  thing. 

I  am  worried,  though,  that  you  can  get 
into  a  situation  where  politicians  from  one 
end  of  Metro  will  compel  people  at  another 
end  of  Metro  to  zone  to  very  high  densities 
contained  in  an  oflBcial  plan  to  forego  inno- 
vative   housing,    to    forego    innovative    com- 


binations of  land  uses,  because  that  is  not 
permitted  under  the  Metro  oflBcial  plan.  I 
am  really  worried  about  that  kind  of  com- 
pulsion coming  in.  If  it  were  to  occur,  that 
would  mean  yet  another  very  significant 
transfer  of  planning  powers  to  the  higher 
level.  And  this  what  worries  a  lot  of  people, 
not  just  in  Toronto,  but  in  other  munici- 
palities in  the  Metro  region. 

Now,  that  brings  me  to  malls  and  the  rather 
interesting  decision  of  the  province  not  to 
permit  any  restrictions  of  hawking  or  beg- 
ging, or  things  like  that,  on  the  mall. 

I  would  be  interested  to  find  out,  in  the 
committee  stage,  why  the  minister  wants 
that.  Why  does  he  want  to  tie  Metro's  hands 
in  those  ways?  We  will  reserve  judgement 
until  that  time. 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said  before,  we  will 
support  the  bill  but  we  will  oppose  the  sec- 
tion which  gives  housing  policy  control  to 
Metro  without  it  being  discussed  in  Metro 
council  beforehand,  without  any  request  from 
Metro  council,  without  any  public  debate,  in 
arbitrary,  abrupt  fashion  where  Paul  Godfrey 
is  calling  orders  for  the  province. 

Since  the  Premier  is  in  the  House  right 
now,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  plead  with  the 
Premier. 

The  Metro  council  tried  to  open  this  issue 
by  a  vote  of  17  to  10.  It  was  one  short  of 
the  two-thirds  majority  needed.  Most  of 
those  17  votes  at  Metro  council  on  Tuesday, 
I  understand,  were  cast  by  people  who 
wanted  time  to  consider  the  question  whether 
Metro  council's  housing  policy  powers  should 
be  mandatory  and  should  be  applied  in  a 
compulsory  fashion  to  housing  policy  actions 
and  bylaws  passed  by  the  area  municipalities 
within  Metro. 

The  feeling  of  most  of  those  17  people 
who  are  competent,  qualified  politicians- 
experienced  men  whom  the  Premier  would 
respect— and  the  majority  of  the  Metro  coun- 
cil, as  I  understand  it,  was  that  it  is  too 
abrupt.  They  do  not  like  the  way  Godfrey 
has  gone  about  it  and  they  want  to  try  the 
route  of  co-operation  and  consultation. 

I  would  say  to  the  Premier,  Mr.  Speaker, 
he  knows  that  in  government,  when  one  tries 
to  do  something  new,  where  possible  one 
does  try  to  use  the  route  of  co-operation 
and  consultation  rather  than  shoving  things 
down  people's  throats.  I  can  say,  as  a  So- 
cialist, and  having  been  in  this  Legislature 
for  the  last  couple  of  years,  that  I  have 
learned  a  bit  about  that,  too.  We  as  a  govern- 
ment would  try  to  gain  our  policy  objectives 
by  getting  people  to  co-operate  with  us  rather 
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than  trying  to  make  them  do  it  at  the  point 
of  a  bill  or  by  the  use  of  government  power 
in  a  sort  of  unyielding  and  overweening  way. 

The  government  here  is  doing  it  differently 
and  I  would  really  plead  with  the  Premier 
himself.  Withdraw  the  sections  on  housing 
policy.  Let  the  Metro  mayors  and  councils 
try  to  work  co-operatively;  see  whether  it 
works.  Give  it  six  months  if  he  is  not  willing 
to  give  it  more  time.  If  it  does  not  work,  if 
nothing  is  happening,  if  Paul  Godfrey  and 
his  people  are  totally  frustrated  by  the  ina- 
bility to  get  along  with  the  local  councils 
and  Metro  by  November  or  December,  bring 
back  the  section  then;  Metro  council  will 
imdoubtedly  support  it  at  that  time. 

But  give  these  politicians  and  these  councils 
a  chance  to  try  the  route  of  co-operation  and 
consultation.  Give  them  a  chance  to  see 
whether  they  cannot  use  their  alleged  au- 
tonomy and  alleged  decision-making  j)Owers 
to  deckle  how  they  will  best  apply  the 
policies  toward  which  the  province  is  moving 
now  in  the  field  of  housing,  and  interpret 
them  and  make  them  fit  into  their  own  local 
circumstances,  rather  than  shoving  them  down 
their  throats. 

Withdraw  this  section,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  say 
this  to  the  minister  and  to  the  Premier. 
Withdraw  this  section  and  do  not  poison 
Metro  government.  Do  not  poison  the  feder- 
ation which  has  worked  so  successfully  for 
21  years.  Do  not  poison  the  federation  at  a 
time  when  the  basis  of  representation  is 
being  so  substantially  changed.  Do  not  lead, 
as  the  Metro  mayors  themselves  said.  Do  not 
risk  the  destruction  of  a  two-tier  federation 
whidi  has  been  a  model  and  the  envy  of 
municipal  authorities  in  five  continents. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  were  quite  pleased 
when  this  Act  came  in  to  see  some  of  the 
adjustments  to  representation  which  are  tak- 
ing into  account  the  matter  of  population.  In 
a  smaM  area  Hke  Metro,  it  is  quite;  feasible 
to  have  the  population  represented  by  ap- 
propriate numbers  of  representatives.  This 
does  not  always  apply  in'  other  parts  of  the 
province  where,  because  of  remote  areas, 
there  is  great  difficulty  of  access  but  cer- 
tainly, in  this  area,  we  support  that  in^  prin- 
ciple. 

There  are  other  aspects  to  this  bill  which 
are  concerning  us  greatly.  One  of  the  major 
changes  which  has  been  madfe  but  has  not 
Uone  far  enough  is  that  of  the  election  of  the 
chairman  and  the  members  of  council.  It  still 


does  not  call  for  the  election^  of  the  chair- 
man from  the  whole  Metropolitan  area  at 
large. 

The  reason,  I  suppose,  that  this  step  has 
not  been  taken  is  the  continued  presentation 
of  the  argument  that  it's  going  to  cost  too 
much;  that  it's  impossible  to  have  an  election 
on  such  a  broad  scale.  But  when  one  looks  at 
the  actual  cost  of  the  campaign  for  the  mayor 
of  Toronto  and'  the  communication  area  we 
are  dealing  with,  where  we  have  ne^  spapers 
that  well  cover  the  area,  as  well  as  radio, 
television  and  other  means  of  communication 
that  enable  us  to  really  cover  the  area 
thoroughly  with  the  same  expenditure— one 
realizes  that,  in  actual  fact,  the  campaign  for 
a  Metro  chairman  would'  not  be  much  dif- 
ferent in  total  cost  than  the  one  for  mayor 
of  the  city  of  Toronto. 

il  feel  that  the  whole  attitude  of  a  chair- 
man of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  council 
would  be  far  different  if  that  chairman  knew 
that  he  did  not  have  to  be  accountable  only 
to  his  fellow  council!  members,  who  can 
divide  the  responsibility  for  any  action  he 
may  take  and  say  to  their  constituentsi:  "There 
really  isn't  much  we  can  do  about  it,  because 
there  are  other  members  of  council  who  will 
support  him."  When  that  chairman  has  to  be 
accountable  to  the  electorate  as  a  whole,  he 
is  going  to  take  a  far  different  attitude  to- 
wards his  responsibilities. 

We  are  also  concerned  by  the  fact  that 
this  bill  provides  for  the  appointment  of  a 
chief  administrative  officer  in  Metro.  Those 
of  us  who  have  been  under  regional  govern- 
ment have  known  what  that  produces.  That 
brings  about  very  strong  leadership  at  the 
regional  level'— in  this  case  the  Metropolitan 
level— leadership  that  is  overwhelming  to  the 
members  of  the  council  itself  because  of  the 
combined  force  of  not  only  the  chairman, 
and  in  this  case  the  chief  administrative  of- 
ficer, but  also  the  various  commissioners.  It 
is  very  difficult,  as  a  result,  for  the  representa- 
tives on  the  council  to  take  the  leading  role 
that  they  should  take  in  responding  to  their 
local  needs  as  to  what  should  be  done  and 
what  should  be  done  in  the  interests  of  the 
people. 

I  would  hope  that  this  minister,  who  I 
think  is  a  man  with  great  experience  in  local 
autonomy  and  local  government,  is  anxious 
to  do  what  the  people  have  an  opportunity 
to  direct.  I  would  think  that  this  minister 
would  resist  such  a  move  as  this,  because 
he  would  recognize  that  sometimes  efficiency 
can't  be  measured  in  the  speed  with  which 
decisions  are  made  and  with  which  actions 
are  taken.  Efficiency  can  be  measured  in  a 
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democratic  system  to  the  extent  to  which 
people,  as  a  part  of  the  system,  feel  they  are 
able  to  share,  to  contribute  and  to  participate 
in  the  decisions. 

Sometimes  democracy  may  seem  to  be 
rather  inefficient.  I  certainly  found  in  my 
business  experience,  as  well  as  in  my  political 
experience,  that  in  the  long  run,  decisions 
taken  by  the  participation  of  people  in  a 
very  open  and'  practical  way  are  far  more 
effective  than  reducing  the  opportunity  for 
citizens  to  contribute  to  decisions. 

;When  we  see  in  a  bill  like  this  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  chief  adlministrative  officer  in 
Metro,  we  can  see  that  indeed  the  trend 
here  is  to  put  more  power  at  the  centre, 
more  opportunity  for  a  dlictatorship  to  take 
over  in  me  end.  That  is  what  we  don't  want. 
Metro  Toronto  is  made  up  of  many  neigh- 
bourhoods, and  one  of  the  reasons  we  have 
so  far  been  spared  the  problems  that  have 
been  experienced  by  major  cities  south  of  the 
border  is  that  we  aid  have  a  two-^tier  system 
of  government;  indeed,  that  in  many  of  the 
lower  tiers,  we  had  people  who  were  very 
responsive  and  very  aware  of  the  neighbour- 
hoodls  and!  the  need  to  preserve  the  identity 
of  neighbourhoods. 

As  we  are  developing  this  Metro  council 
form  and  trying  to  improve  it,  I'm  sorry  to 
see  this  trend  towards  the  strengthening  of 
the  centre  and  more  opportunity  for  quick, 
efficient,  cold,  hard  decisions  but  less  oppor- 
tunity for  strong  representation  at  the  neigh- 
bourhood level.  I  would  hope  that  we  would 
be  aware  of  New  York's  sad  experience  in 
this  regard,  where  that  city,  because  of  its 
centralization  of  government,  had  most  un- 
fortunate experiences,  not  only  in  govern- 
ment, with  riots  and  things  like  that,  but  in 
their  school  system,  where  the  large  efficient 
centralized  control  broke  down  because  it 
had  no  communication,  it  provided  no  op- 
portunity for  local  people  to  do  what  they 
felt  was  in  their  best  interests  or  for  local 
people  to  participate,  through  their  repre- 
sentatives on  the  central  organizations,  in 
decisions  that  would  be  affecting  the  whole 
area. 

People  often  say  that  if  you  give  too  much 
power  to  the  local  area  you  get  parochial 
attitudes  and  that  people  refuse  to  consider 
the  interests  of  others.  I  don't  think  that  is 
the  case.  I  don't  think,  if  we  believe  in  the 
democratic  system,  really  believe  in  it,  that 
we  can  believe  that  is  the  case.  I  think  any- 
one who  has  endeavoured  to  work  out  prob- 
lems by  involving  citizens,  by  providing  them 
with  the  opportunity  of  looking  at  a  total 
scene   and   coming   to   decisions   that  are   of 


benefit  to  the  overall  community,  won't  make 
parochial  decisions.  I  find  they  do  make  very 
good,  sensible  adjustments  to  ensure  that  the 
overall  good  is  achieved. 

So  I  am  disappointed  that  we  have  in 
this  bill  provision  for  a  chief  administrative 
officer.  We  think  the  experience  in  the  re- 
gions shows  that  this  is  not  a  good  move. 
There  is  plenty  of  opportunity,  as  there  has 
been  in  the  past,  for  a  chairman  such  as 
Gardiner  and  Allen,  strong  leaders  in  them- 
selves, to  work  with  their  commissioners,  to 
operate  efficiently,  and  there  is  no  need  for 
us  to  set  up  a  further  person  unresponsive, 
because  it  is  not  an  elected  office,  to  the 
people  who  would  be  electing  him.  I  cer- 
tainly regret  to  see  that  in  this  bill,  and  we 
certainly  oppose  that  and  shall  oppose  it  in 
committee. 

I  am  disappointed  also  to  see  this  provision 
for  a  surcharge  on  water  rates  for  Metro, 
because  this  continues  to  practice  that  we 
have  seen  aroimd  the  province  where  there 
is  not  uniformity  in  the  cost  of  the  supply 
of  such  an  essential  item.  We  have  provided, 
in  our  Ontario  Hydro  scheme  around  the 
province,  reasonably  uniform  rates  from  one 
part  of  the  province  to  the  other,  and  surely 
the  cost  of  services  to  the  local  area  should 
be  as  uniform  as  possible  if  we  are  to  avoid 
a  distortion  in  where  development  will  occur. 
I  certainly  have  always  encouraged  this  gov- 
ernment to  have  uniform  rates  available  to 
municipalities  for  the  revision  of  water  sup- 
ply and  sewage  treatment  everywhere,  and 
I  don't  understand  why  we  have  to  have 
provisions  for  a  surcharge  in  a  metro  area, 
because  surely  if  there  is  anything  we  can 
do  to  keep  these  rates  at  the  same  level  from 
one  part  to  the  other  it  should  be  essential. 
Maybe  I  have  misunderstood  this,  but  it 
seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  possibility  here 
for  the  costs  in  Etobicoke  to  be  far  higher 
than  they  are  in  Scarborough  or  something 
of  that  sort,  when  the  actual  costs  of  any 
project  should  be  borne  equally  so  that  the 
rates  can  be  uniform  from  one  part  to  the 
other. 

The  next  item  that  surprised  and  disap- 
pointed us  was  this  matter  of  changing 
Metro  Planning  Board  over  to  just  a  com- 
mittee of  council,  the  reason  being  that 
although  we  realize  that  in  theory  this  should 
mean  more  response  to  the  democratic  sys- 
tem, we  realize  that  in  practice  the  time 
constraints  of  members  of  council,  particu- 
larly Metro  council,  are  such  that  they 
really  can't  get  into  the  issues  to  the  extent 
that  those  who  are  appointed  from  the 
citizenrv    can.     This    means    that    there    is 
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greater  dependency  upon  the  stafiF.  There's 
more  dependency  upon  public  servants  who 
are  less  involved  in  the  day-to-day  problems 
out  in  the  community  than  would  be  citizens 
who  are  appointed  to  help  provide  the  input 
to  our  planning. 

We  feel  that  the  practice  of  planning 
boards  in  the  past,  where  there  has  been  a 
combination  of  elected  members  and  ap- 
pointed members  from  the  citizenry,  has  pro- 
vided us  with  one  of  the  most  essential 
parts  of  the  democratic  process,  bringing 
together  as  closely  as  possible  elected  mem- 
bers and  citizens  in  the  development  of  an- 
swers to  problems,  and  then  giving  that 
decision  to  the  public  servant  to  execute.  The 
more  that  we  restrict  the  opportunity  for 
citizens  and  elected  people  to  work  together, 
as  they  have  been  able  to  do  on  the  Metro 
Planning  Board  in  the  past,  I  think  the  less 
will  be  the  involvement  and  the  participation 
of  the  citizens  and  the  greater  will  be  the 
input  from  the  public  servants  and  the 
bureaucracy  to  the  detriment  of  the  demo- 
cratic process. 

When  I  read  about  how  this  recommenda- 
tion came  about,  the  fact  that  this  recom- 
mendation was  passed  by  council  as  a  result 
just  of  a  notice  of  motion  at  a  meeting  and 
didn't  come  up  through  committee  where  it 
could  have  been  studied  and  discussed  by  the 
various  borough  councils  thoroughly  before 
the  recommendation  was  made  to  us,  it  leads 
us  to  urge  the  minister  to  set  this  aside  and 
give  more  opportunity  for  Metro  council  to 
discuss  this  particular  matter.  We  feel  that 
the  opposition  of  four  mayors  —  Mayors 
Crombie,  Flynn,  White  and  Cosgrove,  I 
understand— and  the  very  narrow  margin  of 
passage  would  indicate  that  this  reconsider- 
ation of  the  issue  by  Metro  council  is  war- 
ranted. I  would  hope  that  the  minister  would 
recognize  the  need  for  greater  caution  in  a 
move  which  will  put  more  power  in  the  hands 
of  the  bureaucracy. 

The  matter  of  O'Keefe  Centre  appoint- 
ments which  will  now  include  the  members 
of  council  would  seem  sensible,  and  we  agree 
with  that.  We  are  pleased  that  the  mall  would 
seem  to  become  more  assured,  and  that  there 
is  provision  now  for  us  to  have  the  Yonge 
St.  mall  and  other  malls  as  long  as  there  is 
co-operation  between  both  the  city  and  the 
Metro  council.  In  view  of  all  these  matters, 
we  are  looking  forward  to  further  debate  with 
the  minister  in  committee,  because  we  do 
think  that  this  bill  on  the  whole  has  too  many 
clauses  that  centralize  power  in  the  Metro 
council. 


Metropolitan  Toronto  has  been  a  model  in 
the  past,  but  it  has  been  a  model  of  good 
municipal  government  in  the  past  largely  be- 
cause there  has  been  the  need  to  go  through 
many  local  councils  before  decisions  are  made. 
There  hasn't  been  the  opportunity  for  dicta- 
torial actions;  there  has  been  the  necessity  to 
work  closely  together  in  a  way  that  has  been 
of  great  benefit  to  the  whole  community,  with 
local  councils  working  with  each  other  and 
with  Metro.  We  are  very  much  concerned 
about  this  bill,  which  reduces  the  power  of 
local  council  and  strengthens  the  dictatorial 
power  of  the  chairman  and  his  executives.  We 
would  urge  the  minister,  when  this  matter 
comes  up  in  committee,  to  reconsider  these 
clauses. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  we  take  a  break  for  a 
moment  to  call  on  the  member  for  Sandwich- 
Riverside? 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  I 
should  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  wel- 
come to  the  House  a  class  of  students  from 
grade  8  at  John  Ross  Public  School,  on 
Bernard  Rd.,  in  Windsor,  accompanied  by  two 
parents  and  Mr.  William  Bowden.  I  should 
like  the  members  to  welcome  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  My  group  is  not 
here  yet. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  this  debate? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  want  to  say  something 
on  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the  minister 
will  forgive  me,  I  was  listening  on  the  blower 
in  my  office  and  heard  the  member  for  York 
Centre  quietly  coming  to  the  end  of  his  re- 
marks. I  raced  here  to  this  superb  forum  in 
order  to  express  a  point  of  view,  and  I  shall 
do  so  as  I  gradually  catch  my  breath. 

It  is  possible  to  support  this  bill  on  second 
reading,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  it  contains 
within  it  a  diverse  number  of  clauses  dealing 
with  various  matters,  many  of  those  matters 
eminently  supportable.  Obviously,  therefore, 
if  we  want  to  express  opposition  to  certain 
items,  that  is  best  done  in  the  committee, 
and  we  will  confine  ourselves  to  that  when 
the  clauses  are  debated. 

But  there  are  two  or  three  aspects  of  the 
Act  already  discussed  at  length  by  members 
of  the  House  which  I'd  like  to  take  a  moment 
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to  reinforce.  I  am  doing  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  not 
because  I  am  terribly  knowledgeable  about 
it— my  other  colleagues  know  more  of  these 
matters  than  I  do— not  because  there  is  need 
to  speak  simply  for  the  sake  of  speaking,  but 
because  a  number  of  people  have  approached 
me  directly  with  a  profound  concern  about 
the  implications  of  certain  clauses  of  this  bill, 
and  I'd  like  to  raise  it  in  that  context. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  is  the  first  bill  I  can 
recall  which  contains  significant  alterations 
in  the  planning  process  for  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  area.  It  is  the  first  bill  that  creates 
a  shift  in  power  to  Metropolitan  Toronto  at 
the  expense  of  several  of  the  boroughs  and 
the  city  of  Toronto.  These  changes  have 
flowed  not  from  a  thoughtful  appraisal  of 
the  issues,  not  from  a  consultative  process, 
not  from  recommendations  which  have  come 
from  a  group  of  interested  people  like  the 
individual  borough  councils,  or  a  number  of 
politicians  associated  with  those  councils, 
but  have  been  negotiated  privately,  surrep- 
titiously and  unacceptably  between  the  chair- 
man of  Metropolitan  Toronto  on  one  hand 
and  this  minister  or  the  Minister  of  Housing 
on  the  other. 

I  want  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  don't 
want  to  be  put  in  the  position  of  choosing 
whom  to  believe,  whether  it's  the  member 
for  Grenville-Dundas  or  Mr.  Godfrey,  be- 
cause they  said  quite  conflicting  things.  I 
want  to  tell  the  minister  something.  I  believe 
what  he  said  in  the  House.  I  accept  it  com- 
pletely. There  is  absolutely  no  doubt  in  my 
mind  that  the  way  in  which  he  answered  the 
question  was  entirely  direct  and  straightfor- 
ward, and  I  accept  it. 

I  don't  say  that  gratuitously;  I  mean  it. 
Because  I  do  believe  that  the  chairman  of 
the  Metropolitan  Toronto  council,  either 
throught  the  apparatus  of  personal  contact, 
letter  writing,  osmosis,  extrasensory  peroep- 
tion— I  don't  know  what  designs  the  man 
used— but  however  they  were,  they  were  ex- 
tended directly  to  these  ministers  with  the 
suggestion  that  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
council  have  given  to  it  certain  authority  in 
housing  and  planning  matters  which  it  has 
not  hitherto  had.  And  the  ministry  accepted 
that  with  two  caveats:  One,  that  it  would  be 
permissive;  and  the  other  that  it  was  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Minister  of  Housing. 

All  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  now  I  just  want 
to  say  to  the  minister  opposite  that  the 
method  of  arriving  at  the  amendment  is 
wrong.  Look,  Paul  Godfrey  is  a  powerful 
man,  but  he  has  no  right  in  the  world  as  an 
appointed  ofiBcial  to  express  the  dictates  of 
his  motives  through  government  policy.  And 


the  government  has  no  right  to  accept  it. 
He  is  an  appointed  chairman  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto;  he  has  no  electoral  base  at  all.  He 
should,  on  balance,  be  arbitrating  between 
the  various  views  and  factions  which  exist  as 
expressed  through  the  council  level. 

He  obviously  doesn't  deny  his  own  views. 
The  man's  autonomous;  he  expresses  those 
views  at  council.  But  he  shouldn't  engage 
in  quiet  negotiation  with  government  which 
countermands  entirely  the  obvious  wishes 
of  his  council,  or  a  number  of  members  of 
his  council. 

That's  just  wrong.  People  who  are  not 
elected,  people  who  are  appointed,  should 
not  be  given  that  kind  of  influence  in  On- 
tario. If  Paul  Godfrey  wishes  to  exercise  it 
that's  his  right,  but  the  government  should 
not  wish  to  accept  it.  And  it  creates  a  most 
dangerous  precedent  in  this  bill— and  it's 
an  irritating  one— when  an  appointed  ofiicial 
responsive  to  no  one  other  than  to  those  who 
appointed  him,  can  have  this  private  cabal- 
istic relationship  with  a  couple  of  cabinet 
ministers.  That  is  nonsense.  That  isn't  a 
democratic  form  of  altering  regional  govern- 
ment units.  That  is  just  a  bare  knuckle  exer- 
cise of  influence.  We  don't  approve  of  that 
kind  of  thing  and  the  government  shouldn't 
accept  it. 

There  has  been  sufficient  evidence  to  show 
it  was  wrong  and  the  minister  has  every 
avenue  of  retreat;  if  not  retreat,  then  of 
change.  There  was  a  motion  before  Metro- 
politan councfl— a  vote  of  17  to  10— to  have 
these  particular  clauses  reopened.  It  fell  short 
of  the  two-thirds  required  but  it  was  suffi- 
ciently representative,  with  a  suflBcient  num- 
ber of  prestigious  people,  to  show  the  major 
feelings  of  council.  There  have  been  repre- 
sentations from  a  great  many  of  the  re- 
spected members  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  the 
mayors  of  the  various  boroughs.  These  are 
elected  people.  On  a  regular  inteiinittent 
basis  they  go  back  to  the  electors  of  the 
province  for  support.  To  whom  does  Paul 
Godfrey  return?  Where  is  his  base? 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  To  his  mother. 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  his  mother? 

Mr.  Germa:  He  talks  to  his  mother. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  have 
thought  about  the  Oedipal  implications  of 
that  relationship  many  times  but  they  are 
not  a  fit  subject  for  discussion  in  the  Legis- 
lature. Don't  think  it  hasn't  occurred  to  me, 
but   that   is   the   Metro   chairman's   decision. 

I  must  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  world  which  the  minister  has 
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at  his  disposal  should  have  allowed  him  to 
say  "We  won't  engage  in  this  particular  kind 
of  amendment  on  the  basis  of  that  informa- 
tion." 

The  second  point  I  want  to  make,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  that  those  clauses  which  are  the 
inherent  principle  of  the  bill  are  themselves 
wrong.  The  government  is  redistributing 
power  in  a  way  which  is  destructive  for 
Metropolitan  Toronto.  I  want  to  say  some- 
thing about  this  bill  and  I  have  a  certain 
self-consciousness  about  it  because  I  am  not 
as  knowledgeable  as  so  many  are  in  the  area. 
I  don't  know  all  that  much  about  regional 
government  and  its  precise  working.  I  have 
feelings  and  opinions  and  impressions.  But 
I  know  that  this  bill,  in  its  own  quiet  way, 
is  the  single  most  decisive  alteration  to 
regional  plarming  since  the  government  estab- 
lished the  regional  municipality  of  Metropoli- 
tan Toronto. 

The  minister  can  say  in  reply  that  the 
clausesi  are  permissive  and  that  the  Ministry 
of  Housing  has  to  approve  it.  The  mere  fact 
the  minister  is  prepared  to  incorporate  such 
clauses,  on  the  request  of  a  fellbw  Tory  poli- 
tician with  some  influence  with  him,  suggests 
to  me  that  the  clauses  can  be  open  to  serious 
abuse.  What  he  is  saying  is  that  the  power 
wiB  shift  from  the  boroughs  to  the  regional 
municipality  on  matters  related  to  housing, 
than  which  there  is  no  more  crucial  matter 
or  central  matter,  by  virtue  of  these  enact- 
ments. 

I  think  that  is  wrong.  I  think  that  is  a 
mistake.  There  is  a  certain  irony  involved 
that  in  precisely  the  same  legislation  the 
minister  sees  the  boroughs  as  of  suflBcient 
consequence  to  say  to  them,  **You  can  call 
yourselves  cities  hereafter.**  He  gives  them 
the  right  to  call  themselves  cities  and'  then 
gives  the  Metropolitan  authority  the  oppor- 
tunity, through  the  bill,  to  establish  regional 
housing  plans  in  a  way  which  demands  by 
law  conformity  from  the  individual  cities.  I 
tell  him  it  is  a  mistake. 

It  is  the  wrong  direction.  It  is  not  simply 
a  matter  of  intruding  on  local  autonomy.  It  is 
the  wrong  direction^  for  basic  planning.  There 
are  300,000-plus  people  in  Scarborough.  We 
have  boroughs  of  enormous  size  around  the 
city  of  Toronto.  Their  housing  and  social 
and  economic  priorities  have  frequently  been 
superior  to  those  dfecided  at  Metro  council, 
manifestly  superior.  One  doesn't  tumi  the 
clock  back  this  way  but  that  is  what  the 
bill  is  doing. 

The  bill  is  doing  something  else,  Mr. 
Speaker.  By  making  the  planning  board 
purely   a   committee   of   council,   the  bill'  is 


again  delimiting  the  citizen  representation, 
the  citizen  accessibility.  That  is,  I  think,  over- 
all a  mistake,  although  I  understand  from 
what  my  colleague  from  Ottawa  Centre  and 
others  have  said  this  is  a  trend  which  is 
evident  in  other  parts  of  the  province. 

Let  me  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  )'Ou  are  remov- 
ing from  the  cities  so  much  of  their  control 
around  basic  social  policy  and  then,  in  effect, 
you  remove  the  citizen  dimension  of  the  plan- 
ning board,  you  are  in  a  diflBcult  position. 
We  are  in  a  particularly  diflBcult  position,  if 
I  may  extend  it  one  stage  further,  because 
the  absurdity  of  the  way  the  legislative  system 
works  in  Ontario  dictates  that  this  bill  will 
not  go  to  committee.  Therefore,  groups  like 
CORRA,  groups  like  ForWard  9  and  every 
residents  association  you  care  to  name— all 
of  the  ratepayers  groups— none  of  them  will 
be  able  to  come  before  the  committee  to 
express  their  views. 

If  the  Mayor  of  Etobicoke,  Scarborough, 
North  York  or  Toronto  or  any  of  the  in- 
dividHial  councillors  wish  to  come  before  the 
legislative  committee  to  sav  these  sections 
were  imacceptable,  they  will  have  no  such 
access,  and  the  process  compounds  the  weak- 
nesses in  the  bill.  There  is  a  tendency  to 
give  very  short  shrift  to  citizen  representation 
and  submission  and  pressure  on  this  govern- 
ment. I  understand  that.  It  doesn't  make  me 
any  less  irritable  that  the  government  should 
be  prepared  to  do  it  in  a  bill  which  is 
ostensibly  as  important  as  this  one  and'  which 
has  within  it  some  pretty  decisive  clauses. 

Some  of  us  have  our  little  spasms,  I  say 
to  House  leader  as  he  leaves,  about  the  way 
in  which  the  business  of  the  House  is  or- 
dered, Mr.  Speaker.  But  I  cannot  imagine  a 
situation  more  perverse  as  to  bring  in  legis- 
lation of  this  weight  and  then  to  deny  to 
the  public  the  right  to  come  to  a  standing 
committee  to  discuss  its  contents.  That's  an 
absolute  extension  of  the  bill.  Damn  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  why  every  blessed  session- 
Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  ( Timiskaming ) :  Louder. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  right,  I'll  raise  my  voice  if 
the  member  for  Timiskaming  can't  hear  me. 
Tm  not  at  all  sure  that  anything  would  pene- 
trate that  extraordinary  fortress  that  he  has 
mounted  there,  whether  it  was  sotto  voce, 
whispered  in  ids  ear  or  yelled  at  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  is  just  a  big  blabbermouth  anyway,  and 
he  knows  it. 
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Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  but- 
tress of  the  ignorance  of  the  member  for 
Timiskaming  is  unsurpassed  in  this  House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please,  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  certainly  do. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Stokes  (Thunder  Bay):  Will  the 
Speaker  bring  that  yahoo  over  there  to  heel 
then? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  call  him  a  yahoo.  That 
brings  him  into  the  18th  century  and  one 
doesn't  update  a  fellow  like  that  so  easily. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Order,    please.    Would  the 

member    for    Scarborough    West    permit  the 

member    for    Kent    to    speak    for    just  one 
moment? 

Mr.  Le^\is:  With  the  greatest  of  pleasure. 

Mr.  Spence:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
wish  to  bring  to  your  attention  and  through 
you  to  the  hon.  members  of  this  House  that 
we  have  with  us  65  grade  8  students  from 
Howard  Harwich,  Moraviantown,  Public 
School,  and  two  of  the  teaching  staflF,  Mr. 
Tanguay  and  Mr.  Wagg.  I  would  ask  the 
hon.  members  to  join  me  in  extending  them 
a  very  happy  welcome, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  You 
are  a  patient,  indulgent  fellow  and  I  ap- 
preciate that.  I  would,  therefore  very  quickly 
summarize  and  take  my  seat. 

These  clauses  are  really  quite  wrong  and 
within  them  they  contain  not  only  perverse 
social  policy  but  they  reflect  an  attitude  of 
government  which  is  reprehensible.  I  don't 
like  these  wheelings  and  dealings,  I  really 
don't.  I  don't  think  that's  the  way  one  con- 
ducts business  in  Ontario.  I  don't  like  these 
private  conversations  with  the  Metro  chair- 
man. I  don't  like  these  friendly  little  sub- 
missions over  cocktails.  I  don't  think  social 
policy  is  fashioned  that  way.  The  minister 
may  think  that  the  Family  Compact  should 
still  be  operative  in  1974,  but  we  don't. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  They 
are  trying  to  maintain  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  really  find  that  aspect  of 
this  bill  unacceptable.  I  don't  give  voice  to 
any  conspiracy  feeling  and  I  don't  say  that 
the  minister  is  especially  easily  influenced. 
I  just  say  that  that's  not  the  way  to  fashion 
social  change  and  it's  not  the  way  to  fashion 


change  in  housing  policy,  because  the  Metro 
chairman  has  this  extraordinary  accessibility 
to  a  couple  of  cabinet  ministers  that  he 
thumbs  his  nose  at  all  his  colleagues. 

The  minister  is  willing  to  submit  to  what 
amounts  to  legislative  edict  over  the  coffee 
table.  Nuts  to  it!  That's  not  the  way  Parlia- 
ment performs.  When  that  legislative  edict 
involves  clauses  which  are  destructive  of 
basic  social  and  economic  planning,  it's  that 
much  worse.  When  it  involves  clauses  which 
delimit  citizen  involvement,  it's  that  much 
worse.  And  when  the  bill  comes  in  at  the 
end  of  the  session,  so  that  it  is  absolutely 
impossible  for  citizens'  groups  to  make  their 
contribution,   it's  that  much  worse. 

There  are  very  few  redeeming  aspects  to 
this  particular  situation.  I'd  like  it  if  the 
boroughs  could  be  called  cities;  and  I'll  vote 
for  that.  I  like  the  Toronto  mall;  I  think  it's 
great  stuff.  I  don't  have  the  same  anxiety 
about  it  as  some  do,  and  I'll  vote  for  a  sec- 
tion on  liability. 

There  are  a  number  of  things  in  the  bill 
which  are  eminently  supportable.  But  not 
the  stuff  that  the  minister  negotiated  in  the 
privacy  of  his  inner  sanctum  with  Paul  God- 
frey. How  come  I  haven't  been  invited  into 
the  minister's  office  to  discuss  amendments 
to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  bill?  Am  I  some 
kind  of  pariah? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  is  welcome 
at  any  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  problem  that  I  am  an 
elected  person?  Are  only  appointed  people 
invited  to  the  minister's  office  to  discuss  con- 
tributions to  the  bill?  Is  that  the  way  he 
works?  Are  there  lesser  mortals  and  greater 
mortals? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  is  welcome 
at  any  time  at  all. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  want  to  know  what  it  is 
that  is  so  insufferable  about  the  elective  pro- 
cess that  the  only  people  who  can  penetrate 
the  labyrinth  are  those  high  Tory  appointees? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  When  would  the  hon. 
member  like  to  come?  Would  he  like  to  set 
a  date? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I'd  like  the  minister  to  set 
some  time  aside.  I'd  like  a  pretty  substantial 
lunch  with  it,  and  the  attendants  and  all 
the  other  things— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Will  the  member  pay? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —that  the  minister  visits  upon 
his  friends,  sycophants,  lackeys  and  scribes. 
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I'd  like  it  all  there.  I'd  like  to  know  how 
this  government  functions  and  sets  its  policy, 
because  it's  just  an  impossible  situation. 

But  I  think  the  bill  has  had  one  rather 
positive  aspect,  if  I  may  say  so,  Mr.  Speaker. 
It  has  alerted  a  great  many  of  the  able  metro- 
politan politicians  in  the  boroughs  and  on  the 
council  to  recognize  exactly  what  is  going  on 
in  these  quiet  shenanigans.  It  has  perhaps 
made  many  of  them  rather  more  aware  that 
the  city  of  Toronto  can  beg  till  Doomsday  and 
it  will  lose  the  authority  it  thought  it  had 
by  the  stroke  of  a  pen  on  an  agreement  nego- 
tiated in  private.  It  has  perhaps  persuaded 
some  politicians  that  the  decisions  made  at 
the  provincial  level  are  so  arbitrary  and 
capricious  that  regional  and  municipal  govern- 
ment makes  very  little  sense  any  more. 

The  permissive  quality  of  the  legislation 
notwithstanding— we  understand  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "permissive"— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  think  the  member 
does. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  yes,  I  do.  Completely. 
I  understand  that  when  the  minister  puts 
those  clauses  in  the  bill  it's  an  open  invitation 
to  enactment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  why  they  are  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  strengthens  Godfrey's  hand. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  strengthens  the  hands  of  the 
Metropolitan  chairman  in  all  of  the  dealing 
he  would  like  to  have.  The  minister  doesn't 
do  that.  He  wouldn't  put  in  a  permissive 
clause  that  I  suggested  to  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  absolutely  sure  of  that. 
No,  he  wouldn't,  even  though  I  said  to  him, 
"Look,  Mr.  Minister,  it's  permissive.  But  you 
need  not  be  concerned  about  it."  No,  he 
accepts  permissive  clauses  only  when  they 
serve  the  objectives  at  hand  and  only  when 
they  come  from  certain  sources.  Well,  that's 
his  decision.  We  put  our  views  on  record.  We 
will  continue  to  fight  those  clauses,  clause 
by  clause. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  one  last  appeal  to  the 
minister.  This  Legislature  obviously  isn't  go- 
ing to  close,  as  we  thought,  either  today, 
Monday  or  Tuesday,  it's  going  to  be  going  for 
quite  a  while.  It  may  go  into  July;  I  have 
no  idea  how  to  measure  it.  Fair  enough.  But 
if  it  is  going  to  go  for  another  week,  10  days 
or  two  weeks,  as  now  appears  the  case,  given 


the  list  of  bills  which  the  House  leader  has 
just  given  to  us  that  he  wants  to  see  passed— 
and  some  of  them  are  contentious— if  it  is 
going  to  go  that  long,  then  surely  the  Metro 
Toronto  bill  can  go  to  committee.  Why  not? 
Committee  is  there.  We'll  be  sitting.  Groups 
can  make  submissions.  Maybe  it  would  add 
something  to  the  democratic  process,  rather 
than  forever  repudiating  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  make 
my  remarks  rather  brief.  I  think  we've  had  a 
pretty  repetitious  discussion  on  certain  sec- 
tions of  the  bill;  and  there  are  more  important 
sections  in  the  bill,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
which  haven't  even  been  touched  on.  In  any 
event,  I  want  to  say  to  the  members  opposite, 
no  government  throughout  Canada,  and  cer- 
tainly no  ministry,  has  been  more  consultative 
and  more  responsive  to  the  people  than  we 
have.  The  Treasurer,  Minister  of  Economics 
and  Intergovernmental  Affairs  and  myself 
have  consulted  with  the  elected  oflBcials  and 
with  the  people  of  Ontario  in  every  instance. 
And,  if  the  leader  of  the  NDP  wants  to  con- 
sult with  me,  that's  fine— but  he  has  to  tell  me. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  not  on  this  one.  That  is 
where  the  minister  is  so  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  has  to  tell  me  if  he 
wants  to  meet  with  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  meet  with  people  and 
the  Treasurer  meets  with  people  every  day 
at  all  times,  and  there  is  nothing  secret  about 
it  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  why  the  minister  is  so 
wrong  on  this  issue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  have  said  time  and 
time  again,  that  we  want  to  hand  back  more 
authority  to  the  elected  people,  whether  at 
regional  level  or  at  the  local  municipality 
level. 

The  opposition  on  one  hand  says,  "Give 
them  more  powers— give  them  more  powers, 
let  them  do  more  things."  And  today  they  are 
saying,  "Take  powers  away  from  them."  I 
fail  to  understand,  Mr.  Speaker,  how  you  can 
justify  arguments  like  that.  This  government 
has  said  in  this  Act  that  it  is  permissive  legis- 
lation in  two  issues.  And  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  says  he  understands  the  word  "permis- 
sive". He  understands  the  wording;  he  under- 
stands what  it  means. 
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Mr.  Deans:  He  worries  how  it  gets  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  meiansi  that  the  Metro- 
politan council  can  proceed)— that's  what  it 
means,  not  the  Metro  chairman.  All  the  argu- 
ments that  have  been  put  before  us  in  the 
last  few  hours  had  been  about  the  chairman. 
The  chairman  has  absolutely  no  control  of 
what  happens  in  Metropolitan  Toronto.  He 
may  suggest— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  minister  kidding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —but  it  is  the  elected 
people  who  decide. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  seems  to  be  doing  pretty 
well  up  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  there  is  no  way  that  any  chairman, 
whether  it  is  at  the  level  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  or  the  regional  municipality  of  Dur- 
ham, or  anywhere  else,  who  can  diecide  what 
happens  in  that  particular  municipality.  I've 
said  it  to  the  House  before  that  a  chairman 
has  the  obligation  and  the  d^uty  to  present 
to  this  goveriMnent  or  to  his  council  his  views 
on  certain  matters.  I  fuHy  commend'  the 
chairman  of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  in  this 
instance,  coming  to  us  and)  saying  he  thought 
there  were  certain  matters  that  should!  be 
considiered  in  legislation. 

iMr.  Lewis:  But  he  is  just  an  appointed 
person. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
say  again— 

(Mr.  Deans:  He  does  represent  someone.  He 
represents  the  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —that  as  far  as  the  chief 
administrator  ofiBcer  is  concerned- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  personal  opinion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —whatever  the  council  de- 
cides is  up  to  them.  It  is  not  up  to  the  chair- 
man at  all.  Whether  or  not  they  decide  to 
have  one  is  up  to  them,  and  when  they  de- 
cide is  up  to  them. 

The  leader  of  the  official  opposition,  the 
leader  of  the  NDP,  the  member  for  York 
Centre,  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre— 
everyone  has  expressed'  concern  about  the 
meaning  of  "permissive."  I  don't  know  why 
it  shouldn't  be  permissive.  If  they  dbn't  want 
one,  they  don't  have  one.  If  they  want  it, 
they  have  one.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
that's  the  way  it  is  going  to  stand. 

iMr.  Deacon:  Be  practical. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  going  to  be  per- 
missive. 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  The  best  way  to  describe  the 
minister's  attitude  is  pigheadedmess. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to  say  to 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  to  the  other  members 
in  the  House,  that  I  realty  find!  it  most  frus- 
trating as  a  member  to  have  to  listen  so  long 
—and  I  feel  something  like  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre.  I  have  had  moments  of 
despair  when  I  listen'  to  him  time  and  time 
again  repeat  himself— so  many  times  abso- 
lutely the  same  thing.  If  he  would  just  say 
it  once,  fair  enough;  no  problem. 

Ad  Hon.  member:  He  sounds  like  a  broken 

record. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  When  the  member's  own 
colleagues  left  him  alone,  that  was  the  best 
move  they  ever  made.  Why  they  came  back, 
I  dbn't  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  They  can't  stand  him 
either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  minister  would'  accept 
it  when  I  say  it. 

*Mr.  Foulds:  Because  we  support  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would)  think  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  would  have  the 
courtesy  to  get  up,  as  his  leader  dad,  and 
state  vdhat  he  objected  to— and)  that's  it. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Has  the  minister  never  heard 
of  the  Miltonian  technique? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Btit  instead  of  that,  he 
carried  on  and  he  repeated  himself  on 
housing— 

iMr.  Deans:  What's  this,  a  lecture  on  how 
to  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Why  sure,  it's  about 
time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:   He  repeated  himself  on 

the  planning  board— 

iMr.  Deans:  That's  not  his  function;  it  is 
the  function  of  the  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And!  he  repeated'  himself 
on  the  democratic  system.  What  mote  demo- 
cracy is  there,  Mr.  Speaker,  than  when  we 
say  to  the  elected  officials,  "You  represent 
the  people;  you  were  the  ones  that  are  mak- 
ing the  decisions"? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Paul  Godfrey  isn't  elected. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  why  should  we  con- 
sider in'  this  House  a  standing  committee  to 
listen  to  the  people  who  should  be  making 
their  views  known  to  the  elected'  oflBcials 
whom  they  have  put  in  office?  Why  should 
we  be  doing  what  the  elected  officials  at  the 
local  level  should  be  doing?  Would  someone 
answer  that  for  me  later  on  in  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Because  the  minister  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  structure  of  municipal  gov- 
ernment. That  is  what  he  is  doing.  He  is 
responsible  for  the  structure  of  municipal 
government.  These  are  very  important  ques- 
tions. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  want  to  point  out  to 
the  hon.  members  opposite  that  there  is  a 
very  important  matter  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  for  Timiskaming 
better  interject  as  much  as  he  can,  because 
he  won't  be  here  the  next  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt);  Half  of  my 
time  is  spent  doing  the  member's  constitu- 
ency work. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  should  worry  about  his  own  backyard. 
He  barely  won,  by  170  votes  and  almost 
talked  himself  out  of  the  House  last  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  worry  my  friend;  die 
member  for  Timiskaming  won't  be  back. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  know  three  people  who 
will  miss  the  member  for  Timiskaming. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  will  continue  when  the 
hon.  members  get  through  their  discussions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  minister 
would  continue. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to  try. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  having  a  httle  exchange 
with  this  particular  Magna  Carta  relic  over 
there. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to  point  out 
to  the  members  that  there  is  a  very  important 
section  here,  which  was  dealt  briefly  with 
by  the  member  for  York  Centre,  and  that  is  on 
the  opening  of  the  mall.  We  would  like  to 


see  this  proceed  and  I  have  had  many  rep- 
resentations to  me  about  when  it  is  going  to 
proceed.  All  I  can  say  right  now  is  I  don't 
know.  I  have  said  before  that  it  depends 
on  how  much  time  the  opposition  wishes  to 
spend  on  this  bill.  We  will  debate  the  bill 
as  long  as  the  members  wish  but  I  want  to 
point  out  there  has  been  a  considerable 
amount  of  money  lost  at  the  local  level 
because  of  the  delay  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Foulds:  What  kind  of  Machiavellian 
machination  is  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  want  to  say  to  the  mem- 
bers that  we  should  make  sure  we  do  not 
unduly  delay  this  legislation  or  any  other 
legislation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  didn't  the  minister  bring 
it  in  earlier?  He  was  too  busy  with  backroom 
deals  with  Paul  Godfrey,  that's  why. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  say  again 
that  any  legislation  we  bring  forth  is  for  the 
good  of  all  the  people.  It's  not  because  of  any 
special  deals  with  any  one  person  or  persons 
and  certainly  we  continue  to  make  sure  that 
all  the  elected  people  have  the  right  to  either 
disagree  or  agree  with  legislation.  In  this 
case,  it's  permissive  legislation  which  is  in 
contention,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Stokes:  To  make  sure  thev'  have  the 
right  to  agree  or  disagree?  That  is  just  simple 
democracy. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  standing  committee,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Committee  of  the  whole? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Committee  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Speaker:   Committee  of  the  whole. 


CITY  OF  THE  LAKEHEAD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  99,  An  Act  to  amend  the  City  of  the 
Lakehead  Act,  1968-69.  ,   _ 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
many  ways  this  bill  has  some  of  the  same 
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characteristics  as  the  bill  we  have  previously 
discussed.  There  are  clauses  in  this  bill  we 
will  support  and  will  support  strongly.  There 
are  clauses  in  this  bill  we  will  oppose.  Be- 
cause there  is  such  a  mixture  of  principle 
in  those  clauses,  we  will  not  divide  on  second 
reading  although  we  will  do  so  in  committee. 

There  are  nine  clauses  in  this  bill  which 
boil  down  to  three  basic  but  quite  diverse 
principles.  One  of  those  principles  I  agree 
with;  one  I  will  succumb  to  and  one,  I  and 
my  colleagues  will  vigorously  oppose.  There 
is  also  an  oversight  which  does  away  oflBcially 
with  the  parks  boards  in  the  old  city  of  Fort 
William. 

The  first  principle  involves  one  of  taxation, 
sections  5  and  6,  and  that's  the  one  we  agree 
with.  Both  sections  5  and  6  deal  with  taxa- 
tion and  should  be  approved  by  all  members 
of  the  House,  I  would  hope.  Section  5,  for 
example,  extends  the  time  for  lower  tax  rates 
in  the  rural  wards  of  the  city,  Neebing  and 
Mclntyre,  until  1977.  As  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment has  failed  and  has  never  seen  fit  to 
give  the  newly  formed  city  of  Thunder  Bay 
any  transitional  grants  whatsoever  to  meet 
its  additional  costs,  the  city  has  found  it  very 
difficult  indeed  to  upgrade  the  services  in 
the  two  wards  of  Neebing  and  Mclntyre  to 
anywhere  near  the  standard  the  rest  of  the 
city  enjoys.  It  is,  therefore,  only  just  that 
those  two  wards  should  have  the  extension 
of  a  lower  taxation  rate  guaranteed  until  1977 
by  which  time,  hopefully,  their  services  will 
be  improved. 

Section  6  deals  with  a  specific  problem  in 
Thunder  Bay.  The  Canadian  Lakehead  Ex- 
hibition Board  is  in  the  process  of  leasing  to 
a  commercial  department  store  the  area  de- 
scribed in  section  6  of  the  bill  in  order  that 
that  firm.  Chappies  Ltd.,  can  erect  a  shop- 
ping complex  on  the  site.  The  city,  which 
will  have  to  supply  the  services  to  the  area, 
justifiably  wants  the  power  to  tax  this  land 
used  for  commercial  purposes  which,  at  the 
present  time,  the  city  cannot  do  because 
technically  the  land  remains  the  property  of 
the  exhibition  board  and  is  therefore  not 
subject  to  taxation  in  the  normal  course  of 
things. 

I  think  we  would  all  agree  the  city  should 
have  the  right  to  tax  this  property  as  it  will 
no  longer  be  used  for  agricultural  or  exhi- 
bition board  purposes.  We  will  support  those 
two  sections. 

The  second  principle  in  the  bill  is  one  to 
which  I  will  reluctantly  succumb.  That's  the 
principle  that  is  enunciated  in  sections  1  and 
7  involving  the  name  of  the  city.  Hon.  mem- 


bers might  be  interested  in  a  brief  historical 
recap  of  how  we  got  lumbered  with  the  name 
of  Thunder  Bay.  The  amalgamation  of  the 
city  was  a  shotgun  wedding  enforced  upon 
the  people  of  Port  Arthur,  Fort  William, 
Neebing  and  Mclntyre  by  none  other  than 
Marshal  Darcy  McKeough,  the  then  Minister 
of  Municipal  Affairs,  as  a  sop  and  as  a  sop 
only. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  The  Duke 
of  Kent,  too. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Yes,  the  Duke  of  Kent.  It  was 
sort  of  a  feudal  attitude  that  he  brought  to 
the  area.  As  a  sop,  the  one  concern  over 
which  the  citizens  were  given  some  choice 
was  that  they  were  allowed  to  choose  the 
city  name. 

However,  in  this  matter  a  certain  manipu- 
lation, if  not  enforcement,  took  place.  The 
choice  on  the  ballot,  believe  it  or  not,  was 
as  follows:  Lakehead,  The  Lakehead  and 
Thunder  Bay.  Naturally,  the  name  Thunder 
Bay  slipped  through  the  middle,  even  though 
over  60  per  cent  of  the  electorate  favoured 
some  form  of  Lakehead  as  the  name  of  the 
city,  while  less  than  40  per  cent  favoured 
the  name  Thunder  Bay.  The  confusion  aris- 
ing from  that  name  change  is  one  that  we 
have  learned  to  cope  with.  Having  lived  with 
the  name  of  Thunder  Bay  for  some  four 
years  now,  most  of  us  are  ready  to  succumb 
to  the  fact  now  embodied  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Stokes:  We  have  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay  on  the  shores  of  Thunder  Bay  in  the 
district  of  Thunder  Bay,  but  not  within  the 
electoral  boundaries  of  Thunder  Bay. 

Mr.  Foulds:  The  riding  of  Thunder  Bay. 
We'll  have  something  to  say  about  the  re- 
naming of  the  provincial  ridings  at  the  ap- 
propriate time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  we'll  have  more  to  say 
about  the  electoral  commission  than  that. 

Mr.  Foulds:  It's  going  to  be  one  of  those 
little   footnotes   in  the   records  of  time. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet ) :  I  don't  think  mem- 
bers opposite  are  alone. 

Mr.  Foulds:  However,  the  third  principle 
that  is  involved  in  the  bill  is  a  fundamental 
principle.  It  is  involved  in  the  method  of 
election  of  aldermen  for  city  council.  That 
principle  is  enunciated  in  sections  2  and  3 
of  the  bill.  This  bill,  if  passed,  will  extend 
the  present  electoral  system  for  at  least  one 


3546 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


more  election  and  almost  guarantee  its  con- 
tinuance forever  in  the  future. 

This  electoral  system  is,  to  put  it  bluntly, 
the  most  bastardized,  undemocratic,  gerry- 
mandering voting  system  yet  devised  in  our 
province  for  municipal  elections.  It  must 
have  been  devised  by  a  veritable  genius  with 
Gothic  tendencies  toward  confusion.  It  is  this 
principle  that  I  will  vigorously  oppose  and 
that  this  Legislature  should  never  have 
passed.  It  is  called  a  modified  ward  system. 
But  it  is,  in  fact,  an  at-large  system  that 
discriminates  against  the  electors  in  each  of 
the  so-called  wards. 

Let  me  just  outline  what  happens  in  this 
legislation.  Five  aldermen  represent  the  so- 
called  ward  of  Port  Arthur,  but  everybody 
in  the  city  votes  for  those  aldermen.  The 
same  thing  happens  for  the  same  aldermen 
from  Fort  William  ward.  The  same  thing 
happens  for  the  single  alderman  from  the 
Neebing  ward  and  the  single  alderman  from 
the  Mclntyre  ward.  What  all  this  means,  Mr. 
Speaker,  believe  it  or  not,  is  that  it  is  mathe- 
matically possible  to  be  elected  as  a  repre- 
sentative of  any  of  the  four  wards  without 
getting  a  single  vote  from  the  people  in  that 
ward  that  one  is  supposedly  representing. 

Since  December  of  this  past  year  the  city 
council  has  been  inviting  briefs  and  holding 
neighbourhood  public  meetings,  which  cul- 
minated in  a  formal  meeting  at  the  city 
council  chambers  in  the  early  part  of  March, 
about  the  electoral  system  in  Thunder  Bay. 
And  of  the  1,800  submissions  made  to  the 
city  council,  over  80  per  cent  favoured  the 
true  or  strict  ward  system,  not  this  bastardized 
version  that  we  have  before  us  today. 

An  hon.  member.  Shame. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Yet  the  majority  of  council 
members,  to  protect  their  own  political  hides, 
have  deliberately  refused  to  ask  the  province 
to  implement  the  true  ward  system.  Instead, 
they  have  asked  the  Ontario  government  to 
extend  the  very  system  that  favours  them- 
selves and  the  establishment.  This  Legis- 
lature, if  it  passes  sections  2  and  3  of  this 
bill,  will  be  succumbing  to  the  vested  in- 
terests of  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  and  refus- 
ing to  carry  out  the  obvious  desires  of  the 
majority  of  the  citizens  of  Thunder  Bay. 

Not  only  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board  has  before  it  at  this 
very  moment  a  duly  signed  and  legitimate 
petition  from  the  Thunder  Bay  district  labour 
council,  asking  that  the  true  ward  system 
be  implemented,  as  they  have  the  right  to 
do  under  the  Ontario  Municipal  Act. 


Just  let  me  show  the  members  how  the 
present  electoral  system  distorts  the  vote 
and  even  goes  against  the  wishes  of  the 
electors  in  a  particular  ward.  Just  bear  with 
me  for  a  moment.  In  the  last  municipal 
election,  for  example,  if  only  the  residents 
of  each  ward  had  voted  on  the  candidates 
in  the  wards,  Mario  Tocheri  would  have 
been  elected  in  Neebing  instead  of  Robbie 
Taylor,  because  in  the  nine  Neebing  polls 
he  got  the  majority  of  the  vote-488  to  350. 
But  because  the  other  ward  voted— not  in 
a  great  number— in  favour  of  the  other  can- 
didate, the  people  of  Neebing  did  not  have 
as  their  representative  the  one  they  obviously 
wished  to  have. 

Mr.  Stokes:  That's  the  worst  of  both 
worlds. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  Tory  democracy  for 
you. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  exactly  right.  In  the 
Fort  William  ward,  first  place  went  to  Mr. 
Dale  Willoughby  with  Larry  Barts  and  David 
Hughes  as  runners-up.  However,  if  Fort  Wil- 
liam votes  alone  had  coimted,  Mr.  Barts 
would  have  been  ahead  4,119  to  3,578.  Those 
are  just  two  examples  from  the  last  municipal 
election  that  show  the  distortion  that  takes 
place,  giving,  as  my  colleague  says,  the  worst 
of  both  worlds  to  this  electoral  system. 

In  spite  of  the  residency  requirement— here 
is  the  supreme  irony— in  spite  of  the  residency 
requirement  on  election  day,  that  these  people 
represent  their  wards,  seven  out  of  the  12 
aldermen  currently  serving  on  council  live 
in  a  narrow  strip  less  than  two  miles  wide 
between  the  Neebing  River  and  Isabella  St. 
I  have  a  map  that  can  graphically  show  the 
strip  in  which  seven  out  of  the  12  aldermen 
live— less  than  two  miles  wide—  here  within 
the  Fort  William  ward;  and  you  have  large 
sections  of  the  city  with  substantial  popula- 
tion entirely  unrepresented.  Kirk  River  over 
here  is  unrepresented;  the  centre  of  Port 
Arthur  ward  is  unrepresented;  the  whole  in- 
nercity  section  is  unrepresented,  and  Westfort 
is   entirely  unrepresented  on  city  council. 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  chief  electoral  officer  of 
this  province  would  never  submit  to  that. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Even  he  wouldn't  allow  such 
kind  of  gerrymandering. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  not  too  sure. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
Withdraw  the  word  "even." 
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Mr.  Laughren:  Don't  the  Liberals  like  the 
word  "even"  in  there? 

Mr.  Stokes:  The  member  should  withdraw 
"even." 

Mr.   Foulds:   I  will  withdraw  the  "even." 

Mr.  Deans:  If  the  member  withdraws  the 
"even,"  I  am  not  supporting  what  he  says! 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  have  to  leave  it  in.  On  a 
point  of  coercion,  I  have  to  leave  it  in! 

Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  have  here  is  some- 
thing that  has  been  masqueraded— before  the 
people  of  this  Legislature,  before  the  people 
of  this  province,  and  originally  before  the 
people  of  Thundter  Bay  until  they  realized 
its  implications— as  a  ward  system,  but  in 
eflFect  is  an  at-large  system.  An  at-large 
system,  as  studies  of  municipal  elections 
throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada 
have  shown,  continually  benefits  the  present 
incumbents  and  the  middle-class  establish- 
ment. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  Tory  party. 

Mr.  Foulds:  In  this  case  it  is  the  Tory  party. 

In  a  town  like  Thunder  Bay  a  number  of 
people  are  in  business  with  their  names;  they 
advertise  on  television,  on  radio  and  in  the 
newspapers  with  the  names  of  their  firms. 
When  people  go  to  the  ballot  box  and  see 
such  a  name  on  a  list  of  40  contestants,  if 
they  are  unsophisticated  voters  and  do  not 
know  the  merits  of  them,  that  is  the  one  they 
are  accustomed  to.  It's  the  old  technique  of 
hitting  them  as  many  times  as  possible  simply 
with  the  name. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
That  is  why  Nixon  is  such  a  good  name. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  depends  on  where  you  live. 

Mr.  Foulds:  And  it  depends  on  the  kind 
of  reinforcement  that  you  get.  The  mem- 
ber should  not  have  brought  that  up. 

This  kind  of  election  system,  the  at-large 
system,  favours  the  middle-class  establish- 
ment and  the  downtown  merchants.  Yet,  even 
with  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  chamber  of 
commerce  survey,  the  people  who  had  the 
most  to  gain  passed  the  approval  of  this 
system  by  a  mere  four  per  cent— a  tiny  margin 
of  54  per  cent  out  of  the  class  of  voter  and 
the  class  of  possible  candidate.  Even  they  had 
severe  reservations  about  this  kind  of  elec- 
toral system. 


iLet  me  just  state,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  think 
this  minister  should  have  brought  in— for  it 
is  entirely  within  his  capability— the  require- 
ment for  a  true  ward  system  in  the  city  of 
Thunder  Bay. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  why 
I  personally  would  approve  of  the  true  ward 
system.  Those  groups  that  consider  themselves 
in  any  way  disadvantaged  tend  to  favour  the 
ward  system  by  a  large  majority.  The  most 
significant  submission  that  was  made  to  the 
city  council.  Came  from  the  labour  council  of 
the  city  of  Thunder  Bay.  For  example,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is  no  representative  on  the 
present  city  council  who  is  a  blue-collar 
worker  who  represents  the  working  man,  who 
represents  the  labour  movement.  And  the 
labour  council  in  Thunder  Bay  alone  repre- 
sents 12,000  voters  —  and  you  probably  can 
double  that  number  in  terms  of  their  interests. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Sounds  like  a  board  of 
governors  for  one  of  the  colleges. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Let  me  just  say  that  if  a  coun- 
cil of  a  city  like  Thunder  Bay  had  as  one  of 
its  members  a  mill  worker  or  an  elevator 
worker,  it  would  benefit  enormously  from 
understanding  the  thinking  and  the  political 
process  that  is  going  on  within  the  city  of 
Thunder  Bay.  The  present  council  does  not 
understand  the  process  that  is  going  on  in 
Thunder  Bay. 

If  people  are  handicapped  in  any  way  in 
the  normal  run  of  things,  if  they  are  physi- 
cally handicapped  or  they  suflFer  other  kinds 
of  handicaps,  they  will  all  get  champions  on 
council  for  whatever  reasons— some  of  them 
good,  some  of  them  for  vote-getting  purposes. 
But  the  ordinary  working  guy  does  not  get  his 
champion  on  council  unless  he  has  one  of  his 
own  number  sitting  there.  They  have  to  be 
elected  from  amongst  themselves,  and  the  at- 
large  system  works  very  strongly  against  them. 

Surely  to  goodness,  the  true  ward  system 
would  give  the  voter  a  greater  sense  of  parti- 
cipation in  the  political  process,  because  he 
would  have  more  direct  access  to  his  elected 
member;  and  his  elected  member,  the  elected 
alderman  in  his  ward,  could  have  more  dSrect 
access  to  him  in  terms  of  neighbourhood 
meetings,  in  terms  of  canvassing,  in  terms  of 
other  communication  which  takes  place  be- 
tween them;  because  the  wardsi  would  be  so 
relatively  small  and  manageable  that  tv^'o- 
way  communication  couldi  take  place. 

'Frankly,  the  original  reason  given  for  this 
system  was  that  it  would  play  down  the 
rivalry  between'  the  old  city  of  Port  Arthur 
and'  the  old'  cit)'  of  Fort  William.   That  is 
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patent  nonsense.  What  has  happened  with 
this  system,  where  there  are  five  people  from 
Fort  William  and'  five  from  Port  Arthur  on 
the  council,  is  that  the  old  Port  Arthur-Fort 
William  rivalry  has  festered,  has  grown. 

It's  been  encouraged  by  this  Conservative 
government,  the  hon.  member  for  Fort  Wil- 
liam (Mr.  Jessiman)  and  by  the  way  this 
Minister  of  Government  Services  (Mr.  Snow) 
has  deliberately  gone  against  the  wishes  of 
the  people  of  the  city— and  even  against  the 
council— by  putting  the  government  complex 
within  the  Fort  William  ward  instead  of 
having  it  at  intercity  as  a  symbol'  of  unity 
in  the  city. 

(Mr.  Laughren:  It's  shameful. 

Mr.  Stokes:  What  about  the  mini-Queen's 
Park? 

(Mr.  Foulds:  That's  what  I'm  talking  about, 
the  mini-Queen's  Park.  They  like  to  refer  to 
it  as  the  government  complex. 

ll  believe  the  breaking  down  into  smaller 
wards  and  having  one  alderman  from  each 
of  those  wards  would  do  away  with  that 
rivalry  because  the  alderman  would  be  able 
to  consider  the  general  questions)  of  import- 
ance in  terms  of  policy  for  the  benefit  of  the 
unified,  city  but  would!  also  be  able  to  think 
of  the  interests  of  his  ward.  He  wouldn't 
have  to  think  any  longer  in  terms  of  Port 
Arthur  and  Fort  William. 

This  present  system,  Mr.  Speaker,  works 
against  the  petson  who  may  be  well  known 
and.  active  in  his  local  community  orgianiza- 
tion,;  in.  his  recreation  group  and  within  his 
owxi.fLx^a..  He  may  have  a  very  excellent 
contribution  to  make,  the  person  who  is 
active  within  his  neighbourhood  organization. 
He  CQiild;  have  a  very  excellent  contribution 
to  ma;ke,  to  council  but  because  he  has  not 
gained  a  reputation  throughout  the  city  he 
has  no  chance  whatsoever  in  this  modlified'  at- 
large  ■  Syistfem  or  the  true  at-large  system. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  true  ward  sys<- 
tem  does  not  discriminate  against  any  of 
the  present  incumbents.  Being  well  known 
throughout  the  city  as  a  whole  they  would, 
ipso  facto,  be  well  known  within  the  ward 
itsdf;' I  think,  frankly,  the  feeling  of  direct 
participJation  as  the  result  of  a  true  ward 
system  wOuld  lead  to  a  healthier  and  more 
vital  political  climate  in  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay. 

'.Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  about  three  or  four 
minutes  before  I  conclude  these  remarks  and 
I  would  beg  your  permission  to  continue. 


No;  I  am  sorry  I  cannot  support  this  bill. 
It  is  the  clear  intent  of  chapter  284  of  the 
Statutes  of  Ontario,  section  13,  subsections 
1,  2  and  3  of  the  Municipal  Act,  that  true 
ward  systems  should  be  implemented  in  cities 
the  size  of  Thunder  Bay.  This  bill  contra- 
venes that  clear  intention.  The  so-called  modi- 
fied ward  system  for  Thundter  Bay,  which  is 
in  fact  the  badly  mangled  at-large  system, 
has  not  worked  to  unifyi  the  city.  A  system 
of  small  true  wards  would. 

At  the  present  time  there  is  a  lot  of  buck- 
passing  in  our  city  council.  Saying  the\  are 
elected  at  large  and  their  responsibilit)'  is  to 
the  city  at  large  means  the  aldermen  can 
avoid  the  guy  in  Current  River,  who  is  hav- 
ing trouble  with  the  sewers  or  the  pavement 
or  the  sidewalks.  He  can  say,  "The  rest  of 
the  council  won^t  go  along  vdth  me."  He 
doesn't  have  a  direct  responsibility. 

A  true  ward  system  woidd  give  equal  op- 
portunity to  all  candidates.  It  would  not 
favour  the  incumbents  and  the  well-knovvTi 
businessmen  and  the  personalities.  A  true 
ward  system  would  ensure  that  all  areas  of 
the  city  were  fairly  and  properly  repre- 
sented and  it  is  not  just  from  the  viewpoint 
of  the  candidate  that  equal  opportunit\-  has 
to  be  seen.  It  is  from'  the  viewpoint  of  the 
electors.  A  list  of  40  or  more  candidates,  as 
happens  now,  is  confusing  and  frustrating  to 
all  but  the  most  sophisticated  voter. 

Fundiamentally,  it  comes  dowTH  to  \\hat 
one's  concept  of  democracy  is.  A  part  of  that 
concept  incltides  accessibility  to  one's  elected 
representative  and  the  responsibility  of  that 
elected  representative  to  hisi  electors.  A  true 
ward  system  would  ensure  accessibilit\-  for 
the  voter  to  his  alderman.  It  would  also 
ensure  responsibility  of  that  alderman  to  his 
electors. 

To  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  important  prin- 
ciple of  democracy  is  not  simply  the  primitive 
concept  that  the  majority  rules,  but  rather 
the  more  civilized  concept  that  the  minority 
is  protected.  There  are  minorities  within 
cities  too  and  the  geographical  distance 
makes  no  difference.  The  average  voter  in  the 
eastend  or  the  southend  or  Westfort  or  Cur- 
rent River  in  my  city  is  just  as  far  from  the 
centres  of  power  in  Thunder  Bay  as  is  the 
Saskatchewan  farmer  from  the  centre  of 
power  here  at  Queen's  Park, 

It  is  for  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
we  will  oppose  sections  2  and  3  most  vigor- 
ously when  it  comes  to  committee.  We  will 
be    offering    alternate    proposals   for    a    true 
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ward  system,  not  this  particularly  discrimina- 
tory electoral  system.  Thank  you. 

'Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  other  members 
wishing  to  participate  in  the  debate?  If  not, 
perhaps  the  hon.  minister  would  move  adi- 
joumment  of  the  debate. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 


'Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
distributed  lists  of  the  legislation  that  we  will 
be  dealing  with.  We  will  carry  on  with  the 
routine  as  was  laid  down  last  evening. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjourrmient 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  1  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statemients  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions.  The  hon.  Leadfer  of  the  Op- 
position. 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Are  those  all  the  ministers  you  can  find,  Mr. 
Speaker? 

I  would  like  to  ask  the  Minister  of  Revenue 
if  he  can  report  to  the  House  on  the  revenue 
level  from  the  Land/  Speculation  Tax  Act.  Are 
there,  in  fact,  dollars  coming  into  his  minis- 
try? Secondly,  is  he  accepting  the  affidavits 
from  people  selling  property  that  the  value 
has  been  vmchanged  since  the  cut-off  date, 
April  8  or  April  9? 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  first  question,  I  would 
expect  about  the  end  of  this  week  I  will  have 
figures  for  the  month  of  April,  since  April  10, 
and  to  the  end'  of  May  as  to  both  the  Land 
Transfer  Tax  Act  and  the  Land*  Speculation 
Tax  Act. 

As  to  the  affidavits,  basically  yes;  but  I  have 
indicated  that  in  the  immediate  future— indteed 
presently  we  are  not  as  easy  to  convince  as 
we  were  initially— in,  say,  the  next  week  or 
two  weeks,  it  is  going  to  be  possible  to  put 
in  place  and  have  operational  a  system  of 
examination  of  the  values  which  will  go 
farther  than  just  accepting  the  affidavits'  and 
other  evidence  submitted  by  the  parties  conr 
cemed. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  won- 
der if  the  minister  can  indicate  what  he  is  go- 
ing to  require,  since  he  has  been  accepting 
the  affidavit  of  the  vendor  that  the  value  has 
not  changed  over  this  period  of  time?  And' 
since  the  new  law  itself  is  dfesigned'  to 
stabilize  those  values,  how  can  the  ministei- 
counter  the  argument  in  the  affidavit  that 
since  the  law  passed  by  the  Legislature  was 
to  stabilize  the  values,  that  the  value  in  fact 
has  been  stabilized  and  therefore  no  tax  is 
payable? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  There  may  well  be  no  in- 
crease in  values  in  many  cases,  Mr.  Speaker; 
and'  this  is  going  to  depend  on  the  evidence 
that  is  adduced.  I  have  my  own  assessment 
division,  a  branch  in  the  ministry  with  skilled 
personnel  who  are  able  to  establish  values,  at 
least  to  our  satisfaction.  If  those  values  as 
established  are  in  line  with  the  figures  sub- 
mitted by  the  applicants  for  lien  clearance 
certificates,  then  of  course  there  vdll  be  no 
dispute.  Where,  in  their  estimation,  there  has 
been  less  capital  appreciation  than  we  may 
consider  there  to  be,  then  of  course  there  will 
have  to  be  an  adjudication  of  the  matter;  and 
I  would  say  that  we  will  have  some  of  those 
if  in  fact  there  has'  been  appreciation  in  value. 

The  figures  that  my  colleague,  the  Minister 
of  Housing  (Mr.  Handleman),  probably  is  in 
receipt  of,  and  of  which  I  am  not  currently 
in  receipt,  indicate  there  has  been  a  decrease. 
I  understand  from  the  information  available 
to  him,  through  the  real  estate  boardls,  that 
there  seems  to  be  a  flattening  out  of  the  real 
estate  prices.  Whether  this  flattening  has 
occurred  because  of  the  Land  Speculation  Tax 
Act,  the  Land  Transfer  Tax  Act  or  high  in- 
terest rates  on  mortgages,  or  possibly  a  com- 
bination of  all  three  of  them,  I  dion't  think 
any  of  us  know. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  depends  on  which 
forum  you  are  talking  in  whether  they  want 
credit  or  to  shift  blame. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  The  point  we  are  making 
is  that  it  would  appear  that  these  Acts  are 
working,  and  it  may  be  that  there  isn't  any 
revenue  of  consequence  to  talk  about  yet.  I 
do  not  have  the  figures,  to  repeat  my  answer 
to  the  first  question. 

Mr.   M.   Shulman  (High  Park):   A  supple- 
mentary- 
Mr.   Speaker:  The  hon.  memiber  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Inasmuch  as  the  minister  is 
basically  accepting  the  values  sent  in  by  the 
vendor,  at  least  up  to  this  point,  can  he  ex- 
plain the  very  lengthy  delay?  Why  does  it 
take  so  many  weeks  to  get  a  response  and  to 
get  the  certificate? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  This  Idndi  of  thing  doesn't 
occur  instantaneously,  and  I  am  not  siure  that 
I  understand  what  the  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  means  by  taking  weeks  to  get  the  certifi- 
cate- 
Mr.  Shulman:  Approval. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  About  80  per  cent  of  all 
the  applications  for  lien  clearance  certificates 
are  applications  for  which  no  certificate  is 
required,  those  being  circumstances  in  which 
the  transaction  is  clearly  an  exempt  trans^ 
action  under  section  4  of  the  Land  Specula- 
tion Tax  Act.  Nexertheless,  cautious  lawyers 
being  what  they  are,  they  have  been  asking 
for  these  certificates;  and,  as  between  vendor 
and  purchaser,  the  purchasier  is  insisting  on 
the  certificate.  So  my  ministry  has  been'  our- 
dened  with  a  heavy  work  load  in  providing  a 
lot  of  lien  clearance  certificates  when  in  fact 
such  weren't  required. 

I  would  hope  that  the  legale  profession,  as 
they  become  more  accustomed  to  and'  pro- 
ficient in'  the  application  of  the  Act,  will  not 
require  the  same  degree  of  lien  clearance 
certificate  issuances  that  have  been  the  case 
in  the  past- 
Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  They 
will  until'  they  know  whether  or  not  the  tax 
is  deductible. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Of  course  they  will. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  will  have  to,  until  it  is 
resolved  federally. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —and'  that  my  stafi^  will 
then  be  able  to  apply  themselves  more  dili- 
gently to  the  other  matters,  such  as  the  estab- 
lishment of  vdues  for  the  purpose  of  compu- 
tation of  the  tax. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  will  need 
another  150  sta£F  members. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary:  If  it  is 
taking  six  weeks  now  vmeni  he  is  accepting 
the  vendors'  statements,  does  the  minister 
have  any  idea  how  many  months  it  is  going 
to  take  when  his  ministry  starts  checking  into 
the  vendors'  statements  and  not  accepting 
them  at  their  face  value? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  No,  you  see,  in  the  initial 
stages,  clearly  there  would  be  a  lot  of  trans"- 
actions  that  were  executed  in  the  form  of 
commitments  prior  to  April  9;  and,  of  course, 
they  would  be  clear.  Then  there  would  be 
many  transactions  that  were  completed  in  the 
weeks  immediately  following  the  April  9 
budget  statement  that  would  deal  in  real 
estate  valties  that  were  effective  as  of  that 


date;    and,    of    course,    there    would   be    no 
capital  appreciation  in  those  matters  either. 

It  is  therefore  clear  to  us  that  only  about 
now— I  would  suppose  by  the  end  of  June- 
will  we  be  getting  into  transactions  that  do 
not  necessarily  reflect  a  market  val-ue  of  May, 
April  and  so  on  but  rather  start  to  reflect 
the  more  nearly  quiescent  value  of  June  and 
July.  It  may  well  be  that  with  the  alteration 
in  the  forces  in  the  marketplace  of  real  estate 
today,  there  will  be  no  increase.  I  do  not  have 
the  figure  as  to  the  extent  of  increase  but 
from  what  I  read  in  the  papers,  if  one  can 
accept  that  information,  the  rate  of  increase 
seems  to  have  diminished  substantially. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So  the  government  brings  in  a 
tax  when  the  speculation  has  finished. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  That  may  be. 

An  hon.  member:  You  can't  win. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Is  the 
minister  still  handling  all  the  clearances  from 
Toronto?  What  plans  does  the  ministry  have 
in  ordier  to  ensure  there  would  be  local  clear- 
ance in  areas  such  as  Ottawa  and  Thunder 
Bay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  actively 
investigating   the   question   of   decentralizing 
this  function- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  should  think  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —to  major  centres  such  as 
Thunder  Bay,  North  Bay,  Wind'sor,  London, 
Hamilton,  Ottawa  and  so  on, 

Mr.  Shulman:  Hire  about  1,000  more  em- 
ployees. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


LIQUOR  LICENCES  FOR 
BELL  CENTENNIAL 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Rela- 
tions what  he  is  going  to  do  to  change  the 
decision  of  the  chairman  of  the  Liquor 
Licence  Board  to  deny  a  licence  to  the  eight 
ethnic  villages  which  are  making  extensive 
plans  to  participate  in  the  Bell  Centermial  in 
Brantford,  begirming  I  believe  July  14?  Does 
he  have  the  power  to  reverse  this  inadequate 
decision;  and  if  not  will  he  order  a  further 
hearing  in  this  matter? 
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Hon.  J.  T.  Clement  (Minister  of  Consumer 
and!  Commercial  Relations):  Mr.  Speaker;  first, 
no,  I  do  not  have  the  power  to  order  a  re- 
versal of  the  board''s  decision. 

I  am  familiar  with  the  situation  in  Brant- 
ford.  As  I  understand  it,  I  believe  there  were 
nine,  not  eight,  ethnic  clubs  involved.  I've 
had  some  lengthy  discussions  with  the  mem- 
ber for  Brantford  (Mr.  Beckett)  in  connection 
with  it.  Five  of  them,  as  I  understand  it,  have 
their  own  club  premises  and  four  do  not;  and 
they  wanted  to  stage  an  ethnic  type  of  cele- 
bration over  a  period,  I  believe  or  12  or  14, 
15  days.  They  applied  to  the  sichool'  board  to 
have  four  elementary  schools  licensed,  and  as 
I  further  understand  it,  the  school  board  did 
in  fact  eventually  approve  that  application 
insofar  as  endorsing  it  is  concerned. 

The  liquor  board,  I'm  advised  by  the  chair- 
man, has  received  a  substantial  number  of 
objections,  both  in  writing  and  by  telephone, 
from  people  in  the  Brantford  area  objecting  to 
the  use  of  school  facilities  as  a  licensed  outlet, 
and  as  a  result  of  that  it  wasi  his  decision  that 
in  the  best  interest  of  all  parties  the  licences 
should'  not  be  issued  to  the  four. 

I  was  advised  earlier  today  that  the  other 
five  clubs,  which  are  licensed  or  have  special 
occasion  permits,  have  declined  to  proceed 
with  the  ethnic  type  of  celebration  for  reasons 
known  to  themselves. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  then  indicating  that  a  matter  like  this 
should  be  settled  almost  by  a  referendum  or 
a  mail^in  to  the  chief  liquor  commissioner? 
Surely  there  are  a  number  of  people  in  the 
Brantford  area  particularly,  who  are  involved 
in  the  preparations  for  these'  ethnic  celebra- 
tions who  are  very,  very  keen  indeed  that 
they  go  forward.  I  simply  ask  the  minister  if 
he  can  use  his  good  offices  to  have  the  matter 
further  reviewed  in  the  interests  of  having 
these  large  communities  within  Brant  and 
Brantford  participate  in  what  is  going  to  be 
one  of  the  greatest  celebrations  in  our  com- 
munity in  many  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker;  no,  I 
don't  think  it  should  be  determined  com- 
pletely by  referendum;  and  I  dbn't  think  it 
should  be  determined  by  any  political  in- 
fluence I  might  attempt  to  exert  upon  the 
board,  which  is  autonomous  and  doesn't  have 
to  react  to  any  requests  I  make. 

I  think  one  has  to  look  at  the  two  sides  to 
the  situation.  I'm  advised'  there  are  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  outlets  already  licensed  in 
the  area.  Fm  also  aware  of  the  peculiar  type 
of  the  events,  of  a  very  complimentary  type 
of  celebration,  proposed  by  the  ethnic  groups; 


and  so  there  are  the  two  sides.  Those  people 
who  feel  very  strongly  that  school  facilities 
should  not  be  used  for  licensed  outlets  have 
made  their  views  known,  and  on  balance  the 
board  has  made  its  decision. 

I  suppose  it  is  one  of  those  things  where 
you  are  damned  if  you  do  and  damned  if  you 
don't,  and  the  board  has  made  its  decision. 

I  will  be  more  than  pleased  to  discuss  it 
further  today  by  telephone  with  the  chair- 
man, in  view  of  the  turn'  of  events  that  have 
been  described  to  me  recently  by  the  member 
for  Brantford,  but  whether  that  changes  the 
chairman's  position  or  not  I  just  don't  know. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  not  beheve  in 
democracy?  Is  he  not  aware  there  were  two 
votes  taken,  actually  four  votes  taken  in 
Brantford?  The  city  council  has  supported 
this  proposal  throughout,  the  board  of  edfuca- 
tion  finally  supported  it;  as  a  result  of  which 
the  minority  who  were  defeated'  by  the  demo- 
cratic process  then  go  to  the  appointed 
official's  and  override  the  democratic  process. 
What  kind  of  a  nutty  system  is  the  minister 
running? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  It  is  just  this  nutty; 
there  were  two  votes  and  they  were  tied.  Two 
separate  school  members  came  in'  and  voted 
in  favour  of  it  but  the  facilities  which  are  to 
be  used  are  not  separate  school  facilities. 
That's  how  nutty  it  is. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  a  minute— a  supple- 
mentary, Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  suggesting 
that  because  separate  schools'  were  not  used 
those  members  should  not  be  allowed  to  vote? 
Does  the  minister  not  agree  that  the  majorit}' 
vote  was  in  favour  of  the  schools  being 
allowed  to  have  the  licences?  Is  that  no  so? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  public  school  system 
for  both  systems. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  As  I  understand  it,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  tied  votes  on  two  separate  occa- 
sions were  seven  to  seven  I  believe. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  final  vote  was  nine  to 
seven. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  On  two  occasions,  and 
this  did  not  indicate  to  the  chairman  of  the 
board  an  overwhelming  clamour  in  support 
of  the  request.  As  a  result,  there  was  a  third 
vote  later  on   and  the  two  separate  school 
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members    attended.    I    have   no   criticism   of 
that;  they  are  entitled  to  attend. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  to  vote. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  He  felt  that  because 
their  facilities  weren't  involved,  he  madfe  the 
decision  as  he  has  so  indicated. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, if  I  may.  Does  the  minister  agree  with  his 
colleague,  the  Minister  of  Education  (Mr. 
Wells),  who  has  made  pleas  that  the  public 
schools  be  used  on  as  many  occasions  as 
possible  when  they  are  not  being  used  as 
schools?  Would  these  ethnic  events  not  fall 
into  exactly  that  category? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Of  course,  I  agree  with 
it.  But  I  don't  recall  in  the  comments  made 
by  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of  Education, 
in  the  past  any  recommendation  that  school 
facilities  be  used  as  an  outlet  for  alcohol. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  YeSj 
but  the  board  has  now  okayed  it.  The  min- 
ister can't  have  it  both  ways. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 


MINI-SKOOLS  LTD. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I'd  like  to  ask  the  Min- 
ister of  Community  and  Social  Services  if, 
as  the  minister  responsible  for  the  admin- 
istration of  day  school  policy,  he  is  not  con- 
cerned with  the  statement  from  the  recent 
82nd  annual  report  of  Great- West  Life,  which 
his  policy  minister  told  me  on  Friday  was  not 
associated  with  the  expansion  of  Mini-Skools 
in  this  province: 

Ken  Dawson,  Great-West  Life's  prop- 
erty investment  research  officer,  and  Stan 
Susinski,  bond  investment  officer,  who  sit 
on  the  Mini-Skools  board  of  directors,  tell 
why  this  unusual  acquisition  meets  the 
prime  objective— that  is,  a  good  financial 
return— of  an  insurance  company's  invest- 
ment programme. 

Is  he  sure  he  wants  to  administer  a  day 
school  programme  which  is  actually  perform- 
ing this  function  for  Great-West  Life,  an 
American-controlled  concern,  which  has 
bought  into  the  education  process  here  and 
which  is  presumably  going  to  be  the  reci- 
pient of  substantial  numbers  of  public  dollars? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Community 
and  Social  Services):  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  have 


indicated  on  several  occasions,  especially  dur- 
ing our  estimates,  we  have  a  very  enviable 
record  for  daycare  centres  in  this  province. 
We  will  build  upon  it  and  we  will  do  nothing 
that  will  take  away  from  our  present  very 
good  quality  of  service. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary':  Does 
the  minister's  statement  mean  he  is  announc- 
ing a  withdrawal  from  the  policy  secretary's 
statements  that  there  are  going  to  be  two 
substantial  changes  which  will  detract  from 
the  eflFectiveness  of  our  daycare  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
said  it  before  and  I  will  repeat  it  again;  I 
think  the  announcement  of  the  provincial 
secretary  was  an  exceedingly  good  announce- 
ment. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Does  the  minister  agree  with  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Again,  I  said  during 
the  estimates  that  we  were  establishing  an 
advisory  council  comprised  of  representatives 
from  the  professionals,  the  associations,  the 
Provincial-Municipal  Liaison  Committee,  all 
those  who  have  an  interest.  Some  time  soon 
I  will  be  announcing  the  names  of  the  mem- 
bers. It's  an  advisory  council  to  make  recom- 
mendations to  me.  I  am  very  optimistic,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  will  continue  to  have  one 
of  the  best  daycare  programmes  in  North 
America. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may:  Is 
the  minister  aware  that  as  a  result  of  Great- 
West  Life's  involvement  we  now  have  a 
Mini-Skools  consortium  involving  Louisville, 
Lexington,  Houston,  Cincinnati,  Columbus 
and  Toronto,  opening  up  volume  daycare  for 
children?  What  does  he  think  of  the  state- 
ment in  the  report  that  Mini-Skools  is  not  a 
typical  life  insurance  company  investment, 
perhaps  because  Great- West  Life  is  not  quite 
a  typical  life  insurance  company? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
be  pleased  to  look  into  the  composition  of 
the  Mini-Skools.  But  again,  I  would  like  to 
say  that  we  believe  that  there  is— as  the  hon. 
member  knows,  there  are  presently,  I  am  told, 
seven  Mini-Skools  in  Toronto. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Seven  branch  plants  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  services  are  pur- 
chased from  the  municipality  and  they  have 
to  operate  under  our  Day  Nurseries  Act  and 
they  have  to  meet  our  standards. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  it 
the  minister's  officials  who  advised  the  provin- 
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cial  secretary  that  Great-West  Life  was  not 
involved  in  this  and  which  prompted  her 
answer  last  week  which  was,  to  say  the  least, 
misleading? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Misleading?  It  is  an  oversight 
which  is  hardly  credible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bninelle:  I  don't  believe,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  provincial  secretary  said 
that  they  were  not  involved. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  yes.  She  could  determine 
no  connection.  That  takes  some  doing. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  supplementary  of  the  same  min- 
ister: Wouldn't  the  minister  think  that  he 
and  the  provincial  secretary  and  the  oflBcials 
should  get  together  and  give  facts  to  this 
House,  rather  than  misinformed  speculation? 
And  wouldn't  the  minister  now  be  prepared 
to  admit  publicly  that  what  Great- West  Life 
says  in  its  annual  statement  is  correct,  and 
that  the  secretary  was  wrong? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bninelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
no  great  mystery. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bninelle:  Thete  isi  no  great 
mystery.  We  would  be  pleased!  to  make  avail- 
able the  names  of  the  directors  and  the  in- 
volvement in  the  Mini-Skools  by  Great-West— 

Mr.  Singer:  Was  Great- West  lying? 

Hon.    Mr.    Bninelle:    And'    I    see   nothing 

wrong  if  a  Canadian  company- 
Mr.    Singer:    Or    was    the    minister    mis^ 

informed? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bninelle:  —a  very  reputable  Can- 
adian company— I  see  nothing  wrong.  As  the 
provincial  secretary  indicated  last  week,  what 
about  the  involvement  in  the  group  homes  of 
Browndale— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Is  Great-West  Life  a  non- 
profit company? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  want  to  indicate  that  the 
Great- West  Life  company  has  its:  headquarters 
in  Winnipeg,  but  is  involved  with  Mini-Skools 
all  over  North  America  and  their  involve- 
ment is  international. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  dbn't  think  they  are  involved 
in  Browndale,  are  they? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


NITH  RIVER  DAM 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would'  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources  if  he  can  indi- 
cate any  change  in  government  policy  from 
the  last  time  the  matter  was  raised'  in  the 
proposal  put  forward  by  some  municipalities, 
and  particularly  by  the  Grand)  River  Conser- 
vation Authority,  to  build  a  dam  in  Blenheim 
township— I  think  it's  normaliy  called'  the  Ayr 
dam— on  the  Nith  River  which,  if  built,  would 
flood  over  5,000  acres  of  class:  1  and)  2  farm- 
land? The  minister  realizes  that  the  eovem- 
ment  policy  was  not  to  provide  further  in- 
vestigative funds  for  that  purpose— has  the 
policy  changed  in  any  respect? 

Hon.  L.  Bemier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  to  my  knowledge  that 
policy  has  not  changed,  but  I  certainly  will 
make  myself  aware  of  any  possibility  it  has 
changed  and'  report  back  to  the  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Thfei  hon.  meimber  for  Scar- 
borough West  is  next. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION 
BENEFITS 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  ask 
of  the  Minister  of  Labour  if  he  would'  re- 
consider his  decision  of  last  week  and  allow 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  amend- 
ments to  go  before  the  appropriate  committee 
of  this  Legislature,  since  the  Union  of  In- 
jured Workmen  have  already  responded  with 
enormous  anxiety  and  unhappiness  to  the 
proposals  which  have  been  put  forward;  and 
surely  the  responsibility  of  this  Legislature  is 
to  provide  some  type  of  avenue  or  funnel 
through  which  that  anxiety  can  be  raised? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  Some  members  may 
remember  that  on  June  14  I  left  the  chamber 
early  so  I  could  go  down  and  hear  what  the 
injured  workmen  wanted  to  present  to  me. 
Although  at  no  time  had  they  asked  for  a 
meeting  with  me,  I  had  knowledge  that  thev 
were  having  a  meeting  in  front  of  the  build- 
ing at  400  University  Ave.  So  I  went  down 
there  especially  to  meet  with  them  and  sug- 
gested that  they  should  send  a  group  of  six  or 
seven  up  to  speak  to  me,  which  they  refused 
to  do. 

(Now,  at  that  point  I  would  have  been  ready 
to  listen  to  anything  they  had  to  say,  but  in 
the  meantime— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  that's  right. 


3560 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  They  have  sent 
six  or  seven  up  frequently. 

Mr.  Lewis:  To  the  ministers  predecessor. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Maybe  I  should  have 
gone  down  to  listen  to  them,  but  I  don't  like 
doing  the  business  of  the  province  on  the 
street. 

^Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  wants  it  in  the  board 
rooms  of  thd  province. 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  some  of  them  there  is 
physical  pain  involved  in  mounting  those 
steps  to  the  minister's  oflBce. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  was  quite  prepared 
to  listen  to  them.  I  know  that  my  predecessor 
has  on  several  occasions  listened  to  them,  but 
because  of  the  urgency  of  trying  to  get  this 
before  the  House  on  July  1— as  members 
know  there  was  very  little  time- 
Mr.  Lewis:  There  is  time  this  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  know  when  the 
plans  are  to  recess  for  the  summer. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  When  the  business  is  over. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  can  make  it  retro- 
active. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth.  In  any  event,  I'm  in- 
terested in  getting  this  in,  Mr.  Speaker,  by 
July  1,  and  I  dont  see  any  way  that  we  can 
hear  them  now.  But  I  do  say  this,  some  of 
these  pensions  were  raised  last  January.  I'm 
not  referring  to  other  than  the  minimum,  but 
some  of  them  have  been  raised  in'  the  past. 
Certainly  if  inflation  continues,  I  don't  think 
this  will  be  the  last  occasion.  I  think  it's  more 
important  that  we  should  look  after  those  we 
presently  plan  to  do.  I'll  be  happy  to  meet 
these  people  some  time  in  the  fall,  or  even 
during  the  summer  months,  in'  preparation  for 
whatever  raises  may  be  in  the  future. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may: 
Why  does  the  government  drive  this  group  of 
men  and  women,  and  many  like  mem,  to 
further  demonstrations  of  anger  and  frustra- 
tion by  denying  them  the  access  which  the 
legislative  process  is  designed  to  provide? 
Why  cannot  the  minister  bring  in  his  bill  for 
second  reading  today  or  tomorrow  and  let  us 
have   the  committee  before  the  end  of  the 


week,  so  that  the)""  can  express  their  views  on 
the  pensions  which  afiFect  their  lives?  Not 
ours,  theirs. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't 
think  I  can  add  anything  more.  It's  the  time 
element  involved.  I  don't  know  when  we  plan 
to  recess  the  House  and  I  think  we  should 
proceed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  is  the  minister  so  stub- 
bom  about  these  things? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Surely 
the  minister  should  not  continue  to  talk  about 
the  time  element  when  he  is  aware  that  we 
are  prepared  to  have  the  meetings  of  the 
committee  this  week.  Isn't  our  aim,  I  ask  the 
minister  directly,  to  have  amendments  which 
are  at  least  going  to  come  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible toward  meeting  the  requirements  of  the 
people  concerned,  rather  than  simply  to 
adjourn  by  the  end  of  the  week  or  whenever 
the  minister  thinks  we  should  get  out? 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  It  is  just 
a  political  gimmick. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  could  we  not  have 
some  sort  of  a  hearing  when  the  bill  has  had 
second  reading,  so  that  we  can  improve  the 
bill  rather  than  just  msh  it  through? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Simply,  Mr.  Speaker, 
because  I  am  hopeful  that  this  will  be  effec- 
tive on  July  1. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  So  it  can 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  can  be. 

Mr.  Deans:  Hold  the  committee  today. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  If  we  open  this  up  to 
hearings,  the  hearings  may  go  on  for  some 
time.  I  don't  think  we  want  to  wait. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  what  the  Legislature  is 
for. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Yes,  but  this  is  a  week 
away.  Today  is  June  24. 

Mr  Lewis:  The  minister  can  make  it  retro- 
active for  five  days.  The  government  has  done 
it  before. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  I  know  but- 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  The  gov- 
ernment does  it  with  taxes  all  the  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  anxious,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  should  move  this  as  quickly 
as  possible. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  not  anxious  not 
to  hear  their  opposition. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No.  I  said>  I  had  given 
them  an  opportunity  to  speak  to  me,  which 
they  chose  not  to  take,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  It  is  a  political  gimmick. 


ALGONQUIN  FOREST  AUTHORITY 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question,  Mr.  Speaker, 
if  I  may,  of  the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources. 
Now  tnat  his  ministry  has  in  good  faith  and 
with  resourcefulness  provided  figures  to  show 
that  in  a  50-mile  radius  around  Algonquin 
Park  there  is  sufficient  hardwood  available, 
logged  at  a  level  of  50  per  cent  of  the  allow- 
able cut,  to  allow  us  to  phase  out  the  logging 
in  Algonquin,  why  will  he  not  make  an  an- 
nouncement of  such  a  phase-out  or  set  up  or 
constitute  the  authority  he  has  promised  with 
those  kinds  of  terms  of  reference  before  we 
end  the  session  presumably? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
first  point  out  that  it's  government  policy 
which  was  announced  about  a  year  ago  to 
establish  a  forestry  authority  that  would  be 
totally  responsible  for  the  harvesting  of  wood 
resources  within  the  park  itself.  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  glance  briefly  at  the  mem- 
ber's statement  of  last  week,  and  I  would 
point  out  to  the  House  that  in  fact  the  area 
to  which  he  refers  as  50  miles  outside  the 
radius  of  the  park  is  actually  six  times  as 
large  as  the  entire  park  itself.  In  fact,  it's 
nearly  equal  to  about  41  per  cent  of  all 
southern  Ontario,  and  in  this  particular  area 
about  44  per  cent  is  private  land.  It's  obvious 
that  the  area  referred  to  could  not  support 
and  provide  the  quality  of  wood  to  which 
the  hon.  member  refers. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  does  the  minister  mean? 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  he  talking  about? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  But  I  will,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  weeks  ahead,  review  the  member's 
comments  and  the  way  he  has  twisted  the 
figures  to  his  advantage  and  make  a  public 
statement  along  those  lines. 

Mr.  Lewis:  First,  on  a  point  of  privilege, 
may  I  say  that  the  figures  are  scrupulously 
reproduced  from  the  material  the  minister 
gave  me.  On  a  supplementary  question:  Given 
the  map  which  his  ministry  provided  for  me, 
which    he    can   see    across    the   floor   of   the 


House,  with  the  portions  outside  the  park 
shaded  in  yellow,  on  the  basis  of  his  min- 
istry's shading,  how  can  he  call  that  41  per 
cent  of  the  land  mass  in  southern  Ontario? 
What  kind  of  nonsense  is  that?  It  just  sur- 
rounds the  park  within  that  radius. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Four  per 
cent? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Four  per  cent  perhaps?  I  don't 
know,  but  surely  the  minister  can  see  it 
covers  just  a  number  of  townships.  Will  the 
minister  please  explain  how,  based  on  the 
figures  his  ministry  gave,  he  is  willing  to 
continue  to  renew  licences  in  Algonquin 
Park,  and  to  refuse  to  take  the  measures  to 
protect  the  park  which  the  minister  knows 
can  now  be  taken? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  said 
just  a  moment  ago,  I  intend  to  review  those 
figures  in  complete  detail  and  make  a  state- 
ment and  correct  them  for  the  pubhc  at  large. 
But  on  the  point  of  renewing  the  licences 
in  Algonquin  Park,  I  would  point  out  to  the 
House  that  this  is  a  normal  course  that  we 
have  taken  since  1970.  We  have  renewed 
these  licences  on  an  annual  basis  to  gain 
greater  control  over  the  licences,  particularly 
those  in  Algonquin  Park.  It  is  nothing  un- 
usual; we  are  still  on  schedule,  the  Algonquin 
Forestry  Authority  will  be  in  efFect  on  April 
],  1975. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  When 
the  minister  is  reviewing  the  availability  of 
hardwood  alternatives  to  the  park,  would  he 
kindly  go  outside  the  50-mile  radius  that  the 
leader  of  the  NDP  has  been  indicating,  and 
indicate  just  what  usefulness  can  be  made 
of  the  hardwood  bushes  that  are  found  all 
through  southwestern  Ontario,  many  of  them 
not  adequately  looked  after  nor  adequately 
harvested,  but  which  could  be  a  new  and 
alternative  source  of  income  to  the  farmers 
concerned  as  well  as  an  alternative  to  the 
continued  logging  in  Algonquin? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  I  would  point  out  to  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  that  a  review  of 
that  entire  area  has  been  on  for  some  con- 
siderable time  and  the  facts  and  figures  are 
now  pouring  in  to  us.  We  are  anxious  to  leam 
about  the  availability  of  quality  hardwood 
outside  the  park,  because  I  think  it  is  fair  to 
say  that  the  users  of  the  wood  resource  from 
Algonquin  Park  depend  on  a  high-quality 
resource- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  —and  this  has  not  been 
available,    to    our    information,    outside    the 
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park   in  the  same  quality  that  it  is  in  the 
park. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce;  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  In  the  same 
area,  Mr,  Speaker,  wasn't  the  minister  talking 
about  providing  an  ofiRcial  Algonquin  plan? 
Where  is  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  an  official  plan.  I  had  hoped  to  be  able 
to  table  it  in  the  House  prior  to  the  House 
rising,  but  unfortunately  it  is  not  oflF  the  press 
and  we  will  do  it  just  as  soon  as  it  is  avail- 
able. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Is  the  Minister  of  Natural 
Resources  sure  he  didn't  mean  4.1  instead 
of  41  per  cent? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  No;  41. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  hard  to  believe. 


NURSES'  SALARIES 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the 
Minister  of  Health:  Can  the  minister  com- 
ment on  the  situation  over  the  nurses*  nego- 
tiations, the  problems  over  salary  settlements, 
the  explicit  and  implicit  threats  of  strikes,  and 
all  that  that  raises  for  tlie  hospitals  in  On- 
tario? 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health): 
Mr.  Speaker,  naturally  I  am  very  anxious  to 
see  a  satisfactory  conclusion  to  the  negotia- 
tions going  on  now  on  a  joint  basis. 

I  am  encouraged  by  the  fact  that  the  nego- 
tiations have  been  accompanied  by  a  virtual 
news  blackout— an  agreement  between  both 
parties— because  this  to  me  means  that  they 
are  negotiating  seriously  and  in  good  faith. 

I  have  never  had  any  overt  threats  of 
strikes  given  to  me  as  minister.  I  have  read 
rumours  in  the  press  that  nurses  said  they 
would  go  on  strike.  I  have  been  asked  that 
question  by  the  press,  and  I  have  to  say  I 
would  be  very  disappointed  if,  in  fact,  that, 
threat  were  carried  out  by  a  group  of  people 
who  have  shown  themselves  to  be  as  respon- 
sible as  the  nurses  are,  knowing  full  well 
that  the  law  prohibits  a  strike. 

As  far  as  the  negotiations  are  concerned 
they  are  a  matter  between  the  boards  and 
the  nurses,  not  between  the  ministry  and  the 
nurses,  and  I  want  to  leave  them  there. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary:  Mr.  Speak- 
er, in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  minister  has 
set  a  7.9  per  cent  salary  increase  ceiling,  and 
all  nurses  in  Ontario  are  making  less  than 
many  cleaning  staffs,  is  the  minister  going  to 
increase  that  7.9  per  cent  ceiling,  which  is 
about  half  what  the  nurses  are  asking? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  member 
for  Grey-Bruce  perhaps  doesn't  get  his  mail 
regularly  but  we  did,  in  fact,  waive  that  for 
hospitals  on  a  conditional  basis  sometime 
around  May  3  or  4,  and  hospitals  now  have 
the  freedom  that  they  felt  they  had  to  have 
to  come  to  reasonable  settlements  with  their 
workers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary:  Is  the 
minister  aware  that  a  serious  crisis  in  the 
form  of  a  nursing  shortage  has  taken  place 
to  the  effect  that  the  Northwest  General  is 
shutting  two  wards  this  week,  St.  Joseph's  is 
shutting  150  beds,  Toronto  Western  is  shut- 
ting a  floor  in  the  pavilion,  and  York-Finch 
is  shutting  down  a  number  of  beds?  They 
inform  me  that  this  shortage  of  nurses  applies 
right  across  the  province.  Is  the  minister 
aware  of  this  particular  crisis  and  what  is  he 
doing  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  We  have  apparently  gone 
from  a  condition  of  a  surplus  of  nurses  to 
a  condition  of  a  shortage.  I  am  told  that  part 
of  the  problem  is  due  to  the  fact  that  many 
people  who  work  as  nurses  are  not  neces- 
sarily full-time  employees.  They  are  married 
women  who  traditionally  have  taken  a  good 
part  of  the  summer  months  off,  causing  a 
greater  shortage  in  the  hospitals  during  the 
summer  than  in  the  winter  months. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  the  minister  aware  of  this  statement 
from  the  Toronto  Western  Hospital  saying 
there  is  a  province- wide  shortage  of  nurses 
and  it  is  not  a  summer  problem? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  not  aware  of  that 
particular  statement  but  I  am  very  con- 
cerned. One  of  the  things  that  should  be 
understood— and  it  came  up  during  the  health 
disciplines  bill— is  that  one  does  not  need  to  be 
a  registered  nurse  to  work  in  the  hospitals  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario.  One  needs  to  be  a 
graduate  nurse  or  diploma  nurse  but  the 
requirement  for  registration  is  not  in  the 
statutes.    It   was   applied   by   many  hospitals 
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as  an  indication  of  competence  but  it  is  not 
a  requirement  of  this  ministry. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary- 
Mr.  Deacon:  Yes- 
Mr.   Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Does  the  minister  understand 
that  some  of  the  probliems  with  regard  to 
nursing  staff,  particularly  at  weekends  and 
evenings  and  nights,  are  due  to  the  fact  that 
there  is  very  little  extra  pay  or  consideration 
given  for  working  during  those  hours?  The 
fact  there  is  little  incentive  makes  it  diflBcult 
for  nurses  to  give  up  things  such  as  normal 
home  routine  because  there  is  very  little  finan- 
cial benefit  for  doing  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  aware  of  that,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  also  aware  that  is  one  of  the 
points  being  negotiated  at  this  point  in  time 
and  I  assume,  again,  that  the  collective  bar- 
gaining process  will  resolve  it  properly.  I  am 
also  aware  that  many  people,  married  women 
in  particular,  choose  to  work  on  those  shifts 
because  it  happens  to  suit  them. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  falling  off. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  have  been  a 
reasonable  number  of  supplementaries.  Does 
the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West  have 
further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  not,  the  hon  member  for 
Downsview. 


LIE  DETECTOR  TESTS  FOR 
PROSPECTIVE  EMPLOYEES 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial 
Relations.  Does  the  minister  have  any  attitudte 
toward  employers  who  require,  as  a  condition 
of  an  application  for  employment,  the  taking 
of  a  lie  detector  test  by  the  prospective  em- 
plo}'ees? 

If  I  were  to  advise  him  that  Cadfet  Cleaners 
requires  such  a  test  in  advance  of  employing 
anyone  who  might  be  dealing  with  money, 
what  would  the  minister  be  prepared  to  db 
about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
feel  that  making  it  mandatory  that  one  sub- 
mit to  a  lie  detector  test  is  certainly  a  most 
unusual  type  of  an  approach.  The  question 
was  what  is  my  attitude.  It  is  very  unhealthy 
—if  that  is  a  healthy  one— because  I  person- 


ally would  not  support  it.  I  wonder  if  it  is 
not  offensive  under  some  of  our  human  rights 
legislation  and  I  have  no  jurisdiction  to  deal 
with  that. 

I  find  it  offensive  to  me.  I  am  not  speaking 
on  behalf  of  the  government;  I  am  speaking 
as  me  and  giving  the  hon.  member  my  atti- 
tude. I  take  it  the  hon.  member  feels  the 
same  way? 

Did  I  understand  the  hon.  member— this  is 
dealing  with  people  handling  money? 

Mr.  Singer:  Who  might  be  employed  to 
deal  with  money. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  What  did  they  ask 
them?  To  promise  they  are  not  going  to  steal? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  db  not  know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  They  will  probably 
find  out. 

Mr.  Singer:  By  way  of  supplementary,  be- 
cause posing  this  question  to  a  particular  min- 
ister presented'  some  difficulty,  would  the  min- 
ister who  has  just  replied  undertake  to  con- 
sult with  perhaps  the  Minister  of  Labour  and 
perhaps  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Welth) 
and  find  out  what,  if  anything,  the  province 
can  do  and  might  be  prepared  to  do  about 
this  obnoxious  proced'ure? 

Hon.  Mr.  Clement:  The  Minister  of  Labour 
is  present  in  the  House  and  I  think  he  could, 
perhaps,  take  it  under  advisement  and  report 
back  to  the  House  and  the  member  involved. 
I  will  be  glad  to  speak  to  the  Attorney 
General  on  it  to  see  if  he  has  any  interest  in 
it;  and  I  am'  sure  he  does.  I  will  talk  to  the 
Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 


MEDIATOR  FOR  A  AND  P  PARTS 
DISPUTE 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Labour,  Mr. 
Speaker.  Would  the  minister  ensure  that  there 
is  an  immediate  involvement  by  a  mediator 
from  his  branch  to  assist  the  collective  bar- 
gaining at  A  and  P  Parts  of  Canada  Ltd.,  a 
division  of  Questor  Corp.,  inasmuch  as  there 
is  a  strike  date  set  for  July  3  and  the  previous 
strike  at  this  location  three  years  ago  was 
particularly  bitter;  it  iirvolved'  the  use  of 
strikebreakers  by  the  company  and,  in  one 
incident  involving  mounted  policemen,  there 
were  13  arrests? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  some- 
times I  think  I'm  just  adding  to  this  list  all 
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the  time.  I'm  not  aware  of  that  particular 
strike  but  we'll  certainly  do  our  best  to  find 
out  about  it. 

I  would  take  this  opportimity  to  say  that 
once  in  a  while  the  list  does  become  shorter. 
We  have  had  a  settlement  of  the  Automotive 
Warehousing  strike.  We've  had  a  settlement 
at  Sklar  and  another  which  the  hon.  mem- 
ber asked  me  about  some  time  ago,  at  the 
Borden's  plant  in  Belmont.  We've  had  some 
settlements  but  this  is  a  new  one  and  we'll 
get  after  it. 

R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  What  about 
Union  Gas? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 


POWER  LINE  REPORT 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment. Since  the  minister  has  now  given 
his  decision  with  respect  to  the  inquiry 
officer's  report  on  the  Douglas  Point-Bradley 
Junction  power  line,  is  the  minister  prepared 
to  table  that  inquiry  officer's  report? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  did  with  the 
last  report,  I'm  quite  willing  to  give  the  hon. 
member  a  copy  of  the  report  if  he  would 
like  one. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  A  supplementary,  yes. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  wondering 
why  the  minister  recommended  in  his  reasons 
for  decision  that  Hydro  was  well  within  its 
bounds  to  take  900  ft  instead  of  the  500 
ft  which  they  have  now  agreed  to  do,  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  500  ft  is  an  adequate  width 
to  get  all  of  the  power  out  of  that  plant 
within  the  foreseeable  future,  given  the  fact 
that  we've  had  two  annoimcements  of  ex- 
pansions last  fall  and  again  in  January.  I 
don't  think  the  minister  realized  that  when 
he  wrote  this  report. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  answer 
111  give  the  member  a  copy  of  the  report.  I 
believe  the  final  report  said  490  ft  if  I  re- 
member correctly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 


Mr.  Gaunt:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  there  are  just  a  few 
moments  and  I  think  one  supplementary  is 
sufficient. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  just  one  final  supple- 
mentary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  As  I  say  I  think  one  supple- 
mentary was  sufficient. 

Mr.  Gaimt:  This  is  on  an  important  matter, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  They  all  are  important  or 
I  wouldn't  allow  them.  The  hon.  member 
for  High  Park. 


McNAMARA  CORP.  AND  CANADIAN 
DREDGE  AND  DOCK 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Solicitor  General,  Mr.  Speaker.  Inasmuch  as 
the  information  laid  with  the  court  by  the 
police  named  McNamara  Corp.  and  Cana- 
dian Dredge  and  Dock  as  co-conspirators  in 
Hamilton  with  the  people  who  were  charged, 
who,  in  his  department,  gave  orders  that  these 
two  companies  were  not  to  be  charged? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  that's  something  that  would  not 
involve  the  Solicitor  General  at  all.  The 
RCMP  are  involved  in  this  particular  in- 
vestigation and  to  some  extent  the  Ministry 
of  the  Attorney  General. 

An  hon.  member:  What  about  the  CIA? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  It  doesn't  in\olve  my 
ministry  at  all. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  is  next. 


CROWN  LAND  FOR  MILITARY 
TRAINING 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  Can  the  min- 
ister advise  me  whether  the  federal  govern- 
ment is  trying  to  take  over  about  50,000 
acres  of  Ontario  Crown  land  east  of  Algon- 
quin Park  near  Petawawa  for  military-  train- 
ing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bemier:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  was 
some  contact  made  with  my  district  staff  in 
the  Pembroke  area  by  some  personnel  from 
the  Department  of  National  Defence.  When 
I  heard  about  that  contract  I  asked  the  staff 
to  come  in  and  discuss  it  with  myself  and  my 
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deputy.  In  turn,  I  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Hon. 
James  Richardson  who  is  the  Minister  of 
National  Defence  to  express  this  government's 
concern.  We  felt  that  an  approach  for  the 
acquisition  of  this  tract  of  land  should  be 
made  at  a  much  higher  level  than  at  the 
civil  service  level. 

I  have  not  yet  heard  from  Mr.  Richardson, 
but  I  would  point  out  to  the  House  that  this 
government  is  not  anxious  to  transfer  60,000- 
odd  acres  of  prime  recreational  land  east  of 
Algonquin  Park  to  the  federal  government 
for  military  purposes. 

I  woiJd  further  point  out  that  there  are 
areas  in  this  province  that  have  been  set 
aside  for  military  purposes  and  which  are  not 
presently  being  used.  I  hope  to  make  the 
suggestion  to  Mr.  Richardson  that  he  use  the 
Meaford  tank  range  for  military  purposes. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary:  Would  the 
minister  make  a  trade  for  the  $100  million 
Meaford  tank  range  and  if  he  would  we  will 
help  him  out?  Would  he  consider  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
been  attempting  for  some  considerable  time  to 
retrieve  the  Meaford  tank  range  for  the 
benefit  of  the  people  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario—without success  I  might  just  say,  and 
without  any  reaction  from  the  federal  gov- 
errm:ient.  I  think  it  is  very,  very  unfair  that 
they  should  tie  up  a  huge  tract  of  this  prov- 
ince for  no  purposes  at  all  in  the  peaceful 
times  that  we  have  around  the  world  today. 
We're  going  to  continue  our  efforts  and 
with  the  co-operation  and  help  of  the  member 
I  think  we  can  achieve  it. 

An  hon.  member:  It'll  be  the  first  time 
he  ever  did  co-operate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 


LIBRARY  GRANTS 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  question  of  the  Treasurer:  Is  the  Treasurer 
in  a  position  to  confirm  the  statement  given 
last  week  during  the  estimates  by  the  Minis- 
ter of  Colleges  and  Universities  (Mr.  Auld) 
that  the  government  will  not  proceed  with 
deconditionalizing  library  grants? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
think  I  did  answer  this  question  a  couple  of 
weeks  ago.  It  was  one  of  the  dozen  or  so 
candidates  for  deconditionalization  presented 
for  consideration  and  comment  in  the  budget 


of  April,  1973.  It  was  found  to  be  unaccept- 
able to  some  number  of  library  associations. 
It  was  therefore  not  acted  upon  but  rather 
was  presented  as  a  candidate  for  decondi- 
tionalization in  the  budget  of  April,  1974. 

In  meeting  with  the  associations  some 
months  ago,  I  delineated  five  options,  and  I 
expressed  the  view  that  they  would  be  well 
advised  to  try  some  form  of  deconditionaliza- 
tion—whether  that  be  as  presented,  or  in 
modified  form,  or  a  trial  form— rather  than 
keep  themselves  "on  the  public  dole"  for- 
ever. 

Now,  I  want  to  have  a  response  from  the 
associations  which  are  considering  these  five 
options,  before  I  myself  make  a  recommend- 
ation to  the  government.  If  the  library  boards 
across  the  province  are  adamant  in  not  want- 
ing to  be  deconditionalized,  I  myself  could 
not  recommend  that  these  grants  be  decon- 
ditionalized. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre.  There  are  60  seconds  to  go. 


GRAND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Natural  Resources.  Will  the 
minister  include  the  causes  of  the  March  6 
flooding  at  Grand  Valley  among  the  matters 
to  be  considered  by  the  Grand  Valley  in- 
quiry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Would  the  member 
repeat  that  question,  please? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes.  Would  the  minister  con- 
sider the  causes  of  the  March  6  flooding  near 
Grand  Valley  among  the  matters  to  be  con- 
sidered by  the  Grand  River  inquiry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bernier:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  take 
that  under  consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  absence  of  Mr.  Hamilton,  I 
beg  leave  to  present  a  report  of  the  standing 
social  development  committee,  and  move  its 
adoption. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order,  if  I  may.  When 
this  matter  came  to  the  standing  committee, 
it  came  on  the  basis  of  the  commitment  of 
both  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
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Services    and   the    Treasurer   that   that  com- 
mittee would   deal   with  the   whole   GAINS 
programme- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Right. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —and  not  just  with  that 
bill.  And  I  protest  its  being  reported  today 
when  that  commitment  hasn't  been  given  to 
that  committee  or  honoured  by  the  com- 
mittee. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  the  point  of  order,  I 
did  indeed  assure  the  House  and  members  of 
the  committee  that  there  would  be  in  attend- 
ance, ministers  and  oflRcials  from  the  affected 
operating  ministries— which  is  to  say,  Revenue, 
Community  and  Social  Services,  and  Health— 
and  indeed  we  did  have  representatives  from 
each  of  those  ministries. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Not  Health. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  were  officials  from 
the  Ministry  of  Health  in  the  meetings.  To 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  this  report  is  being 
made  unanimously  by  the  members  of  the 
committee.  The  hon.  member,  I  do  believe, 
still  wishes  to  discuss  the  rent  ceilings  affect- 
ing senior  citizens,  and  there  may  be  a  way 
of  doing  that.  However,  the  bill  does  not  in 
any  wav  touch  on  this,  nor  do  the  collateral 
moves  being  made  to  the  regulations  of  the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services, 
and  so  on. 

Mr.  Jessiman,  from  the  standing  social 
development  committee,  in  the  absence  of 
Mr.  Hamilton,  presented  the  committee's  re- 
port which  was  read  as  follows  and  adopted: 

Your  committee  begs  to  report  the  follow- 
ing bill  without  amendment: 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  Residents  65  years 
of  Age  and  over. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  report  be  received 
and  adopted? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  the  report 
being  received  and  adopted,  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 
Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Committee  of  the  whole; 
that's  at  the  minister's  discretion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  presented  the  reports  of 
the  Co-operative  Loans  Board,  the  Ontario 
Food  Terminal  Board  and  the  Ontario  Stock- 
yards Board. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

IHon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  until  the 
summer  recess  this  House  wall  sit  at  10  a.m. 
and  may  sit  beyond  the  normal  adjournment 
hour  of  10:30  p.m. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  feel  that 
the  matter  that  the  resolution,  contains  is  very 
important.  We  were  discussinig  earlier  in  this 
very  session  today  the  need  to  have  a  com- 
mittee meeting  on  the  workmen's  compensa- 
tion amendments.  The  minister  himself  used 
the  classic  phrase,  "There  is  no  time."  Well, 
there  is  plenty  of  time. 

I  believe  in  opposing  this  resolution,  that 
the  House  leader,  (Mr.  Winkler)  should  have 
conferred  with  the  other  parties  so  that  we 
could  know  exactly  what  bills  the  ministry 
wants  put  forward'  and  that  we  can  apportion 
the  time  so  that  we  can  go  to  the  standing 
committees  for  the  representations  that  in  my 
view  and  the  view  of  others  are  absolutely 
essential  before  these  bills  become  law. 

Surely  it's  not  going  to  be  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  taxpayers  or  anybody  else  that 
we  simply  start  this  12-,  14-  and  16-hour-a- 
dlay  routine,  which  simply  ends  up  in 
acrimony- 
Mr.  Ruslon:  Railroading. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —as  somebody  behind  me 
says,  railroading,  and  inadequate  considera- 
tion of  the  bill.  Surely  we  should  ccmtinue 
with  our  regular  hours  as  long  as  is  necessary 
in  order  to  accomplish  the  work  of  the  House 
that  the  House  leader,  in  consultation  with 
his  colleagues,  feels  he  wants  to  put  for\\ard. 
We  cannot  support  this  resolution. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  join  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  in  exercising  and 
registering  my  opposition  to  the  move  by  the 
House  leader  of  the  government. 

First  of  all,  I  haven't  polled  my  colleagues, 
but  I  personally  don't  object  to  sitting  at  10 
in  the  morning.  I  don't  object  to  sitting  from 
10  o'clock  in  the  morning  until  10:30  at 
night.  I  don't  mind  if  we  do  that,  because  I 
think  it  is  possible  for  the  public  to  take  part 
in  the  processes  of  government  if  the\'  are 
done    during   normal   hours.    But   I   strongly 
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object  to  the  move  to  sit  beyond  10:30  in  the 
eveniing. 

First  of  all,  I  think  historically  it  has  been 
shown  in  this  Legislature  that  the  time  spent 
after  10:30  is  counterproductive.  For  all  that 
is  ever  accomplished  between  10:30  in  the 
evening  and  2  o'clock  in  the  morning,  we 
might  as  well  not  have  been  here.  There  is 
adequate  time  between  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning  and  10:30  in  the  evening  for  us  to 
conduct  the  business  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Beyond  that,  if  it  is  the  wish  of  the  govern- 
ment that  we  sit  next  week,  I  want  to  assure 
the  House  leader  through  you,  sir,  that  we 
have  no  objection.  And  if  it  is  necessary,  in 
ordter  to  complete  the  business  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  that  we  sit  in  the  second  week 
of  July,  we  have  no  objections. 

*But  we  object  to  sitting  around  the  clock. 
We  think  it  is  ridiculous.  We  thirtlc  that  if  the 
government  had  brought  in'  its  legislation  in 
some  orderly  and  reasonable  manner,  we 
might  well  have  been  able  to  deal  with  much 
of  the  legislation  before  this  time.  And  while 
I  realize  that  it  is  not  always  the  House 
leader's  fault  that  we  are  not  able  to  get  the 
legislation  before  us,  it  isn't  our  fault  either. 

(Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  certainly  dbn't  bring  in 
the  legislation.  If  the  hon.  members  think  we 
draft  it  and  bring  it  in,  they  are  out  of  their 
minds. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to  ask  the  House  leader 
if  he  would  consider  amending  his  motion. 
Let  him  make  it  from'  10  o'clock  in  the  morn- 
ing if  he  wishes.  Regarding  the  committee 
that  would  normally  deal  with  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board,  let  him  advise  the  min- 
ister that  we  would  be  quite  prepared  to  have 
that  committee  have  public  representations 
and  submissions  made  to  it  at  any  time  after 
10  in  the  morning.  The  House  can  sit;  we 
can  condtict  the  business  in  a  reasonable  way; 
and  we  won't  be  sitting  around  here  at  each 
other's  throats  at  midnight. 

I  think  that  what  the  House  leader  is  trying 
to  do  is  ridiculous.  I  think  it  will  only  prove 
that  once  again  the  government  is  incapable 
of  ordering  the  business  of  tlie  province  in  a 
way  that  will  allow  the  business  to  be  con- 
ducted properly. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  The  member 
should  speak  for  himself. 


Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Who 
wastes  the  time  of  the  House  with  useless 
debates? 

Mr.  Deans:  The  last  thing  I  need  is  advice 
from  Timiskaming. 

Mr.  Havrot:  He  knows  it.  He  needs  more 
than  advice. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  make  it  quit©  clear  to  the 
House  leader  that  we  will  oppose  this  motion. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Take  a  long  walk  oflF  a  short 
plank. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  doni't  know  why 
we  have  to  go  through  this  same  sill}-  non- 
sense every  time  we  get  close  to  the  end  of 
the  session.  In  the  last  10  days,  28  new  gov- 
ernment bills  have  been  introduced. 

Now  there  is  no  reasonable  basis  that  any- 
one can  suggest  under  which  government 
business  is  in  fact  being  conducted.  Sud- 
denly we  are  in  a  great  rush.  One  has  to 
wonder,  really,  what  the  government  is  up  to; 
or  if  they  are  up  to  anything,  if  their  busi- 
ness is  just  so  badly  ordered  they  don't  know 
what  they  are  doing. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Chairman  of  Manage- 
ment Board  is  in  charge,  that's  why. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  has  been  evilly  suggested, 
and  I  wouldn't  want  to  make  the  accusation, 
that  many  Conservatives  aren't  anxious  to  get 
on  to  the  hustings  until  the  last  possible 
moment.  Now  I  wouldn't  think  that  was  one 
of  the  reasons  why  we  are  staying  here  until 
the  end  of  June. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Not  very  likely. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  if  the  hon.  Treasurer 
would  like  to  meet  me  outside  I  would  be 
very  happy  to  make  a  bet  with  him  about 
what  might  happen  on  July  9. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  voting  is  on  July  8. 

Mr.  Singer:  Some  of  his  colleagues  have 
refused  to  make  any  bets,  so  I'd  be  glad  to 
discuss  it  with  the  Treasurer. 

I  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder  why  we 
cannot  carry  on  the  business  of  this  House  in 
a  reasonable  and  normal  fashion.  No  sense 
is  going  to  be  made  in  the  debates  that  take 
place  if  this  House  has  to  sit  14,  16  or  18 
hours  a  day.  Certainly  those  of  us  who  have 
been  around  here  for  more  than  a  day  or  two 
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recognize  that  when  we  get  into  these  mid- 
night and  post-midnight  sessions  they  get  to 
be  silly  and  stupid.  No  helpful  addition  to 
the  province's  business  is  made  when  mem- 
bers are  tired  and  fractious  and  miserable. 

It  would  seem  to  me  this  motion  should  be 
withdrawn,  and  I  urge  the  House  leader  to 
do  that.  Let  us  sit  normal  hours  and  then 
we'll  get  the  business  done.  If  we  have  to 
come  back  or  we  have  to  sit  through  July,  as 
we've  done  on  other  occasions,  let's  do  it. 
But  there  is  no  logic,  to  my  mind,  that  sud- 
denly, in  the  last  part  of  June,  we  see  28 
new  bills;  and  the  government  suddenly  is  in 
a  rush  and  the  Minister  of  Labour  has  to  say: 
"It's  a  question  of  time." 

I  urge  the  minister  to  withdraw  his  motion. 
If  he  won't,  then  I'm  afraid  I'm  going  to  have 
to  join  my  colleagues  in  voting  against  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I, 
too,  rise  to  oppose  this  motion  and  to  support 
the  tack  taken  by  the  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth.  I  think  it  would  be  quite  reasonable 
to  start  at  10  in  the  morning.  We  in  this 
party  are  quite  willing  to  go  that  extra  mile 
and  give  that  concession  to  the  government. 
We  are  not  willing  to  sit  past  10:30  at  night. 

It  is  interesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  when 
this  House  opened,  at  the  beginning  of 
March,  during  the  entire  month  of  March  we 
sat  in  this  Legislature  less  than  40  hours. 
By  the  end  of  April  this  government  had 
introduced  fewer  than  25  government  bills. 
Suddenly,  we  are  asked  to  sit  literally  20 
hours  a  day;  and  in  the  last  month,  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Downsview  has  pointed 
out,  we  are  given  28  bills  to  deal  with. 

Mr.  Singer:  In  the  last  10  days. 

Mr.  Foulds:  In  the  last  10  days.  It's  not 
just  bad  management,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  not 
just  bad  ordering  of  government  business;  it's 
a  deliberate  and  obvious  attempt  to  render 
the  opposition  powerless,  because  in  this 
province  our  numbers  are  such  that  the 
government  members  can  retire  half  their 
people  every  night  while  we  fight  these 
battles. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  think  that  it  is 
that,  it  is  just  incompetence,  collective  in- 
competence. 

Mr.  Foulds:  And  it  is  not  a  matter,  as  the 
member  for  Timiskaming  says,  that  we  are 
involved  in  useless  debate. 

Mr.  Havrot:  That's  what  it  is;  really. 


Mr.  Singer:  He  doesn't  believe  in  debate. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Debate  is  what  the  legislative 
process  is  about,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  are  sub- 
stantial areas  of  agreement  between  the  op- 
position and  the  government  on  some  of  their 
bills.  But  even  a  bill  as  parochial  and  as 
narrow  in  its  scope  as  the  city  of  the  Lake- 
head  bill  requires  substantial  argument  on 
two  or  three  clauses.  We  in  the  opposition 
would  not  be  performing  our  function  hon- 
estly and  public  out  there  could  justifiably 
criticize,  not  only  the  opposition  but  the 
democratic  process  of  this  province,  if  we  fail 
in  our  duty  to  debate  those  clauses  fully  and 
forcefully. 

So  I  would  ask  the  government  House 
leader  to  withdraw  the  motion  and  substitute 
a  motion  asking  us  to  sit  at  10  in  the  morn- 
ing but  not  extending  the  hours  past  10:30 
in  the  evening.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kitch- 
ener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  would 
like  to  make  one  brief  comment  with  respect 
to  the  motion.  I  think  the  business  of  the 
House  could  be  proceeded  with  much  more 
expeditiously  if  tl^  House  leader  were  to  con- 
sider sitting  between  six  and  eight  in  the  eve- 
ning, rather  than  attempting  to  push  the 
order  of  business  past  10:30.  If  the  additional 
time  is  needed  in  order  to  complete  whatever 
the  government  business  is,  then  I  would 
hope  that  he  would  consider  the  alternative 
rather  than  attempting  to  force  the  House  to 
sit  beyond  10:30  in  the  evening. 

II  realize  that  it  might  be  an  inconvenience 
to  some  of  the  members  to  have  the  supper 
hour  so  removed,  but  for  a  period  of  a  week 
or  so  this  might  be  a  much  more  happy  re- 
sult than  dealing  with,  as  has  been  said,  the 
counterproductive  hours  that  take  place  after 
10:30.  Certainly  to  sit  after  10:30  has  not 
proven  to  be  particularly  useful  in  the  past. 
There  is  that  other  alternative  open  to  the 
House  leader,  and  I  would  hope  he  might 
consider  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.    Cassidy:    Mr.    Speaker,    because    the 
situation    is    so    completely   predictable,    one 
can  only  call  it  a  deliberate  ploy  on  the  part 
of  the  government- 
Mr.  Havrot:  Nonsense! 

Mr.  Cassidy:  As  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker, 
on  a  number  of  occasions  I  have  tried'  to  bring 
the  House's  attention  to  the  kind  of  situation 
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we  get  into  at  the  end  of  session.  As  it 
happens,  this  time  I  am  in  order  in  comment- 
ing on  it.  As  the  Speaker  knows,  and  as  other 
members  know,  it  has  happened  again  that 
10  or  12  of  the  26  bills  left  on  the  order  paper 
happen  to  be  those  of  municipal  interest,  in 
which  I  happen  to  be  required  to  speak  as 
my  party's  critic. 

I  therefore  feel  it  particularly  acutely,  be- 
cause time  and  again  at  the  end  of  a  session 
it's  the  municipal  bills  that  are  introduced 
late  and  then  suddenly  have  got  to  be  pushed 
through.  That's  the  way  the  government 
seems  to  work. 

I  would  just  like  to  know  what  was  happen- 
ing with  the  House  leader  and  the  govern- 
ment last  week  when  we  sat  only  four  days 
and  when  no  attempt  was  made  tO'  have  the 
House  beginning  sitting  in  the  mornings,  say, 
in  order  to  deal  with  what  was  obviously 
already  a  heavy  crush  of  business.  That  was 
before  the  bills  that  were  tabled  late  in  the 
week. 

Why  is  it  that  a  week  before  this,  when  woi- 
limited  hours  of  sitting  are  being  sought  by 
the  government,  we  take  a  full  Wednesday 
off?  Why  does  the  opposition  and  the  public 
have  to  suffer  when  it  takes  as  much  as  2% 
hours  in  an  evening  to  debate  one  bill,  be^ 
cause  of  the  need'  for  divisions- 
Mr.  Havrot:  Whose  fault  is  that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  because  of  a  need  to 
wait  for  three-quarters  of  an  hour  or  more 
while  the  government  whips  its  members  to- 
gether in  order  to  have  enough  people  to  win 
a  division. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  Because  the 
member  talks  a  lot.  That's  why. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  point  out,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  bilk  that  are  on  the  order  paper  have 
almost  all  come  down  since  June  14;  that  is, 
in  the  past  10  days.  Many  of  them  introdtuce 
major  principles,  whereas  bills  that  were  de- 
bated before  were  of  relatively  minor  import- 
ance. It's  just  totally  unjustified,  and  it's  a 
travesty  of  what  parliamentary  democracy 
should  be  about,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  am  willing  personally,  and  my  party  is 
wil'linig,  as  the  member  for  Wentworth  has 
said,  to  meet  at  10  o'clock  in  the  morning. 
But  if  we  meet  after  10:30,  this  place  will  be 
totally  unproductive,  Mr.  Speaker.  Nothing 
will  get  done  except  that  tempers  will  get 
increasingly  frayed,  and  this  place  will  be- 
come a  total  shambles. 

Mr.  Gisbom:  Let's  go  on  strike. 


Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Let's  not 
waste  any  more  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  too  would 
urge  the  government  House  leader  to  recon- 
sider this  motion. 

We  have  been  sitting  in  committee,  and  it 
was  only  with  a  great  deal  of  urging  on  the 
part  of  the  official  opposition  that  we  sat  on 
Wednesday  afternoons.  The  NDP  did  not  find 
it  convenient  to  sit  m  the  morning  and  the 
government  members  would  not  sit  at  night. 
I  would  therefore  say  that  we  have  tried  our 
best  to  accommodate  to  the  business  of  this 
House,  and  we  have  been  thwarted  on  those 
occasions. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  is  a  great  deal 
that  has  been  going  on  that  ought  to  be  in 
standing  committee  and  is  not  going  to  standi 
ing  committee,  notwithstanding  commitments 
to  committees. 

I  am  prepared  to  sit  at  10  o'clock  in  the 
morning,  but  I  am  certainly  not  prepared  to 
sit  beyond  10:30  at  night.  I  would  infinitely 
prefer  to  continue  the  session  longer  to  enable 
us  to  look  after  these  matters  in  an  orderly 
fashion. 

I  would  hope  that  the  House  leader  too 
might  be  concerned'  about  the  orderliness  of 
the  business  of  this  House,  rather  than  appar- 
ently giving  every  indication  that  he  couldii't 
care  a  fig  about  what  the  people  think  in  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  wish 
to  add  to  the  comments  of  tie  other  mem- 
bers, but  there  is  just  one  question  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  House  leader.  Perhaps  he 
could  enlighten  me.  Is  all  this  legislation 
that  is  brought  in  at  the  end  of  this  session 
a  result  of  the  minister's  inefficiency,  or  is  it 
his  desire  to  see  that  things  are  pushed 
through  without  proper  scrutiny? 

If  I  don't  get  an  answer  to  that  particular 
question,  I  have  a  suggestion  to  make  to  the 
combined  opposition.  Inasmuch  as  it  is  neces- 
sary that  these  bills  do  receive  proper 
scrutiny,  I  would  recommend  to  the  opposi- 
tion that  at  10:30-or  at  the  first  possible 
occasion  after  10:30— we  call  a  division. 
We  then  all  go  home  and  let  the  bells  ring 
imtil  tomorrow  morning  and  let  the  minister 
sit  here  until  then.  We  can  then  come  back 
at  10  and  start  again.  That  is  a  perfectly 
legal  proper  ploy.  Let  him  sit  if  he  wishes. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish      payer,    they   would   have   a  second   thought 
to  speak  to  this  motion?  about  him  too. 


Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet);  Mr.  Speaker,  it's 
rather  difficult  for  me  to  sit  in  my  place  and 
listen  to  all  the  accusations  that  have  been 
made,  because  I  think  that  if  we  are  being 
completely  and  totally  honest  with  one  an- 
other, both  parties  across  the  floor  will  know 
that  I  did  attempt— as  a  matter  of  fact  all 
through  the  session— to  maintain  normal  pro- 
cedure and  hours,  right  up  until  last  Wed- 
nesday. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  In  the  meantime,  I 
had  made  two  alternative  suggestions  to  both 
parties,  and  if  that  wasn't  conveyed  to  all 
the  members,  I  am  sorry,  I  can't  help  that. 
Neither  of  the  suggestions  were  accepted. 
Both  of  them  incorporated  exactly  what  has 
been  suggested  here  today,  but  it  wasn't 
acceptable  at  that  time.  I  am  not  going  to 
say,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Deans:  When? 
Mr.  Cassidy:  When? 

Mr.  Deans:  When  did  the  minister  suggest 
sitting— 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  suggested  to  the 
member  for  Wentworth  sitting  from  6  until 
8,  and  I  suggested— 

Mr.  Deans:  That  was  one  evening  last 
week. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  was  the  suggestion 
of  the  member  for  Kitchener. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order.  At  5 
o'clock  one  evening  the  House  leader  came 
and  said,  "Let's  sit  through  6  to  8."  I  said 
we  couldn't  do  it.  We  had  meetings  already 
arranged.  One  evening— the  minister  shouldn't 
be  misleading. 

Hon.  Mr.  WiiJder:  I  am  not,  I  am  simply 
saying  that  I  was  endeavouring  to  find  an 
alternative  at  that  time  that  was  acceptable 
to  all  parties. 

And  I  want  to  say  this.  Although  I  didn't 
do  my  arithmetic,  but  listening  to  the  self- 
righteous  arguments  coming  from  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre,  if  this  Province  of 
Ontario   knew  how  much  he   cost  the  tax- 


An  hon.  member:  And  indeed  they  will; 
and  indeed  they  will. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  He  does 
yeoman  service  in  this  House— and  the  min- 
ister knows  it. 

Mr,  Speaker:  The  motion  was  that  until 
the  simimer  recess,  this  House  will  sit  at 
10  a.m.  and  may  sit  beyond  the  normal 
adjournment  hour  of  10:30  p.m. 

Those  in  favour  of  the  motion  will  please 
say    aye. 

Those  apposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Call  in  the  members. 


The  House  divided  on  the  motion  moved 
by  Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 


Ayes 


Nays 


Allan 

Bounsall 

Beckett 

Braithwaite 

Belanger 

Breithaupt 

Bennett 

Burr 

Bemier 

Campbell 

Birch 

Cassidy 

BruneUe 

Davison/ 

Carruthers 

Deacon 

Carton 

Deans 

Clement 

Dukszta 

Downer 

EdighoflFer 

Drea 

Ferrier, 

Evans 

Foul* 

Ewen 

Gaunt 

Gilbertson 

Germa 

Handleman 

Gisbom 

Havrot 

Good 

Hodgson 

Haggerty 

(York  North) 

Lawlor 

Irvine 

MacDonald 

Jessiman 

Newman 

Johnston 

(Windisor-Walkerville) 

Keimedy 

Nixon 

Ken- 

(Brant) 

Lane 

Paterson 

Lawrence 

Ruston 

Leluk 

Sargent 

MacBeth 

Singer 

Maeck 

Smith 

Mcllveen 

(Nipissing) 

McKeough 

Spence 

Meen 

Worton-29. 

Miller 

Mornings  tar 

Newman 

(Ontario  South) 
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Ayes 

Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 
Parrott 
Root 
Rowe 
Scrivener 
Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 
Smith 

(Hamilton  Mountain) 
Snow 
Stewart 
Walker 
Wardle 
Wells 
White 
Winkler 
Wiseman 
Yaremko— 50. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
"ayes"  are  50,  the  "nays"  29. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  declare  the  motion  carried. 
Are  there  further  motions? 

Introduction  of  bills. 

Mr.  Jessiman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  introduce  to  you  and  the  House,  sitting  in 
the  Speaker's  gallery,  an  Ojibway  Indian 
artist  from  the  Fort  William  Indian  Reserve, 
Mr.  Xoel  Ducharme,  who  has  just  recently 
completed  a  painting  for  Her  Majesty  the 
Queen.  Mr.  Ducharme  is  here  to  put  on  an 
exhibition  in  Toronto  at  Ontario  Place. 
Would  you  welcome  him,  sir? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Orders  of  the  day. 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Government  notice  of 
motion  No.  2,  by  Hon.  Mr.  White. 

Resolved:  That,  in  accordance  with 
section  2  of  the  Parkway  Planning  Devel- 
opment Act,  1973,  and  subsections  1  and 
3  of  section  2  of  the  Ontario  Planning  and 
Development  Act,  1973;  Ontario  Regulation 
744/73  revoking  paragraph  5  of  the  sche- 
dule to  Ontario  Regulation  742/73,  and 
substituting  therefor: 

5.  In  the  township  of  Chinguacousy,  in 
the  county  of  Peel,  and  being  composed 
of: 

i.  Lot  1  in  concession  VI,  east  of  Huron- 
tario  St.,  saving  and  excepting  the  west 
half  of  the  west  half  of  lot  1  in  concession 


VI,  east  of  Hurontario  St.; 
be  approved. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  wonder  if  the  Treasurer  can  indi- 
cate if  this  motion  is  anything  other  than  a 
routine  change  in  the  boundaries  of  the  area 
designated  by  the  previous  resolution,  which 
we  debated  in  the  House  a  few  months  ago? 
Otherwise  I  would  be  prepared  to  accept  it 
as  routine. 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs ) :  I  really  should 
have  provided  an  explanation.  I  wasn't  just 
entirely  sure  of  the  procedure  in  this  matter. 

On  June  4,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  provided  the 
Legislature  with  an  extensive  description  of 
the  parkway  belt  development  since  that  plan 
was  introduced  to  the  Legislature  one  year 
previously.  In  that  rather  lengthy  statement 
I  referred  to  the  resolution  standing  on  the 
order  paper,  which  was  a  minor  amendment 
for  clarification  purposes  only. 

I  think  I  can  do  no  better  than  to  read 
an  aide-memoire  which  has  been  produced 
by  a  senior  government  official  to  describe 
the  need  for  this  resolution: 

Ontario  Regulation  744/73  was  an 
amendment  to  the  plaiming  area  order. 
However,  it  does  not  change  the  area  of 
land  aflFected  by  the  order  setting  forth 
the  boundaries  of  the  planning  area.  It  is 
simply  a  point  of  clarification. 

Ontario  Regulation  742/73,  section  5 
reads: 

5:  In  the  township  of  Chinguacousy,  in 
the  county  of  Peel,  and  being  composed 
of: 

i.  Lot  1  in  concession  VI,  saving  and 
excepting  the  west  half  of  the  west  half 
of  lot  1,  concession  VI." 

The  amendment  which  was  made  chang- 
ed the  latter  part  of  5  to  read: 

"Lot  1  in  concession  VI,  east  of  Huron- 
tario St.,  saving  and  excepting  the  west 
half  of  the  west  half  of  lot  1  in  conces- 
sion VI,  east  of  Hurontario  St." 

From  this  it  can  be  seen  that  there  is 
nothing  more  than  a  clarification,  for  I  am 
sure  that  the  order  aflFecting  lot  1,  con- 
cession VI,  east  of  Hurontario  St.,  and  not 
west  of  Hurontario  St.,  as  can  be  seen  by 
all  of  the  maps  which  were  presented  when 
the  order  was  prepared,  was  concession  VI, 
east  of  Hurontario  St.,  which  was  men- 
tioned, and  therefore,  I  don't  see  that  this 
can  be  construed  as  being  an  amendment 
to  the  planning  area. 
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However,  I  must  admit  it  is  an  amend- 
ment to  the  order  which  sets  forth  the 
planning  area.  Whether  technically  this 
would  require  the  minister  to  present  it 
to  the  Legislature,  I  do  not  know.  How- 
ever, I  think  it  would  be  wise  for  the 
minister,  when  he  is  making  the  other 
comments  on  the  parkway  belt  west,  to 
clarify  this  point  in  case  somebody  other 
than  your  solicitor  raises  it  at  any  time. 

So  my  clear  understanding  from  my  advisers 
is  that  this  is  a  technical  change  only  and 
not  a  substantive  change. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  discussion  on  this 
resolution? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  The 
matter  is  crystal  clear,  Mr.  Speaker,  thank 
you. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Could  the 
minister- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  Only  one 
question,  Mr.  Speaker:  The  minister  was  ex- 
periencing some  difficulty  in  getting  the  metes 
and  boundis  descriptions  completed  because 
of  either  the  busy  schedule  or  shortage  of  On*- 
tario  land  surveyors.  How  is  the  minister  pro- 
gressing along  those  lines,  and  when  can  we 
expect  exact  metes  and  bounds  descriptions 
for  the  whole  of  the  parkway  job? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  sorry;  I  cannot 
answer  that,  but  I  will  try  and  have  the  in- 
formation for  the  member  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  As  somebody  who  owns  the 
east  half  gives  an  enormous  sigh  of  relief,  I 
can  bear  or  feel  the  suspiration  on  the  back 
of  my  neck  at  this  moment.  Could  the  minis- 
ter adK/ise  us  who  has  the  ownership  rights 
over  these  properties  that  have  been  presently 
excluded?  Not  necessarily  now  but  in  due 
course. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  cannot  now.  I  will  cer- 
taindy  do  my  best  to  provide  that  information. 
But  I  do  point  out  to  my  hon.  friend  that  this 
is  not  a  change  in  boundaries.  This  is  a  clari- 
fication in  the  wording  in  case  there  is  any 
ambiguity.  The  conservative  adVice  I  am 
given  is  that  we  should'  put  it  before  the 
Legislature,  even  though  there  is  some  doubt 
about  the  necessity  for  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  wanted  to  teU  the  minister 
that  at  least  I  am  watching  these  boundary 


changes  very  closely,  so  that  no  re\\ards  or 
penalties  are  inflicted  upon  certain  numbers 
of  our  denizens  in  Ontario.  I  \\'ould  be 
pleased  to  learn  who  is  being  exculpated. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  be  glad  to  arrange 
that  for  the  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  discussion?  Shall 
this  resolution  be  concurred  in? 

Resolution  concurred  in. 


NOTICE  OF  MOTION 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Government  notice  of 
motion  No.  3,  by  Hon.  Mr.  Bemier. 

Resolved:  That,  Donald  A.  Paterson, 
member  of  the  assembly  of  the  electoral 
district  of  Essex  South,  pursuant  to  section 
■9  of  the  Legislative  Assembly  Act,  may 
enter  into  agreements  for  the  sale  of  the 
following  described  lands. 

Firstly:  (1)  Part  of  Lot  7,  Concession  3, 
Township  of  Wheatley,  County  of  Kent.  (2) 
Part  of  Lot  7,  Concession  3,  Township  of 
Romney,  Count)'  of  Kent;  and' 

Secondly:  (1)  Part  of  Lot  7,  Concession  3, 
Township  of  Romney,  County  of  Kent;  (2) 
Part  of  Lot  8,  Concession  3,  Township  of 
Romney,  County  of  Kent; 
to  the  Lower  Thames  Valley  Conservation 
Authority,  for  the  total  sum  of  $83,900  and 
his  seat  in  the  assembly  shall  not  thereby 
be  rendered  ineligible  as  a  member  of  or 
to  sit  or  vote  in  the  assembly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  discussion? 
Resolution  concurred  in. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  37th  order;  con- 
ciurence  in  supply  for  the  Ministry  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services. 

CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY, 

MINISTRY  OF  COMMUNITY 

AND  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler,  in  the  absence  of  the 
Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle,  moves  concurrence  in  sup- 
ply for  the  Ministry  of  Community  and  Social 
Services. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  38th  order;  con- 
currence in  supply  for  the  Ministry  of  Col- 
leges and  Universities. 
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CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY, 
MINISTRY  OF  COLLEGES 
AND  UNIVERSITIES 

Hon,  Mr.  Winkler,  in  the  absence  of  Hon. 
Mr.  Auld,  moves  concurrence  in  supply  for 
the  Ministry  of  Colleges  and!  Universities. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  21st  order,  resum- 
ing the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion  for 
second!  reading  of  Bill  99,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  City  of  the  Lakehead  Act,  1968-1969. 


CITY  OF  THE  LAKEHEAD  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  all  members  have 
participated.  The  hon.  minister  is  next. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Jessiman  (Fort  William):  Mr. 
Speaker,  can  I  say  a  few  words  on  the  bill? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  I  had  called  to  all 
members  who  were  present  at  the  time, 
whether  or  not  they  wished  to  enter  the  de- 
bate. There  were  no  other  members  present 
who  wished  to  enter  the  debate.  The  Minister 
may  now  respond. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Yes,  I  will,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Let  the  member  speak,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  it  may  be  a  little 
unusual,  but  if  the  hon.  members  of  the 
House  concur  that  the  hon.  member  for  Fort 
William  should  speak,  so  be  it. 

Mr.  Jessiman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
will  make  my  remarks  as  brief  as  possible 
having  had  the  opportunity  of  visiting  at 
Thunder  Bay  over  the  weekend. 

Section  1  of  the  bill  is  certainly  one  to  be 
commented  on,  the  fact  that  we  changed 
the  name  and  leave  it  as  it  is  now,  the  name 
of  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay,  and  shorten  it. 

In  section  2,  the  amendment  to  retain  the 
present  ward  structure  for  the  purposes  of 
the  1974  election  was  made  in  agreement 
with  the  mayor  and  council  at  the  time 
through  a  member  of  the  ministry,  Mr.  Ian 
Reed.  The  mayor  and  council  requested  that 
it  be  left  to  them  to  decide  whether  they 
would  hold  this  coming  election  in  December 
under  existing  legislation  and  I  agree  with 
them.  I  also  agree  with  the  member  for  Port 
Arthur  that  the  ward  system  should  be  re- 
structured; and  this  will  be  done  in  the  year 
1975  when  the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city 


make  this  proposal  to  the  0MB.  It  is  their 
wish  that  they  be  left  to  do  this  themselves 
and  I  agree  with  them. 

I  agree  with  section  4,  the  dissolution  of 
the  board  of  parks'  management,  of  which  I 
had  the  honour  of  being  a  member  for  some 
eight  years.  It  fulfils  Bill  118,  in  which  the 
dissolution  of  the  board  of  parks'  manage- 
ment amendment  was  left  out.  The  city  of 
Port  Arthur,  at  that  time,  did  not  have  this 
board. 

Certainly  we're  in  favour  of  section  5,  the 
lower  rates  of  taxation  to  Mclntyre  and  Neeb- 
ing  wards.  This  will  give  an  opportunity  of 
extending  the  services  throughout  that  area 
when  the  DREE  programme  comes  into 
effect  at  Thunder  Bay.  All  in  all,  the  benefits 
that  will  accrue  to  the  residents  of  Mclntyre 
and  Neebing  wards,  in  the  services  that  are 
not  rendered  to  them,  is  certainly  something 
that  is  most  desirable. 

The  balance  of  the  bill,  sections  6  and  7, 
are  complementary  and  I  have  no  further  re- 
marks on  those  sections.  I  do  appreciate  the 
remarks  that  were  made  on  Friday  and  I 
still  assume  that  this  will  be  going  back  so 
that  the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  will 
have  the  full  authority  to  change  the  ward 
system  as  they  have  requested. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  make 
my  comments  as  brief  as  possible.  They  will 
be  related  only  to  sections  2  and  3.  I  believe 
there  is  only  one  in  contention,  as  the  mem- 
ber for  Port  Arthur  expressed  the  other  day 
his  disagreement  with  the  proposed  amend- 
ment. 

It  is,  as  the  member  for  Fort  William  has 
said,  an  amendment  which  has  been  requested 
by  the  council.  We  have  certainly  felt  that 
those  at  the  local  level  have  acted  on  be- 
half of  their  people  and  in  their  best  inter- 
ests. They  have  endeavoured,  by  way  of 
briefs  and  by  way  of  meetings,  to  discover 
which  way  the  people  wish  to  be  represented, 
whether  by  ward  system  or  an  election  at 
large. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  And  their 
recommendations  are  just  the  opposite. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  reason  we  wish  to 
proceed  as  we  are  with  the  ward  system  is 
not  necessarily  that  we  agree  with  the  way 
it's  set  up  now,  but  we  are  saying  that's 
it's  mandatory  that  thev  do  go  before  the 
0MB  next  year  to  decide  on  what  is  the  best 
way  to  represent  the  people  in  that  particu- 
lar area.    So   I  would  like  the   member  for 
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Port  Arthur  to  reconsider  what  he  stated  on 
Friday  morning,  that  he  wished  to  present  to 
the  House  his  views  and  an  amendment  in 
the  committee  of  the  whole  House  whereby 
he  would  suggest  another  system  of  repre- 
sentation. I  would  think  the  hon.  member 
should  recognize  that  it  would  be  almost 
impossible  to  have  it  accepted  at  this  time 
by  any  government,  and  also  by  the  people  in 
his  own  area,  where  they  have  not  even  heard 
of  it. 

I  would  like  to  say  to  the  member  that  I 
may  be  mistaken,  but  to  my  knowledge— and 
I've  had  our  files  checked— I  have  not  re- 
ceived any  correspondence,  nor  has  the  Treas- 
urer received  any  correspondence,  to  our 
knowledge,  in  the  last  two  years  in  regard 
to  this  ward  system.  If  we  had  received  some- 
thing from  the  hon.  member  we  would  cer- 
tainly have  looked  into  it  more  closely  than 
we  have,  but  we  have  been  dealing  with  the 
council  and  the  mayor  and  it  is  our  con- 
sidered opinion  that  this  is  the  best  way  to 
handle  this  situation  at  this  time. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  It's 
the  minister's  first  message  from  the  grass- 
roots on  this  vote. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  99.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Foulds:  No. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  second 
reading  of  Bill  99  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay.** 

Ini  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Foulds:  No,  committee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Conmiittee  of  the  whole 
House. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


MUNICIPALITY   OF   METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO   ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  89,  An  Act  to 
amend)  the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Act. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  89,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
Act.  Are  there  any  questions,  comments  or 
amendlments  on  this  bill? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  What  section  please? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  1  or  section  2.  I  have 
it  right  here.  I  thought  we  were  going  to  the 
Lakehead  Act,  I  wasn't  quite  prepared  to  go 
into  this  one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  section  1, 
I  have  an  amendment  to  put  forward  and 
one  or  two  comments  to  make.  I'll  just  sort 
out  the  material  here  and'  send!  the  amend- 
ments aroimd. 

rrhe  major  points  that  I  wish  to  make  in 
this  whole  debate  were  made  diu-ing  the 
course  of  second!  reading.  Ill  reiterate  them, 
but  riJ!  try  and'  be  brief  during  the  course  of 
this  debate. 

II  have  three  amendlments  and!  Til  send 
them  all  around,  Mr.  Chairman. 

IMr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  5(2)  of  the 
Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act, 
as  set  out  in  section  1  of  Bill  89,  be  amended 
by  adding  a  new  subsubsection  2(c)  as  foli- 
lows: 

l(2)(c)  the  chairman  of  the  Metropohtan 
Icouncil,  who  shall  be  elected  by  a  general 
(vote  by  all  qualified  electors  in  the  Metro- 
politan municipality  at  each  general  muni- 
cipal election  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
Icedlures  of  the  Municipal  Elections  Act, 
il972. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  terms  of 
the  order  of  how  one  thinks  about  this,  this 
particular  section  might  possibly  be  debated 
later  rather  than  now.  But  sinte  it  comes 
first  in  the  bill  I'll'  comment  on  it  at  this 
time. 

The  eflFect  of  this  amendment  would  be 
to  have  the  chairman  of  Metro  Toronto  an 
elected  oflBcial  elected  by  the  people  at  large 
in  all  of  the  Metro  boroughs,  rather  than 
making  him  an  appointed  ofiBcial.  And  if  this 
section  pas'ses,  then  subsection  5  of  section 
5  of  the  Act,  which  comes  a  couple  of  para- 
graphs dbwn,  which  talks  about  an  organizing 
session  at  which  the— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry? 
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Mr.  Chairman:  —the  member  did!  say,  I 
thought,  that  he  had  amendments  on  sections 
1  and  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  beg  your  pardon.  Did  I  not 
send  that? 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  have  the  begiiming 
of  section  5. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry.  It's  at  section 
5(2)  as  set  out  in  section  1  of  the;  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Proc^d  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  Would  you  like  to 
move  it  now  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right. 

Mr.   Cassidy:   I  want  to  comment  on  this 
further,  but  if  you  want  to  put  it  on  the  floor 
of  the  House- 
Mr.    Chairman:    I'll   read  the   amendment 
now. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  5(2)  of  the 

Municipality  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act  as 

set  out  in  section  1  of  Bill  89  be  amended 

by  adding  a  new  subsection  2(c)  as  follows: 

The  chairman  of  the  Metropolitan  couni- 

cil,  who  shall  be  elected  by  general  vote 

by  all  qualified  electors  in  the  Metropolitan 

imunicipality    at    each    general    municipal 

election  in  accordance  with  the  procedtures 

of  the  Municipal  Elections  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose 
of  this  is  simply  to  recognize  that,  given  the 
powers  the  government  proposes  to  give  to 
the  Metro  chairmari  through  the  course  of 
this  Act  and  given  the  problems  which  we 
are  experiencing  now  with  an  appointed' 
chairman  who  choses  to  act  as  though  he 
had  been  elected  by  an  overwhelming 
majority,  it's  about  time  that  the  chainnan 
of  this  Metropolitan  federation  was  an  elect- 
ed ofiBcial. 

The  idea  that  an  appointed  official  should 
make  decisions  and  have  the  powers  that 
are  being  offered  to  him  by  this  particular 
Act  and  in  the  other  ways  which  he  is  taking 
unto  himself  is  simply  unacceptable  in  a 
democratic  society.  Frankly  I  would  say  this 
to  the  minister  and  through  him  to  the  gov- 
ernment that  I  think  that  some  very  serious 
problems  are  being  created  right  now  within 
Metropolitan  Toronto  because  of  the  way  in 
which  Chairman  Paul  Godfrey  is  using  the 
powers  of  his  office. 

The  Metropolitan  chairman,  who  has  been 
an  appointed  official  for  20-odd  years,  has 
traditionally  been  somewhat  of  a  mediator. 


That  does  not  mean  that  he  is  not  a  leader, 
but  he  has  been  something  of  a  mediator 
and  he  has  sought  to  gain  a  certain  amount 
of  support  from  the  city  representatives  as 
well  as  the  five  suburban  boroughs.  That's 
certainly  the  way  Chairman  Gardiner  used 
the  powers  of  his  office  and  that's  been  the 
case  up  until  this  current  chairman.  We've 
had  some  who  have  been  stronger  and  some 
who  have  been  weaker,  but  they  did  seek 
to  keep  the  municipalities  that  made  up  the 
federation,  working  more  or  less  in  step. 

That  is  not  working  now,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We  now  have  a  Metro  chairman  who  works 
by  confrontation  and  who  has  simply  de- 
cided that  he  will  reject  and,  in  fact,  actually 
alienate  or  antagonize  or  attack  the  interests 
of  some  of  the  boroughs  within  the  feder- 
ation. He  feels  he  can  do  that  because  he 
is  appointed  and  because  without  the  aid, 
particularly  of  Toronto,  he  can  still  see 
enough  votes  to  remain  in  office. 

What's  curious  too  is  that  for  many  years, 
Mr.  Chairman,  the  province  has  resisted  hav- 
ing an  elected  chairman  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  for  fear  that  the  powers  of  the  chair- 
man, the  supermayor  of  Toronto,  would  start 
to  rival  those  of  the  provincial  Premier  and 
a  kind  of  jockeying  for  position  would  take 
place. 

What  we  have  now  is  that  the  province 
has  suddenly  turned  itself  around  and  is 
giving  these  powers  to  the  chairman,  even 
when  he  asks.  Within  two  weeks  he  gets 
quite  extraordinary  powers,  or  the  possibility 
of  quite  extraordinary  powers,  handed  to  him 
on  a  platter.  We  find  this  very  difficult  to 
understand. 

The  state  of  the  Metro  federation  right 
now  is  such  that  the  hard  physical  services 
that  require  a  good  deal  of  authority  at  the 
Metropolitan  level  are  basically  in  place. 
Most  of  the  developable  land  is  developed. 
Most  of  the  arterial  roads  are  widened  to  six 
lanes,  or  whatever  they  need  to  be.  The  spine 
of  the  subway  system,  east  and  west,  north 
and  south  is  in  being.  The  day  of  big,  new 
expressways  in  Metropolitan  Toronto  ap- 
pears to  be  over. 

The  services  the  Metropolitan  federation 
is  increasingly  intruding  upon  are  services 
which  need  to  be  handled  much  more  deli- 
cately and  with  much  more  sensitivity,  to  the 
interest  of  neighbourhoods  and  to  the  interest 
of  individual  citizens  and  so  on. 

It  happens  that  we  have  a  Metro  chairman 
right  now  who  is  quite  insensitive  to  those 
particular  interests,  and  a  Metro  council  which 
tends  to  be  that  way  too.  Metro  is  mature 
enough    that    many    of    the    powers    at    the 
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Metropolitan  level  could  probably  and  should 
probably  be  decentralized  to  the  local  level, 
rather  than  having  an  increasing  concentra- 
tion of  powers.  The  province  is  choosing 
to  go  in  the  opposite  direction  and  they  are 
choosing  to  give  those  powers  to  a  Metro 
chairman  who  is  appointed. 

We  are  saying  that  in  order  that  the 
Metropolitan  council  be  sensitive  to  the  needs 
of  all  of  the  people  of  the  federation— and  not 
just  those  of  North  York,  or  of  a  certain  class 
of  borough— that  the  Metro  chairman  should 
be  elected  at  large.  There  should  be,  in  other 
words,  at  least  one  election  that  is  devoted 
to  Metropolitan  issues,  and  the  man  elected 
from  that  election  should  be  the  chairman. 

If  it  were  possible  procedure,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, we  would  also  suggest  that  there  be 
substantial  amendments  in  the  way  in  which 
the  Metropolitan  council  members  are  elected 
from  the  various  boroughs.  These  would  have 
the  effect  that  in  each  borough,  voters  would 
clearly  be  electing  someone  whom  they  knew 
would  sit  on  the  Metro  council  as  well  as 
on  the  local  borough  council. 

That  would  mean  that  in  an  area  like  East 
York  or  York,  where  there  were  only  two  or 
three  members  on  the  Metropolitan  council 
to  be  elected,  there  would  be  an  at-large 
election  for  those  members  of  Metro  council 
in  order  that  Metro  issues,  again,  would  come 
to  the  fore.  And  then,  presumably  as  a  cor- 
ollary, we  would  require  that  each  of  those 
boroughs  have  a  selection  of  an  executive 
committee  from  all  of  the  aldermen,  the 
Metro  council  members  and,  of  course,  in- 
cluding the  mayor. 

I  put  that  idea  down  now  in  the  hopes 
that  once  the  study  of  Metro  structure  and 
powers  gets  seriously  under  way,  they  could 
pick  it  up.  However,  for  the  time  being,  I 
think  it  would  be  a  very  positive  reform  and 
one  that  is  going  to  be  increasingly  necessary 
to  have  the  Metro  chairman  elected— particu- 
larly in  view  of  the  insensitive  way  and  the 
undemocratic  and  overbearing  way  in  which 
that  office  is  being  exercised  by  its  present 
appointed  encumbent. 

Mr.  Chainnan:  On  section  1. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  to  support  the  amendment 
placed  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

In  the  normal  course,  this  has  been  a  mat- 
ter which  has  plagued  me  for  a  long  time 
because  there  are  obvious  problems  when 
one  moves  toward  electing  a  chairman  of 
Metropolitan  council  at  large.  While  I  fa- 
voured it  for  a  long  time  I  tried  to  come  to 


grips  with  the  actual  mechanics  of  it  and 
for  that  reason  I  have  not  sooner  moved  to 
support  this  particular  amendment. 

Having  seen  this  bill,  having  seen  the 
operation  of  the  present  chairman  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto,  having  been  present  when 
citizens  have  sought  to  meet  with  the  min- 
istry and  have  been  ignored  to  a  degree- 
that  isn't  quite  fair  because  they've  been 
listened  to  but  not  heard,  I  think— there  is 
no  question  in  my  mind  that  what  this  bill 
is  doing,  and  many  of  its  sections  have  been 
proposed  by  the  chairman  himself,  is  to 
destroy  the  two-level  system  of  Metro. 

I  think  there  has  to  come  a  time  when 
someone  cannot  just  play  his  game  of  spend- 
ing his  life  up  here  trying  to  dictate  what 
shall  happen  to  Metropolitan  Toronto.  He 
must  be  made  accountable  to  the  people, 
Metro-wide,  Certainly  there  are  other  mat- 
ters in  this  bill  to  which  I  wish  to  speak  but 
when  one  sees  the  erosion  of  democracy  in 
the  hands  of  this  present  chairman,  one  has 
to  be  concerned  and,  I  think,  for  most  of 
the  citizens  of  this  area,  horrified  at  the 
power  concentrated  in  one  man. 

I  wonder  sometimes  whether  he  is  dictat- 
ing to  this  government  what  shall  be  in  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  bill  or  whether  the 
government  is  inviting  him  to  take  these 
positions.  One  can't,  of  course,  know  that 
because  we  are  not  privy  to  these  little  con- 
versations and  discourses  which  go  on  here. 

It  is  a  fact  that  when  Mr.  Gardiner 
brought  into  being  the  Metropolitan  gov- 
ernment, as  indeed  he  did,  he  had  a  deep 
integrity.  There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
either  that  in  the  beginning  stages  he,  too, 
consulted  with  government  and  there  were 
times  when  it  seemed  as  though  perhaps  he 
was  privy  to  information  which  was  not 
made  available  to  the  whole  of  the  council 
or  even  to  the  executive.  Certainly  when 
this  government  protests,  as  it  does,  that  it  is 
concerned  about  participation  by  people,  it 
is  time,  surely,  for  this  government  to  com- 
mit itself  to  adopting  the  amendment  which 
has  been  proposed. 

There  is  no  way  this  government  can 
commit  itself,  by  statements  in  this  House, 
to  some  future  action  because  we  now  know 
that  is  a  meaningless  commitment. 

There  has  been  an  erosion  of  the  power 
of  the  government  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
and  somebody,  sometime,  has  to  stop  it.  The 
people  across  this  Metropolitan  government 
area  are,  as  the  minister  knows,  concerned 
about  what  is  happening.  He's  heard  it  at 
first  hand.  I  would  urge  the  government  to 
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make  a  commitment  to  the  people  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  that  it  does  believe  in 
democracy.  Accountability  is  very  much  a 
part  of  that  democracy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  trust  that  this 
would  be  the  beginning  of  a  revamping  of 
Metropolitan  council,  which  at  this  point  in 
time  is  so  far  removed  from  the  people  that 
it  has  become  totally  alienated.  And  I  think 
the  minister  also  either  knows  or  may  sense 
this.  Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  most  strongly 
support  the  amendment  put  forth  by  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  too  rise  to  support  the  amend- 
ment made  by  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

As  our  colleague,  the  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill  (Mr.  Givens),  set  out  in  a  private 
member's  bill  with  regard  to  this  matter  a 
year  or  so  ago,  on  which  there  was  a  debate, 
our  party  feels  very  strongly  that  the  time 
has  come  for  the  position  of  Metropolitan 
chairman  to  be  one  that  is  held  by  someone 
who  is  accountable  to  all  the  people. 

We  did  feel  that  it  was  impractical  at  first 
for  a  man  or  a  woman  to  be  elected  as  Metro- 
politan chairman  in  the  whole  area.  But  the 
more  one  sees  the  situation  with  regard  to 
elections,  particularly  with  regard  to  the 
mayor  of  Toronto,  there  is  the  fact  that  this 
is  an  area  that  has  common  centres  of  com- 
munication. It  is  just  as  easy  to  run  for 
chairman  of  Metro  Toronto  as  for  the  city  of 
Toronto  insofar  as  the  major  areas  of  com- 
munication and  the  media  are  concerned.  It 
is  certainly  a  practical  matter  and  one  that 
would  make  the  chairman  much  more  respon- 
sive to  the  people,  rather  than  responsive  to 
members  of  a  council  that  unfortunately  come 
from  different  boroughs  and  is  therefore 
divided  and  easily  divided. 

It's  much  more  possible  for  a  chairman  to 
direct  things  in  a  metropolitan  council  than 
in  a  local  borough  or  city  council  just  be- 
cause of  the  very  nature  of  a  council  itself. 
This  is  one  of  the  fallacies  of  saying  that 
Metro  council  or  a  regional  council  is  local 
autonomy.  Indeed  it  isn't  local  autonomy.  It's 
a  structure  where  local  councils  are  co- 
ordinated for  various  purposes  or  given 
various  powers  by  the  province,  but  in  fact 
it  is  at  a  level  too  far  removed  from  people 
for  there  to  be  real  local  autonomy.  For  that 
reason,  it's  important  that  at  least  in  the  case 
of  the  chairman  we  ensure  that  that  person 
is  one  whom  the  public  have  had  an  oppor- 


tunity to  vote  for,  to  cast  their  ballots  in 
favour  of  and  to  give  him  the  office  and  the 
powers  of  that  office,  therefore,  knowing  that 
that  man  or  woman  is  really  responsive  to 
the  people  who  elected  him  or  her  to  office. 

I  certainly  urge  the  minister  to  consider 
making  that  change  when  he  has  this  oppor- 
tunity now  in  this  bill  so  that  we  do  at 
long  last  bring  the  matter  of  chairman  of  a 
council  of  this  second-tier  government  into  a 
position  where  that  person  is  accountable  to 
the  people. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate?  We 
have  the  amendment  moved  by— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  would  be 
helpful  if  we  could  have  at  least  a  word 
from  the  minister,  rather  than  having  him 
greet  this  in  silence. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  asked,  if  there  is 
any  further  debate.  If  there  is  no  further 
debate,  I  am  prepared- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  one  or  two  further 
comments  to  make,  but  I  would  like  to  hear 
the  minister  first.  There's  nothing  in  the  rules 
to  say  that  the  minister  closes  off  debate.  I 
don't  intend  to  prolong  debate  on  this  par- 
ticular item  but  I  would  be  interested  in  hav- 
ing the  reaction  of  the  minister  to  the  points 
made  by  the  opposition  members  and  by  me. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon,  minister? 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  quite  prepared 
to  enter  into  the  debate.  I  was  just  waiting 
to  see  whether  there  was  anybody  else  who 
wanted  to  enter  before  me. 

In  any  event  what  has  been  said  today,  I 
think,  is  really  something  which  is  not  only 
disgraceful  but  very  much  out  of  order.  Some- 
one said  that  in  this  bill  this  government  is 
giving  certain  powers  to  the  chairman.  That 
is  ridiculous.  Nowhere  in  the  bill  are  we 
giving  special  powers  to  any  chairman;  we 
are  giving  it  to  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
council  and  I  wish  once  and  for  all  we  might 
determine  that. 

The  Act  is  set  up  at  the  request  of  the 
Metropolitan  council.  It  is  not  entirely  by 
resolution  but  certainly  in  cases  where  it  isn't 
by  resolution  it  is,  we  think,  in  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  people  in  general.  We  would  like 
the  hon.  members  to  consider  that  if  we  do 
have  a  good  chairman  at  the  present  time 
we  should  be  very  thankful.  If  we  have,  as 
they  have  suggested,  someone  who  isn't  com- 
petent, that  is  not  a  view  which  I  share.   I 


3578 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


share  the  view  of  many  of  my  colleagues  that 
we  have  a  very  good  chairman  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto  at  the  present  time.  We  have 
had  good  chairmen  in  the  past  and  we  have 
a  very  good  chairman  now. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  You  have  or  the  people 
have? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  have  had  the  member 
for  St.  George  say  there  has  been  a  problem 
over  consultation  with  the  people.  She  was 
there  at  a  meeting  with  me,  as  she  mentioned, 
with  some  people.  If  there  is  any  problem 
of  consultation  between  the  boroughs  and 
the  city  of  Toronto,  that  is  their  problem; 
it  is  not  the  problem  of  this  government.  The 
problem  is  the  people  must  get  to  their 
locally  elected  mayor  or  members  of  council 
and  if  they  don't  choose  to  do  this,  it  is  not 
something  which  I  feel  is  a  matter  we,  at 
this  level,  should  decide. 

We  have  said  before,  and  you  have  asked, 
that  we  give  more  powers  to  the  local  elected 
person.  We  are  endeavouring  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  local  elected  person? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  local  elected.  The 
chairman  is  there  to  be  chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Right.  Paul  Godfrey  is  not 
elected. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  does  not  decide  policy 
in  all  cases;  the  council  members  are  the  ones 
who  have  to  vote.  The  council  members  are 
the  ones  who  can  say  yes  or  no  regardless 
of  what  the  chairman  says. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  chairman  proposes  and 
that  gives  him  tremendous  powers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  it  is  rather  ridicu- 
lous, Mr.  Chairman,  to  keep  harping  on  about 
the  chairman  controlling  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto council.  If  he  does,  I  think  the  council 
had  better  reconsider  its  position. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate? 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  minister  will  agree  there  is  much  greater 
opportimity  for  councillors  to  effect  affairs 
in  their  local  area  municipalities,  or  in  their 
boroughs  in  the  case  of  Metro,  at  the  senior 
level  and  the  upper  tier.  They  really  aren't 
in  the  same  situation  at  all.  It  is  much  less 
responsive  to  the  direction  of  a  group  of 
people  who  are  naturally  brought  together 
because  they  are  from  the  same  area  of  the 
Metro  area. 

The  farther  you  get  away  from  the  local 
area    municipality,    would    the    minister    not 


agree,  the  easier  it  is  for  someone  who  is 
the  chairman,  who  is  the  organizer  of  the 
meetings,  the  one  who  really  sets  up  these 
agendas,  to  divide  and  conquer  because  they 
are  from  different  sections  of  the  cit>%  of 
the  Metropolitan  area.  Would  the  minister 
not  agree  that  is  the  case?  There  is  a  differ- 
ence between  the  autonomy  or  the  power  of 
a  councillor  at  the  Metropolitan  level,  a  much 
greater  difference,  and  one  at  the  local  level? 
Wouldn't   the   minister   agree   with   that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  repeat,  hopefully  for  the  last  time,  what  we 
have  before  us  is  a  matter  which  was  re- 
quested by  resolution  by  those  who  had  been 
elected  in  the  matter  of  representation  — 
the  matter  of  the  chairman  was  one  of  them 
—so  I  really  don't  know  why  you  say  they 
are  removed  from  the  people.  It  is  your 
elected  people  who  requested  this.  What  the 
hon.  member  is  saying  is  he  hasn't  got  con- 
fidence in  those  elected  at  the  local  level  and 
he  is  trying  to  undermine  them,  in  my  opinion. 
I  hope  that  is  not  what  he  is  trying  to  say. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  these  mat- 
ters had  been  discussed  in  each  local  council 
and  the  recommendation  of  the  local  coun- 
cils had  come  through  to  Metro,  and  that 
was  the  basis  of  it,  I  woidd  agree  with  the 
minister  that  it  is  moving  up  through  the 
local  representation  of  the  people  in  each 
area  of  the  Metropolitan  area.  But,  if  it  is 
something  that  is  just  done  by  Metropolitan 
council  by  something  that  appears  in  the 
order  paper  one  day— and  already  there  has 
been  a  little  bit  of  lobbying  done— then  it's 
not  really  the  wish  of  the  local  elected  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I 
clarify  another  matter  then?  The  request  by 
resolution  was  in  the  fall  of  1973.  Surely  to 
goodness,  that  isn't  something  that  comes  in 
a  hurry.  We  have  had  plenty  of  time  for 
people  to  take  exception  to  this;  this  just 
didn't  come  before  you,  all  of  it,  in  the  last 
two  or  three  weeks.  This  matter  was  before 
council  many,  many  months  ago. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  can 
comment  on  this.  What  changed  the  situation 
from  the  request  that  was  made  in  the  fall 
of  1973  are  some  matters  that  were,  in  one 
case,  not  requested  by  council  resolution  and 
another  matter  requested  by  resolution  of  the 
council  on  May  31,  just  25  days  ago,  and  that 
is  the  disbandment  of  the  planning  board, 
which  was  requested  on  May  31  after  no 
advance  discussion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Hon.  member,  I  wonder  if 
you  could  stay  on  s«;tion  1. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  on  section  1.  This  is 
germane  to  what  I  am  talking  about,  Mr, 
Chairman.  And  the  other  one  was  the  housing 
policy  section  under  which  Metro  council's 
powers  over  housing  would  be  mandatory  on 
the  boroughs.  And  that  was  requested  in  a 
meeting  with  this  minister,  by  Chairman 
Godfrey,  as  best  as  one  can  establish  from 
the  contradictory  reports  that  have  come  out. 

Both  of  those  raised  serious  questions  about 
just  how  far  the  chairman  wishes  the  powers 
of  his  ofiBce  to  go.  And  if  they  go  that  far, 
then  we  are  saying  that  the  chairman  ought 
to  be  elected. 

One  valid  response  the  minister  can  make 
is,  of  course,  that  Metro  council  hasn't  re- 
quested that  its  chairman  become  an  elected 
official.  And  as  it  has  not,  I  would  be  quite 
willing  to  withdraw  this  amendment  for  the 
time  being  if  the  minister  would  be  willing 
to  withdraw  all  matters  in  the  bill  which 
have  not  been  requested  by  resolution  from 
Metro  council.  That's  a  fair  oflFer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me 
make  it  very  clear  to  any  hon.  member  of 
this  House.  I  am  not  about  to  make  a  deal 
with  anyone  unless  I  feel  the  deal  is  an 
amendment  which  would  be  acceptable  not 
only  for  this  government,  but  for  people  we 
represent. 

I  would  hope  that  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  would  rephrase  his  request.  There 
are  no  deals  where  I  stand.  The  bill  will 
go  forward  in  the  best  interests  of  the  people, 
and  if  I  might  speak  again  for  just  a  minute 
on  the  matter  of  when  the  council  requested 
and  approved  the  new  system  representa- 
tion, it  was  on  Oct.  30,  1973. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  minister  if  it  is  not  a  fact  that  for 
some  time  prior  to  1973  there  were  resolu- 
tions put  forward  from  area  municipalities 
asking  that  the  chairman  be  elected.  And 
is  it  not  a  fact  that  this  has  been  consistently 
refused?  Therefore,  when  the  minister  puts 
it  in  these  terms  does  he  not  understand 
that  after  a  while  people  get  the  message- 
that  they  are  not  going  to  be  heard  when 
they  want  something  like  this,  and  therefore 
might  very  well  bring  forward  the  resolution 
to  which  he  makes  reference? 

I  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I'm  sure  the 
chairman  does,  that  on  more  than  one  occa- 
sion there  were  resolutions  seeking  to  have 
the  chairman  elected.  They  went  through  the 
local  council,  but  they  went  through  people 


who  sat  locally  and  at  the  Metropolitan  level. 
And  I  have  been  there  and  I  understand 
how  difficult  it  is,  if  you  are  on  that  Metro- 
politan council,  when  you  bring  in  a  resolu- 
tion which  aflFects  the  chairman  himself, 
when  the  chairman  is  in  control  of  the  meet- 
ing. 

I  happened  to  be  there  on  an  occasion 
when  there  was  an  election  on  the  retire- 
ment of  the  former  chairman,  Mr.  Allen. 
And  it  was  a  very  difficult  and  trying  situa- 
tion, because  you  are  there  voting  on  matters 
pertaining  to  the  chairman  as  he  sits. 

I  would  have  thought,  from  what  the  min- 
ister has  said,  that  perhaps  it  would  be  more 
valid  if  the  area  municipalities  came  forward 
with  this  kind  of  resolution,  because  they 
could  do  so  away  from  that  atmosphere 
where  it  becomes  almost  a  matter  of  per- 
sonalities. It  is  difficult,  but  to  say  that  this 
has  come  forward  and  to  leave  it  there  is 
not  quite  fair,  because  many  people  over 
the  years  have  raised  this  issue  time  and 
again. 

As  I  say,  for  a  long  time  and  up  until 
now,  while  I  embraced  that  policy,  I  did 
concede  that  there  were  difficulties  with  it. 
But  at  this  moment  I  don't— I  am  not  here 
trying  to  make  deals  and  I  have  never  ever 
done  that;  I  have  requested  that  considera- 
tion be  given,  which  I  think  is  my  role.  For 
that  reason  I  would  hope  sincerely  that  the 
member  iatroducing  the  amendment  would 
not  withdraw  the  amendment,  because  I  cer- 
tainly feel  very  strongly  about  it  and  I  do 
not  think  that  I  want  to  go  along  with  his 
suggestion.  Of  course,  one  of  the  reasons, 
apart  from  the  deal  altogether,  is  that  the 
minister  knows  my  concerns  about  that  por- 
tion dealing  with  the  planning  board,  which 
did  come  forward  as  a  resolution  of  the 
council  but  in  a  way  where  debate  was  very 
seriously  curtailed  in  accordance  with  what 
I  have  heard  and  what  the  minister  has 
heard. 

The  minister  makes  reference  to  the  fact 
that  if  the  local  people  do  not  get  through, 
that's  not  the  fault  of  this  government.  On 
the  surface  that  may  well  be  true.  Yet  I 
have  to  point  out  that  the  curtailing  of  re- 
sponsibility and  accountability  to  the  people 
is  very  much  within  the  hands  of  this  gov- 
ernment. 

As  was  pointed  out  before,  if  a  resolution 
went  to  this  council  on  May  31  and  if  we 
had  introduced  into  this  House  so  soon  there- 
after a  bill  incorporating  it,  then  maybe  the 
ministry  was  aware  that  this  was  going  to 
be  introduced.  Of  course,  most  of  us  would 
believe  that  Mr.  Godfrey  probably  did  discuss 
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it  with  the  ministry  and  alert  them  to  the 
fact  that  it  should  be  ready  to  go  into  the  bill 
because  he  would  see  it  through  Metro  coun- 
cil. That's  the  kind  of  thing  that  put  the 
whole  process  into  question. 

But  how  can  a  local  person  get  so  quickly 
to  the  people  he  or  she  represents?  It  does 
leave  a  question  when  the  mayor  of  the  city 
of  Toronto  wants  something  and  does  it  in 
the  normal  course  through  the  private  bills 
committee,  that  he  may  wait  years  to  see  it 
in  legislation.  It  does  raise  a  very  serious 
question,  this  whole  liaison  between  the 
Metro  chairman  and  this  government. 

I  would  say  that  is  something  which  this 
government  cannot  avoid  if  it  shows  itself 
to  be  so  resolute  in  pushing  this  forward. 
I  was  going  to  say  "obstinate"  but  I  say 
"resolute"  because  it  does  give  that  effect  to 
the  people,  and  it  may  very  well  have  a  very 
damaging  effect  to  the  government  of  this 
entire  area,  that  this  kind  of  liaison  continues. 
Normally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  like  to  see 
amendments  of  any  kind  based  on  personality. 
I  regret  very  much  that  the  force  of  circum- 
stances in  this  case  is  such  that  I  am  moved 
to  support  it  on  the  basis  of  what  has  been 
publicly  stated  as  to  the  way  in  which  some 
of  this  material  came  to  be  in  the  bill.  Never- 
theless I  believe  that  in  a  democracy  there 
should  be  no  dictators  and  that  everyone  must 
have  direct  accountability  to  the  voter.  If  the 
minister  is  saying,  "We  think  this  is  a  dandy 
idea,"  then,  of  course,  it's  his  accountability 
to  the  people  of  the  province  that  is  at  stake. 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.    Cassidy:    Just   a   brief   comment,   Mr. 
Chairman;  I  find  it  difficult  to  accept— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  would 
like  to  reply. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Of  course,  yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'd  like  to  reply  to  the 
member  for  St.  George  because  I  don't  wish 
to  leave  on  the  record  some  of  the  emphasis 
that  I  gave  to  her  remarks. 

What  we  are  bringing  forth  in  this  Act,  as 
I  said  before,  is  something  which,  when  we 
are  speaking  specifically  on  this  particular 
section,  was  requested  by  those  elected.  The 
request  was  in  writing,  not  verbally,  and  no 
deals  were  made  by  anybody. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  not  suggesting  you 
did. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  you  were  suggest- 
ing that  we  were  doing  it  as  a  one-way  situa- 


tion whereby  the  province  was  taking  all  the 
responsibility  on  its  own.  We  are  not.  We 
are  acting  in  co-ordination  with  the  boroughs 
and  the  city  and  Metropolitan  council,  and 
we  intend  to  work  with  them.  Our  office  is 
open  at  all  times  to  any  member  of  this  op- 
position or  to  any  mayor  or  any  reeve  or  to 
any  chairman.  I  said  that  last  week  and  I'll 
say  it  any  time  when  I  am  in  the  office  I 
am  right  now. 

An  hon.  member:  Your  mind's  made  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  As  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
when  a  bill  is  brought  forth  with  a  resolution 
which  is  as  old  as  it  is  and  which  has  had 
plenty  of  time  to  be  debated  by  the  local 
people  and  plenty  of  time  to  be  considered 
by  the  elected  people,  then  there  is  no  reason 
for  the  members  of  the  opposition  to  stand 
up  and  criticize. 

I  agree  with  the  member  for  St.  George 
that  it  shouldn't  be  personalities— it  shouldn't 
be  at  all.  It  should  be  a  matter  of  a  chairman 
or  otherwise.  I  say  to  you  again  that  every- 
one has  had  plenty  of  opportunity  to  look  at 
this  section  in  particular;  therefore  I  have  to 
say  to  you  that  the  government  will  not 
accept  the  amendment  as  moved  by  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  the  min- 
ister says  is  not  a  surprise,  given  his  reluc- 
tance to  accept  amendments  of  any  sort  from 
this  side  of  the  House  on  any  subject,  no 
matter  how  good  they  are.  When  I  suggested 
that  I'd  take  back  this  amendment  if  he'd 
take  back  the  other  sections  of  the  bill  that 
hadn't  been  requested  by  resolution,  it  was 
simply  to  make  the  point  that  there  are 
sections  of  this  bill  which  gave  arbitrary  and 
unjustifiable  powers  to  the  Metro  council. 
These  sections  have  not  gone  through  the 
mill,  have  not  been  considered  by  Metro 
council  or  by  the  area  councils  up  until  this 
date.  Thev  were  simply  requested  bv  Chair- 
man Godfrey  who  was  making  a  deal  with 
this  particular  minister  behind  closed  doors. 

I  We  are  saying,  if  that's  the  way  that 
Chairman  Godfrey  wants  to  play  it,  then  he 
ought  to  be  forced  to  submit  himself  to  re- 
election every  two  years,  as  should  anybody 
else  who  dtesires  that  particular  office.  The 
rules  of  the  game  changed  a  couple  of  weeks 
ago  when  Paul  Godfrey  started  to  meet  with 
ministers  of  this  government  in  order  to  get 
particular  sections  in  this  particular  bill.  The 
government  doesn't  play  by  the  kind  of  rules 
the  minister  talks  about  anvw^av,  as  the  mem- 
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ber  for  St.  George  says.  Toronto  requested 
demolition  control  and  beat  fruitlessly  at  the 
doors  of  this  government  for  a  year  and 
one  half  before  it  was  eventually  able  to  get 
anywhere.  In  the  case  of  Chairman  Godfrey 
he  didh't  even  have  to  get  it  past  his  own 
council  to  have  that  request  accepted. 

The  government  accepts  what  it  wants 
and  rejects  what  it  wants,  and  it  simply 
doesn't  have  any  respect  for  any  kind'  of 
procedure  there.  If  a  municipality  asks  for 
powers,  that's  no  guarantee  that  it's  going 
to  get  it,  because  the  government  may  say 
"we  don't  want  you  to  have  it."  If  a  muni- 
cipality refuses  to  ask  or  doesn't  ask  for 
powers,  they  may  find  themselves'  getting 
them  regardless,  despite  the  opposition  of  a 
large  number  of  people  witnin  the  area 
affected. 

Let's  be  aware,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
Metro  federation  just  by  its  constitution  does 
suffer  from  insensitivity.  The  borough  coun^ 
cils  are  much  closer  to  people.  In  the  case 
of  people  in  Scarborough  or  Etobicoke,  their 
representatives  come  down  to  city  hall  for  a 
few  hours  of  meetings  every  other  week, 
but  their  focus  is  in  the  borough  city  hall— 
and  not  downtown  at  Metro  headquarters. 

The  chairman  is  the  one  member  of  Metro 
council  who  works  full  time.  In  addition,  he 
has  the  advantage  that  the  department  heads 
report,  basically,  to  him.  He  and  his  adi- 
ministrative  assistant— chief  administrative  of- 
ficers, if  one  is  created  by  Metro  council- 
are  in  daily,  hourly  touch  with  the  adminis- 
trators who  play  a  tremendous  role  in  creat- 
ing policy,  just  as  the  civil  servants  of  this 
government  have  a  large  role  in  suggesting 
policy  to  the  cabinet  for  adoption. 

You  cannot  call  the  Metro  chairman  an 
equal  among  the  rest.  He  is  clfearly  first 
among  the  rest.  He  is  clearly  first  among 
equals,  if  not  far  more  than  that.  And'  that 
is  why  you  have  to  have  very  great  care 
about  the  way  in  which  you  endow  this  par- 
ticular guy  with  powers  and  about  the  way 
in  which  you  end'ow  his  oflBce  with  powers, 
when  it  is  an  appointed^  oflBce  and  not  an 
oflRce  which  is  elected  and,  therefore,  in  that 
way  sensitive  to  all  of  the  people. 

il  am  aware  of  the  deficiencies  of  suggest- 
ing this  elective  office  when  it  hasn't  been 
requested  and  hasn't  gone  through  council. 
But  I  am  putting  it  on  the  record'  at  this 
particular  time  Imowing,  1  guess,  that  it  is 
not  going  to  be  passed  because  of  the  govern- 
ment's attitude. 

I  wish  that  the  government  would  with- 
draw this  section  on  housing  policy  and'  then 
I  couM  be  more  comfortable  with  the  fate 


which,  I  guess,  awaits  this  particular  amende 
ment. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  And  planning  and— 

Mr.   Chairman:   Any  further  debate? 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  5(2)  of  the 
Municipality  of  Metropolitan-  Toronto  Act  as 
set  out  on  section  1  of  Bill  89,  be  amended 
by  adding  a  new  subsection  2(c)  as  follows: 
The  chairman  of  the  Metropolitan  coun- 
cil    shall     be     elected     by     general    vote 
by  all  qualified  electors  in  the  Metropolitan 
tmunicipality    at    each    general    municipal 
election  in  accordance  with  the  procedtires 
of  the  Municipal  Election  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  this 
amendiment  please  say  "aye." 

IThose  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Will  this  be  stacked  with  any  other  further 
sections? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  No,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

iMr.  Chairman:  Call  in  the  members. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  motion 
which  was  negatived  on  the  folliowing  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:   Mr.  Chairman  the 
"ayes"  are  27,  the  "nays"  45. 


Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  amendment 
lost.  Shall  section  1  carry? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  or 
questions  on  any  other  section  before  sec- 
tion 6? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  There  is  another  amend- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
an  amendment  to  section  6. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  6? 
Section  2. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't  accept 
that  the  quonrai  of  the  executive  committee, 
which  has  been  increased  in  size,  would  re- 
main at  only  six  people  out  of  14  members. 
I  would  therefore  ask  the  minister  if  he 
could  comment  on  it  and  ask  whether  he 
would  accept  an  amendment  to  increase  the 
quorum  to  either  seven  or  eight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  ex- 
plained before,  this  request  for  the  quorum 
of  six  was  specifically  at  the  instigation  of 
Metro  council.  I  would  think  that  six  would 
be  an  adequate  number  for  a  quorum.  I 
see  no  reason  to  increase  or  decrease  it. 

Mr.  L  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  I  wonder  if 
I  might  ask  the  minister  if  he  could  explain 
the  reason— I'm  sorry  I  didn't  hear  him,  he 
did  explain  it  before— why  Metro  council  felt 
that  less  than  half  their  total  number  was 
sufficient  to  do  the  business  of  the  munici- 
pality? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  in- 
dicated before,  the  motion  came  in  on  Oct. 
30,  1973,  for  representation  of  population, 
the  matter  of  the  chairman,  the  matter  of 
the  executive  council,  and  so  on.  They  felt 
that  six  was  adequate  to  be  present  for  a 
quorum.  I  have  no  quarrel  with  that  if  we 
think  the  number  is  all  right.  The  member 
may  say  it  should  be  four  or  it  should  be 
eight.  I  don't  see  why  we  should  just  pick 
a  number  out  of  the  air.  It  is  something  they 
suggested,  I  feel  it's  a  worthwhile  suggestion, 
and  we  are  willing  to  go  along  with  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  it's  not  a  matter  of  wheth- 
er it  should  be  four  or  eight  or  whether  we 
should  just  pick  a  number  out  of  the  air.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  in  order  to  conduct 
the  business  and  to  pass  bylaws  there  should 
have  to  be  more  than  half;  that  one  more 
than  50  per  cent  should  be  the  requirement 
and  that  it  shouldn't  be  doing  business  with 
less  than  half  of  the  elected  members  pres- 
ent. In  fact,  there  should  be  the  same  kind 
of  requirement  here.  On  any  matter  on 
which  a  vote  has  to  be  taken,  more  than 
50  per  cent  of  the  members  should  have  to 
be  present. 

I  just  don't  see  why  there  should  be  an 
allowance  that  is  somewhat  less  and  that 
some  arbitrary  figure  should  be  chosen.  It 
should  be  50  per  cent  plus  one  to  do  busi- 
ness, and  if  you  don't  have  more  than  that 
there,  then  you  can't  do  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  we 
were  to  follow  that  through  to  this  House,  I 
would  think  there  would  be  very  few  times 
the  opposition  could  vote. 

Mr.   Breithaupt:    Not  on  this  side. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South): 
You'd  better  toughen  up  the  glass  in  that 
house  of  yours. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  has  the  floor. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  only  that,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  the  point  about  this  House  is  that  we 
have  a  party  system.  Therefore,  even  though 
only  20  people  form  a  quorum  here,  when 
we  have  a  vote  the  votes  are  taken  in  the 
normal  way,  on  party  lines.  The  government 
of  the  day  can  always  be  challenged  to  see 
whether  or  not  it  has  control  of  the  House. 
That  situation  is  different  in  a  federation 
where  you  have  six  boroughs,  plus  the  chair- 
man, and  where  under  the  present  proposals 
the  chairman,  plus  the  representatives  of, 
say.  North  York  and  Etobicoke  together 
would  make  up  a  quorum,  despite  the  ab- 
sence of  the  people  from  Toronto,  Scarbor- 
ough, East  York  and  York. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  12(3)  of 
the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  2  of  Bill  89  be 
amended  by  changing  the  word  "six"  to  the 
word  "eight." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  typed  copies  that  I  sent 
around,  Mr.  Chairman,  said  "seven"  but  I've 
changed  that  to  "eight,"  being  convinced  by 
the  arguments  of  the  member  for  Wentworth 
that  it  should  not  be  just  50  per  cent,  but  it 
should  be  50  per  cent  plus  one. 

I  would  move  that  the  quorum  be  moved 
from  six  to  eight. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate  on  this 
amendment?  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  I  could  ask  a  question  of  the  minister. 
When  this  matter  was  brought  to  his  atten- 
tion, was  there  any  clarification  as  to  whether 
this  quorum  would  apply  to  all  matters  com- 
ing before  the  Metro  executive  or  is  there 
still  to  be  the  opportunity  for  only  the  Metro 
chairman  and  the  mayors  to  act  together  in 
certain  areas  so  that  they  become,  in  effect, 
a  senior  executive  and  a  junior  executive? 
This  happened  when  I  was  on  the  executive 
of  Metro  and  I  felt  very  strongly  about  it, 
that  anyone  who  was  elected  to  that  executive 
should  have  the  full  power  of  the  executive. 
This  does  not  seem  to  be  clarified  here.  Do 
I  take  it  that  if  there  are  six  members  as  a 
quorum,  this  means  that  there  have  to  be 
at  least  six  members  present  to  conduct  any 
of  the  business  of  the  executive? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  that  is  what  it  means, 
six  members  for  a  quorum  in  order  to  conduct 
any  business. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  not  quite  clear  at 
this  stage  as  to  what  the  original  Act  said. 
But  I  take  it  then  that  there  is  no  way  this 
chairman  can  appoint  the  mayors  and  himself 
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to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  executive  as 
an  inner  executive,  as  was  done  in  the  past. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
aware  as  to  what  the  hon.  member  is  referring 
to,  but  very  clearly  it  says  six  members  form 
a  quomm  and  they  can  do  the  business  of 
tlie  executive  council.  Whether  they  are 
junior  or  senior,  I  don't  know  what  you  are 
referring  to  on  that.  I  am  sorry  that  doesn't 
enlighten  you  too  much  but  I  would  say 
everyone  is  equal. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  with  that  in 
mind  I  must,  of  course,  address  myself  to  the 
question  because  this,  as  it  is  set  up  now,  can 
continue  the  practice  which  began  with  Mr. 
Allen  as  the  chairman.  It  could  mean  that  the 
executive  committee,  as  such,  could  be  eroded 
by  having  business  conducted  by  the  chair- 
man together  with  the  mayors  of  Metro.  I 
would  urge  the  minister  to  give  some  thought 
to  this  because  this  can  effectively  mean  that 
all  of  the  executive  is  not  equal  and  it  was 
not  equal  in  Mr.  Allen's  time. 

It  would  seem  to  me,  not  because  of  the 
straight  numbers  as  proposed  by  the  member 
for  Ottawa  Centre,  that  if  you  really  mean 
the  aldermen  from  the  city  executive  or  the 
controllers,  as  provided  here,  have  equal  par- 
ticipation as  executive  members,  surely,  that 
has  to  be  clarified.  I  suppose  the  only  way 
this  could  be  done  would  be  by  increasing 
the  numbers  in  order  to  ensure  that  no  one 
can  deal  differently  with  one  half  or  one 
portion  of  that  executive. 

I  wonder  if  anybody  brought  that  to  the 
attention  of  the  minister?  When  I  was  on  that 
council,  as  it  were.  No.  2  i/c  for  the  city  of 
Toronto,  I  found  that  while  I  was  duly  elect- 
ed I  was  not  an  equal  member  when  it  was 
decided  that  the  chairman  and  the  mayors 
would  act  without  the  rest  of  the  executive. 
To  me,  if  you  have  an  executive  setup,  that 
cannot  continue  and  I  would  urge  the  minis- 
ter to  look  at  the  amendment,  not  in  strict 
numerical  terms  but  as  an  indication  of  the 
policy  that  each  member  on  that  executive, 
in  accordance  with  the  bill,  is  as  truly  elected 
to  the  executive  as  the  mayor  in  each  case 
and,  certainly,  as  the  chairman. 

The  only  way  now  that  I  can  see  to  do  it 
is  to  support  the  amendment  to  eight  mem- 
bers for  a  quorum  which  clarifies  that  beyond 
a  doubt. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  don't 
follow  what  the  hon.  member  is  saying.  If 
she's  trying  to  say  that  only  certain  members 
of  the  metropolitan  council  would  be  notified 


as  to  a  meeting,  or  certain  members  of  the 
executive  council  would  be  notified  as  to  a 
meeting,  I  think  she's  wrong.  Surely,  every- 
one would  get  a  notice  of  a  meeting?  They 
wouldn't  be  excluded  from  a  meeting  which 
was  duly  called  and  I  don't  see  any  reason 
to  increase  the  numbers  to  seven,  eight  or 
nine  if  somewhere  there  is  not  the  standing 
rule  that  everyone  has  to  be  notified. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
is  the  tragedy  of  having  someone  dealing 
with  this  particular  situation  who  perhaps, 
hasn't  had  personal  knowledge  of  it.  Of 
course,  that's  precisely  what  happened.  Not- 
withstanding the  objections  of  those  of  us 
from  the  city  in  those  days,  because  at  that 
time  it  was  only  the  city  members— if  you 
will  recall  the  membership  of  the  executive— 
who  had  the  additional  members  on  the 
Metro  executive,  that  did  occur. 

I  can  be  specific  in  the  matter  of  our 
labour  relations.  We  were  not  notified  of 
meetings  with  labour  although  we  were 
members  of  the  executive.  We  were  not  ad- 
vised of  many  of  these  meetings,  which  were 
important  to  the  business  of  metropolitan 
council  but  were  not  deemed  regular  meet- 
ings of  the  executive.  I  think  if  you're  going 
to  hold  out  that  everyone  here  is  equal,  there 
has  to  be  assurance  that  everyone  is  treated 
equally. 

I  suggest  that  if  you  keep  your  quorum  at 
six,  you  are  really  being  caught  in  that  par- 
ticular trap:  You  can  continue  to  have  meet- 
ings with  the  chairman  and  the  mayors,  with- 
out those  other  members.  I  would  urge  it  for 
consideration,  Mr.  Chairman,  because  it  hap- 
pened. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
what  the  hon.  member  is  referring  to  is 
committee  meetings  which  do  not  necessitate 
having  the  whole  council,  or  a  portion  thereof 
present.  Certainly  there  would  be  committee 
meetings  that  would  be  held  separately  with- 
out everyone  being  notified.  I  see  nothing 
wrong  with  that.  If  you  want  to  have  a  com- 
mittee meeting  to  handle  one  particular 
matter,  then  bring  it  back  to  the  executive 
council  as  a  whole,  fair  enough.  We  do  that 
everywhere. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate  on  sec- 
tion 2? 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  12(3)  of 
the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  2  of  Bill  89  be 
amended  by  changing  the  word  "six"  to  the 
word  "eight." 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy's  motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 
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Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

This  amendment  will  be  stacked. 

Any  other  discussion  on  sections  3,  4  or  5? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  3,  Mr.  Chairman. 
We're  going  to  oppose  this  one  and  stack  it, 
and  I'll  explain  very  briefly  why.  This  is  one 
of  the  sections  of  the  bill  which  was  also  not 
approved  by  the  metropolitan  council.  As  the 
minister  will  doubtless  say,  it  is  a  permissive 
section,  it's  not  mandatory.  And  as  he  will 
probably  also  say,  it  compares  with  similar 
kinds  of  clauses  which  have  been  put  into 
legislation  for  other  regional  municipalities. 

If  this  had  come  forward  with  the  request 
or  the  support  of  Metro  Council  we  would 
have  supported  it.  In  this  case,  though,  and 
in  the  context  of  the  kinds  of  powers  being 
sought  by  the  metropolitan  chairman,  it's 
unacceptable  that  it  come  forward  after  a 
quick  meeting  between  the  Metro  council  and 
this  particular  minister  or  other  ministers  of 
the  government. 

You  cannot  maintain  that  the  Metro  chair- 
man is  a  member  like  anybody  else,  when  he 
is  (a)  appointed,  (b)  the  only  full-time  person 
working  in  council  and,  now  (c)  has  working 
very  closely  with  him  a  chief  administrative 
officer— if  Metro  Council  chooses  to  accept 
the  powers  in  this  particular  section— to  whom 
all  other  administrative  people  in  Metro 
corporation  will  respond. 

That  link  between  the  administrative 
branches  of  the  Metro  corporation  and  the 
administrative  office  is  very  direct.  It's  laid 
out  in  this  particular  section,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  administrative  officer  will  have 
general  control  and  management  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  government  and  affairs  of 
the  Metro  corporation.  He  shall  be  respons- 
ible for  the  efficient  administration  of  its  de- 
partments. That  means  he  will  be  responsible 
for  day-to-day  running  of  Metro  under  the 
general  direction  of  the  Metro  chairman. 

Let  it  not  be  forgotten  that  general  ad'- 
ministration  of  these  departments  also  means 
general  administration  of  the  people  hired 
by  Metro  to  develop  policy  and'  bring  it  be- 
fore the  Metro  chairman  and  thence  to  the 
executive  committee  and  the  council.  There's 
no  question  that  the  council  ultimately  dis- 
poses of  recommendations  made  by  the  chair- 
man or  by  their  administrative  people. 

But  the  power  to  propose  is  a  very  great 
power  indeed.  It  is  exercisedl  by  civil  servants 
who  work  for  the  Metro  government  and  they 
will  be  working  under  the  direction  of  the 
administrative    officer,    who    in*    turn    works 


under  the  direction  of  the  chairman.  This  is 
the  way  in  which  power  is  being  concen- 
trated into  the  hands  of  the  Metro  chairman 
without  even  a  "by  your  leave"  in  terms  of 
advance  consideration  by  the  council.  So,  for 
those  reasons,  we  will  oppose  that  section 
and  stack  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  par- 
ticular situation,  I,  too,  recognize  that  it  is 
permissive  legislation.  But  I  understand  from 
what  has  been  said  in  the  press  that  this 
was  not  sought  by  resolution  of  metropolitan 
council  but  simply  by  the  chairman. 

It's  true  that  tiiis  sort  of  thing  has  been 
brought  into  effect  in  other  areas  and  to  me 
it  is  a  further  possible  erosion  of  the  power 
of  the  people  to  be  heard.  We  have  con- 
sistently opposed  the  appointment  of  chair- 
men, regional  chairmen.  To  be  consistent,  it 
seems  to  me  we  must  oppose  any  further 
erosion  by  giving  power  to  someone  who,  as 
one  person  put  it  to  me;  "You  know,  I 
really  think  that  the  Metro  chairman  ought 
to  have  his  manager  because  of  the  volume 
of  work."  That's  precisely  what  it  comes  out 
at,  his  manager  to  carry  out  his  functions. 

So  you  have  two  non-elective  people  at 
the  head  of  Metro  who  are  the  onh  ones 
who  are  full  time  in  that  function.  There  is 
no  doubt  that  a  great  many  of  the  problems 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  have  resulted  from 
the  fact  that  there  has  been'  one  person  who 
was  unaccountable.  Now  you  would  propose 
that  this  council— you  have  an  executi\e  com- 
mittee now  that  can  consist  of  the  chairman 
and  the  mayors  and  this  could  be  brought 
forward  as  the  planning  proposals  were 
brought  forward  without  notice  and  slipped 
through,  particularly  during  the  summer. 

I  would  urge  that  if  the  government  wants 
to  be  consistent,  then  it  should  say:  "We 
will  await  the  resolution  of  Metro  council." 
But  when  you  want  to  use  power  you  aren't 
consistent.  It's  only  when  you  don't  want  to 
listen  to  people  that  you  drag  in  the  local 
level  of  government  in  which  you  have  such 
confidence. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  It  is  a  good 
point. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  would  urge  that  on  this 

Eoint  you  show  to  the  people  that  you  do 
ave  some  concerns  and  that  this  particular 
section  be  deleted.  So,  if  Metropolitan  Toron- 
to council  wishes  to  bring  this  forward,  it 
may  do  so  by  resolution.  And  if  you  do  this, 
thus  the  government  here  is  in  no  way  re- 
sponsible tor  enabling  a  small  group  to  bring 
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that   legislation  into  effect.   Thank  you,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate  on  sec- 
tion 3?  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  point 
has  been  missed  I  am  afraid  as  far  as  the 
members  for  St.  George  and  Ottawa  Centre 
are  concerned.  It's  not  a  power  that  is  given 
to  the  Metro  chairman  whatsoever.  It  is  a 
power  gi\en  to  the  council.  Whether  we  wait 
for  the^  council  to  bring  us  a  resolution  in 
three  months  from  now  or  two  years  from 
now,  they  have  the  same  power  to  stop  any 
move  to  appoint  a  chief  administrative  officer. 
It  seems  to  me  to  make  considferable  sense 
to  include  this  in  the  bill  in  case  they  wish 
to  deal  with  this  matter  sometime  in  the 
near  future,  rather  than  bring  in  amendments. 
We  have  heard'  time  and  time  again— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  had  20  years  to 
ask  for  it  and  they  haven't  felt  the  need. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  have  heard  time  and 
time  again  from  the  opposition  that  there 
have  been  so  many  amendments  brought  in, 
too  manv  amendments,  too  many  bills— well, 
I  think  maybe  if  we  want  to  follow  that 
philosophy,  this  is  one  way  to  get  away  from 
another  amendment. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Sure,  stuff  it  down  our 
throats. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  3  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Those  in  favour  of  section  3  standing  as 
part  of  the  bill  please  say  "aye." 

Those   opposed  please   say   "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Shall  this  be  stacked?  Yes,  thank  you. 

Section  4  agreed  to. 

On  section  5: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  5,  could  the  min- 
ister simply  explain  it?  Right  now  there  is 
the  power  to  levy  a  sewage  service  rate.  Was 
this  requested  and,  if  so,  why?  What  effect 
will  it  have  in  terms  of  who  pays  what  for 
sewage  service? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
was  requested.  It  is  a  surcharge  which  will 
be  applied  by  the  area  municipalities,  the 
boroughs,  or  the  city,  as  they  see  fit.  Not  as, 
necessarily,  a  water  charge  on  the  users  only, 
but  it  could  be  a  combination  of  property 
charge  and  a  water  charge. 


Section  5  agreed  to. 
On  section  6: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  an 
amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  section  96  of 
the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  6  of  the  bill 
be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
subsection: 

4.  No  area  municipality  shall  open  up, 
establish  or  assume  for  public  use  any 
highway  which  intersects  with,  or  enters 
upon  any  highway  in  the  metropolitan 
road  system  without  the  prior  writ  and 
approval  of  the  metropolitan  corporation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  question  or  discussion 
on  section  6? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  would  explain  what  he  has 
in  mind.  We  have  been  aware  for  some  time 
that  Metropolitan  Toronto  was  anxious  to  get 
into  the  planning  of  downtown  Toronto,  and 
certainly  if  there  is  to  be  any  development 
of  downtown  Toronto,  and  that  is  not  be- 
fore us  at  the  moment,  it  was  definite  that 
there  would  have  to  be  roads  opened  into 
that  area. 

Does  this  mean  that  Metro  now  takes  over 
that  planning  of  the  city  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  what 
we  are  saying  is  that  this  is  a  case  where 
we  have  certain  roads  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  metropolitan  council  and  they  must  have 
the  right  to  approve  any  stopping  up  and 
we  should  have  included  it  in  the  bill.  It 
was  an  error  on  our  part.  It  is  included  in 
all  regional  bills  where  this  power  should 
be  at  the  regional  level. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  on 
section  6? 

Section  6  agreed  to. 

On  section  7: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  7,  Mr.  Chairman, 
perhaps  the  minister  can  say  whether  this 
has  any  practical  effect  or  is  it  simply  to 
feed  the  vanity  of  the  Metro  mayor  or  feed 
the  vanity  of  a  particular  borough  that  would 
be  entitled  to  have  the  tide  of  city? 

I  know  that  in  Ottawa  there  were  real 
changes  that  would  have  followed  the  eleva- 
tion of  Nepean  from  a  township  into  a  city. 
But  I  don't  beheve  that  they  would  happen 
in   this   particular   case.    Could  the   minister 
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explain   and   say   whether  there   is   anything 
practical  that  happens? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  was  re- 
quested by  certain  area  municipalities.  We 
made  it  permissive.  If  they  don't  wish  to 
change  their  name  from  city  to  borough  or 
vice  versa,  fair  enough. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  the  record,  but  what 
does  it  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  But  it  means  a  matter, 
as  far  as  money  is  concerned,  of  a  very  small 
change  in  grants— if  that's  what  you  are  re- 
ferring to,  a  very  insignificant  amount.  I 
think  it  has  to  be  a  status  name,  symbol, 
more  than  anything  else,  and  we  have  only 
put  it  on  that  basis  to  them,  permissive— if 
they  wish  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  More  power  to  the  city  of 
North  York  and  the  city  of  Etobicoke. 

Sections  7,  8  and  9  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

On  section  10: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  mat- 
ter of  section  10,  I  note  that  there  is  an 
amendment  before  us  and  if  it  had  not  been 
placed  I  would  certainly  have  placed  it. 

This,  again,  is  a  matter  which  was  not 
introduced  by  resolution  of  Metro  council, 
as  I  understand  it,  and  this  is  something 
which  goes  a  long  way  toward  giving  power 
to  Metro  if,  as  the  minister  will  tell  us, 
Metro  decides  to  go  along  with  it.  It  is  per- 
missive. But,  again,  if  it  hasn't  been  re- 
quested by  Metro  council,  why  does  this 
government  feel  that  it  should  put  into  this 
bill  this  provision  as  to  housing  policies?  I 
can  understand  the  minister,  if  he  is  looking 
at  a  philosophy  of  housing,  thinking  that 
perhaps  to  have  the  Metropolitan  regional 
government  become  committed  to  a  housing 
policy  is  preferable  than  to  have  each  of 
the  individual  municipalities  involved  with 
lesser  resources.  However,  again,  it  is  sad 
that  the  minister  has  not  experienced  this 
kind  of  government  at  first  hand,  or  he  would 
understand  what  I  believe  would  be  some 
of  the  concerns  of  the  people  of  this  area. 

One  of  the  tilings  that  goes  with  housing, 
if  the  housing  should  go  to  Metro  and  its 
policy  should  prevail,  is  that  this  is  the  first 
step  forward  to  Metro  doing  indirectly  what 
it  has  never  been  able  to  do  directly,  that  is, 
plan  the  area  municipality  for  them.  It  would 
seem    to    me    that    the    Metro    government 


should,  first  of  all,  bring  in  an  approved 
official  plan,  other  than  having  talked  about 
it  for  100  years,  before  it  starts  wanting  to 
get  into  this  setup  as  the  Metro  chairman 
wants  to  do.  I  suppose,  actually  as  we  see 
this  and  as  we  speak,  one  has  a  great  sense 
of  frustration  because  we  know  we  are  talk- 
ing to  people  who  simply  will  not  listen. 
What  is  your  real  reason  for  putting  this  in 
when  Metro  council  has  not  asked  that  this 
be  done? 

I  notice  that  the  Housing  minister  (Mr. 
Handleman)  took,  I  think  out  of  context,  a 
nice  swipe  at  the  mayor  of  Scarborough  in 
belabouring  him  for  not  co-operating.  I  didn't 
hear  him  say  anything  about  the  mayor  of 
Etobicoke,  but  I  haven't  seen  that  anything 
has  been  done  there.  It  does  seem  to  me  if 
you  want  really  to  have  division  this  is  your 
way  to  go  about  it.  If  it's  divide  and  con- 
quer and  if  the  minister  tells  me  that,  then 
I  have  to  accept  it  as  the  philosophy  of  this 
government.  That  is  precisely  what  is  going 
to  happen  if  you  insist  on  putting  in  clauses 
like  this  and  giving  so  much  power  that  you 
have  given  to  a  non-elected  chairman. 

I  can't  understand  what  it  is  about  this 
government  that  it  does  seem  to  want  to 
take  one  group  after  another  and  set  them 
against  it.  You  have  managed  to  destroy  the 
confidence  in  you  in  more  people,  members 
of  local  councils  and  groups  across  this  prov- 
ince than  anyone  in  the  history  of  the  prov- 
ince. Why  do  you  invite  this?  Why  do  you 
impose  this  upon  yourself?  Don't  tell  me  it's 
permissive,  when  you  don't  understand  the 
way  Metro  functions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Do  you? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Do  I  know  how  it 
fimctioos? 

Mr.  Deacon:  She  certainly  does! 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  was  there.  Were  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  All  right,  then  don't  talk 
to  me  about  it.  I  know  the  way  it  functions 
and  I  know  the  way  it  has  functioned  for 
some  years.  For  somebody  to  sit  there  and 
say  "Do  I?"— I'm  sorry,  imless  you  are  there, 
you  don't  know.  I  say  with  the  greatest  re- 
spect you  don't  know. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Some  of  your  experiences 
with  not  getting  notices  of  meetings  and 
things. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Oh,  yes,  I  have  already 
covered   that   and  the  minister  says   it's   all 
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right  if  you  don't  get  notices  of  meetings. 
But  that's  equality,  that's  equality:  "If  you 
don't  get  notices  of  meetings  it's  too  bad. 
We  carry  on  that  way  all  the  time."  Well, 
of  course,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  it's  one 
of  the  things  I  would  condemn  you  for.  You 
do  carry  on  that  way  all  the  time.  And  we 
very  often  have  to  dig  and  dig  and  dig  to 
find  out  what  is  going  on  here.  And  I  don't 
think  the  people  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
should  be  having  to  be  placed  in  that  position. 
As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  surely  the  thing 
for  you  to  do— 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Maybe 
we  had  better  put  them  in  trusteeship. 

Mrs.  Gampbell:  —and  I  didn't  catch  what 
the  Solicitor  General  said,  but  I  am  sure  it 
wasn't  all  that  intelligent— 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Put  Metro  in  trusteeship? 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  You  didn't 
miss  much. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  But  in  any  event- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Order. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  woidd  urge  that  you  de- 
lete this.  There  is  no  urgency  surely— 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  One  of  the 
best  things  you  have  said. 

Mr.  C.  E.  McIIveen  (Oshawa):  This  is? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —because  it  may  or  may 
not  come  into  effect  on  your  argument,  and 
surely  it  could  come  in  when  a  resolution 
from  Metropolitan  coimcil  asks  for  it.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  debate  on 
section  10? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would 
move  the  amendment  which  Mrs.  Campbell 
referred  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  subsection  2  of 
section  198(a)  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  section 
10  of  Bill  89  be  deleted. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  not  sure  if  you  have  a 
copy  of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  have  you? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  do. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  do?  Okay,  fine.  There 
are  no  changes  to  it  as  I  set  it  out. 

The  eflFect  of  the  amendment  would  be  that 
the  second  part  of  the  proposed  section  198(a) 
would  be  deleted  and  therefore  the  amend- 
ment would  simply  give  permissive  powers  to 


the  Metropolitan  council  or  to  the  council 
of  any  area  municipality  to  adopt  a  policy 
statement  relating  to  housing  which  contains 
specific  objectives,  production  targets  and 
financial  arrangements,  and  would  have  to  be 
approved  by  the  Minister  of  Housing. 

Now,  I  am  not  even  sure  whether  it  would 
be  necessary  to  have  those  permissive  powers 
in  legislation,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  if  there  is 
any  question  about  it,  I  have  no  objection 
and  we  have  no  objection  to  there  being  per- 
missive powers  to  Metro  council  adopting  a 
housing  policy. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  want  to 
encourage  the  council  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  to  adopt  a  housing  policy.  And  I 
would  like  to  suggest  to  this  House  that  the 
way  in  which  this  minister  has  gone  about  it 
in  conjunction  with  Chairman  Godfrey  is  go- 
ing to  be  counterproductive.  It  is  very  likely 
to  lead  to  a  situation  where  Metro  council 
will  not  get  a  housing  policy  this  year,  where- 
as had  the  work  gone  forward  as  it  was  going 
forward  before  this  minister  and  the  chairman 
stepped  in,  there  was  a  very  good  chance 
that  Metropolitan  Toronto  would  have  a  hous- 
ing policy  around  October  of  this  year. 

Some  members  of  the  Legislature  may  have 
read  the  interim  Metro  policy  which  was 
published  in  May  by  the  Metro  chairman, 
and  which,  incidentally,  made  no  reference 
to  the  mandatory  featm^es  of  the  Metro 
housing  policy  but  instead  laid  very  heavy 
emphasis  on  the  need  for  co-operation  with 
the  boroughs  and  with  the  borough  housing 
policies. 

Now,  that's  a  good  housing  policy  proposal 
which  has  come  forward.  I  was  talking  today 
with  the  assistant  to  Mr.  Godfrey.  He  says 
they  hope  to  get  discussions  on  this  under 
way  over  the  summer  and  they  hope  to  get 
it  adopted  by  the  fall. 

However,  when  this  Act  came  down  1% 
weeks  ago,  the  reaction  was  immediately 
intense  and  aggravated,  not  just  on  the  part 
of  Mayor  Crombie  and  Toronto  City  Council, 
but  also  on  the  part  of  a  number  of  boroughs. 
It  was  so  violent  that  the  Minister  of  Housing 
went  out  to  Scarborough  today  in  order  to 
talk  to  the  board  of  control  and  I'm  not  sure 
if  he  talked  to  the  council  as  well.  And  out 
there,  as  I  understand  it,  there  was  a  resolu- 
tion by  the  board  of  control  or  by  the  coun- 
cil, I  couldn't  establish  which,  and  Mayor 
Cosgrove  is  violently  opposed  to  the  manda- 
tory features  of  this  particular  section. 

The  Minister  of  Revenue  (Mr.  Meen)  isn't 
here,  but  I  understand  that  Willis  Blair  has 
spoken  to  the  member  for  York  East  on  be- 
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half  of  East  York,  again  to  express  opposition. 
I  understand  in  Etobicoke,  possibly  for  dijffer- 
ent  reasons,  Mayor  Flynn  and  his  board  of 
control  had  expressed  very  strong  opposition 
to  the  mandatory  features  of  this.  I  under- 
stand that  this  is  the  case  with  the  mayor 
of  York  whose  view  it  is  that  the  autonomy 
of  the  area  municipalities  should  be  inter- 
fered with  as  httle  as  possible  and  that  this 
interferes  with  their  autonomy. 

There  are  a  number  of  different  reasons 
for  which  these  mayors  opposed  this  particu- 
lar section,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  the  point  is 
that  they  do  oppose  it.  The  bill  came  down 
a  week  ago  last  Friday.  The  matter  was  raised 
at  Metro  council  at  its  regular  meeting  on 
Tuesday,  the  last  regular  meeting  of  the 
spring  Metro  council.  It  was  its  last  regular 
meeting  until  September,  in  fact.  By  a  vote 
of  17  to  10,  Metro  council  voted  to  discuss 
the  matter.  Unfortunately,  it  was  incapable 
of  discussing  it  because  it  needed  a  two- 
thirds  majority  and  fell  one  vote  short.  That 
was  the  degree  of  concern,  that  17  members 
of  Metro  council  wanted  to  discuss  the 
matter.  Most  of  them  wanted  to  defer  the 
matter. 

'I  want  to  suggest  that  this  section  is 
uimecessary,  because  if  Metro  council'  is  not 
holding  its  next  regular  meeting  until  next 
September  and  if  it  is  only  beginning  work 
now  to  discuss  the  housing  policy,  then  even 
with  the  best  will  in  the  world  Metropolitan 
Toronto  cannot  have  an  adopted'  housing 
policy  until  some  time  in  the  fall.  In  fact, 
the  kind  of  temper  that  is  abroad  in  Metro 
right  now  is  such  that  it  is  going  to  take 
them  much  longer  than  a  month  or  two  or 
three.  It  will  bc  December  or  January  at  the 
very  earliest  before  Metro  council  passes  this 
housing  policy.  Therefore,  the  mandatory 
features  dF  the  housing  polic)'  do  not  need  to 
apply.  There  is  no  reason  why  the  minister 
cannot  accept  this  amendment  and  withdraw 
those  mandatory  features  until'  tl^re  has  been 
a  specific  request  from  Metro  council,  if 
Metro  council  wishes  to  make  one,  and  imtil 
the  matter  has  been  fully  aired  and  discussed 
on  the  part  of  everybody  involved'. 

Perhaps,  I  can  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  in 
my  talks  today  with  Mr.  Kruger,  who  is  the 
executive  assistant,  to  Paul  Godfrey,  Mr. 
Kruger  expressed  serious  concern  about  the 
drafting  of  section  2  of  this  Act,  the  section 
which  I  wish  to  withdraw.  I  said  to  him, 
"Won't  you  get  Chairman  Godfrey  to  talk 
to  the  Premier  or  to  talk  to  this  minister 
and  to  get  them  to  withdraw  till  fall?"  He 
said,  "What  I  would  prefer  to  see  happen 
would  be  that  there  would  be  another  sec- 


tion, a  subsection  3,  go  in,  which  says  despite 
section  2  nothing  should  be  deemed  to  inter- 
fere with  the  usual  powers  of  zoning,  etc., 
that  exist  at  the  area  of  the  municipality 
level." 

So  we  came  out  with  different  soltitions. 
Nevertheless,  the  man  who  is  slated  for  the 
job  as  administrative  tsar  of  Metro  Toronto 
says  that  the  drafting  here  is  bad,  and  he 
thinks  that  something  should  be  done  about 
it.  I  think  that  what  should  be  done  about 
it  is,  since  it  is  unnecessary,  it  should  be 
withdrawn. 

Another  point  is  this,  and  I  say  this  to 
the  minister  —  I  wish  the  Treasurer  (Mr. 
White)  were  here  in  the  House  at  this  time- 
it  seems  to  me  that  people  in  all  parties,  and 
certainly  from  our  party,  would  like  to  see 
Metro  council  adopt  a  housing  policy.  I  con- 
fess to  be  somewhat  ambivalent  about  the 
proposals  made  by  the  chairman's  office.  I 
think  they  are  good  proposals,  but  I  find 
distressing,  for  a  number  of  reasons,  the  fact 
that  that  at  the  same  time  it  was  proposing 
good  housing  policy  the  Metro  chairman 
could  with  a  sweep  of  the  hand  eliminate  250 
homes  on  Toronto  Island.  The  fact  that  I 
live  there  does  not  matter.  I  would  feel  that 
way  even  if  I  did  not  live  there;  and  I  am 
moving  next  week  if  we  ever  get  this  dam 
session  finished. 

That  certainly  undermines  the  Metro  chair- 
man's credibility.  Nevertheless,  it  is  in  the 
interest  of  everybody  in  this  municipality  that 
Metro  council  adopts  a  housing  policy,  and 
let  us  cross  our  fingers  that  we  db  not  get  the 
same  kind  of  retrograde  action  as  we  saw 
from  Paul  Godfrey  over  the  island  housing, 

ilf  the  housing  policy  is  going  to  have  a 
mandatory  effect  on  the  boroughs,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  on  the  city  of  Toronto,  then  what 
is  very  likely  to  happen  is  that  for  their  own 
reasons,  and  certain  reasons  wiH'  differ,  Paul 
Cosgrove,  Dennis  Flynn  and  David  Crombie, 
mayors  who  together  have  far  more  than  a 
majority  of  the  votes  behind  them  on  Metro 
coimcil,  and  the  people  who  represent  their 
boroughs,  will  oppose  any  move  by  Metro 
to  adopt  a  housing  policy.  That  is  what  they 
are  going  to  do.  Therefore,  the  situation  that 
this  could  lead  to  is  that  Metro  won't  adopt 
a  housing  pohcy.  There  won't  be  targets 
based  on  the  needs  of  all'  the  people  in  Metro- 
politan Toronto  and  it  will  be  left  for  the 
city  of  Toronto  in  particular  to  carry  the 
entire  burden  for  the  Metropolitan  federa- 
tion in  the  matter  of  social  housing  and  hous- 
ing for  people  on  low  and  moderate  incomes. 
That  is  miacceptable. 
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The  other  slim  possibility,  Mr.  Chairman, 
wouki  be  that  a  housing  policy  would)  go 
ahead  under  a  compromise  worked  out  be- 
tween the  Metro  mayors,  on  which  every 
clause  of  the  Metro  housing  policy  was  gov- 
erned by  a  statement  that  said:  "Nothing  in 
this  housing  policy  will  be  deemed  to  inter- 
fere with  any  housing  policy  which  is  passed 
at  the  borough  or  at  the  city  level." 

That's  the  situation  that  would  prevail  if 
we  took  out  section  2  and  subsection  2.  It 
seems  to  me  that  tliis  proposal,  as  the  minis- 
ter has  madte  it,  will  poison  co-operation.  It 
undermines  the  kind  of  work  the  Metropolitan 
corporation  and  the  boroughs  ought  to  do. 

It  seems  to  me,  finally,  that  it  pre-empts 
one  of  the  major  things  at  stake  in  the  con- 
sideration now  undier  way  of  future  powers 
within  the  Metro  federation.  We  feel  that, 
where  possible,  powers  should'  be  decen- 
tralized to  the  boroughs.  How  it  should  work 
out  in  the  field  of  housing  is  hard  to  say  at 
this  time.  I  think  it's  going  to  be  a  shared 
responsibility.  You  can't  have  a  shared  respon- 
sibility if  all  the  powers  of  direction  ulti- 
mately reside  in  the  Metropolitan  council 
and  in  thie  Metro  chairman's  office. 

Yet  that  decision  is  being  pre-empted  be- 
cause of  the  discussions  between  Minister 
Irvine  and  Chairman  Godfrey.  The  Metro 
mayors  are  justifiably  concerned  that  a  major 
decision  about  powers  within  the  Metropolitan 
federation,  that  should  be  a  matter  for  de- 
bate, discussion,  representation  and  briefs  by 
somebody  looking  at  all  facets  of  Metro  To- 
ronto's structure,  is  simply  being  decided 
at  the  stroke  of  a  pen  by  a  minister  who 
makes  an  arbitrary  decision. 

I  have  talked  with  the  minister  and  asked 
him  whether  he  wouldn't  withdraw  this  for 
now.  We'll  be  quite  happy  to  pass  the  bill 
in  a  day  in  the  fall  if  it  is  requested  by 
Metropolitan  council.  I've  talked  with  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis),  something  that  I  rarely, 
if  ever,  do,  and  said:  Look,  you're  going  to 
poison  the  Metropolitan  federation.  As  a 
matter  of  statesmanship,  not  as  a  matter  of 
party  politics,  you  don't  need  it  now.  It's 
counterproductive.  It  may  sabotage  the  cre- 
ation of  a  Metro  housing  policy  which  we 
on  this  side  of  the  House  would  very  much 
like  to  see.  Now  for  God's  sake  try  the  route 
of  co-operation  rather  than  putting  a  gim 
at  the  heads  of  the  boioughs  involved  in 
Metro. 


This  has  been  met  by  deaf  ears.  I  plead 
with  the  minister  and  with  his  colleagues 
not  to  be  so  stubborn,  to  accept  this  amend- 
ment and  see  what  happens  ir  you  try  a  bit 
of  sugar  rather  than  forcing  the  boroughs  to 
accept  a  policy  for  which  the  decision  is 
made  by  Metro  council. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  Etobicoke 
there  is  an  enormous  sensitivity.  We  watch 
with  wetted  finger  the  weather  vanes  in  the 
province  and  construe  that  this  kind  of  trans- 
ference of  power  ia  a  critical  area,  into  the 
Metropolitan  area  away  from  the  boroughs, 
and  particularly  from  the  borough  of  Etobi- 
coke, does  touch  a  sensitive  spot.  The  direc- 
tion is  perhaps,  creeping  amalgamation.  This 
is  an  indication  of  that.  This  is  a  sign  of  the 
times,  this  ongoing  process  of  stripping  muni- 
cipalities of  their  power,  authorities,  and 
functions— and  they  have  little  enough  left 
in  order  to  constitute  themselves  as  really 
viable  political  entities. 

You  give  them  power  to  become  a  city, 
and  they  have  none  of  the  works  by  which 
a  city  is  supposed  to  operate.  This  is  a  move 
in  that  direction. 

I  want  the  minister  to  know  there  is  a 
considerable  feeling  in  the  part  of  the  world 
I  come  from  about  this  legislation.  I  think 
you  should  give  them  far  more  incentive  in 
the  housing  area,  give  them  reasons  to  in- 
crease the  housing  figures  and  not  simply 
move  in  with  a  sort  of  blunderbuss  and  take 
away  powers  vital  to  the  good  running  and 
the  constitution  of  any  borough. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  on  a 
point  of  order.  I  want  to  ask  for  your  guid- 
ance. It  being  almost  six  o'clock  I  would 
appreciate  if  you  would  check  with  the 
Speaker  on  behalf  of  the  House,  to  determine 
the  appropriateness  of  the  estimates  commit- 
tee sitting  this  evening  v^thout  the  members 
of  the  estimates  committee  having  been  given 
adequate,  or  for  that  matter  any  notice,  as 
is  required  by  normal  custom  and  precedent 
in  this  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  would  be  pleased  to  take 
this  up  with  the  Speaker  and  report  later.  It 
being  6  of  the  clock,  I  do  now  leave  the 
chair  and  we  will  resume  at  8. 

It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 

MUNICIPALITY  OF  METROPOLITAN 
TORONTO  ACT 

( concluded ) 

On  section  10: 

Mr.  Chairman:  When  we  rose  at  6  o'clock 
there  was  consideration  of  a  motion  by  Mr. 
Cassidy,  Is  there  any  further  discussion  on 
that? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  When  we 
rose  at  6  I  had  asked  on  a  point  of  order 
for  some  clarification  on  the  procedure  with 
regard  to  adequate  notice  being  given  to 
committee  members  about  a  committee  meet- 
ing held  for  the  purpose  of  discussing  es- 
timates. The  Chairman  indicated  at  6  that 
he  was  going  to  check  with  the  Speaker 
over  the  supper  hour  and  report  back.  I 
think  we  should  deal  with  that  before  we 
proceed,  because  if  the  committee  is  meet- 
ing, then  obviously  I  have  to  be  there  rather 
than  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  understood  the  Chair- 
man who  was  in  the  chair  at  6  o'clock  did 
check  with  Mr.  Speaker,  and  Mr.  Speaker 
indicated  there  was  nothing  irregular  about 
it.  Apparently  the  previous  business  came 
to  an  end,  and  either  the  time  has  to  be 
wasted  or  the  committee  must  proceed  with 
the  next  order  of  business  as  was  announced, 
I  suppose,  earlier. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  not  announced. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  know  about  that. 
The  Management  Board  estimates,  I  under- 
stand, are  being  heard  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  That's 
a  hell  of  a  way  to  run  a  railroad, 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  They  are 
then. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes.  Any  further  comment 
on  the  motion  by  Mr.  Cassidy,  which  I  think 
is  the  one  before  me?  All  right.  Those  in 
favour   of  Mr.   Cassidy's   motion— 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Could  we  have  a  response 
from  the  minister  to  the  comments  of  the 
member  for  St.  George,  my  own  comments 
and  the  comments  of  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore   (Mr.  Lawlor)? 

This  is  about  the  most  important  and 
dangerous  amendment  in  this  set  of  amend- 
ments. Most  of  them  are  not  dangerous  in 
fact,  but  this  one  is,  particularly  in  the  ob- 
jectionable way  in  which  it  has  been  put 
forward. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Chairman,  certainly  I'd  like  to 
make  a  comment.  Again,  I  believe  we  have 
to  go  back  to  what  we  said  at  the  beginning. 
This  is  an  amendment  whereby  the  metro- 
politan council— and  not  the  chairman,  as 
the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  and 
some  of  the  other  members  have  said;  not 
the  chairman  at  all— the  council  will  decide 
whether  or  not  there  will  be  a  housing  policy. 

As  far  as  this  particular  amendment  to 
section  10  is  concerned,  it  has  to  be  ap- 
proved by  the  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr. 
Handleman).  And  no  one  can  tell  me  that 
metropolitan  council  or  the  minister  would 
approve  something  in  regard  to  housing  pol- 
icy which  would  not  be  acceptable  to  the 
boroughs  or  cities  that  are  part  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  I  can't  understand  why  so 
much  exception  is  being  taken  to  the  fact 
that  we  are  putting  in  permissive  legislation 
to  what  I  think  is  good  planning  for  a  hous- 
ing policy  for  Metropolitan  Toronto. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  precisely  the  prob- 
lem. 

Hon.   Mr.   Irvine:   The  members  may  say 
that  this  is  mandatory,  arbitrary  and  so  on. 
That's  absolutely  nonsense.  It's  not  arbitrary. 
It's  not  mandatory- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  it's  not  something 
the  chairman  will  decide  upon.  It's  some- 
thing the  council  members  will  decide  upon. 
As  for  this  government  not  being  able  to 
relate  to  the  people,  as  I  believe  was  men- 
tioned before,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  relate  very 
closely  to  the  people. 
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Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  You 
don't  believe  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  hon.  member  for  St.  George:  Don't  live 
in  a  fantasy,  in  a  world  of  your  own.  This 
government  relates  more  closely  to  the  people 
of  Ontario  than  any  other  government  all 
over  Canada. 

Mrs.  Campbell:   Who  are  you  kidding? 

Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  As  far  as  this  ministry 
is  concerned,  don't  you  ever  think  for  one 
moment  that  you  have  the  answers,  because 
you  haven't  got  the  answers.  Because  you 
happened  to  be  on  Metropolitan  council  at 
one  time,  do  you  think  you  are  the  only  one 
who  can  make  a  decision?  Absolutely  not, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): She  is  not  trying  to  impose  her  de- 
cision. Isn't  this  a  democracy  still?  What's 
the  matter  with  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  the  people  have 
as  much  right  to  decide  as  anybody  else.  We 
are  saying  to  the  people  who  elect  the  coun- 
cil, who  elect  the  members  at  the  local  level, 
that  they  are  the  ones  to  decide;  and  we  are 
making  it  permissive  for  them  to  do  so. 

You  went  to  some  length  to  say  that  this 
is  mandatory  and  arbitrary.  I  am  saying  to 
you  it  is  not.  And  with  all  due  respect,  I 
wish  to  say  to  the  hon.  member  for  St. 
George,  through  the  Chairman,  that  it  is  abso- 
lute nonsense  when  she  says  this  is  an 
arbitrary  decision  taken  by  this  government. 
It  is  not.  It  is  a  decision  that  will  be  taken 
by  the  members  of  the  Metro  council,  a  de- 
cision that  will  be  taken  by  those  who  are 
elected  in  the  boroughs  or  the  cities,  which- 
ever the  case  may  be— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  has  not  been  taken  by  them 
yet  because  they  haven't  had  a  chance  to 
discuss  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  don't  have  to  take 
a  decision;  that's  the  point.  They  don't  have 
to  take  a  decision  until  they  are  ready  to 
do  so. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  stuck  with  legis- 
lation that  the  administrative  assistant  to  the 
chairman  says  is  terrible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  again  is  not  reading 
the  Act  correctly,  because  he  doesn't  want  to 


read  it  correctly.  He  doesn't  want  to  under- 
stand that  this  is  done  in  co-operation  with 
everyone.  He  may  be  against  it  for  some 
reason  which  I  haven't  been  able  to  under- 
stand, and  I  don't  suppose  I  ever  would; 
regardless  of  that,  all  I  am  saying  to  him  is 
that  the  people  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  will 
decide,  through  their  elected  representatives, 
as  to  what  action  takes  place  in  regard  to 
housing  policy- 
Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Why  didn't 
they  have  the  opportunity  to  request  the 
legislation  in  the  first  place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  they  will  have  the 
opportunity  to  decide  as  time  goes  on. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  didn't  they  have  the 
opportunity  to  request  the  legislation  in  the 
first  place,  instead  of  having  it  forced  upon 
them  by  the  Metro  chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  have  stated  the  policy 
of  this  government  three  or  four  times  in 
similar  Acts,  whereby  I  was  permissive.  I 
again  say  to  you  that  this  government  is  not 
imposing  upon  anyone  within  the  boundaries 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  without  their  wishes, 
any  policy  unless  those  they  elect  want  to 
ensure  they  have  a  proper  housing  policy. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  pur- 
sue this  a  bit  further.  I  am  tempted  to  get 
angry  and  so  on.  I  am  not  going  to  get 
angry,  though— 

Mr.  J.  Lane  (Algoma-Manitoulin):  Go 
ahead,  get  mad. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  just  going  to  say  very 
seriously  to  the  minister  that  there  is  a 
serious  problem  here,  which  is  that  the 
Minister  of  Housing,  not  only  this  minister, 
would  like  to  see  a  Metropolitan  Toronto 
housing  policy.  Frankly,  so  would  I  like  to 
see  a  Metropolitan  Toronto  housing  policy. 

Of  all  of  the  points  that  I  made  during  the 
course  of  the  debate,  I  would  repeat  one 
particular  item  put  forward  to  this  govern- 
ment, which  is  pragmatic,  which  doesn't  give 
a  damn  about  what  the  people  think,  but 
which  may  have  some  feelings  about  getting 
things  done. 

One  of  the  things  that  the  Minister  of 
Housing  would  very  much  like,  I  would  sug- 
gest, would  be  to  see  Metro  council  adopt 
a  housing  policy  like  the  proposal  put  for- 
ward by  Mr.  Godfrey,  which  involved  at  least 
40   per  cent   of  the  housing  built  in   Metro 
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over  the  next  year  or  two  to  be  social  hous- 
ing of  one  sort  or  another,  directed  to  people 
of  low  and  moderate  incomes. 

The  problem  I  want  to  bring  to  the  minis- 
ter's attention  and  ask  him  to  reply  specifi- 
cally to  is,  doesn't  he  think  that  the  legislation 
in  the  form  put  forward  is  going  to  be  coun- 
ter-productive? And  how  does  he  measure  the 
dangers  of  borough  representatives  and  city 
representatives  on  Metro  council  defeating  or 
stalling  a  Metro  housing  policy  because  they 
are  not  ready  to  have  both  the  housing  policy 
and  the  policy  which  dictates  to  them  what 
it  is  they  are  going  to  do? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess 
we  have  two  diflFerent  philosophies.  I  live 
in  the  aflRrmative  side  of  the  world. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  You  live  in  an  unreal 
world. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  things  can  move 
forward  if  we  vAsh  them  to.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  is  saying  that  nothing 
will  go  forward,  because  he  has  a  negative 
attitude.  I  think  it  is  time  that  we  take  a 
constructive,  not  obstructive,  attitude  in  this 
House  and  try  to  help  those  who  are  elected. 
And  this  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do.  We 
are  trying  to  say  if  you  wish  to— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Paul  Godfrey  wasn't  elected 
and  you  are  trying  to  help  him. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  1  will  only 
say  it  once  more.  I  really  don't  want  to  get 
into  an  argument  with  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre,  because  I  don't  think  that 
would  accomplish  anything;  it  would  be  a 
waste  of  time. 

Mr.  Ren  wick:  It  wouldn't  be  a  waste  of 
time.  Answer  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  not  the  Metro  chair- 
man we  are  talking  about.  This  is  the  council 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto.  The  Metro  chairman 
is  a  chairman.  Surely  you  can  understand  that. 
If  he  has  power  enough  to  influence  those 
people  who  have  been  elected,  fair  enough; 
that  is  up  to  him. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  know  the  defects  of  the 
Metro  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  saying  to  you  it 
is  up  to  the  elected  people  to  stand  on  their 
two  feet  and  decide  whether  or  not  they 
want  a  housing  policy  or  whether  or  not 
they  don't,  whether  they  want  an  administra- 
tive officer  or  whether  or  not  they  don't  and 


whether  they  want  to  be  a  city  or  a  borough, 
as  the  case  may  be. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  did  you  succumb  to 
the  Metro  chairman? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Surely  that  should  be  all 
right.  If  that  is  not  all  right,  there  is  some- 
thing wrong  with  the  whole  philosophy  of 
the  opposition  whereby  they  are  trying  to  say 
to  the  government- 
Mr.  Renwick:  This  is  your  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Ir\'ine:  —on  the  one  hand,  give 
them  some  powers  and  then,  in  the  next 
minute,  they  are  saying  take  it  away. 

Mr.  Renwick:  This  is  your  bill.  Explain 
the  philosophy  of  it,  not  ours. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  have  explained  it  but 
the  member  for  Riverdale  wasn't  here  when 
I  was  explaining  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  know  what  the  explanation 
is.  I  was  here  when  the  question  ^^'as  first 
asked  in  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Ir\'ine:  My  explanation- 
Mr.  Renwick:  It  comes  at  the  request  of 
the  Metro  chairman  done  clandestinely  with 
your   colleague,   the   Minister  of  Housing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Do  you  wish  to  speak? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Well,  if  you  insist. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  are  deal- 
ing with  this  amendment,  not  vdth  the  chair- 
man of  Metro  Toronto. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  part  of  that  amend- 
ment, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  it  is  not.  Order,  please, 
we  are  dealing  with  Mr.  Cassidy's  motion. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  put  forward 
the  bill.  He  has  to  justify  it.  The  origin  of 
this  bill  was  a  clandestine  meeting  between 
the  Metro  chairman  and  the  Minister  of 
Housing  in  which  this  minister  concurred. 
That's  the  reason  this  legislation  is  here.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  request  of  the 
elected  representatives  sitting  on  the  Metro 
council  who  requested  the  authority  from 
this  government  to  provide  for  a  housing 
policy  for  Metropolitan  Toronto.  It  wasn't 
subject  to  any  kind  of  a  debate.  The  minister 
can't  now  say  that  he  is  the  one  who  says 
we  will  give  them  all  sorts  of  powers,  be- 
cause there  are  many  powers  he  won't  give 
them.  There  are  many  powers  you  refuse  to 
give  them. 
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The  basis  on  which  you've  got  to  establish 
your  sense  of  local  autonomy,  if  you  want 
to  pay  deference  to  it  the  way  the  members 
of  the  Conservative  Party  do  every  day,  is 
to  say  we  will  grant  to  the  metropolitan 
council  of  the  city  of  Toronto  what  that 
metropolitan  council  by  way  of  resolution 
requests,  not  what  the  Metro  chairman  or 
someone  else  who  has  the  ear  of  the  govern- 
ment may  request.  You  know  as  well  as  I 
do  the  Metro  chairman  is  not  elected.  He 
is  not  elected  by  any  particular  franchise 
at  all.  Your  philosophy  is  that  because  he 
came  to  your  colleague  you  are  giving  him 
that  authority.  That  is  putting  a  wedge  in 
the  door  before  there  has  been  any  request, 
any  debate  at  the  borough  level  and  the  city 
of  Toronto  level,  any  further  debate  at  the 
second-tier  level  or  any  request  coming  for- 
ward formally  from  metropolitan  council  for 
the  purpose  of  that  kind  of  legislation. 

Interjections  by  hon,  members. 

(Mr.  Renwick:  It's  the  way  the  two-tier 
system  operates.  Does  the  minister  under- 
stand it? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  two-tier  system  is  based 
on  the  proposition  that  there  are  two  tiers. 
When  matters  fundamentally  aflFecting  the 
city  of  Toronto  and  the  boroughs  are  to  be 
provided  by  way  of  authority  to  metropolitan 
council,  you  can't  get  away  with  the  exercise 
of  some  kind  of  a  democratic  basis  of  your 
intuitions  about  what  the  city  of  Toronto 
or  one  of  the  boroughs  or  the  metropolitan 
council  may  decide  is  in  the  best  interests  of 
Metropolitan  Toronto.  Don't  jump  the  gun 
that  way. 

If  you  want  to  face  up  to  the  question  of 
the  defect  in'  the  Metropolitan'  government 
bill  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  go  ahead  and 
face  up  to  it.  But  don't  kid  yourself  by  saying 
we  are  just  granting  sort  of  plenary  powers. 
We've  had  many  legitimate  requests  come  to 
this  assembly  from  elected,  representatives 
that  have  been  refused  by  this  very  minis- 
ter in  the  short  time  he  has  been  in  oflBce. 

IMr.  Cassidy:  That  is  right.  What  about 
rent  control?  It  has  been  refused  again  and 
again  and  again. 

(Mr.  Renwick:  You  can't  blow  hot  on  one 
issue  and  cold  on  another.  If  the  city  of 
Toronto  comes  and  asks  for  specific  authority 
who  are  you  to  say  no,  which  is  what  you 
have  said?  If  this  little  god  you  have  created 
in   the   Metropolitan   Toronto   council   comes 


and  talks  to  you— I  am  not  speaking  only  of 
this  incumbent  of  that  oflBce;  I  am  talking 
about  the  continuing  persons  who  have  sat 
in  that  seat  of  authority  every  one  of  whom 
has  had  the  ear  of  this  government  and  who 
has  not  necessarily,  on  every  occasion,  been 
expressing  the  kind'  of  views  which  are 
expressed  by  the  constituent  municipalities, 
nor  the  kind  of  views  which  are  expressed 
by  the  metropolitan  council  itself. 

The  minister  knows  that  and  don't  kid 
around.  We  understand.  It  is  your  bill;  your 
philosophy  is  patent  and  clear  and  it  is  wrong. 
Don't  kid  us  by  tossing  around'  what  we  in 
our  philosophy  believe  in.  We  believe  in  the 
origin  of  reasonable  policies  among  elected 
representatives  and  if  the  roadblock  is  that 
they  don't  have  the  legislative  authority  to 
do  it,  it  is  considered  here  and  it  is  granted 
to  them.  That's  local  autonomy,  not  this. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favom-  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Aye. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  I  could  just  talk  a  bit 
longer,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  sorry,  but  this 
is  the  most  important  clause  in  the  whole 
bill  andl  for  a  number  of  reasons  it  has  got 
a  lot  of  people  upset,  not  just  in  Toronto  but 
across  the  province. 

rWhatever  happened'  to  the  commitment  of 
the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  that  important 
changes  in  policy  would  be  subject  to  full 
consultation?  Whatever  happened  to  the  pre- 
cedents which  have  been'  set  by  the  Treas- 
urer, again,  in  giving  such  life  to  the  Pro- 
vincial' Municipal  Liaison  Committee  in  a 
way  which  in  so  many  matters  is  the  envy 
of  municipal  jurisdictions  up  and  d^own^  this 
continent?  Whatever  happened?  Why  did  the 
minister  err  and  stray  so  badly  from  the 
precedents  which  have  been  set  by  the  minis- 
ter who  is  senior  to  him  in  this  policy  field? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  we  are  waiting- 
Mr.    Chairman:    Order,   please.    These   are 

very  general  statements  and  we  are  dealing 

with— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  minister— the  Chair- 
man must  let  the  minister  answer. 

iMr.  Chairman:  Ordbr,  please.  We  are 
dealing  with  a  specific  amendment. 

iMr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 
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/Mr.  Chairman:  I  don't  need  any  advice 
from  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

(Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  The  Chair- 
man needs  guidance. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  The  Chairman  doesnf't  need 
any  advice  from  you,  either. 

'Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
a  reply? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  steami-roller  is  even  in 
the  handls  of  the  Chairman. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want 
to  point  out  very  briefly  that  really  what  has 
been  said  from  across  the  way  hasn't  added' 
to  the  debate  one  particle  as  far  as  I  am 
concerned.  What  we  have  said  before  stiU 
stands.  We  still'  have  the  consultative  process 
with  all  our  elected  people  and  with  all  our 
people  in  Ontario.  I  say  right  now  to  the 
hon.  members  who  have  spoken  so  loudly 
and  so  long  and^  without  really  too  much 
substance,  that  is  why  we  are  here  and)  they 
are  over  there.  We  understand  the  people- 
Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  That 
is  what  Weir  said  in  Manitoba. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  we  are  not  trying  to 
make  anything  arbitrary  whatsoever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Those  words  of  yours  are  go- 
ing on  thft  record. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  saying  that  this 
is  a  policy  which  may  be  adopted  by  those 
who  are  elected  and  if  they  wish,  that's  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  want  to  try  to  deal  again 
with  the  choices  available  in  terms  of  the 
distribution  of  housing  powers.  It  is  some- 
thing which  affects  other  regional  munici- 
palities as  well  as  Toronto. 

Housing  policy  could  be  exercised  at  the 
lower  tier  and  that  option  remains  open  in 
this  particular  amendment  because  the  Metro 
council  members  could  simply  decide  there 
would  be  no  statement  of  housing  policy  by 
Metro.  Housing  policy  could  also  be  set  by 
the  upper  tier  and  that  choice  is  open,  ac- 
cording to  these  amendments,  because  Metro 
has  the  power  to  make  a  housing  policy  and 
to  make  it  stick  because  it  is  mandatory. 

The  intermediate  position  in  which  both 
the  upper  and  the  lower  tiers,  both  Metro 


and  the  area  municipalities,  set  housing 
policies  may  be  messy  administratively  but  it 
is  in  much  better  accord  with  the  way  in 
which  people  feel  about  this  very  new  field 
of  actually  setting  housing  policies  in  a  de- 
liberate kind  of  way.  It  also  goes  a  long  way 
to  calming  the  fears  of  people  within  the 
metropolitan  federation  who  fear  that  under 
the  present  chairman  of  Metropolitan  Toronto 
the  goal  of  having  co-operation  of  all 
boroughs  will  not  always  be  followed. 

The  city  of  Toronto  is  smarting  badly  from 
a  decision  by  Metro  council  to  ignore  a 
virtually  unanimous  decision  of  Toronto  city 
council  and  to  destroy  250  homes  on  Toronto 
Island.  The  city  of  Toronto  is  equally  upset 
about  Metro  decisions  in  relation  to  parking 
policy  and  the  efforts  by  Metro  to  take  over 
control  of  all  parking  —  which  specifically 
means  within  the  downtown  area.  The  city 
of  Toronto  is  upset  over  Metro  decisions 
about  future  planning  and  development  of 
the  downtown  core.  And  the  city  of  Toronto 
for  one  feels  that  when  decisions  are  going  to 
be  made  in  Metro  that  Toronto's  interests 
are  simply  going  to  be  ignored  —  not  com- 
promised with,  not  decisions  that  reflect 
Toronto's  input— but  Toronto  will  simply  be 
ignored  and  trampled. 

Now  the  borough  of  Scarborough  is  feel- 
ing a  bit  that  way  too.  They  don't  trust  what's 
happening,  and  something  is  needed  in  order 
to  help  them  build  trust  in  a  Metro  housing 
policy.  What  is  needed  is  for  the  two  levels 
of  government  to  be  able  to  carry  out  hous- 
ing policies  in  consultation  and  in  co-opera- 
tion, without  one  side  or  the  other  holding  a 
gun  at  the  other's  throat. 

You  permitted  two  positions  with  this 
amendment:  either  all  the  boroughs  have 
their  own  housing  policies  or  Metro  has  a 
housingr  policy  that  determines  evervbody 
else's.  But  you  haven't  permitted  a  third,  and 
that's  where  you  are  so  wrong  with  this  par- 
ticular amendment.  It  wasn't  requested  in 
this  way  by  the  boroughs  or  by  metropolitan 
council.  You  haven't  given  them  a  chance  to 
consider  all  of  the  options.  When  they  come 
to  look  at  the  options,  Mr.  Chairman,  they 
will  find— and  this  is  why  so  many  of  them 
are  complaining— that  one  of  the  options,  and 
the  option  with  which  they  would  be  most 
comfortable  at  this  time,  is  excluded.  Be- 
cause if  they  give  Metro  a  housing  policy, 
then  it  has  mandatory  force  on  the  boroughs. 

The  other  thing  which  has  got  even  John 
Kruger  upset,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  drafting 
of  this  particular  amendment.  And  I'd  like  the 
minister  to  say  for  the  record  what  does  the 
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phrase  mean  when  the  amendment  says  "No 
bylaw  shall  be  passed  by  the  metropolitan 
council  or  by  the  council  of  an  area  muni- 
cipality that  does  not  conform  with  the  hous- 
ing policy  statement  of  the  metropolitan 
council."  Can  he  be  precise  about  what  that 
means  and  about  how  far  that  applies  to  zon- 
ing and  restricted  area  bylaws? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  certainly 
I  can't  be  precise.  That  depends  on  the  de- 
cision of  Metropolitan  Toronto  council  as  to 
what  the  policy  statement  is.  I  haven't  seen 
it.  Who  has?  They  haven't  got  one  yet.  It 
depends  on  whether  or  not  they  have  a  hous- 
ing policy  statement.  So  it's  kind  of  ridiculous, 
I  think,  for  the  hon.  member  to  ask  me  if  I 
know  what  it  states. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  didn't  ask  them. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  your  legislation. 

Mr.  Renwick:  You  didn't  ask  them.  Did 
they  dictate  the  wording  for  you? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  can  I  ask 
again,  could  the  metropolitan  council  on  its 
housing  policy  say  that  no  house  shall  cost 
more  than  $50,000,  for  example,  or  could  it 
say  that  no  house  shall  cost  less  than 
$50,000?  Can  it  say  that  no  project  will  have 
more  than  20  per  cent  social  housing  or 
could  it  say  that  no  project  will  have  less  than 
20  per  cent  social  housing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not 
going  to  try  to  interpret  tonight  or  any  other 
night  what  any  council  in  Ontario  is  going 
to  determine  would  be  a  good  policy  for 
them  to  enact— whether  it's  housing  policy 
or  whatever  else  it  might  be,  bylaw  or  any- 
thing else.  If  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  would  look  back  to  the  days  when  he 
was  elected,  I  am  sure  he  would  understand 
what  I  am  saying.  I  think  it's  up  to  the  coun- 
cil themselves  to  decide  what  they  want  to 
do  for  their  people.  Why  would  I  want  to  try 
to  interpret  what  someone  in  Metropolitan 
Toronto  might  want  to  enact  six  months  from 
now  or  six  years  from  now? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  are  missing  the  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  not.  You  are. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  distribution  of  powers 
between  Metro  and  the  area  municipalities  is 
very  much  at  stake.  It  may  be,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  the  entire  control  of  area  municipalities 
over  zoning  is  effectively  being  taken  over 
or  is  being  given  to  Metro  council,  should 
Metro  council  want  to  take  it.  If  that's  the 


case,  I  think  that  that  should  be  spelled  out 
before  this  Legislature.  It's  a  kind  of  skeleton 
legislation  and  if  the  minister's  words  are  to 
be  believed,  then  almost  anything  that  Metro 
council  wanted  to  put  into  that  housing 
policy  could  go  into  that  housing  policy. 

I  don't  happen  to  think  that  Metro  council 
is  going  to  take  over  the  zoning  powers  in 
those  ways.  But  I  do  anticipate  that  there 
could  be  severe  conflicts  between  Metro 
council  and  its  housing  policy  and  decisions 
that  are  made  by  local  councils.  You  could 
find  that  there  were  two  councils— Metro  and 
an  area  municipality— which  were  each  try- 
ing to  achieve  the  same  objectives  and  yet 
were  doing  so  by  different  means.  The  area 
municipality  would  find  that  its  power  to  be 
sensitive  to  its  people,  its  neighbourhoods 
and  to  achieve  those  same  objectives  by  its 
means  was  thwarted  because  of  Metro's 
housing  policies  and  these  particular  sections, 
which  are  very  imprecise  and  terribly  badly 
drafted. 

Mr.  Kruger  said  on  the  phone  to  me  today: 
"I  wish  there  was  a  subsection  3  here  that 
said  nothing  in  subsection  2  shall  be  deemed 
as  overriding  the  powers  of  the  local  muni- 
cipalities to  carry  out  their  zoning  and  plan- 
ning functions."  So  even  he  recognizes  the 
diflBculties.  Can  the  minister  give  us  some 
more  interpretation,  or  is  it  simply  a  set  of 
powers  as  broad  as  Metro  council  tries  to 
make  them?  Is  that  basically  what  he  says 
we're  giving  to  Metro  council  with  those 
amendments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  only 
advice  that  I  can  give  the  hon.  member  right 
now  would  be  this:  I  think  he  would  be  well 
advised  not  to  quote  people  unless  people 
have  something  in  writing.  He  tried  to  quote 
me  the  other  day,  and  I  think  it  would  be 
better  if  we  were  to  understand  that  Mr. 
Kruger  has  not  said  anything  to  the  govern- 
ment, in  writing,  about  the  particular  draft 
we're  talking  about.  He  may  have  said  some- 
thing which  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
has  interpreted  in  his  way,  which  he  most 
often  does.  I  don't  really  know  w'hat  Mr. 
Kruger  said,  nor  will  I  know  \mtil  I  get  it 
in  writing.  And  I  won't  accept  it  until  it's 
presented  to  us. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sure,  because  the  minister  is 
jamming  the  whole  thing  through.  This  is 
ridiculous,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy 's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
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In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Shall   we  stack  this  with  the  others? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  With  great  reluctance  we 
will  stack  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  stack  it  along  with  a 
couple  of  others. 

The  minister  has  an  amendment  to  section 
11. 

On  section  11: 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  section  11  of 
the  bill  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  sections: 

202.  All  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  the 
planning  board  for  the  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto planning  area  are  assets  and  lia- 
bilities of  the  metropolitan  corporation, 
and  the  metropolitan  corporation  for  all 
purposes  stands  in  the  place  and  stead  of 
the  planning  board  for  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  planning  area. 

203.  Where  a  person  who  was  employ- 
ed by  the  planning  board  for  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  planning  area  immediately 
prior  to  Jan,  1,  1975,  is  employed  by  the 
metropolitan  corporation  without  interven- 
ing employment, 

(a)  employment  with  the  planning  board 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  employment 
with  the  metropolitan  corporation  for  the 
purpose  of  sick  leave  credits,  gratuities  and 
holidays;  and 

(b)  the  employee,  if  a  member  of  the 
pension  plan  of  the  metropolitan  corpora- 
tion, shall  be  deemed  not  to  be  a  person 
who  enters  the  employ  of  an  employer 
within  the  meaning  of  section  8(l)(a)  of  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Employees  Retirement 
System  Act. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman:  on  a  point 
of  order,  could  we  discuss  the  section  itself 
before  we  discuss  the  amendment  for  the 
simple  reason  that  it  would  flow  from  the 
way  in  which  section  11  is  worded? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  can  do  that. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  would  like  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  discuss  this  section,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Chairman:  This  amendment  just  adds 
two  more  subsections. 

(Mrs.  Campbell:  That's  correct.  It  is  to 
carr>'  out,  as  I  see  it,  it  is  to  clarify  the  effect 
of  subsection  3. 

(Mr.  Chairman,  before  speaking  to  this 
point,  I  would  like  to  address  a  question  to 


the  minister  for  clarification,  I  was  advised, 
following  our  meeting  this  morning,  that  the 
minister  advised  the  group  that  he  would 
expect  me,  pursuing  the  discussion,  to  move 
at  this  point  that  this  section  be  referred  to 
committee.  Did  the  minister  make  that  sug- 
gestion or  did  the  people  misundierstand 
him? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  hon.  member  possibly  has  been  mis- 
informed to  a  degree.  I  said  to  them  that 
I  felt  that  there  would  be  opposition  to  this 
particular  section  of  the  bill,  and  if  she 
wished  she  could  bring  forth  an  amendment 
to  it.  I  don't  know  why  they  said  "in  com- 
mittee"—perhaps  they  meant  standing  com- 
mittee, because  our  conversations  this  mom^ 
ing  referred*  mostly  to  standing  committees. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That's  correct. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  before  you  left  I 
believe,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  I  said  I  did 
not  believe  it  would  go  to  a  standing  com- 
mittee. Is  that  right  or  wrong? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No,  I  had  left  at  that  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'm  sorry.  I  did  say  to 
the  group  after  the  hon.  member  had  left, 
then,  that  I  felt  that  it  would  go  to  the 
committee  of  the  whole  House,  and  not  to 
standing  committee  in  regard  to  any  section 
of  the  particular  Act  we  are  discussing  to- 
night. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  has 
embarrassed  me  because  two  members  of  the 
group  came  to  me— no,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
more  of  them  than  that  spoke  to  me,  telling 
me  that  this  was  what  the  minister  thought. 
My  understanding,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  this 
is  a  matter  for  the  discretion  of  the  minister 
and  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to 
move  that  this  particular  clause  be  referred 
to  the  standing  committee.  I  would  like 
clarification  of  that,  if  I  may,  before  I  pro- 
ceed. Would  the  Chairman  advise  me? 

(Mr.  Chairman:  I  see  no  possible  way  it  can 
be  referred  to  standing  committee  now,  since 
it  is  in  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

•Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes,  well  this  is  my  under- 
standing, but  I  wanted  it  in  the  record  lest 
the  people  think  that  I  was  remiss  in  not 
following  the  minister's  suggestion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  deeply  tempted 
in  this  matter  to  move,  by  way  of  amend^- 
ment,  that  this  subsection  3  be  deleted. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  that  undfer  199,  sub- 
section 3? 
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Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes.  I  have  the  amende 
ment  here,  but  I  would  like  to  discuss  it 
because  it  does  fly  in  the  face  of  my  beliefs 
in  that  this  did  come  forward  from  metro- 
politan council'  as  a  resolution,  as  I  under- 
stand it. 

I  would  like,  however,  to  put  on  the 
record  this:  At  a  meeting  with  the  minister 
this  morning,  there  were  representatives  of 
CORRA,  representatives  of  the  federation 
from  East  York,  a  representative  from  Lea- 
side,  a  representative  of  the  citizen  portion 
of  the  planning  board  from  Etobicoke,  a 
representative  from  a  ratepayer  group  in  Don 
Mills,  who  reported  that  the  federation  of 
ratepayers  of  North  York  had  not  had  a  meet- 
ing and,  therefore,  could  not  put  in  a  sub- 
mission, but  that  the  executive  was  concerned 
about  this  particular  proposal. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  look  at  the  timing 
of  this  particular  section  because,  as  I  imder- 
stand  it,  this  matter  was  not  debated  through 
the  stages  of  committee  by  Metropolitan 
council. 

(Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  another  Paul  Godfrey 
special. 

'Mrs.  Campbell:  It  was  introduced  by  notice 
of  motion  at  a  meeting  of  council  May  31. 
Now,  there  having  been  no  notice  given,  it 
nevertheless  passed  council  by  a  vote,  I  am 
informed,  of  17  to  12.  Among  the  12  were 
four  mayors  of  mimicipalities  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto.  It  seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  very 
significant  vote  in  the  circumstances. 

It  was  explained  very  carefully  that  there 
had  been  rumours,  and  nothing  more  than 
that,  that  there  would  be  a  move  to  eliminate 
the  planning  board.  As  the  minister  knows, 
there  were  two  people  present  who  speci- 
fically asked  Mr.  Godfrey  if  he  had  any  such 
intention.  Now,  he  can  correct  me  if  I  am 
wrong  in  anything  I  say,  because  I  am 
speaking  from  memory,  but  they  were  ad- 
vised that  there  was  no  such  intention. 

There  was  also  the  statement  made— and 
this  bothers  me  deeply— because  I  think  the 
minister  would  say  that  the  person  speaking 
was  a  very  dispassionate  kind  of  person, 
speaking  very  calmly,  very  uncritically  on 
the  surface  when  he  discussed  the  alterca- 
tion between  the  chairman  of  Metro  and  the 
executive  of  the  planning  board  over  the 
appointment  of  a  new  commissioner  of  plan- 
ning for  Metropolitan  Toronto.  He  said,  of 
course,  he  could  not  state  that  this  was  what 
hastened  the  move  on  the  part  of  the  Metro 
chairman,  but  he  said  that  he  had  his  own 
feelings  about  the  matter. 


I  think  it's  important  for  everyone  in  this 
Legislature  to  know  the  background  of  this 
particular  resolution.  On  the  face  of  it,  it 
truly  is  not  a  resolution  which  comes  forward 
as  a  result  of  the  usual  procedures  of  debate 
even  at  the  executive  committee  level.  Again, 
of  course,  the  executive  committee  was  by- 
passed. The  minister  said  this  couldn't  hap- 
pen—well, it  does,  of  course,  and  this  is  a 
clear-cut  example  of  it. 

It  was  explained  that  the  citizens  of  the 
metropolitan  area  have  had  more  faith  in 
the  planning  processes  of  the  planning  lx)ard 
than  they  have  had  in  their  elected  repre- 
sentatives. One  reason  is  that  the  planning 
board  has  undertaken  to  hear  from  the  citi- 
zens before  a  policy  is  developed  and  during 
the  development  of  policy.  Whereas,  it  was 
explained,  Metro  makes  its  policy,  then  in- 
vites the  people  to  react  to  it.  This  is  a 
very  important  difference. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Don't  all 
those  Metro  politics  sicken  you  somehow? 
All  that  mess? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  much  simpler  in  Pres- 
cott. 

Mr.   Renwick:   Oh,   compared  to  Prescott, 
I  don't  know.  It  is  simpler- 
Hen.  Mr.  Irvine:  How  about  Ottawa? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  St.  George  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  has— 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  He  is  being 
provocative. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  didn't  want  you  to  go  to 
sleep,  that  is  all. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  This  is  part  of  the  back- 
ground of  What  has  happened.  Now  I  know 
the  minister,  notwithstanding  the  fact  I  rep- 
resent a  downtown  riding,  doesn't  believe  I 
know  what  goes  on  in  the  city  and  in  Metro, 
but  I  think  I  am  as  aware  of  it,  possibly 
more  aware  of  it,  than  the  minister.  And  I'm 
certainly  very  deeply  aware  of  the  conse- 
quences of  this  particular  amendment.  The 
people  who  saw  me,  two  people  who  saw 
me  afterwards,  had  advised  that  the\'  had 
spoken  to  one  of  the  government  members— 
I  don't  know  now  what  area  he  represents; 
Don  Mills  or  somewhere— who  thought  that 
perhaps  it  might  be  made  permissive  and 
not  brought  forward  as  a  resolution.  But  he 
is  not  prepared  to  move. 
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The  people  were  advised  that  the  member 
for  St.  David  (Mrs.  Scrivener)  has  fought 
against  this  clause  and  would  continue  to 
do  so— but  unfortunately  she  isn't  here  either. 
It  makes  it  a  very  difficult  position,  for  those 
of  us  who  believe  in  local  autonomy,  to  come 
forward  and  move  that  this  clause  be  deleted. 
Yet,  tihere's  no  opportunity,  as  is  so  usually 
the  case  with  this  government,  for  a  standing 
committee  to  look  at  this  sort  of  thing  and 
to  get  input  from  those  who  were  denied 
the  opportunity.  The  minister  does  know, 
Mr.  Chairman,  that  there  was  a  resolution 
from  the  city  of  Toronto  planning  board 
which  was  dealt  with,  I  believe,  on  June  4, 
which  was  the  first  possible  moment  when 
the  matter  could  be  dealt  with  after  the  31st, 
which  had  happened  without  notice.  The 
minister  has  been  advised  that  the  city  of 
Toronto  is  to  debate  the  matter  on  Wednes- 
day, the  first  date  available  to  it.  The  minis- 
ter is  so  concerned  about  local  autonomy, 
yet  he  would  deny  the  city  of  Toronto  the 
opportunity  to  bring  forward  a  resolution 
on  this  matter. 

I  have  invited  this  minister  to  please  tell 
us  what  the  urgency  is  for  pushing  this  at 
this  time.  With  the  greatest  respect,  Mr. 
Chairman,  he  has  not  given  me  an  answer 
to  that  question. 

Hon.   Mr.   Irvine:   Or  did  you  not  listen? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  recognize,  too,  that 
sometimes  the  government  may  feel  that 
withdrawing  a  portion  of  legislation  indicates 
a  sign  of  weakness.  I  explained  to  him  that 
as  far  as  I  was  concerned,  as  a  member  of 
the  opposition,  if  this  particular  subsection 
were  to  be  deleted  and  referred  to  a  standing 
committee  voluntarily,  I  for  one  would  praise 
that  action  as  the  action  of  a  government 
with  concern  for  the  input  of  people.  I 
maintain  that   I   would   do  just  that. 

What  is  the  unholy  haste?  This  does  not 
take  eflPect,  as  I  read  the  bill,  until  January, 
1975.  Are  we  at  the  stage  in  this  democracy 
that  we  are  so  fearful  of  listening  to  people 
we  have  to  rush  things  through  because 
"We'll  show  those  people  where  they  get  off"? 
What  right  have  they  to  think  they  should 
have  input  into  this  decision?  The  minister 
has  said,  like  Pontius  Pilate,  "This  is  not  our 
responsibility;  Metro  asked  for  it." 

If  that  is  the  position,  you  have  indeed 
good  precedent  for  your  position.  I  would 
like  to  point  out  that  the  people  who  were 
represented  there  today  represent  hundreds 
and,  indeed  in  all  likelihood,  thousands  of 
people  across  this  metropolitan  area.   If  the 


minister  can  advise  this  Legislature  again 
that  there  is  urgency  —  which  I  don't  see  - 
I  invite  him  to  do  that,  by  way  of  an 
explanation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  so  far  as  I  am  concerned, 
I  am  sick  to  think  of  what  this  government  in 
this  bill  has  done  to  the  future  of  the  metro- 
politan area  and  to  the  goodwill  of  the  people 
across  it.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  subsection  stand 
as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Perhaps  I  could  say  a  word 
or  two,  Mr.  Chairman.  The  member  for  St. 
George  has  put  down  some  of  the  points  I 
wanted  to  put  on  the  record.  Back  in  Feb- 
ruary, Paul  Godfrey  was  asked  if  he  in- 
tended to  scrap  the  Metropolitan  planning 
board;  he  said  no.  At  about  the  same  time, 
though,  Mr.  Wronski  was  hired  by  the  prov- 
ince, having  been  the  planning  commissioner 
for  Metro  for  several  years  and  a  capable 
person  taken  up  by  the  province.  The  plan- 
ning board  wanted  the  deputy,  John  Bower; 
Paul  Godfrey  didn't.  The  planning  board 
went  its  way  and  Paul  Godfrey  reacted  in 
what  would  appear  to  be  a  fit  of  pique. 
That's  about  the  best  gloss  you  can  put  on  it. 
He  didn't  like  what  the  planning  board  had 
done  and  therefore  he  decided  to  scrap  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Therefore,  the  motion  was 
brought  forward  before  Metro  council  \^^th  a 
minimum  amount  of  notice— four,  five  or  six 
days  notice.  It  was  never  discussed  on  the 
executive  committee,  it  wasn*t  discussed  with 
the  boroughs,  and  the  vote  eventually  was 
passed  by  17  to  12— my  notes  here  say  "by 
the  usual  division."  I  think  the  minister  might 
understand  that.  In  other  words  there  have 
been  a  number  of  votes  that  have  tended  to 
side  with  Chairman  Godfrey  and  give  him 
effective  control  of  Metro  council.  He  usually 
has  16  or  17  votes  and  that  was  the  score 
this  time. 

Most  of  the  negative  votes  came  from  the 
city  of  Toronto,  it  may  as  well  be  said.  Most 
of  the  positive  votes  came  from  the  boroughs 
of  Metro.  Many  of  those  decisions  are  made, 
not  on  the  merits  of  the  particular  case  at  all, 
but  on  a  sort  of  polarization,  which  unfor- 
tunately has  taken  place  on  Metro  council 
in  the  last  year  or  so  since  Paul  Godfrey  be- 
came the  chairman. 

I  may  as  well  note  that  the  rest  of  the  bill, 
apart  from  the  sections  on  housing  policy,  as 
the  minister  pointed  out  earlier  in  the  debate, 
had    been    passed    by    resolution    by    Metro 
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council  after  studies  and  discussions  and 
debate  and  so  on,  weeks,  if  not  months,  prev- 
iously. But  this  was  a  last-minute  addition 
which  squeaked  through  Metro  council,  in 
terms  of  time.  At  least  there  was  slightly 
more  reputability  than  in  the  matter  of  hous- 
ing policy  we  have  just  discussed.  Neverthe- 
less housing  policy  was  never  subject  to  full 
and  open  discussion  in  the  way  it  should  have 
been. 

But  particularly  distressing  is  the  fact  that 
Metro  council,  through  its  planning  board, 
has  been  embarking  on  a  revision  of  its 
official  plan.  As  the  minister  knows  there  was 
an  official  plan  prepared  in  1966.  It  never 
went  before  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  and 
the  minister,  for  various  reasons,  including 
the  fact  that  the  Metro  planning  area  at 
that  time  went  beyond  Metro's  boundaries, 
but  ne\'ertheless  it  functioned  pretty  much 
as  an  official  plan  would  function  for  Metro 
until  it  became  clear  in  the  early  1970s  that  it 
needed  to  be  redrafted. 

The  redrafting  which  is  under  way  in  a 
programme  which  is  being  called  the  Metro- 
plan,  lays  very  heavy  emphasis  on  citizen  par- 
ticipation, on  consultation  with  citizens,  and 
on  the  function  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto 
planning  board.  Clearly  the  way  in  which  the 
Metroplan  exercise  is  going  to  take  place,  if 
Metro  is  serious  about  participation,  is  going 
to  have  to  be  changed  pretty  drastically,  be- 
cause now  there  won't  be  a  Metro  planning 
board  to  carry  it  out.  Now  the  planning  board 
is  going  to  be  the  council  of  the  metropolitan 
municipality  itself. 

Plaiming  committees  may  be  appointed  by 
the  metropolitan  council  but  there  is  no 
guarantee  that  they  will  be,  or  what  com- 
position they  may  have.  One  would  hope  that 
they  will  appoint  planning  advisory  commit- 
tees or  other  such  bodies  to  do  the  work  of 
the  present  planning  board.  Nevertheless  one 
of  the  cornerstones  of  the  Metro  plan  exercise 
is  now  devastated;  it  no  longer  exists  because 
of  this  abrupt  decision  of  Metro  council, 
taken  for  other  reasons,  to  do  away  with  the 
planning  authority. 

What  is  particularly  concerning  about  that, 
Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the  Metroplan  exer- 
cise had  a  number  of  different  stages.  There 
was  going  to  be  an  effort  to  draw  up  a  series 
of  policy  goals— publicity,  study  and  analysis 
by  the  planning  board  and  its  staff;  an  effort, 
after  the  citizen  input  had  been  gathered, 
to  bring  it  all  together,  and  then  eventually 
a  submission  by  the  planning  board  of  a 
series  of  goals  and  policies  for  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  region  which  would  then  go 


to    the    executive    and    go    to    Metropolitan 
Toronto  council. 

The  thing  that  the  citizens  on  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  planning  board  had  to  con- 
tribute was  the  objectivity  of  not  being 
involved  day  to  day  in  borough  politics  or 
Metro  politics  and  the  fact  that  they  had 
time  to  concentrate  on  the  exercise  and  to 
think  in  the  long  term.  This  is  so  difficult 
for  the  minister  or  for  myself,  or  for  other 
members  of  this  Legislature,  to  do,  or  for 
that  matter  is  difficult  for  municipal  poli- 
ticians who  have  to  deal  with  day-to-day 
decisions  to  do.  It  is  very  difficult  to  think 
in  the  long  term,  as  I  am  sure  the  minister 
is  aware. 

The  quality  of  that  citizen  participation 
by  the  planning  board  depended  of  course 
a  great  deal  on  the  calibre  of  the  people  on 
the  Metropolitan  planning  board.  I  don't 
know  all  the  members;  I  know  a  number 
who  I  think  were  very  capable  and  I  hope 
that  those  I  don't  know  were  equally  capable. 

But  at  any  rate  the  process  was  going  with 
a  citizenry  who  presumably  would  be  some- 
what informed;  a  planning  board  that  was 
certainly  familiar  with  planning  concepts  and 
had  both  politicians'  input  and  input  from 
people  who  were  more  citizen  than  politician; 
the  staff,  then  trying  to  pull  it  together  under 
the  guidance  of  the  planning  board;  even- 
tually the  planning  board  taking  it  again  and 
sending  it  up  to  Metro  council— a  number  of 
different  points  of  view. 

The  problem  in  scrapping  the  planning 
board  is  that  some  of  those  points  of  view 
that  could  have  helped  to  influence  the 
Metro  Toronto  official  plan  for  1976  will  be 
absent.  The  decision-making  will  be  done  by 
a  group  of  very  harried,  very  busy  Metro- 
politan Toronto  politicians  who  find  it  very 
difficult,  because  of  the  exigencies  of  their 
job,  to  think  in  the  long  term. 

Because  of  that  preoccupation  with  what 
they  have  to  do  over  what  they  might  want 
to  do  or  maybe  what  they  ought  to  do, 
these  Metro  Toronto  politicians  will  tend  to 
leave  the  decision-making,  or  the  decision 
formulation,  to  their  staff  and  therefore  a 
lot  more  of  the  power,  relatively  speaking 
is  going  to  get  transferred  from  politicians 
and  citizens  on  the  planning  board  into  the 
hands  of  staff.  I  accept  that  it's  possible  that 
the  planning  advisory  committees  which  may 
be  set  up  under  this  Act  could  prevent  some 
of  those  problems  being  created.  If  they  are 
really  given  a  lot  of  responsibility  they  can 
do  some  of  the  jobs  that  the  present  plan- 
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ning  board  could  do.  If  that's  the  case,  more 
power  to  them. 

However,  there's  been  no  thought  by  the 
government  about  this  problem,  despite  the 
commitment  that  the  government  occasionally 
makes  to  citizen  participation.  Once  again, 
since  this  section  is  not  to  take  eflFect  until 
Jan.  1,  1975,  there  is  no  reason  why  in  the 
normal  order  of  things  the  Province  of  On- 
tario couldn't  have  said  to  the  Metro  people: 
"Look,  you  passed  this  thing  pretty  hastily 
after  including  the  planning  board  in  your 
plans  for  the  Metro  plan  review  over  the 
period  of  last  year  or  so.  Now  don't  you 
think  you  ought  to  sit  down  and,  if  you 
want  to  scrap  the  planning  board  that's  fine, 
but  if  you're  going  to  scrap  the  planning 
board,  think  through  how  you  are  going  to 
get  as  much  citizen  participation  as  possible, 
given  the  fact  that  your  politicians  can't  de- 
vote the  necessary  time  to  it." 

It  would  have  been  quite  in  order  I  sub- 
mit for  the  province  to  say,  "Yes,  we  accept 
what  you  want  to  do  in  principle,  efiPective 
Jan.  1.  Yes,  we'll  see  you  get  the  legislation 
in  time,  but  now  have  another  look  at  it 
and  come  back  and  tell  us  just  how  you  want 
to  do  it  and  see  whether  you  want  the  legis- 
lation to  reflect  any  new  instrumentalities, 
any  new  techniques  that  you  intend  to  use 
to  replace  what  the  planning  board  would 
have  done."  Of  course  that  hasn't  been  done. 

H'm  in  the  same  quandary  as  the  member 
for  St.  George.  I  feel  there  is  a  mistake  being 
made  here.  I  accept  that  it's  the  right  of 
Metro  council  to  scrap  its  planning  board'  and 
Fm  not  completely  im&ympathetic  to  the  steps 
that  are  being  taken  across  the  province  to 
bring  plianning  boardis  more  closely  into  con>- 
junction  with  councils. 

The  city  of  Toronto,  for  example,  has 
brought  the  planning  staff  directly  under  the 
control  of  city  council,  even  though  the  plan- 
ning board  retains  a  certain  independence. 
The  Metro  pkrming  board  formerly  had)  the 
right,  as  I  understand  it,  to  determine  the 
priorities  of  the  plaiming  staff  and  I  don't 
think  that  was  an  acceptable  position  to 
have  in  the  long  run.  I  think  there  should 
have  been'  more  political  control  over  the 
planners,  if  not  over  the  planning  board. 

But  nevertheless,  the  way  this  is  being  dbne 
is  objectionable  and  once  again  I  think  the 
province  could  and  should  have  a  look 
through  it  in  a  much  more  deliberate  kind 
of  fashion.  Given  the  fact  that  all  that 
was  going  to  require  was  that  next  October 
or  November  or,  praise  God,  next  December 
when  we  usually  see  these  bills,  there  would 


have  been  another  bill  on  the  order  paper 
related  to  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto.  If  the  price  of  consultation  is  that 
we  have  to  have  an  extra  bill  a  year  for 
Metropolitan!  Toronto,  then  I  am  prepared 
to  pay  it,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  don't  object  to 
the  volume  of  bills.  I  object  to  the  way  in 
which  they  are  put  forward  andl  the  way  in 
which  inadequate  consultation  accompanies 
the  bills. 

I  have  one  other  point  that  I  want  to  make 
—and  I  hope  that  the  minister  will  respond 
to  the  points  that  I  have  just  made  and  that 
have  been  made  by  the  member  for  St. 
George— and  that  is  that  the  way  the  amend*- 
ments  from  the  minister,  which  we  have  just 
seen,  are  drafted,  they  have  the  effect  of 
possibly  permitting  the  Metro  corporation  to 
decimate  its  planning  staff  by  simply  refusing 
to  take  a  nimiber  of  them  on  to  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  payroll.  Right  now,  as  I 
understand  it,  there  is  a  separate  payroll  for 
a  separate  entity  called  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  Planning!  Board  which  pays  that 
staff,  and  it  has  to  be  a  matter  of  positive 
decision  by  the  Metro  council  as  to  whether 
it'll  hire  each,  any  or  all'  of  the  planners  and 
other  people  who  work  for  the  plaimiing 
board. 

'I  don't  think  that  that's  acceptable,  given 
the  fact  that  the  two  bodies  have  been  so 
closely  related.  I  would  therefore  move  a 
further  amendment,  which  could  be  consid-- 
ered  after  the  amendments  that  have  been 
suggested  by  the  minister. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  11  be 
further  amended  by  adding  a  new  section, 
203(a):  "Every  person  who  is  employed  by 
the  planning  board  for  the  Metropolitan 
Toronto  planning  area  immediately  prior  to 
Jan.  1,  1975,  shall  be  offered  employment 
by  the  Metropolitan  corporation  for  not  less 
than  a  year  at  not  less  than  their  former  rate 
of  pay  with  the  planning  board." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  open  to  the  minister  or 
his  officials  as  to  a  reworking  of  that,  but 
the  basic  reason  for  that  is  to  prevent  any 
kind  of  a  purge  in  the  takeover  of  the  plan- 
ning staff  by  the  Metropolitan  corporation. 

The  minister  will  say,  "Well,  of  course, 
there  is  not  going  to  be  a  purge."  And  I, 
being  reasonable,  would  say  too,  'Well,  look, 
I  don't  think  there  is  going  to  be  a  purge 
either."  But  frankly,  with  the  present  leader- 
ship of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  you  never 
know  when  that  kind  of  opportunit)-  might 
be  grasped  by  the  present  Metropolitan 
chairman.    His    opinions    about   the    appoint- 
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ment  o£  the  Metropolitan;  Toronto  planning 
commissioner  are  laiown  and!  have  already 
been  put  on  the  record'  by  the  member  for 
St.  George.  That's  not  the  guy  )iou  wanted. 
I  think  it  should  be  put  on  the  record  right 
now,  just  in  case  Paul'  Godfeey  decides  he 
wants  to  have  a  purge,  that  we  should  put 
into  legislation  a  guarantee  of  a  year's  em- 
ployment to  anybody  who  is  workiiig  for  the 
planning  board  at  the  end  of  December  this 
year,  or,  if  the  minister  wants  a  slight  amend- 
ment, to  anybody  who  is  working  for  the 
planning  board  now  and  is  working  for  the 
planning  board  at  the  end  of  the  year.  A  year 
would  seem  to  be  a  reasonable  period.  If 
they  want  a  purge  after  that  time,  so  be  it. 
But  I  don't  think  that  they  should  be  able 
to  seize  the  excuse  of  a  transfer  of  respon- 
sibilities to  do  it  in  that  underhanded  kind 
of  way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  wondter  how  we  could 
place  this  motion,  already  having  a  proposed 
203(a).  I  am  not  sure  just  how  it  woul'd  fit  in. 

iMr.  Cassidy:  I  believe  that  maybe  it  could 
be  considered  after  we  consider  these  amend- 
ments. Perhaps  the  minister  would  like  to 
reply. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  just  hold  this  then, 
will  we? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  By  all  means,  yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  riglit.  Until  we  dispose 
of  the  others. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  The  discussion 
for  the  last  few  moments  has  been  on,  really, 
shall  subsection.  3  of  section  199  of  the  Act, 
which  is  found'  in  section  11  of  the  bill, 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill.  And  I'll  place  that 
question.  Shall  that— 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Could  we  hear  from  the 
minister? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  yes,  I  am  sorry.  Does 
the  hon.  minister  have- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  could  we  hear  from  the 
minister,   Mr.    Chairman?    Maybe    we   could 
discuss  a  couple  of  those  amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman:  They  are  separate  matters, 
that's  all.  If  we  could  clear  up  this  one  first 
of  all,  which  is  early  in  this  section,  it  might 
be  an  orderly  way  to  do  it. 

The  hon.  minister. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  would  like  to  reply  to  both  the  mem- 
ber for  St.  George  and  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  on  the  basis  of  what  they 
have  said. 

I  agree  with  them  that  if  we  have  a  reso- 
lution from  Metropolitan  Toronto  council  we 
should  deal  with  it.  Both  of  them  have  said 
so.  We  have  a  resolution,  and  I  wonder  why 
their  concerns  are  so  strong  When  we  do  have 
a  resolution.  I  have  it  here  in  my  hand.  I 
think  they  have  a  copy  of  it.  Brought  first 
of  all  on  May  24,  1974  and  adbpted,  as  the 
clerk  says.  May  31  by  the  council. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  not  by  the  same  pro- 
cedure. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  a  matter  that  has 
been  discussed  for  some  while  as  to  the 
merits  of  having  a  planning  board  separate 
from  the  elected  council  representatives.  We 
as  a  government  feel  that  there  is  consider- 
able merit  in  having  elected  representatives 
being  responsible  for  every  facet  of  council 
and  not  to  have  separate  boards  and  separate 
commissions.  And  in  my  opinion  when  Metro- 
politan council  has  enacted  this  resolution, 
as  they  have,  that  certainly  is  in  conformity 
with  the  policies  we  have  implemented 
throughout  Ontario,  where  we  have  placed 
planning  at  the  upper  tier,  at  the  coimcil 
level.  Now  if  the  council  decides  that  they 
want  to  have  a  planning  board  advisory  com- 
mittee, fair  enough.  This  is  what  would 
happen.  They  would  have  advisory  com- 
mittees. 

I  don't  see  any  purging  of  staflF.  They  are 
going  to  need  staff  and  certainly  it  wouldn't 
be  in  order  for  us  to  say  that  after  Jan.  1, 
1975  we  ensure  that  all  those  who  are  on 
the  planning  board  would  have  a  year  or 
more  employment  because  from  now  on  what 
happens?  How  many  did  they  hire  from 
today  to  the  end  of  the  year? 

I  woidd  like  to  say  to  the  hon.  member 
that  really  what  we  have  here  is  an  Act 
which  gives  more  power  to  the  elected  people 
and  if  those  who  elect  those  people  are  not 
in  agreement  with  the  way  they  enforce  the 
planning  or  any  other  function  of  council, 
then  I  think  it  is  up  to  them  to  repkce  those 
members,  the  same  as  it  is  in  any  other  demo- 
cratic society.  Certainly  we  think  that  this 
Act  does  not  mean  that  we  have  acted  hastily. 
It  means  that  we  are  doing  what  we  feel 
should  be  done  throughout  the  province  as 
time  goes  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  couple  of  points,  Mr.  Chair- 
man:   One   is,    do    I    gather   from   what   the 
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minister  says  that  he  would  accept  a  guaran- 
tee of  employment  for  one  year  for  any  person 
who  was  an  employee,  let's  s-ay,  at  June  1 
or  May  31  of  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  Plan- 
ning Board  and  continues  to  be  an  employee 
at  the  end  of  December?  That  is  the  first 
point  I  wanted  to  raise.  Maybe  he  could 
answer  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  soiTy  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  would  have  to  ask  the  hon.  member 
to  say  it  again. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  the  minister  said  that 
a  guarantee  of  employment  to  anybody  work- 
ing for  the  planning  board  at  the  end  of 
December  might  benefit  somebody  who  was 
hired  in  September  or  October.  Okay,  I 
accept  that. 

Is  he  willing,  then,  to  accept  a  guarantee 
of  empImTnent  to  anybody  who  was  employed 
by  the  planning  board  at  June  1  tliis  year  and 
continues  to  be  employed  at  the  end!  of 
December,  or  perhaps  to  anybody  who  was 
employed  at  the  elid  of  1973  and  continues  to 
be  employed  at  the  end  of  1974?  Would  he 
accept  that  kind  of  a  guarantee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  have  no  objections  whatsoever  in  en- 
suring employment  for  an  employee  at  a 
date  as  of  June  1  as  the  member  has  said, 
or  something  similar  to  that.  My  objection 
was,  and  I  think  it  is  well  taken  that  we 
can't  ensure  employment  to  new  people  com- 
ing on  from  now  to  the  end  of  the  year.  We 
have  in  the  regional  bills,  which  we  have 
implemented  in  the  past,  ensured  that  all 
employees  would  have  at  least  one  year's 
employment,  and  I  go  along  with  that. 

I  think  that  is  fair  enough.  I  see  nothing— 
and  I  didn't  expect  that  there  would  be  any 
purge,  nor  do  I  foresee  a  purge.  If  this  will 
help  forestall  any  of  the  fears  of  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  or  Ottawa  Centre, 
I'd  be  pleased  to  bring  in  an  amendment 
or  change  an  amendment,  whatever  it  may 
be. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  the 
minister  has  some  officials  here.  Would  it 
be  possible  to  ask  them  to  look  at  the  amend- 
ment that  I  moved  to  change  it  around  in 
order  to  suit  the  draftsman's  land  of  require- 
ments and  possibly  stand  that  part  of  the  bill 
until— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  sure  we  can.  That 
would  be  quite  in  order  and  we  will  bring 
it  forth. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  I  appreciate  that.  There  is 
another  point  I  wanted  to  raise  before  we 
come  to  a  vote  on  this,  Mr.  Chairman— really 
two  points.  One  is  that  this  section  11  is 
effective  on  Jan.  1,  1975.  We  are  therefore 
not  under  any  kind  of  an  urgent  demand  that 
we  act  now  in  the  way  that  we  are,  for 
example,  with  the  sections  related  to  the  mall, 
which  come  at  the  very  end  of  the  bill. 

The  member  for  St.  George  and  I  both 
made  the  point  that  we  think  that  the  dis- 
bandment  of  the  planning  board  could  have 
been  much  better  handled.  I'm  saying  that 
it  could  be  much  better  handled  if  it  was 
deferred  until  the  fall.  Then  all  of  the  matters 
which  were  raised  during  the  meeting  this 
morning  by  citizen  groups  w'hich  are  left 
hanging  in  the  abyss— over  the  future  of  the 
Metroplan  and  so  on— could  be  fully  discussed 
in  and  around  Metropolitan  Toronto  and  the 
Metro  council. 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we 
get  to  subsection  3  of  section  199  of  the  bill 
as  found  in  section  11  of  these  amendments, 
we  are  going  to  oppose  the  disbandment  of 
the  Metropolitan  planning  board  at  this  time 
—that  is  June  24.  If  Metro  council,  having 
thought  it  through  thoroughly  and  having  put 
it  through  the  area  municipalities  and  so  on, 
wants  to  request  that  again  in  the  fall,  then 
we  would  support  it,  in  order  to  still  meet  the 
deadline  of  Jan.  1,  1975.  We  will  stack  that 
division  when  it  comes. 

The  other  point  that  I  would  make  to  the 
minister  is  that  I  don't  think  he  is  aware, 
having  come  from  a  small  municipality,  of 
the  kinds  of  pressures  which  are  being  exerted 
upon  elected  people  in  the  big  municipalities. 
As  he  is  aware  I  have  experience  with  the 
city  of  Ottawa.  When  I  was  on  the  council 
of  the  city  of  Ottawa  it  was  a  25-hour  or 
30-hour  a  week  job.  In  the  course  of  the 
three  or  four  years  since  I  went  on  that 
council,  that  job  if  done  effectively  has  now 
stretched  to  be  a  40-  or  45-hour  a  week  job 
for  people  at  the  aldermanic  level  of  the  city 
of  Ottawa. 

In  order  to  do  an  effective  job,  for  some- 
body who  is  on  the  board  of  council  of  the 
city  of  Ottawa  and  is  also  on  the  executive 
committee  of  the  regional  municipality  it's  a 
55-  or  60-hour  a  week  job.  And  it  keeps  on 
stretching  year  after  year.  That's  Ottawa,  a 
regional  municipality  of  480,000  people. 

You  come  down  here  to  Metro  Toronto— 
2%  million  people— and  say,  "Now  what  are 
the  problems  there?"  Each  alderman  in  the 
city  of  Toronto  for  example  has  60,000  con- 
stituents, as  many  as  most  of  the  members  in 
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this  Legislature,  particularly  those  from  rural 
areas.  They  have  that  to  begin  with— a  con- 
stituency as  large,  or  almost  as  large,  as 
your  average  provincial  riding.  Secondly, 
they  have  heavy  responsibilities  with  execu- 
tive committee  and  with  administrative  com- 
mittees that  make  decisions  in  a  way  that  we 
don't  have  here  in  the  Legislature.  It's  as 
though  each  one  of  them  is  a  member,  not  of 
one  cabinet  but  of  two  and  sometimes  three. 
That's  the  kind  of  problem  they  have  to  cope 
with. 

Men  and  women  can  only  be  pushed  so  far. 
We  cannot  expect  good  decisions  from  people 
who  are  being  run  ragged  month  after  month, 
day  after  day,  week  after  week,  with  60-  and 
70-hour  weeks.  Why  does  the  minister  think 
that  a  man  like  Karl  Jaffary  is  getting  out  of 
Metro  politics  and  out  of  municipal  politics? 
I've  knovm  Karl  for  a  long  time— I  know  him 
well.  He  was  being  run  ragged.  He  was  doing 
an  effective  job,  one  of  the  best  jobs— ack- 
nowledged by  everybody  —  in  the  entire 
Metropolitan  federation.  But  the  time  he  had 
to  simply  sit  and  think  was  compressed  within 
about  four  or  five  hours  of  a  Sunday  morning, 
and  that  was  when  he  had  also  hoped  that 
he  might  be  able  to  get  a  bit  of  time  with 
his  family. 

'That  simply  is  ani  intolerable  kind  of  con>- 
dition  to  which  we  put  our  politicians  at  the 
m-unicipal  level  in  large  federations  like 
Metro.  Therefore,  when  the  minister  tal^ 
glibly  about  bringing  these  responsibilities 
into  the  elected  representatives'  hands,  he 
ought  to  be  aware  that  these  elected  repre- 
sentatives need  help.  More  and  moi^  they  will 
just  see  the  tip  of  the  iceberg  and  there  will 
be  people  around  them  who  are  putting  mate- 
rial up  to  them,  who  are  feeding  them  deci- 
sions that  they  are  simply  rubberstamping  or 
approving. 

It's  the  same  in  this  Legislature  and  in  the 
fedteral  Parliament.  We  are  all  on  the  road  to 
becoming  like  American  senators  or  repre- 
sentatives who  are  very  decorative  and  pro- 
vide leadership  and  that  kind  of  thing,  but 
who  are  supported  by  a  tremendous)  staff  who 
insulate  us,  who  protect  us,  who  do  things  for 
us,  who  act  on  our  behalf.  This'  is  happening 
more  and  more  and  I  think  it's  cause  for  very 
serious  concern. 

We  will  oppose  the  section,  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  now. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wondter  if 
I  might  express  my  concern  on  one  more 
point.  I  wonder  what  the  minister  thinks  is 
going  to  happen  with  this  board  between  now 
and  January  of  1975. 


I  wondfer  if  he  has  any  idtea  of  what  the 
morale  is  likely  to  be  in  trying  to  do  the  job 
for  which  they  were  legitimately  appointed. 
Has  he  given  any  thought  to  that?  Because, 
if  one  is  trying  to  deal  with  a  Metropolitan 
plan  with  the  realization  that  whatexer  you 
do  may  well  be  an  exercise  in^  futility,  again 
I  would  express  my  concern  for  the  quality  of 
decision  that  can  be  made  by  people  who 
recognize  the  fact  that  at  this  moment,  or 
very  shortly  thereafter,  they  are  dfead-ended 
in  trying  to  deal  with  a  plan  which  is  abso- 
lutely essential  for  this  area.  I  think  the  min- 
ister would  agree  with  me  that  an  official 
plan  is  essential  for  this  area. 

(Could  the  minister  give  us  some  idea  as  to 
how  he  thinks  they  can  function  in  terms  of 
the  guidelines  described  as  their  area  of  re- 
sponsibility until  the  end  of  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  all  I  can 
say  to  the  hon.  member  is  that  as  far  as  I 
am  concerned,  that  has  to  be  worked  out  by 
the  board  and  the  Metropolitan  council.  I 
would  think  there  is  nothing  more  important 
than  that  we  carry  on  plarming.  I  agree  with 
the  hon.  member  about  that.  I  think  they  will 
carry  on,  on  the  imderstanding  that  someone 
will  have  to  replace  them  when  they  decide 
they  don't  want  to  act  on  the  board  or  as  an 
advisory  committee.  If  they  decide  they  wish 
not  to  carry  on,  I  suppose  there  is  nothing 
you  or  I  can  do  to  change  their  decision.  In 
any  event,  we  expect  the  plarming  vdll  carry 
on  in  the  next  six  months  the  same  as  it  has 
in  the  past. 

To  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  I  would 
sa)-  that  you  have  made  quite  a  few  points  as 
to  where  a  person  comes  from  and  how  much 
work  is  dione  and  how  many  brains  there  may 
be  in  the  city.  I  have  the  greatest  respect  for 
those  boru'  in  the  cit}',  who  have  such  great 
wisdom  and  run  the  cities  and  so  on.  But  I 
don't  think  that  wisdom  is  exclusive  to  those 
who  live  in  cities.  I  think  some  rural  mem- 
bers might  have  something  to  add  to  what 
has  happened  in  the  cities.  I  believe  I  could 
contribute,  with  the  help  of  those  rural  mem- 
bers who  are  in  this  House,  to  what  might 
take  place. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  I  am  talking  about  my 
experience  of  the  workload. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  could  I  say  to  the 
hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  that  I  think 
I  have  without  doubt  spent  more  time  in  a 
rural  council  in  one  week  than  you  spent  in 
a  month. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  deal  with  the  first 
matter.   Those   in  favour  of  subsection  3  of 
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section  199  o£  the  Act,  as  found  in  section  11 
of  the  bill'  standing  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Those  in)  favour  of  the  subsection  standing 
as  part  of  the  bill  will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

We  will  stack  this  along  with  the  others. 

Is  there  anything  before  we  come  to  the 
minister's  amendinent,  which  was  an  addition 
to  that  section? 

(Shall  Mr.  Irvine's  motion  stand  as  part  of 
the  bill? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  draftsman 
is  just  preparing  a  new  section  203(a).  Pos- 
sibly we  could  stand  that  until  the  minister 
has  had  a  chance  to  see  it  in  the  course  of 
subsequent  debate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  203(a).  Maybe  it  is 
an  amendment  to— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  it  is  ready,  that's  fine. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  this  is  the  one— the  hon. 
minister's  was  a  new  203(a)  and  (b).  I  am 
just  reminding  you. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  can  see  now  the  draftsman 
has  it  ready.  It  is  here  now,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  I  read  it  as  though 
the  minister  had  read  it?  We  don't  need  a 
seconder.  I'll  just  read  it  then: 

Moved  by  Mr.  Irvine  that  section  11  of 
the  bill  be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the 
following  section  203(a)  subsection  (1): 

"The  Metropolitan  corporation  shall  offer 
to  employ  every  person  who  on  June  1, 
1974,  is  employed  by  the  planning  board 
for  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  planning  area, 
and  who  continues  to  be  so  employed  until 
Dec.  31,  1974." 

And  subsection  (2): 

"Any  person  who  accepts  employment 
under  subsection  1  shall  be  entitled  to 
receive  a  wage  or  salary  up  to  and  includ- 
ing Dec.  31,  1975,  of  not  less  than  he  was 
receiving  on  June  1,  1974." 

Subsection  (3): 

"Nothing  in  this  section  prevents  the 
Metropolitan  corporation  from  terminating 
the  employment  of  an  employee  for  cause." 

Shall  this  motion  then  carry? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  one 
question  which  I  would  ask  and  I  might  be 
able  to  nod  at  the  minister  to  indicate— the 


business  about  not  less  than  what  they  were 
earning  on  June  1,  1974.  I  thought  it  was 
normally  the  last  day  of  December,  1974, 
which  is  the  last  day  prior  to  the  change  of 
employment.  The  precedent  for  this  particu- 
lar amendment  comes  from  the  series  of 
regional  Acts  where  we  have  similar  con- 
tinuation provisions  for  people  who  are  being 
transferred  from  one  employer  to  another 
municipal  employer.  And  that  back-dates 
them  about  six  or  seven  months,  which  may 
seem  a  bit  unfair. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  answer  is  no. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  the  precedent  would 
be  then  that  June  1  would  be  the  precedent 
—is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  In  that  case,  this  parallels  the 
municipal  legislation  which  we  have  had 
before,  and  it  would  be  acceptable.  I  thank 
the  minister  for  accepting  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  motion  carry 
then? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comment,  question  or 
amendment  to  any  later  section  of  the  bill? 
If  so,  which  section? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  One  question.  On  the  mall, 
which  I  understand  Metro  is  anxious  to  get 
open  any  second  now,  in  fact  the  tmcks  will 
probably  be  moving  the  minute  the  Lieuten- 
ant Governor  passes  this,  can  the  minister 
explain  why  subsection  6  was  put  in?  Can  he 
explain  the  thinking  there?  I  am  not  quite 
sure  whether  he  intends  to  give  or  take  away 
powers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chainnan,  to  the  hon, 
member.  It  is  another  part  of  the  Act  which 
is  permissive.  They  may  pass  bylaws  pro- 
hibiting or  regulating  or  licensing  various 
acts  and  conditions  outlined  in  (a),  (b),  (c) 
and  (d).  I  think  it  is  fairly  explanatory.  The 
fees  for  the  licences  and  how  they  can  oper- 
ate within  the  mall  is  set  out  there.  It  is 
merely  up  to  the  council  to  decide  whether 
or  not  they  vdsh  to  prohibit  or  provide  for 
these  matters  being  enacted  within  the  mall, 
that  is  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  guess  really  I  am  basically 
confused  because  I  had  understood  that  the 
mall  legislation  was  going  forward,  but  that 
Toronto  could  not  do  certain  things  that  it 
wanted  to  do.  Now,  I  can't  find  out  what 
those  things  it  can't  do  are  apart  from  the 
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hawking  of  literature,  which  as  my  friend 
from  Lakeshore  points  out,  is  covered  under 
civil  liberties  legislation.  The  handing  out  of 
literature  advertising  body-rub  joints  is  ap- 
parentiy  covered  under  the  freedom  of  the 
press.  It  is  the  freedom  of  something  else, 
I  am  not  quite  sure  what. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  not  sure  what  the 
hon.  member  is  referring  to.  As  I  understand 
it,  this  meets  with  the  approval  of  the  coun- 
cil. It  may  be  that  they  want  something  else, 
but  I  am  not  aware  of  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  a  moment,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Chairman,  with  respect  to  subsection  4, 
the  one  which  you  and  I  locked  horns  on  in 
committee  on  some  previous  occasion.  I  just 
think  it  is  the  opportune  moment  to  mention 
it  again,  in  the  doleful  hope,  perhaps,  of  per- 
suading the  minister  that  his  policy  is  mis- 
conceived, and,  but  not  on  this  occasion, 
abortive. 

It  tickles  me,  let  me  put  it  that  way,  like 
a  feather,  you  know,  under  the  chin,  to  see 
you  forced  into  a  comer  on  this  particular 
one,  because  for  some  mysterious  reason  it 
runs  against  your  grain.  Nevertheless,  in  order 
to  have  the  continuity  in  the  mall  concept, 
on  this  particular  occasion  at  least,  you  are 
obliged  to  save  them  hannless  from  lawsuits 
from  those  who  are  disgruntled  and  lie  out- 
side the  mall,  or  even  from  lawsuits  from 
those  who  have  suffered  business  loss,  if  they 
can  so  establish  it,  within  the  mall  itself. 

We  have  pointed  it  out  to  you  on  a  past 
occasion,  when  the  Hamilton  bill  was  before 
us,  not  very  long  ago,  I  believe,  and  at  that 
time  you  conjured  the  thought  that  in  all 
future  legislation— you  did  not  like  that  parti- 
cular—no safeguarding  clause  would  be  placed 
in  there  and  if  they  wanted  malls,  they  could 
suffer  the  infliction  bred  by  malls,  namely 
lawsuits.  We  pointed  out,  and  I  hope  you 
agree  with  this,  that  with  the  initiation  of 
such  legislation— in  other  words,  with  that 
clause  deleted  from  this  present  legislation— 
the  possibility  of  a  mall  being  instituted  at 
all  becomes  a  very  moot  question  indeed. 

As  a  local  politician,  I  am  sure  if  you  were 
in  the  seat,  you  would  not  jeopardize  your- 
self or  risk  the  chance  of  getting  a  multi- 
thousand-dollar  suit  brought  against  you, 
which  might  just  stick,  against  the  amenities 
provided  by  a  mall.  I  think  it  is  a  sine  qua 
non  of  the  institution  of  malls,  their  contin- 
uity. If  you  think  they  are  aesthetically  okay; 
if  you  think  they  add  to  the  vitality  of  the 
community;  if  you  think  the  whole  concept 
is   congenial   to   the   contemporary  tempera- 


ment, which  I  happen  to  do;  I  think  it  is 
friend-making.  I  think  it  is  on  the  whole  a 
very  genial  and  a  very  civic  thing  to  do  to 
have  a  mall. 

In  its  general  comportment  there  are  some 
underbelly  features  and  some  side  effects 
which  are  a  bit  unpalatable  or  distasteful  but 
still,  on  the  whole,  the  general  concept 
weighs  strongly. 

I  am  saying  to  you,  Mr.  Minister,  that  if 
you  delete  these  clauses  from  your  future 
legislation,  you  won't  have  malls  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  because  no  local  politician 
would  be  prepared  to  take  the  financial  and 
court  risks  involved  in  bringing  them  into  be- 
ing from  some  disgruntled  merchant  who  hap- 
pens to  be  up  the  street  and  finds  himself, 
as  he  believes,  in  some  state  of  disrepair  be- 
cause of  the  establishment,  for  the  general 
amenity  and  general  tone  of  the  community, 
of  a  mall  on  his  doorstep. 

What  he  normally  wants  is  himself  to  be  in 
it.  But  if  he  happens  to  be  excluded  because 
of  the  geographical  position  of  the  mall  and 
is  next  door  his  chagrin,  his  resentment  is 
such  as  to  very  well  lead  him  into  instituting 
a  suit  and  tying  up  the  whole  thing  in  a  pro- 
longed lawsuit;  and  even,  conceivably,  being 
able  to  establish  his  case  before  the  courts. 

What  I  am  doing  here  at  the  moment  is 
begging  you  to  give,  over  the  siunmer— you 
have  been  forced  into  establishing  it  here  and 
maintaining  it  one  further  year  against  your 
grain.  I  want  you  to  think  about  it  very  deep- 
ly over  the  summer  and  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  it  is  a  maintainable  feature,  a  fea- 
sible feature,  a  necessary  feature,  in  all  legis- 
lation dealing  with  things  of  this  type. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  want  you  to  change  your 
mind  about  this  particular  problem.  I  think 
you  are  wrong;  I  think  it  should  be  said  in 
the  open  House.  I  have  said  it  the  best  I 
know  how  and  I  would  hope  that  as  we  go 
into  bills  committee  next  spring,  a  new  and 
enlightened  minister,  dancing  with  flame,  un- 
aligned, baptised  in  a  new  fire,  will  come  out. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): You  just  made  his  day. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Amen. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Amen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  re- 
sponse to  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore, 
I  shall  say  to  him,  in  all  sincerity,  if  I  am 
with  the  private  bills  committee  next  year. 
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I  am  bound  to  be  enlightened,  there  is  just 
no  doubt  about  it,  with  the  wisdom  which 
comes  from  him.  I  will  endeavour  to  ensure— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  would  be  far  more 
wisdom  here  than  on  that  side. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —whether  or  not  it  is 
proper  to  have  a  mall  without  liability.  We 
have  written,  as  I  have  said  before  in  this 
House,  to  the  council  and  informed  them  this 
would  be  the  last  year  with  the  exemption, 
without  liability.  We  will  give  it  further 
thought.  We  have  had  other  municipalities 
request  the  exemption.  We  have  an  estab- 
lished permanent  mall  in  the  city  of  Ottawa, 
of  which  most  of  us  in  eastern  Ontario  at 
least  are  aware  and  it  works  out  very  well. 
There  are  particular  people- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Except  it  is  between  street 
blocks  in  a  different  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —in  this  area,  in  Toronto, 
who  are  not  happy  with  this  mall  and  I  think 
the  member  for  Lakeshore  is  aware  that  there 
are  some  objections.  Let  us  weigh  the  pros 
and  cons  and  we  will  try  to  see  what  we  can 
come  up  with  for  another  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman, 
Is  the  minister  saying  that  next  year  he 
will  not  exempt  Metro  from  liability?  Or  that 
he  may  not  exempt  them  and  that  he's  not 
quite  sure  what  his  decision  is  going  to  be 
at  this  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I've 
said  in  writing  is  that  Toronto  will  not  be 
exempt  next  year. 

Mr.   Lawlor:   You  won't  have  a  mall. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  won't  have  a  mall  then. 
Is  there  any  other  alternative  the  minister 
is  putting  forward?  Or  is  he  going  to  subject 
Toronto  to  the  possibility  of  endless  litigation 
over  this  matter  from  one  or  two  disgruntled 
shopowners  who  for  various  reasons  want  to 
have  a  flood  of  automobiles  passing  by  out- 
side their  gates? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will 
deal  with  that  in  the  fullness  of  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  in  any  later 
section  of  the  bill?  If  not  we  have  four 
matters  to  be  decided  on  by  votes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  you 
call  in  the  members,  there  has  been  an  agree- 
ment about  taking  another  bill  and  stacking 


the  votes  on  this  one  until  that  one  has  been 
held. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  we  are  going 
to  be  studying  Bill  99  next.  Do  we  have  the 
permission  of  the  House  to  leave  these  votes 
to  be  stacked  v^dth  any  possible  future  votes? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Yes,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  are  agreed.  We  understand 
there  are  several  amendments  which  are  to 
be  proposed  in  Bill  99,  and  in  order  to  save 
the  time  of  the  House,  if  two  divisions  might 
be  required,  we  would  agree  to  proceed  at 
this  point  with  the  discussion  of  Bill  99  in 
committee  and  then  if  the  House  requires  a 
division  it  could  be  dealt  with  at  that  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  everyone  agreed?  Agreed 
then. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  heck  of  a  lot  better 
planning  than  on  that  side,  Mr.  Chairman. 


CITY  OF  THE  LAKEHEAD  ACT 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  99,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  City  of  the  Lakehead  Act,  1968-1969. 
Any  comments,  questions,  or  amendments? 
On  which  section? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Section  2  and  section  3,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  The  member  for 
Port  Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds  moves  that  section  2  of  the 
bill  be  deleted  and  the  follovdng  substituted 
therefor: 

Section  3  of  the  said  Act,  as  amended 
by  the  statutes  of  Ontario,  1972,  chapter 
36,  section  1,  is  amended  by  adding  there- 
to the  following  subsections: 

5(a)  notwithstanding  subsection  5,  the 
city  of  Thunder  Bay  shall  make  application 
to  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  for  the 
division  into  wards  of  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay. 

5(b)  the  distribution  of  wards  shall  be 
as  follows:  1.  One  ward  which  shall  com- 
prise the  area  of  the  geographic  tovvTiship 
of  Mclntyre  as  it  existed  on  May  1,  1969. 
2.  One  ward  which  shall  comprise  the 
area  of  the  geographic  township  of  Neeb- 
ing  as  it  existed  on  May  1,  1969.  3.  Five 
wards  which  together  shall  comprise  the 
area  of  the  city  of  Fort  William  as  it 
existed  on  May  1,  1969.  4.  Five  wards 
which  together  shall  comprise  the  area 
of  the  city  of  Port  Arthur  as  it  existed  on 
May  1,  1969. 
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5(c)  such  application  shall  be  made  on 
or  before  Aug.  1,  1974. 

5(d)  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  shall 
hear  such  application  within  30  days  of 
the  application  being  made. 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  also  have  amendtments,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  section  3,  which  are  comple- 
mentary, and  I  ask  your  guidance  in  proce- 
dlire  as  to  whether  I  should  place  them  at 
this  time  and  theni  discuss'  them  together  or 
one  by  one? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  had  better  place  this 
one  first,  I  think.  Perhaps  I  don't  have  to  read 
it  over.  Mr.  Foulds  has  moved  this  amend- 
ment. If  you  feel)  that  they  are  very  closely 
related  I  suppose  we  might  as  well  have  that 
too. 

iMr.  Foulds  moves  that  section  3  of  the  bill 
be  deleted  and  the  following  substituted 
therefor: 

Subsections  2  and  3  of  the  said  Act  are 
repealed  and  the  following  substituted 
therefor:  The  12  aldermen  shall  be  elected 
iby  wards,  one  alderman  to  represent  each 
Avard  established  under  section  3,  subsec- 
tions 5(a),  5(b),  5(c)  and  5(d). 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  can  give  you  a  copy  of  that, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  the  amendment  to  sec- 
tion 2  does  not  carry,  of  course,  the  amend'- 
ment  to  subsection  3  would  not  be  appli- 
cable I  understand. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman. 
The  purpose  of  these  amendments  is  to  estab- 
lish, in  eflFect,  a  true  ward  system  in  Thunder 
Bay,  instead  of  the  at-large  modified  ward 
system  that  we  have  at  the  present  time.  I 
spoke  extensively  on  Friday  during  the  debate 
on  principle  of  the  bill  and  I  dt)n't  intend'  to 
repeat  those  arguments.  I  wouldl  like  to  make 
one  or  two  comments  in  response  to  the  fur- 
ther comments  of  the  member  for  Fort  Wil- 
liam (Mr.  Jessiman)  and  the  minister.  I  would 
ask  the  minister  to  listen  fairly  carefully  and 
to  try  to  understand  the  sincerity  with  which 
I  put  forward  these  amendments.  I  have  given 
the  minister  advance  copies  of  the  amend- 
ments so  he  would  have  time  to  consider 
them.  If  any  other  members  wish  copies  of 
them,  I  have  a  few  extras  here  that  I  would 
be  glad  to  make  available. 

il  want  to  stress  that  there  has  been,  not 
agitation,  but  certainly  widespread  concern 
and  widespread  action  in  the  city  of  Thunder 
Bay  for  the  establishment  of  a  true  ward  sys- 
tem which  goes  back  to  1971. 


IIn  1971  a  petition  was  presented,  to  the 
clerk  of  the  city  of  Thunder  Bay  on  Nov.  15, 
and  that  petition  was  signed  by  literally 
thousands  of  citizens  requesting  that  a  true 
ward  system  be  established.  That  petition  was 
acknowledged  by  the  city  clerk  but,  I  under- 
stand, not  forwarded  to  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  under  section  13  of  the  Act.  The  citi- 
zens at  that  time  did  not  understand  that, 
according  to  section  13,  they  had  the  further 
right  to  go  to  the  Municipal  Board  directly 
with  their  petition. 

Subsequently— if  I  can  just  fiU'  in  a  bit  of 
history  here— the  answer  given  in  Thunder 
Bay  was  that  at  that  time,  in  1971,  they  were 
bound  by  the  original  terms  of  the  Act  to  the 
system  that  they  then  had  for  two  elections. 
Consequently,  a  series  of  public  meetings  be- 
gan last  February,  I  believe,  after  cit)  council 
established  a  committee  to  examine  the  elec- 
toral system  of  the  city. 

There  are  conflicting  reports  about  the 
nmnber  of  submissions  made.  One  figure  I've 
seen  is  1,800,  the  other  1,400.  But  at  least 
1,400  submissions  were  made  to  the  cit}-  coun- 
cil, 80  per  cent  of  which  requested  the  true 
or  strict  ward'  system. 

Naturally,  there  is  some  hesitancy  on  the 
part  of  the  majority  of  council  to  maintain 
the  status  quo.  That  is  because  this  is  the  way 
that  they  have  been  elected.  But,  as  I  pointed 
out  on  Friday,  it  is  possible  for  a  person  to 
be  elected  from  any  one  of  the  present  four 
wards  without  receiving  a  single  vote  from 
the  people  in  that  ward  because  the  electoral 
system  is  an  at-large  system. 

And  I  think  I  said  on  Friday,  as  eloquently 
as  I  could,  that  the  makeup  of  the  present 
council  is  neither  economically,  socially  nor 
geographically  representative.  There  are  large 
sections  of  the  city,  such  as  intercity,  West- 
fort,  Current  River  and  the  large  middle  sec- 
tion of  Port  Arthur,  which  do  not  have  repre- 
sentation on  council  now. 

The  minister  indicated  to  me  that  the  mini- 
stry had  not  received  any  correspondence  on 
the  matter.  To  be  honest,  I  don't  know  why 
that  is.  Because  if  you  read  the  Thunder  Bay 
papers— and  I  happen  to  have  a  file  of  clip- 
pings here— it  was  one  of  the  most  hotly  de- 
bated issues,  both  in  public  and  in  the  press, 
in  the  early  months  of  this  year.  I  won't  read 
these  clippings,  but  they  deal  with  many  as- 
pects of  the  problem,  reporting  many  small 
community  meetings  in  various  areas  of  the 
city,  culminating,  as  I  indicated  on  Friday,  in 
the  large  public  meeting  in  March  at  city  hall. 

Also,  a  petition  from  the  Thunder  Bay 
District  Labour  Council  had  been  presented 
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to  the  city  clerk  on  April  19.  That  petition, 
which  was  prepared  very  hastily,  was  signed 
by  just  oxer  200  people,  which  goes  beyond 
the  requirement  of  section  13  of  the  Act.  I 
think  they  didn't  go  farther  than  that  simply 
because  they  felt  it  met  the  requirements  of 
the  Act.  The  petition  was  to  request  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board  to  establish  a  true  ward 
system  of  nomination  and  election  in  time  for 
the  civic  election  due  in  December,  1974. 

Now,  I  don't  really  fault  the  ministry  in 
this  whole  business  because  it  was  clearly 
stated  by  Mr.  Ian  Reid  of  your  department, 
in  Thunder  Bay  on  March  22  that  it  would  be 
possible  for  Thunder  Bay  to  institute  a  true 
ward  system  for  the  1974  election;  that  there 
could  be  12  wards  with  one  alderman  per 
ward.  And  Mr.  Reid  indicated  to  the  Thunder 
Bay  newspaper,  as  well  as  I  believe  to  public, 
or  at  least,  council  meetings  in  Thunder  Bay, 
that  such  legislation  could  be  introduced  and 
passed  gi\  ing  ample  time  for  the  implementa- 
tion of  the  svstem. 

I  believe  that  my  amendments  meet  the 
requirements  that— in  fact,  in  all  sincerity  and 
if  I  may  be  immodest— I  think  that  they  hit 
a  happy  compromise.  You  still  have  the 
balance  between  Port  Arthur  and  Fort  Wil- 
liam, in  that  each  of  those  former  cities  still 
has  five  representatives  on  council.  The  dif- 
ference is  that  each  of  those  now  large  wards 
will  be  divided  into  five  small  wards.  And 
they  will  be  elected  only  by  the  people  in 
those  wards,  in  the  small  wards.  In  other 
words,  there  will  be  no  longer  a  Port  Arthur 
ward  or  a  Fort  William  ward,  but  there  will 
l^e  five  wards  in  each  of  those  areas. 

I  also  think  that  the  amendments  I  have 
put  forward  not  only  get  that  balance,  which 
I  think  was  necessary  for  the  first  few  years 
of  amalgamation  between  Port  Arthur  and 
Fort  William,  and  is  probably  continuing  to 
be  necessary,  but  it  also  guarantees  repre- 
sentation for  the  two  former  tiny  municipali- 
ties that  were  taken  in— Neebing  and  Mcln- 
tyre.  Each  of  those  wards  will  receive  a  repre- 
sentatixe  according  to  these  amendments  and 
they  will  be  elected  only  by  the  people  in 
their  wards. 

There  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind— and  I  went 
to  a  number  of  the  public  meetings  in  Thun- 
der Bay;  I  was  not  able  to  get  to  the  big  one 
in  city  hall— but  there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind 
that  the  overwhelming  concensus  of  people 
within  the  city  is  that  they  would  like  a  true 
ward  system  instituted  and  they  would  like  it 
instituted  for  the  December  elections. 

And  what  worries  me— what  really  worries 
me— and    I   imagine   that  there   is    a   certain 


element  of  paranoia  about  this,  and  there 
may  be  a  certain  element  of  unnecessary  un- 
ease within  the  electorate  of  the  city  of 
Thunder  Bay,  but  to  put  it  bluntly,  we  were 
scuppered  over  the  name  business  by  a  bal- 
lot which  presented  the  Lakehead,  and  Thun- 
der Bay.  There  is  a  great  fear  among  the 
people  I  talked  to  in  Thunder  Bay  that  if 
you  have  a  ballot  in  December,  a  plebiscite, 
which  is  now  being  talked  about,  establishing 
a  ward  system  and  an  at-large  system,  that  on 
that  ballot  will  appear  two  or  three  varieties 
of  the  ward  system  and  one  at-large  system. 
There  is  that  genuine  fear  and  I  frankly  would 
not  put  it  past  whoever  makes  up  those  bal- 
lots in  Thunder  Bay. 

There  is  one  other  comment  that  I  would 
like  to  make  which  I  can't  think  of  at  the 
present  time— it  just  flitted  through  my  brain 
there  and  it  is  gone.  But  I  think  that  these 
amendments  would  serve  the  best  interests  of 
the  people.  They  do  not  discriminate— this  is 
the  point  that  I  wanted  to  make.  They  do  not 
discriminate— this  is  the  point  that  I  wanted 
to  make.  They  do  not  discriminate  against  any 
of  the  present  incumbents,  because  I  have 
compromised  to  the  extent  that  I  have  not 
made  residency  in  the  ward  a  requirement  for 
running  in  the  ward. 

It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  people  of  a  ward 
wish  to  elect  someone  from  outside  of  their 
boundaries  and  they  are  the  ones  within  that 
ward  to  make  that  decision,  that  should  be 
their  choice.  So  any  of  the  present  aldermen 
could  run  again.  We  will  not  be  disenfranchis- 
ing any  of  the  present  incumbents  from  run- 
ning because  they  happen  to  live  in  the  same 
ward  as  somebody  else. 

And  with  that,  Mr.  Minister,  I  would  like 
to  conclude  my  remarks.  I  would  hope  that 
you  would  give  these  amendments  serious 
consideration  and  I  hope  that  they  would  be 
acceptable  to  you  and  to  your  officials. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
listened  with  great  interest  when  this  bill 
received  second  reading.  I  enjoyed  very  much 
the  comments  by  the  member  for  Port  Arthur 
concerning  the  situation  of  representation 
within  the  community.  I  think  the  amend- 
ments which  he  now  is  proposing  would 
develop  an  effective  ward  system  within  the 
community.  We  in  this  party  will  certainly 
support  these  amendments. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  division  of  the 
two  major  communities,  the  former  cities  of 
Fort  William  and  Port  Arthur,  into  five  par- 
ticular wards  would  be  of  an  advantage.  It 
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would  certainly  avoid  the  possibility  thai 
persons  could  well  be  elected  to  represent 
the  various  communities  without,  in  fact, 
receiving  strong  voting  support  in  that  per- 
son's particular  community.  Since  all  of  the 
electors  within  the  community  are  able  to 
vote  for  aldermen,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
development  of  a  proper  ward  system  would 
get  a  better  sense  of  community  and  also 
would  encourage  a  better  sense  of  balanced 
representation  on  the  municipal  council  for 
the  city  of  Thunder  Bay. 

The  amendments  which  are  proposed  seem 
to  have  great  public  support.  There  has  been 
interest,  as  has  already  been  suggested,  shown 
in  the  press  and  in  public  meetings.  And  I 
think  the  response  of  the  citizens  who  appear 
to  wish  to  try  this  more  representative  system 
should  be  encouraged.  I  would  suggest  that 
the  minister  review  these  amendments  be- 
cause, of  course,  like  anything  else,  it  might 
be  that  they  could  ])e  approved  upon.  But 
while  he  is  pondering  them  I  think  that  we 
are  really  in  a  good  position  so  far  as  the 
timing  of  all  this  is  concerned  that  if  these 
amendments  were  to  pass,  a  proper  electoral 
procedure  could  be  developed  in  good  time 
for  the  elections  expected  in  December. 

Comments  were  made  with  respect  to  the 
name  of  the  community  and  the  rather  inter- 
esting difficulties  that  developed  when  the 
two  names  that  were  preferred  were  in  fact 
not  the  ones  suggested.  I  would  think  that 
if  we  accept  these  amendments  we  will  be 
in  a  position  to  serve  the  citizens  of  Thunder 
Bay  as  they  attempt  to  develop  a  better  sense 
of  community  within  the  regional  govern- 
ment, which  is  pulling  together  two  former 
and  well-known  cities  as  well  as  the  two 
smaller  tovraships.  The  balanced  representa- 
tion takes  into  account  the  fact  that  the  two 
smaller  townships,  even  though  their  popula- 
tions might  not  so  warrant  it,  still  would  main- 
tain at  least  for  the  time  being  a  clear  repre- 
sentation on  the  council. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  a  couple  of  years 
from  now,  we  would  want  to  return  to  this 
bill  and  develop  12  words,  each  with  a  more 
or  less  equal  population,  so  that  if  one  com- 
munity has  grown  and  another  has  not,  that 
will  balance  off  the  representation  by  popu- 
lation. But  just  as  we  have  the  changes  in 
our  own  provincial  distribution  and  have 
boundaries  which  don't  always  balance  exact- 
ly by  population,  so  I  think  we  can  live  with 
this  progressive  change,  which  would  lead 
eventually  to  having  wards  more  equal  in 
size  as  the  community  develops,  perhaps  over 
the  next  five  or  even  10  years. 


Right  now,  this  amendment  seems  to  make 
sense  to  me  and  as  I  have  said,  we  will  sup- 
port the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Yorkview. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Chainnan, 
just  a  word  on  this  in  support  of  the  amend- 
ment. It  seems  to  me  that  the  amendment 
makes  very  great  sense  from  another  point  of 
view  and  that  is  the  matter  of  responsibility. 
The  person  who  is  elected  undter  the  scheme 
you  propose  in  the  bill  doesn't  know  exactly 
what  his  territory  is.  He  is,  in  fact,  responsible 
for  the  whole  area,  and  responsible  for  no 
specific  area.  The  citizen  doesn't  know  where 
to  go  to  get  responsibility  pinned'  down  if  he 
has  a  complaint  and  I  suppose  eventually  a 
lot  of  citizens  go  to  one  representative  and  a 
lot  go  to  another.  But  the  person  who  does  a 
good  job  and  gets  a  reputation  for  dioing  a 
good  job  gets  the  bulk  of  the  cases  to  solve. 

I  think  this  is  wrong.  The  person  who 
wants  to  be  a  bit  lazy  and  who  perhaps  gets 
a  reputation  of  not  getting  results  gets  little 
to  do  and  so  he  can  coast.  If  he  gets  his 
name  in  the  paper  once  in  a  while  for  some- 
thing he  says,  then  he  keeps  it  before  the 
voters  and  perhaps  when'  the  next  election 
comes  around  at  least  his  name  is  kno\\Ti,  So 
he  gets  away  with  taking  very  small  respon- 
sibility. 

I  think  this  is  important,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  I  urge  the  minister  to  think  in  terms  of 
one  alderman  for  one  particular  slice  of  terri- 
tory. Then  the  voters  in  that  territor\-  know 
where  to  go.  They  know  that  Mr.  A  is  respon- 
sible for  this  area  and'  Mr.  B  for  another  area. 
The  voters  know  exactly  where  to  go,  they 
know  what  results  they're  going  to  get  from 
those  aldermen  and  they  know  how  to  judge 
that  alderman  on  the  basis  of  performance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  through  you  to  the  minis- 
ter,, I  think  the  time  is  her©  for  us  to  thiid< 
very  seriously  of  the  ward  system  which  has 
been  proposed  by  the  hon.  member.  That 
area  at  one  time,  as  we  know,  had  real  diffi- 
culty in  coming  together,  and  a  shotgun  mar- 
riage, in  effect,  was  performed.  Now  we  have 
this  experimentation  so  far  in  this  particular 
bastardized  form  of  democracy  and  I  think 
the  time  is  here  to  change  tJiat.  With  the 
amendment  suggestedi  here,  I  think  those  old 
hostilities  can  be  very  well  forgotten  and 
some  real  unity  can  be  achieved. 

'So  I  would  hope  that  the  minister  will  see 
the  common  sense  in  this  step  being  made  at 
this  time,  not  being  postponed  for  another 
period,  but  being  taken  now  for  the  good  of 
the  community  involved  and  for  the  good. 
perhaps,  of  the  good  name  of  d^emocracy. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Otta- 
wa Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  just  want  to  say  a  word 
about  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  naturally  support 
the  amendment  and  I'd  like  to  put  it  into 
more  general'  context,  because  I  think  it's 
about  time  that  the  government  took,  as  a 
matter  of  policy,  the  view  that  in  any  large 
municipality  it  will  support  and,  in  fact,  it 
will'  insdst  upon  a  ward  system  being  adopted 
by  that  municipality,  and  that  in  those  munici- 
palities it  should  be  a  true  ward  system  and 
not  the  kind  of  bastardized  version  which  was 
put  forwardl  in  this  bill  for  the  city  of  Thundter 
Bay. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Did  you  tell  them  about  the 
UAW  in  Oshawa?  They're  all  against  the 
ward!  system. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  UAW  is  against  the  ward 
system?  Okay.  The  UAW  isn't  right  on  every 
issue.  Okay? 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Right  on.  Right  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  UAW,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  is  wrong,  and  maybe  even  in  Oshawa 
because  of  the  number  of  people  who  work 
in  the  auto  plants  there,  people  who  are,  say. 
of  the  siocial  station  and  occupation  of  the 
hon.  member  for  Oshawa,  are  undierrepre- 
sented  on  that  city  council'  because  of  the 
at- large  system  that  apparently  prevails  in 
Oshawa.  In  other  words,  there  may  be  one 
section  oi  town  where  people  with  high  in- 
comes live  and  it's  simply  overwhelmed!  by 
the  vote  of  people  who  are  workers  at  the 
auto  plant  of  General  Motors. 

The  situation  in  most  municipalities,  how- 
ever, is  reversed,  Mr.  Chairman,  and'  that  is, 
specifically,  that  where  you  have  an  at-large 
system  it  favours  people  who  come  from 
higher  income  groups,  who  are  better  edu- 
cated, who  live  in  the  suburbs,  over  people 
who  have  Ifess  education,  lower  incomes  and 
who  live  in  the  cores  of  cities.  For  that  rea- 
son, Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  a  class  measure  to 
have  an  at-large  system  in  any  city  of  any 
size. 

Now  the  minister  is  liable  to  say,  with  his 
usual  kind'  of  Quixotic  consistency,  that  this 
is  what  people  want— meaning  this  is  what 
the  council!s  want.  The  responsibility  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  is  to  set  the  framework 
within  which  municipal  government  works 
and!  then  hope  like  crazy  that  people  will 
carry  it  off  responsibly  and  well.  There  are 
times  when,  in  fact,  the  creation  of  that 
framework  means  that  you've  got  to  ignore 
what  the  people  in  the  local  councili  want.  If 


they  say  they  want  an  at-large  system,  you've 
got  to  look  very  closely  to  see  whether  they 
want  it  because  that's  what  all  their  citizens 
are  telling  them,  they  want  it  because  they 
think  that's  the  best  way  they  can  get  re- 
elected, or  they  want  it  because  the  chamber 
of  commerce,  the  local  merchants  and  a  few 
other  notables  in  towni  think  that's  a  good 
way  that  they  can  keep  their  own  people  in 
power  on  the  local  council.  Frankly,  self- 
interest  and  the  interest  of  the  chamber  of 
commerce  are  far  too  often  the  reasons  for 
perpetuating  these  at-large  systems  which 
have  the  effect  of  underrepresenting  people 
who  already  have  difficulty,  for  a  number  of 
reasons,  incltuding  this  government,  in  making 
their  voice  felt  in  the  diemocratic  system  in 
Ontario. 

I  would  hope  that  not  only  will  the  gov- 
ernment accept  this  amendment  in  order  to 
make  sure  that  people  from  each  section  of 
Thunder  Bay  can  have  their  own  representa- 
tive, but  that  it  will  bring  in  similar  amend- 
ments in  order  to  ensure  that  there  is  a  true 
ward  system  in  every  city  or  town  or  more 
than  20,000  or  25,000  across  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I, 
first  of  all,  thank  the  member  for  Port  Arthur 
for  bringing  forth  the  amendment.  I  think 
he  has  done  it  in  the  greatest  of  sincerity 
on  behalf  of  his  people.  The  only  thing  I 
regret,  and  I  said  this  earlier,  is  the  fact 
that  this  matter  was  not  drawn  to  our  atten- 
tion before  this.  We  had  hoped  if  there  was 
a  problem,  as  you  have  outlined  very  elo- 
quently on  Friday,  that  this  would  have  been 
sent  either  to  the  OMB  or  to  our  ministry 
by  your  people,  by  the  council  or  by  your- 
self and  then  maybe  we  could  have  been 
able  to  deal  with  it. 

I  have  no  objection  whatsoever  to  a  ward 
system  in  Thunder  Bay,  if  that's  what  Thun- 
der Bay  people  want.  But  what  I  have  objec- 
tions to— and  for  this  reason  I  can  not  accept 
this  amendment— is  the  fact  that  I  really  don't 
know  whether  this  is  applicable  to  the  entire 
city,  as  you  have  it  set  out  here.  I  haven't 
had  time  to  study  it  nor  have  the  people  in 
the  area  had  time  to  understand. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  asked  for  it  overwhelm- 
ingly in  their  briefs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  think  you  have 
put  this  amendment  to  the  people.  Could 
the  member  reply? 

Mr.  Foulds:  That  is  true.  On  the  other 
hand,   the   city   council  has   not  put  to  the 
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people  the  amendments  that  you  are  bring- 
ing forth. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine.  No. 

Mr.  Foulds:  They  have  not  put  those  to 
the  people  either. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  right.  The  people  put 
this  plan  to  the  council  and  it  rejected  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  to  go  a 
bit  further,  what  we  are  bringing  forth  is 
what  we  feel  will  be  an  interim  solution  to 
a  degree,  and  we  have  said  that  the  OMB 
must  rule  on  it  in  1975.  I  would  hope  in 
this  election  the  people  will  have  the  right 
by  referendum  to  vote  as  to  how  they  want 
the  ward  systems,  or  at  least  they  will  get 
their  views  before  the  council  and  before  the 
OMB  when  the  hearing  is  held.  HI  be  quite 
happy  to  receive  any  representations  from  the 
member  for  Port  Arthur  or  from  anybody 
he  wishes  to  bring.  I'd  like  to  get  their 
views.  But  I  just  can't  accept  this  amend- 
ment tonight. 

I  have  to  say  again  I  appreciate  your 
efforts.  I  just  find  it  a  last-minute  issue  which 
wouldn't  be  appropriate  for  me  to  accept 
without  knowing  all  the  ramifications. 

I  can  say  to  you  that  I  do  think  there 
is  merit  in  a  ward  system— if  you  can  accept 
me  at  my  word,  I  am  saying  I  think  there 
is  merit  in  a  ward  system.  I  don't  know 
whether  the  wards  are  proper.  I  think  the 
OMB  should  decide  whether  there  should  be 
a  ward  system  for  Thunder  Bay  or  whether 
the  people  want  to  vote  at  large  and 
whether  there  should  be  residency  clause  or 
there  shouldn't  be.  And  these  things  will  be 
decided  next  year. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  word 
here.  The  minister  has  admitted  he  agrees 
with  this  general  philosophy  of  a  ward  sys- 
tem; he  said  so.  All  that  is  being  asked  for 
here  is  not  that  this  ward  system  be  set 
out  in  complete  detail  but  that  the  general 
principle  of  an  equal  number  of  wards  for 
each  of  the  former  cities,  plus  the  two  town- 
ships,   goes   before   the  OMB. 

At  that  point,  the  boundaries  can  be  ham- 
mered out.  The  general  ideas  of  population 
and  balances  and  that  sort  of  thing  can  be 
done.  It  just  seems  to  me  that  makes  common 
sense  at  this  point,  because  there  is  time 
between  now  and  Dec.  1  or  Oct.  1  to  get 
this  thing  finalized.  Tlien  the  elections  can 
be  held  on  the  new  basis. 

I  don't  know  why  we  have  to  delay  for 
another  period  of  time,  for  another  two  years, 


before  this  can  be  done.  I  don't  think  the 
minister  can  give  a  valid  reason  why  we 
must.  He  has  admitted,  he  says,  that  if  this 
had  come  sooner  he  might  have  had  a  dif- 
ferent attitude.  But  the  fact  is  that  neither 
one  of  these  points  of  view  has  really  been 
put  to  the  people  of  the  city  concerned.  Yet 
it  has  been  thoroughly  discussed,  as  the  clip- 
pings that  my  friend  has  in  his  possession 
demonstrated,  so  I  would  again  agree  with 
the  minister  that  this  matter  be  given  a 
second  look.  It  makes  sense,  as  he  has  him- 
self admitted,  so  why  we  can't  make  the 
change  now,  rather  than  delay  two  years, 
is  beyond  my  comprehension.  I  plead  again 
with  the  minister  to  take  a  second  look  at 
this  and  perhaps  review  the  whole  process, 
even  if  it  takes  a  couple  of  days  when  we 
must  lay  this  aside  and  think  about  it  a 
little  bit  more. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Excellent  idea. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
one  difference  which  the  hon.  member 
hasn't  explained  as  properly  as  maybe  he 
might  have.  This  is  a  request  by  the  council, 
who  have  been  elected,  whether  you  like  it 
or  not.  They  ha\'e  requested  this,  and  we 
have  gone  along  with  their  request.  We 
haven't  had  the  opportunity  to  know  whether 
the  council  agrees  to  this  amendment  or  not, 
nor  will  we  allow  it  to  go  forward,  but  we 
are  dealing  with  their  request, 

I  think  it  is  impossible  to  go  back  on  this 
particular  solution  at  the  present  time.  We  do 
have  enumerations  to  proceed  with,  we  do 
have  the  Elections  Act  procedures  to  carry 
forth,  and  time  has  run  out.  I  think  if  the 
hon.  member  would  have  talked  to  his  col- 
leagues—it would  have  been  much  better  if 
we  had  all  gotten  together  on  this  a  few 
months  ago  and  come  up  with  a  solution. 
Maybe  it  would  have  ended  up  this  way.  But 
I  say  to  you  now  that  it  has  to  go,  as  I  see 
it,  as  the  government  is  proposing,  which 
is  in  sympathy  with  the  elected  people— which 
you  apparently  don't  like,  and  maybe  with 
good  reason.  But  there  is  no  other  way  that 
I  see  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Young:  But  you  don't  like  it,  Mr. 
Minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  just 
respond  briefly  to  the  minister.  First  of  all, 
we  couldn't  have  talked  about  this  a  few 
months  ago  because  your  appointment  was 
relatively  recent— 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  have  been  a  parlia- 
mentary assistant  for  some  while. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Secondly,  at  no  time  had  it 
been  indicated  to  the  people  of  the  Lake- 
head,  of  Thunder  Bay,  that  amendments  to 
the  City  of  the  Lakehead  Act  were  going 
forward  at  all.  It  wasn't  until  you  introduced 
the  bill,  when  I  saw  the  clauses,  that  there 
was  any  indication  whatsoever  that  there 
was  a  chance  to  discuss  this  issue  in  a  legis- 
lative forum.  There  was  no  indication  by 
your  ministry,  by  officials  in  Thunder  Bay 
or  by  the  city  council  that  they  were  publicly 
requesting  an  extension  of  the  present  system. 
They  may  have  written  you,  and  I  am  sure 
they  probably  did,  but  there  was  no  public 
knowledge  of  this. 

I  put  it  to  you  as  strongly  as  I  can,  without 
getting  unduly  angry,  and  I  am  willing  to 
stake  a  good  deal  of  my  political  career  on 
it,  there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  nor  in  the 
mind  of  most  of  the  electorate  of  Thunder 
Bay  that  the  city  council  members  deliber- 
ately prolonged  the  process  and  came  to  you 
at  the  last  moment  for  this  very  reason,  so 
that  there  would  not  be  time  to  institute  the 
ward  system  in  December. 

I  don't  know  how  you  devise  the  mech- 
anism, Mr.  Minister,  but  I  say  to  you  if  I 
might  that  somehow,  when  people  present 
petitions  to  the  city  clerk  of  a  ctty,  they  be 
notified,  not  only  that  the  city  clerk  has 
received  the  petition  but  that  the  city  is  not 
going  to  act  on  their  request  and  forward 
it  to  you  or  the  OMB  so  that  they  can  then 
take  that  action  directly  hemselves. 

This  has  not  happened  in  Thunder  Bay.  In 
the  case  of  the  petition  in  1971,  the  citizens' 
association,  as  it  was  called  at  that  time,  was 
not  notified  that  according  to  section  13,  it 
could  then  proceed  directly  by  presenting  a 
petition  to  the  OMB.  In  1974,  the  Thunder 
Bay  and  District  Labour  Council  was  not 
notified  that  if  it  wished  action  on  its  peti- 
tion, because  the  city  wa«  recommending  an 
extension  of  Bill  118,  the  council  did  not 
understand  that  it  then  had  to  proceed. 

I  don't  know  how  you  get  that  kind  of 
expertise  into  the  local  level,  but  somehow 
there  should  be  that  kind  of  advice  in  the 
ministry— and  freely  available  in  a  negative 
sense,  but  in  a  positive  way— because  com- 
munity groups  simply  didn't  understand  this. 
If  they  had  understood  it,  I'm  sure  that  in 
both  cases  they  would  have  proceeded  and 
you  would  have  the  information.  I  didn't 
understand  it  myself,  I  must  confess,  until 
I    started   reading   the   Municipal   Act   fairly 


carefully   and   looking   at   the   necessary   and 
applicable  clauses. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  amendments  I 
have  submitted  would  also  be  subject  to  an 
OMB  hearing,  so  that  objections  in  August 
could  come  at  that  time.  I  do  not  quite 
understand  the  minister's  reluctance  at  this 
time  to  proceed  with  these  amendments. 
Even  if  he  wanted  to  stand  it  over  for  a  day 
and  then  come  back,  I  would  be  quite  happy 
with  a  fuller  consideration  and  consultation 
with  his  oflBcials;  and  if  there  were  some 
difficulties  he  could  outline,  I  think  I  could 
understand  it  better.  But  I  can't  understand 
it  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  standing 
it  over  for  a  day  would  be  no  help  what- 
soever except  to  determine  if  you  have  a 
reasonable  solution  in  regard  to  ward  bound- 
aries. What  we're  concerned  about  is  the 
Elections  Act,  as  I  mentioned  to  the  member 
just  shortly,  whereby  if  we  do  not  proceed 
until  such  time  as  we  have  an  OMB  hearing 
—and  I  believe  in  his  amendments  he  is 
saying- 
Mr.  Foulds:  Aug.  1,  I  think. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —it  will  be  heard  within 
30  days  after— we  have  to  get  the  enumera- 
tions, we  have  to  have  a  printing,  we  have 
to  have  a  hearing.  He  may  suggest  the  OMB 
hear  it  in  30  days,  but  maybe  the  OMB  is 
not  physically  capable  of  hearing  it  in  30 
days.  I  just  don't  believe  we  are  able  to  say 
that  it  will  be  heard  in  30  days.  Possibly 
there  should  have  been  a  better  system  of 
communications.  I'm  not  going  to  put  the 
blame  on  anyone's  shoulders,  the  member's  or 
mine  or  the  local  elected  people,  but  we  did 
act  on  the  request;  it  was  a  written  request, 
and  I  held  up  the  paper  to  the  member  so 
I  think  he  understood  I  have  a  written 
request- 
Mr.  Foulds:  In  fact,  I'm  just  going  through 
the  petition  which  the  minister  did  not  re- 
ceive. There  was  no  indication  by  the  city 
clerk  that  the  local  people  could  proceed 
directly  to  the  OMB  if  coimcil  did  not  agree 
with  the  petition. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes.  It's  unusual  that 
this  wouldn't  get  into  the  local  people's 
hands  by  way  of  radio  or  news  media  of 
some  sort,  that  they  would  understand— 

Mr.  Foulds:  They  probably  had  it  at  2 
o'clock  in  the  morning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  know.  All  I'm 
saying  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chainnan,  is  that  I 
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will  work  with  the  member,  but  I  just  can't 
accept  his  amendment  at  this  time. 

Mr.   Chairman:    Those   in   favour   of  Mr. 
Fould's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
We'll  stack  this  with  the  previous  ones. 

Are  there  any  further  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  any  other  section  of  Bill 
99? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  my 
understanding  that  there  will  not  be  any 
other  bills  in  committee,  so  that  if  the  votes 
are  proceeded  with,  I  presume  we  can  then 
continue  with  the  other  work  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  question 
whether  section  2,  subsection  12,  subclause  1 
of  Bill  89  shall  stand  as  part  of  the  bill, 
which  was  approved  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  45  and  the  "nays"  23. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  section  shall 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  section  12(3)  of  the  Act  as 
set  out  in  section  2  of  Bill  89,  which  was 
negatived  on  the  same  vote,  reversed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
That  section  shall  remain  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  section  198(2)  of  the  Act  as 
set  out  in  section  10  of  the  bill,  which  was 
negatived  on  the  same  vote  as  the  first, 
reversed. 

Section  10  agreed  to. 

The  committee  divided  on  the  question 
whether  section  11  of  the  bill  dealing  with 
section  199(3)  of  the  Act  shall  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill,  which  was  approved  on  the  same 
vote  as  the  first. 

Section  11  agreed  to. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture and  Food  is  in  a  voting  mood. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  He  is  a  bouncy  fellow 
on  occasion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  bill  be  reported? 
Bill  89  as  amended  reported. 


Mr.  Chairman:  On  Bill  99,  Mr.  Foulds 
made  a  rather  lengthy  motion  dealing  with 
wards  and  representations. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Foulds' 
motion  which  was  negatived  on  the  same 
vote  as  the  first  vote  in  the  previous  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  99  reported. 

Mr.  Foulds:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  there  were  two  amendments. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  first  one  was  not  car- 
ried and  thus  the  other  was  nullified. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  These  fancy  rules  we 
have. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed,  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  reports  one  bill  without 
amendment  and  one  bill  with  certain  amend- 
ments and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ings upon  motion: 

Bill  99,  An  Act  to  amend  the  City  of  the 

Lakehead  Act,  1968-1969. 

Bill  89,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
SUDBURY  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  90,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Sudbury  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Give  them 
heU,  Ed. 
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Mr.  Good:  On  consultation  I  find  that  the 
principle  in  the  first  section  of  this  bill  deal- 
ing with  changes  in  the  setup  in  several  of 
the  area  governments  was  requested  by  the 
councils  of  these  areas.  So,  consequently  I 
presume  the  councils  are  acting  with  the 
best  interests  of  the  people  of  the  area  at 
heart. 

We  find  that  in  the  Rayside-Balfour  area 
government  the  present  setup  is  eight  mem- 
bers, one  of  whom  is  on  regional  council  and 
elected  by  the  council.  Under  the  new  setup 
there  will  be  six  on  the  area  government.  One, 
elected  by  general  vote,  will  serve  on  both 
regional  and  area  government,  and  five  will 
be  elected  to  sit  only  on  the  area  government. 

Valley  East  also  has  a  change  in  that 
previously  there  were  six  members  on  the 
area  government,  one  on  regional,  among 
those  six  who  would  be  elected  by  council. 
This  has  been  changed  to  allow  one  of  the 
six  to  be  elected  for  regional  and  town  coun- 
cils on  a  general  vote,  and  five  elected  for 
the  town  only. 

In  Walden  there  are  similar  changes  from 
six  to  seven,  and  of  the  seven  one  will  be 
elected  for  regional  and  town  councils  and 
six  will  be  elected  for  town  only. 

My  understanding  is  that  these  changes 
were  approved  by  council.  I  presume  they 
are  the  wishes  of  the  people  in  the  area. 

On  the  second  section  of  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  took  me  some  time  to  ferret  out 
the  implications  —  and  it's  quite  a  subtle 
change— in  this  amendment.  Previously,  the 
planning  areas  and  subsidiary  planning  areas, 
together  with  their  boards,  were  dissolved  as 
of  Dec.  31,  1972,  and  these  municipalities 
were  not  considered  to  be  municipalities 
after  that  date  for  any  purposes  under  the 
Planning  Act. 

Now,  if  one  reads  the  amended  amend- 
ment, we  find  that  the  area  government  can 
no  longer  exercise  any  powers  under  the  Plan- 
ning Act,  but  they  will  remain  a  municipality 
under  the  Planning  Act.  One  has  to  look 
through  sections  of  the  Planning  Act  to  find 
out  why  that  remains.  If  you  look  at  clause 
(d)  of  subsection  2  of  section  29,  we  find  that 
municipalities  are  exempt  from  requiring 
consents  under  that  section  of  the  Planning 
Act  which  deals  with  the  conveyance  of 
land,  and  that  this  can  be  done  if  the  land 
or  any  use  of  a  right  therein  is  being  acquired 
or   disposed  of  by  a  municipality. 

So  I  presume  then  that  the  municipalities 
would  still  be  able  to,  under  this  amendment, 
claim  that  exemption,  which  evidently  they 


couldn't    the    way    the    bill    was    originally 
written. 

Further,  on  inquiry  I  find  that  the  bill 
originally  had  left  all  the  planning  functions 
with  the  top  level  of  government.  It  has 
always  been  that  way.  There  have  been  no 
area  planning  boards,  as  in  some  of  the 
other  regional  governments.  This,  I  presume, 
was  done  because  of  the  oversight  in  the  first 
bill  which  excluded  them  completely  from 
being  exempt  from  the  provisions  of  section 
29  of  the  Planning  Act. 

We  will  support  these  amendments,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  few  comments  on  the  principles 
involved  in  this  bill.  I  think  the  main  thrust 
of  the  bill  was  missed  when  the  government 
didn't  see  fit,  when  it  was  amending  the  Act, 
to  include  within  the  Act  that  we  should  opt 
for  the  ward  system,  since  one  of  the  basic, 
fundamental  and  strongest  efforts  in  getting 
the  democratic  process  to  work  is  to  have 
geographic  representation  in  any  of  our 
democratically  elected  councils  or  govern- 
ments. 

This  House  nms  on  a  ward  system.  We  call 
them  ridings  or  constituencies  in  this  case, 
but  no  one  in  the  province  runs  province- 
wide.  The  same  thing,  I  know,  should  apply 
in  any  municipality  that  has  considerable 
geography  attached  to  it  and  a  considerable 
number  of  people. 

As  a  former  councillor  on  an  area  council 
I  am  aware  of  the  difficulties  of  ordinary 
people  with  small  financial  means  to  have 
themselves  elected.  When  I  look  at  the  Sud- 
bury regional  bill,  1972,  I  see  that  five  of 
the  area  municipalities  elect  their  councillors 
by  wards,  and  only  two  of  the  municipalities 
—namely,  Rayside-Balfour  and  Valley  East- 
elect  their  councillors  at  large.  This  imposes 
an  extreme  hardship  on  people  wanting  to 
serve  on  these  area  councils.  There's  a  finan- 
cial burden  on  these  people,  and  it  eliminates 
a  whole  bunch  of  people  from  running  for 
council,  because  they  just  can't  mount  the 
necessary  finances  in  order  to  do  an  across- 
the-area  campaign,  or  to  get  their  name 
known,  or  to  bring  their  policy  or  platform 
to  the  electorate. 

The  town  of  Rayside-Balfour  is  a  very 
large  area.  It  encompasses  several  townships 
and  it  would  cost  a  considerable  amount  of 
money  in  order  for  a  person  interested  in 
serving  that  community  to  realize  a  success. 
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The  town  of  Valley  East  is  similarly  en- 
cumbered by  geography.  I  think  that  there 
are  large  areas  within  Rayside-Balfour  and 
Valley  East  that  do  not  get  proper  repre- 
sentation because  of  the  fact  that  they 
do  not  have  councillors  coming  from  that 
particular  section  of  the  area  mimicipality. 

In  the  case  of  Rayside-Balfour,  which 
ended  up  with  more  members  on  their  coun- 
cil than  they  should  have  had,  or  they  were 
above  the  average  of  the  other  six  municipal- 
ities, they  are  being  reduced  and  I  have  to 
agree  with  that.  Because,  while  it  is  a  large 
geographic  area,  it  doesn't  have  a  tremendous 
population.  The  eight  members  originally 
granted  by  the  government  were  in  order  to 
settle  a  feud  which  was  going  on  between 
the  town  of  Chelmsford  and  the  town  of 
Azilda,  one  being  in  Rayside  township  and 
the  other  one  being  in  Balfour  township. 
Parochialism  was  rampant  in  1972  when  the 
original  region  of  Sudbury  bill  was  brought 
in.  In  order  to  ameliorate  the  argument,  the 
government  in  its  wisdom  granted  each  of 
these  municipalities  four  members  on  the 
area  council.  Now  it  has  come  to  pass  that 
they  have  seen  the  folly  of  their  ways  and 
they  have  reduced  it  to  six. 

In  the  case  of  Walden  the  number  is  being 
increased  from  six  to  seven.  Walden  has 
quite  a  large  population  and  should  have  had 
the  seven  members  right  from  the  beginning. 

I  don't  understand  how  the  technique  is 
going  to  work  whereby,  in  the  case  of  Ray- 
side-Balfour you  would  have  five  councillors 
running  at  large  to  sit  on  the  area  council 
and  another  person  who  would  be  running  at 
large,  and  he  would  sit  on  both  councils.  I 
don't  know  what  kind  of  ballot  the  minister 
has  in  mind  there.  I  think  it  is  very  confusing 
to  decide  how  you  are  going  to  accomplish 
this. 

As  far  as  representation  on  the  regional 
council  is  concerned,  I  can  agree  with  run- 
ning across  the  whole  area  municipality  be- 
cause the  person  who  comes  to  the  regional 
council,  I  think,  should  have  the  entire  area 
as  part  of  his  concern.  He  shouldn't  have  the 
parochialism  of  a  ward  politician,  but  should 
have  the  entire  area.  Then  he  and  the  mayor 
—the  mayor  being  elected  at  large— and  one 
senior  councillor  could  go  to  the  regional 
council  and  represent  the  entire  area.  But  the 
other  five  members  on  the  area  council  at 
Rayside-Balfour,  I  submit,  should  be  elected 
by  the  ward  basis.  And  I  think  the  same  prin- 
ciple should  apply  in  the  case  of  Valley  East. 

As  far  as  section  3  is  concerned,  I  con- 
sider this  to  be  housekeeping  only,   as   the 


planning  boards  have  been  dissolved  as  of 
1972.  So  in  fact  this  is  already  in  place.  As 
far  as  I  understand  it,  it  is  just  bringing  the 
bill  up  to  date  with  what  has  already  tran- 
spired, and  with  that  I  can  firml>-  agree. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
who  wish  to  enter  this  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  I  believe  I  don't  have 
much  to  add  to  the  comments  of  the  two 
members  who  have  spoken  on  the  bill.  The 
member  for  Waterloo  North  was  exactly  right 
in  his  interpretation  of  the  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Always  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Everything  he  said  was 
dead  on— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  my  boy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  therefore  I  have  no 
comments  on  that. 

The  member  for  Sudbury  was  correct  in  his 
interpretation.  The  only  thing  I  would  like 
to  say  to  him  is  that  the  ballot  would  indi- 
cate whether  someone  is  running  for  regional 
and  local  or  whether  it  is  just  local.  I  expect 
that  would  be  the  way  we  handle  it  at  elec- 
tion time. 

The  general  vote  procedures  for  Rayside- 
Balfour  and  Valley  East  were,  as  I  have  said 
before,  a  resolution  which  came  to  us,  not 
only  from  the  local  councils  but  also  the  re- 
gional council.  We  are  trying  to  enact  a  bill 
which  will,  we  hope,  reflect  the  wishes  of  the 
people.  If  at  another  time  this  is  not  right, 
fair  enough;  we  would  be  pleased  to  receive 
an  amendment  accordingly.  But  we  believe 
this  Act  is  entirely  in  agreement  with  the  local 
people  of  Sudbury. 

Those  are  all  my  comments. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  90,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Sudbury  Act,  1972. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Before  we  proceed  with  any 
other  business  I  beg  to  inform  the  House 
that  in  the  name  of  Her  Majesty  the  Queen, 
the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor  has 
been  pleased  to  assent  to  certain  bills  in  her 
chambers. 


ROYAL  ASSENT 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  following  are  the 
titles  of  the  bills  to  which  Her  Honour  has 

assented: 

Bill  87,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Assessment 
Act. 

Bill  89.  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto  Act. 

Bill  91,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Beef  Cattle 
Marketing  Act. 

Bill   98,   An  Act  to  amend  the   Regional 
Municipality  of  Waterloo  Act,  1972. 


Bill  99,  An  Act  to  amend  the  City  of  the 
Lakehead  Act,  1968-1969. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Before 
adjournment,  Mr.  Speaker,  might  I  just  in- 
quire if,  when  we  sit  at  10  tomorrow  morn- 
ing, the  question  period  will  in  fact  go  on  as 
usual  at  2  o'clock,  and  secondly,  will  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  be  doing 
his  Bills  92  and  93  before  the  Oxford  bill,  or 
can  we  expect  that  the  Oxford  bill  will  be 
called  at  10  tomorrow? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  advised 
that  the  question  period  will  be  at  2  in  the 
afternoon  and  we  will  proceed  with  the  Ox- 
ford bill  at  10  o'clock  in  the  morning. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  10:55  o'clock,  p.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

COUNT!'  OF  OXFORD  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  95,  An 
Act  to  restructure  the  County  of  Oxford. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): I  don't  know  whether  I  can  take  this 
enthusiasm  at  this  time  of  the  morning,  with 
all  the  members  so  anxious  to  hear  my  re- 
marks on  this  bill,  including  the  Minister  of 
Revenue. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  All  10 
Tories. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We'x  e  discussed  regional 
government  in  this  form  many  times  before, 
Mr.  Speaker.  This  bill  is  just  another  step  in 
the  Conservative  design  to  regionalize  the 
province  and  to  change  the  system  of  local 
government  in  a  way  which  we  in  this  party 
are  not  prepared  to  support.  We  have  not 
supported  it  in  the  past  and  we  will  not 
support  this  bill. 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Inflexible  to  the  end. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  intend  to  oppose  it  on 
three  bases,  all  three  of  which  the  minister 
is  familiar  with,  except  the  first;  that  is,  tiiat 
the  minister  is  justifying  the  introduction  of 
this  bill  because  he  said  it  is  unanimously 
accepted  by  the  three  councils  in  which  he 
has  confidence  in  the  county  of  Oxford. 

There  was  a  time  when  the  member  for 
Chatham-Kent,  (Mr.  McKeough),  the  archi- 
tect of  this  policy,  was  prepared  to  stand  up 
publicly  and  say:  "I  am  prepared  to  take  the 
tough  and  unpopular  decisions."  He  was 
ridiculed  by  opposition  members  and  some 
of  his  own  supporters  for  putting  his  own 
judgement  ahead  of  the  judgement  of  those 
people  in  the  community  who  were  to  be 
served  by  the  new  method  of  local  govern- 
ment.  But   at  least  he   had  the  strength  to 
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say:  "It  is  a  decision  of  the  government  and 
it  is  a  decision  that  I  am  prepared  to  im- 
pose." He  even  used  that  word  on  certain 
occasions  many  years  ago. 

Naturally,  the  people  to  be  affected  by  the 
new  means  of  local  government  did  not  like 
their  future  to  be  imposed  by  a  cabinet 
minister  who  perhaps  did  not,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  people  aflPected,  have  a  comer  on  all 
knowledge  and  all  good  judgement. 

But  now  that  has  changed.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  it  was  about  a  year  ago,  when  there 
was  a  series  of  by-elections  in  the  province— 
and  the  minister  may  recall  that  in  Huron 
where  my  good  friend,  Mr.  Riddell,  was 
elected  on  behalf  of  our  party- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  Mrs.  Campbell  in 
St.  George— but  at  least  in  Huron  one  of  the 
issues  was  regional  government. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  And  it  was  a  red  herring. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  may  have  been  a  red 
herring,  and  yet  the  hon.  minister  who  inter- 
jects must  surely  be  aware  that  if  he  has  his 
way  Huron  wfll  be  regionalized  just  like 
Haldimand  and  Norfolk  and  every  other  part 
of  the  province.  He  must  also  realize  that  the 
people  of  Huron  do  not  want  regional  gov- 
ernment; that's  why  they  voted  against  his 
party  and  for  the  Liberal  Party.  It  is  an 
issue,  whether  he  realizes  it  or  not. 

Following  that,  the  Treasurer  of  the  day, 
who  is  the  present  Treasurer  (Mr.  White), 
indicated  quite  clearly  that  he  was  drawing 
back  from  the  government  position  on  re- 
gionalization.  He  seemed  to  be  quite  timor- 
ous; so  it  was  a  surprise  to  many  people 
when  he  went  forward  with  the  introduction 
of  five  new  regional  government  bills  last 
spring.  It  seemed  to  fly  in  the  face  of  the 
lesson  of  that  particular  by-election.  We 
debated  those  five  bills  here,  and  those  areas 
are  now  regionalized;  I'm  going  to  be  re- 
ferring to  them  very  briefly,  Mr.  Speaker, 
when  I  refer  to  the  cost  of  regional  govern- 
ment, a  subject  that  is  of  great  interest  to 
me  and  of  great  interest  to  the  minister,  be- 
cause he  talks  about  it  frequently. 
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The  situation  in  Oxford,  though,  is  quite 
different  from  that  which  prevailed  previ- 
ously. The  ministry  is  not  now  prepared  to 
say  that  this  is  government  policy  and  we 
are  going  forward  with  it,  even  though  there 
is  objection.  The  minister  has  said— and  I 
have  heard  him  say  it— that  regionalization 
will  go  forward  only  at  the  request  of  the 
people  concerned.  This  is  a  strange  position 
to  be  taking  when  the  ministry  has  for  so 
long  rejected  any  thought  of  a  referendum 
or  any  kind  of  an  approach  to  the  people 
concerned  by  way  of  a  vote. 

I  recall  discussing  the  Hamilton-Went- 
worth  situation  with  the  Minister  of  Revenue, 
who  formerly  had  the  responsibility  for 
municipal  affairs.  He  was  good  enough  and 
energetic  enough  to  come  down  to  a  number 
of  meetings,  where  he  stated  clearly  that  it 
would  go  forward  only  if  he  were  convinced 
that  the  majority  of  the  people  wanted  it. 

I  have  never  been  able  to  find  out  how  he 
was  so  convinced;  certainly  the  meetings  that 
I  attended  and  the  rejwrts  I  read  in  any  of 
the  newspapers  concerned  with  the  area 
were  anything  but  convinced  that  the  people 
wanted  it 

I  think  that  this  is  a  red  herring,  a  phrase 
that  the  minister  has  already  used  in  his 
interjections.  To  say  that  the  people  of  an 
area  are  crying  out  for  regionalization  is 
ridiculous.  Certainly  they  are  crying  out  for 
some  changes  in  the  attitude  of  the  govern- 
ment at  Queen's  Park,  who  continue  even 
through  regional  government  to  dictate  de- 
cisions in  planning,  education  and  the  pro- 
vision of  medical  services  by  way  of  budget- 
ary control.  They  refuse  to  take  the  strings 
ofF  the  grants  that  are  available  to  the  local 
municipalities. 

I  am  sure  that  if  this  bill  becomes  law— 
and  I  suppose  we  might  as  well  be  realistic 
and  expect  that  it  will— that  even  those  who 
favour  regional  govenmient  will  find  that 
ii  they  go  on  into  regional  council,  they  will 
have  even  more  trips  to  Toronto  to  consult 
with  the  ministers  and  get  not  only  their 
opinion  but  their  approval  on  the  day-to-day 
business  decisions  which,  in  our  view,  should 
surely  lie  with  the  initiative  of  those  elected 
at  the  local  level,  rather  than  at  the  beck  and 
call  of  the  ministers  in  their  elaborate  ofiice 
suites  who  hand  down  the  decisions  for  those 
they  consider  lesser  than  themselves  at  the 
municipal  level. 

Now,  I  am  most  serious  when  I  talk  about 
that  criticism,  because  one  of  the  justifica- 
tions that  the  ministry  has  put  forward  for 
regional  government  has  been  that  finally 
decision-making    powers    will    flow    to    the 


municipalities  concerned.  Just  the  opposite 
has  been  the  experience.  The  regional  chair- 
men flock  to  Toronto  at  regular  intervals 
on  every  possible  decision  that  they,  them- 
selves, should  be  empowered  to  make. 

It  is  actually  something  of  an  embarrass- 
ment to  find  that  people,  who  are  now  re- 
ceiving substantial  salaries  and  who  have, 
through  regional  government,  been  empower- 
ed supposedly  with  the  responsibility  to  take 
decisions  within  their  own  hands  and  in  their 
own  council,  come  supplicating  once  again, 
often  to  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  (Mr. 
Irvine).  He  will  give  them  a  general  answer 
until  he  checks  with  the  Treasurer— who,  of 
course,  isn't  here  this  morning- who  is  sort 
of  the  sub-architect  of  regional  government; 
a  man  who  makes  it  clear,  embarrassingly 
clear  to  those  of  us  in  the  House,  that  he 
considers  the  Minister  without  Portfolio  and 
the  Minister  of  Revenue  his  servants  in  this 
regard. 

Now  I  have  heard  of  a  policy  structure,  a 
senior  minister  who  establishes  policy,  but 
if  I  were  the  two  gentlemen  in  the  brown 
suits  sitting  opposite,  I  would  somehow  feel 
a  certain  tremor  of  embarrassment  as  we  see 
and  observe  these  two  ministers  going  to 
the  Treasurer  and  saying:  "What  about  this, 
John?  What  should  we  do  with  Toronto? 
What  do  you  think?" 

They  know  if  they  don't  go  that  way,  he 
will  reverse  them  in  a  minute.  He  will  re- 
verse them  without  a  qualm,  because  he 
knows  in  his  particular  position,  and  with 
a  ftumy  land  of  an  independence  which  he 
thinks  is  the  strength  of  his  particular  brand 
of  democracy,  that  he  can  reverse  his  col- 
leagues at  a  moment's  notice  and  has  done 
so  on  more  than  one  occasion  in  this  very 
session.  We  have  been  embarrassed  by  the 
ministers  opposite  because  of  this. 

But  it's  a  funny  chain  of  command,  Mr. 
Speaker.  With  the  establishment  of  a  regional 
government— in  this  case  a  reformed  or  a 
re-established  county,  which  I  choose  to 
refer  to  as  a  regional  government  although 
it  is  smaller  in  size— that  the  powers  that  are 
going  to  accrue  to  those  areas  are  not  going 
to  give  the  independence  that  a  reformed 
municipal  system  must  surely  have. 

So,  the  first  point  of  objection  has  to  do 
with  the  minister's  contention  that  he  has 
canvassed  the  area  and,  in  his  opinion,  the 
people  want  this  form  of  government. 

The  second  objection  has  to  do  with  the 
costs  of  local  government.  Our  experience— 
and  I  vdll  dwell  on  that  briefly  in  a  few 
moments— is  that  regional  government,  or  the 
changes    that    the    government    has    brought 
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forward  by  way  of  policy  at  the  municipal 
level,  has  led  to  unconscionably  increased 
costs  having  no  relationship  with  the  im- 
provements of  services  rendered  to  the  local 
taxpayers. 

The  information  on  this— using  the  min- 
ister's own  figures  if  he  chooses  to  use  those, 
but  all  from  the  same  source;  the  statistics 
have  come  out  of  the  old  Municipal  Affairs 
ministry. 

And,  of  course,  the  last  point  is  the  most 
important  of  al'l;  that  we  believe  this  ap- 
proach to  regionalization  makes  local  govern- 
ment insensitive  and  remote  to  the  residents 
of  the  area. 

I  have  those  three  points  to  make.  I  want 
to  just  bring  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Speaker, 
some  specifics  as  to  the  minister's  rather  dis^ 
locating  comment  that  the  people  in  the  area 
want  regional  govermment.  There  is  only  one 
way  to  find  that  out,  and  that  is  by  referen- 
dum. 

The  policy  of  the  government  is  not  to 
govern  by  referendum,  and  I  can  see 
some  sense  in  that  in  the  day-to-day  business 
of  government.  But  surely  if  they  are  going 
to  reject  that  approach,  the  ministry  should 
not  be  saying  that  the  people  want  it,  because 
there  is  no  way  that  they  would  know  that 
particular  piece  of  information.  I  am  a  mem- 
ber from  the  area,  and  I  say  it's  wrong.  I 
know  there's  another  member,  representing 
another  part  of  Oxford— the  larger  part— who 
may  have  a  different  opinion;  and  I  suppose 
these  matters  can  only  be  tested!  at  the  polls. 
But  this  test  is  now  many  months,  perhaps 
years  away. 

I  would  say  the  issue  that  the  government 
is  goina  forward  with  regional  government 
for  Oxford  because  the  people  want  it  is 
ridiculous.  It  is  not  based  on  any  factual 
material  and  in  this  particular  case  is  sub- 
stantially misleading.  I  personally  regret  that 
the  government  is  not  taking  the  strong  stand 
the  present  Minister  or  Energy  (Mr. 
McKeough)  used  to  take  and  say,  "It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  what  the  people  want. 
We  believe  it  is  best  and  therefore  we  are 
going  forward"  because  essentially  that  is 
the  motivation  for  this  bill. 

The  minister  has  gone  through  the  most 
elaborate  convolutions  in  order  to  make  it 
appear  to  a  superficial  observer  that  the 
people  in  the  Oxford  area  are  clamouring  for 
the  advantages  of  higher  taxes  and)  insensitive 
service  from  their  local  goverranent. 

The  minister  indicated  in  his  original  an»- 
nouncement  that  the  three  councils  in  the  area 
in  which  he  had  some  interest  andi  concern 
had  all  voted  in  favour  of  regional  govern- 


ment and  therefore  he  had  unanimous  support 
to  proceed.  He  referred  to  the  vote  of  the 
city  of  Woodstock,  which  voted  six  to  two 
in  favour  of  regional  government.  He  referred 
to  the  vote  of  the  town  of  Ingersoll,  which 
voted  in  favour  of  regional  government;  it  was 
a  tie  there  and  the  mayor  broke  the  tie  in 
favour  of  regional  government.  He  happens 
to  be  a  very  able  man  indeed,  a  man  whom 
I  agree  with  in  many  matters  of  political 
philosophy  but  I  happen  to  think  he  is  wrong 
in  this  regard.  On  tne  other  hand,  he  had  to 
break  the  tie  for  the  town  of  Ingersoll  so 
that  the  minister  could  stand  up  in  this 
House  and  say  "we  have  unanimous  support." 

Then  we  get  to  the  county  of  Oxford,  the 
area  substantially  being  affected.  The  mem- 
bers of  the  county  council,  as  the  minister 
knows,  voted'  23  to  16  in  favour  of  regional- 
ization. I  won't  take  the  time  of  the  House, 
Mr.  Speaker,  to  go  over  the  history  of  the 
debates  in  county  council  leading  to  the  com- 
mittees examining  this  which  certainly  had  a 
tremendous  impact  on  politics  locally.  I  am 
sure  there  are  those,  particularly  the  member 
for  Oxford,  who  can  recount  the  details  of 
this  if  he  so  chooses.  It  has  been  a  dislocating 
procedure  indeed  and  one  which  was  particu- 
larly galling  to  those  in  the  municipalities 
which  make  up  Oxford  county  when  they 
found  that  a  number  of  their  representatives 
on  county  council  did  not  express  the  views 
of  the  elected  members  of  the  nmnicipalities 
concerned. 

The  minister,  in  replying  to  that,  said  it 
didn't  make  any  difference  to  him;  that  the 
reeves  went  to  county  council  and  expressed 
their  opinions  but  they  expressed  their 
opinions  as  individuals,  surely,  and  not  as 
reeves.  They  expressed  their  opinions  as 
members  of  county  council,  that  is  true,  but 
not  as  reeves  of  tiieir  municipalities  when  it 
surely  was  their  responsibility  to  express  the 
vie\vs  reflected  by,  if  not  their  local  ratepayers 
and  residents,  at  least  the  other  elected  mem- 
bers of  their  municipalities. 

'The  information  has  been  madte  available 
to  the  minister  with  the  signatures  of  the 
elected  members  of  the  municipalities  ap- 
pended. It  is  as  follows  as  far  as  Oxford  is 
concerned:  North  Norwich  township,  five 
members  against;  East  Oxford,  five  members 
against;  West  Oxford,  five  members  against; 
Dereham,  five  members  against;  West  Zorra, 
five  members  against;  Embro,  five  members 
against;  Blandford,  four  members  against,  one 
member  for. 

As  a  matter  of  fact  the  reeve  of  Blandford, 
supporting  this  at  county  council,  brought 
about  such  an  objection  as  far  as  his  own 
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township    council    was    concerned    that    one 
member  resigned  in  protest. 

South  Norwich,  four  members  against,  one 
member  for— that  was  the  reeve;  Beachville, 
four  members  against,  one  member  for— that 
was  the  reeve,  I  believe;  Norwich,  three  mem- 
bers for,  two  members  against;  North  Oxford, 
four  members  for,  one  member  against;  East 
Zorra,  five  members  in  favour;  Blenheim,  five 
members  in  favour. 

I  draw  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  warden  of  the  county,  who  is  also  the 
reeve  of  Blenheim  township,  is  in  your  gallery 
this  morning.  Certainly  we  welcome  him  here 
along  with  some  members  of  the  council  and 
the  staflF  of  that  area. 

Tillsonburg,  seven  for  regional  government, 
one  against;  Tavistock,  five  members  for  re- 
gional government;  East  Nissouri,  five  mem- 
bers for  regional  government. 

If  you  add  those  up,  and  the  minister  is 
very  concerned  with  these  totals,  37  elected 
municipal  councillors  were  for  regional  gov- 
ernment; 46  against.  If  we  include  the  votes 
of  the  council  of  the  city  of  Woodstock  and 
the  votes  of  the  council  of  the  town  of  Inger- 
soll,  we  get  46  elected  councillors  in  the  city 
and  the  other  municipalities  of  the  county 
in  favour  of  regional  government  and  51 
against. 

I  don't  want  to  make  a  big  thing  of  this, 
because  I  am  prepared  to  accept  the  min- 
ister's statement  that  this  is  not  to  be  decided 
by  referendum.  But  if  he  is  prepared  to  stand 
in  this  House  and  say  he  has  unanimous  sup- 
port from  Oxford  favouring  regional  govern- 
ment, then  I  simply  must  go  on  record  as 
rejecting  that  as  a  complete  misrepresentation, 
a  distortion  of  the  facts  and  an  attempt  to 
fulfil  the  policy  laid  down  for  the  minister 
by  the  Treasurer. 

He  finds  himself  in  the  ridiculous  and 
embarrassing  position  of  trying  to  speak  for 
the  author  of  the  policy,  who  isn't  even  in 
the  House  and  doesn't  even  attend  the  meet- 
ings, who  simply  says,  "This  is  what  we  are 
going  to  do.  You  do  it.  You  arrange  it.  You 
look  after  the  votes.  If  they  suit  you,  report 
them;  use  them  any  way  you  choose.  Say  you 
have  got  the  support  of  the  county,  because 
I  as  Treasurer  have  said  that  we  will  not  go 
foru'ard  without  this  support." 

It  is  ridiculous  and  it  is  unworthy  of  the 
government.  If  they  are  going  forward  with 
regional  government,  as  they  are,  they  should 
at  least  have  the  strength  of  moral  character 
to  do  what  the  former  Treasurer  (Mr.  Mc- 
Keough)  did  and  say:  "We  believe  that  it  is 
in  the  best  interests  of  the  area.  It's  a  matter 


of  government  policy,  and  we  are  going  to  do 
it."  Rather  that  than  pull  this  threadbare 
cloak  of  local  acceptability  over  it.  It  is 
ridiculous  and,  I  say  again,  it  is  unworthy  of 
the  minister  and  the  ministry. 

I  would  like  to  say  further  that  the  costs 
of  local  government  are  my  second  serious 
concern.  The  minister  and  I  have  had  a  sub- 
stantial difFerence  of  opinion  as  to  what  these 
costs  are.  He  has  resented  the  fact  that, 
throughout  the  province,  I  have  been  seri- 
ously critical  of  the  level  of  escalation  of 
costs  in  those  areas  of  the  province  that  have 
been  treated  to  the  tender  mercies  of  this 
government  through  the  enactment  of  re- 
gional government. 

Now  the  figures  come  only  from  one  source, 
whether  I  use  them  or  the  minister  uses  them; 
that  is,  the  summary  of  financial  reports  of 
municipalities,  which  is  published  each  year. 
Unfortunately,  the  last  report  is  for  1972;  so 
we  cannot  bring  them  up  to  date  as  far  as 
we  would  hope.  We  have  examined  the  fig- 
ures carefully— and  I  am  prepared  to  use  the 
minister's  figures  in  this  regard— and  I  want 
to  put  them  before  you  briefly,  Mr.  Speaker. 

It  is  true  this  bill  does  not  deal  with  the 
regional  government  of  York  or  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton,  but  the  people  in  Oxford  surely 
can  expect  the  same  treatment  as  the  other 
regional  municipalities  have  received  over 
these  years.  I  just  want  to  take  five  minutes 
to  tell  you,  sir,  what  the  record  is. 

'In  Ottawa-Carleton,  according  to  the  min- 
ister's own  figures,  municipal  government  ex- 
penditures were  14  per  cent  higher  in  1969, 
the  first  year  of  regional  government,  than 
they  were  in  1968,  the  year  previous.  The  cost 
increase  over  the  first  three  years  of  regional 
government  was  59  per  cent.  After  four  years 
of  regional  government,  costsi  were  81  per 
cent  higher  than  the  year  before  regional  gov- 
ernment was  introdiiced,  an  average  of  20  per 
cent  a  year. 

'In  Niagara,  again  using  the  minister's  own 
figures,  the  cost  of  operating  the  counties, 
cities  and  other  local  mumcipalities  in  1969, 
the  year  before  regional  government  was  im- 
posed, was  $43.9  million.  In  the  first  year  of 
regional  government  costs  jumped  28.4  per 
cent  to  $56.5  million;  the  escalation  continued 
in  the  second  and  third  years,  so  that  by  the 
endi  of  two  years,  costs  were  up  51  per  cent. 
A  year  later,  expenditures  had!  risen  b)"  62 
per  cent  over  the  1969  figure. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  And  with 
little  improvement  in  services. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Perhaps  I  should  just  say 
something  here  about  Niagara,  because  this 
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really  was  the  laboratory  for  regional  govern- 
ment. I  can  well  recall  that  b^ore  the  elec- 
tion of  1971— it  was  just  at  this  time  of  year 
and  we  knew  that  an  election  was  coming  in 
the  fall— Niagara  was  bringing  forward',  I  be- 
lieve, its  second  budget;  and  tney  were  in  real 
trouble.  The  minister  of  the  day  got  up  and 
special  legislation  was  passed,  giving  him  the 
right  to  award  special  grants  as  he  saw  fit.  He 
went  down  there,  six  weeJcs  before  the  elec- 
tion, with  a  cool  million  dollars  of  our  money 
in  his  pocket.  That  is,  the  money  of  the  tax- 
payers of  this  province.  He  handed  it  over  to 
the  council  of  the  Niagara  region  in  ordier  to 
make  that  council  get  over  the  election  period 
without  the  budgetary  problems  that  truly 
belonged  right  there.  Then  he  went  with  ani- 
other  million  dollars  to  York,  to  Muskoka  and 
to  Ottawa-Carleton,  to  do  the  same  trick. 

I'm  not  prepared)  to  say  it  was  a  lousy  trick, 
because  the  people  in  the  area  couldb't  have 
survixedl  the  tax  jumps  that  would  have 
accrued  if  he  hadn't  done  just  that.  But  it  was 
certainly  the  crassest  procedure  to  buy  the 
government's  way  through  an  election  situa- 
tion in  those  areas,  which  could  not  have  sur- 
vived without  spending  $2  million  of  extra 
funds  taken  from  the  Treasuryr-raidtedi  from 
the  Treasury  of  the  Province  of  Ontario— to 
make  it  work  for  that  period  of  time. 

Let  me  go  on  to  talk  about  York  region. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  would  the  hon.  member 
mind  repeating  the  third  year  for  Niagara?  I 
didn't  hear  it.  I  just  want  it  clarified. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  do  it  from  here: 

The  escalation  continued'  in  the  second 
land  third  year,  so  that  by  the  end  of  two 
years  costs  were  up  51  per  cent  and  a  year 
later  expenditures  had  risen  by  62  per  cent 
over  the  1969  figures. 

You  talk  to  the  taxpayers  down  there.  Every 
one  of  them  can  show  you  tax  bills  that  have 
shown  the  increased  costs-and  those  tax  bills 
do  not  take  into  consideration  the  tremendous 
infusion  of  funds  from  the  provincial 
Treasury.  And,  believe  me,  it's  been.  diflBcuIt 
to  get  from  the  ministry  the  figures  which 
show  the  net  costs  to  the  taxpayers  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario  of  this  policy,  because 
there  have  been  no  adequate  presentation  of 
these  figures. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  What  ser- 
vice was  taken  over? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  been  like  pulling  teeth 
to  get  the  information  out  of  the  government. 
And  I  can  well  remember  the  mayor  of  one 
of  the  lower-tier  municipalities,  who  was  a 


strong  working  Tory,  coming  up  into  the 
Brant  area  to  convince  us  that  we  should  have 
regional  government.  The  first  question  put  to 
him  was:  "What  happened  to  your  tax  bill?" 
He  replied:  "That's  irrelevant,  because  we're 
concerned  with  improved  services." 

'How  often  have  we  heard!  the  same  argu- 
ment: The  costs  are  irrelevant. 

An  hon.  member:  Where  are  the  improved 
services? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  arguments  are  that 
we're  getting  the  economies  of  scale.  All  we're 
getting  is  a  nice  tame  group  within  each  of 
these  regions'  that  is  prepared  to  come  to 
Toronto  for  advice  on  each  and  every  de- 
cision that  this  government  wants  to  dictate. 
And  the  centralization  of  powers  has  been 
completely  unconscionable  and'  continues 
apace,  even  though  we  are  moving  forward 
with  further  regionalization.  Let's  go  on  to 
York.  ^ 

(Municipal  (government  "expenditures 
jumped  51  per  cent,  from  $21  million  in 
(1970  to  $31.7  million  in  1971  during  the 
first  year  of  regional  government  [The  first 
year!]  and  despite  massive  provincial  sub- 
sidies, taxes  had  jumped  by  more  than  19 
iper  cent  after  two  years  of  regional  govern- 
ment, from  $29.4  million  in  1970  to  $35.2 
•million  in  1972. 

That  is  in  spite  of  the  additional  money  that 
the  Treasurer  had  put  in  his  pocket— no,  it 
was  the  former  Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs, 
the  member  for  York  Milils  (Mr.  Bales).  He 
put  it  in  his  pocket  and  went  up  there  to  York 
and!  gave  it  to  them  to  tide  them  over  their 
election  problems. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Tell  the  whole  story. 

An  hon.  member:  What  does  the  member 
mean? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Tell  the  whole  story. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  will.  We  will. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  It  didn't  do  the  Liberals 
much  good  in  the  last  election  not  to  tell  the 
whole  story. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  If  I  may,  we'll 
call  on  the  member  for  St.  George. 


3628 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  at  this  time 
to  introduce  into  this  House  a  grade  7  class 
from  Jesse  Ketchum  Public  School  in  the 
riding  of  St.  George,  and  they  are  accom- 
panied by  their  teacher,  Mrs.  Sawchuk. 
Would  you  welcome  them,  please? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  member  for  Brant 
care  to  yield  to  the  minister? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Of  course. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  clarify  whether  the  hon. 
member— as  I  understood  him  to  begin  with— 
is  quoting  figures  that  I  have  used,  or  is  he 
quoting  figures  that  he  has  got  from  the 
ministry? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  Ottawa-Carleton  and 
Niagara— those  are  the  only  areas  where  the 
minister  has  objected  to  the  figiu-es  I  have 
used— I'm  using  his  figures.  He  can  check 
these  out.  They  came  from  the  same  source 
as  his— "Summary  of  Financial  Reports  of 
Municipalities." 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  may  come  from  the 
same  source,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  they  don't  add 
up  the  same,  because  the  hon.  member 
doesn't— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  can  check 
them  out.  He  can  check  them  out  and  make 
his  own  speech,  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  I  think  the  hon. 
member  better  reference  his  remarks  and  say 
where  he  got  his  figures  and  not  say  that  I 
gave  them  to  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  didn't  make  any  state- 
ment regarding  York,  or  any  other  munici- 
pality. And  the  member  is  not  talking  to  the 
bill  anyway. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  Let's  go  on  to 
Muskoka— and  before  I  do,  let  me  make  it 
clear  that  the  figures  for  Ottawa-Carleton  and 
Niagara  are  the  minister's  own  figures.  All 
right? 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  In  Muskoka  in  1970,  the 
year  before  the  district  municipality  of  Mus- 
koka was  created,  municipal  government  costs 
were    less    than    $4    million.    A    year    later. 


municipal  expenditures  had  increased  by  76 
per  cent  to  almost  $7  million- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  That's  not  bad. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  after  t\vo  years 
costs  were  up  by  116  per  cent,  to  $8.5 
million. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Taxes  also  soared,  des- 
pite provincial  subsidies;  and  we  know  that 
Muskoka  is  always  treated  very  well  indeed 
by  this  House,  very  well  indeed.  Taxes  soared 
and  were  up  by  45  per  cent  in  the  first  year 
of  regional  government— $3.7  to  $4.4  million 
was  the  increase— and  by  76  per  cent  be- 
tween 1970  and  1972.  That  is  an  increase  of 
$6.4  million. 

Now  it's  not  for  us  to  debate  what  these 
various  regional  governments  have  done.  Very 
much  like  county  school  boards,  the  first  thing 
they  do  is  decide  they  have  to  have  a  new 
regional  government  centre,  just  like  the 
county  school  boards  have  done  everywhere. 
They  buy  the  most  expensive  land,  plan  the 
most  expensive  building  and  then  build  it 
twice  as  big  as  they  need  it;  because  after  all, 
regional  government  is  big  business,  you  get 
to  go  down  to  Toronto  to  talk  to  the  min- 
ister all  the  time;  very  big  and  important 
indeed. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  what  happens  to  the 
people  who  pay  the  taxes,  who  are  living  on 
the  concessions  and  the  side  streets?  They  are 
the  people  who  sufFer.  It's  easier  for  this 
government  to  deal  with  regions,  but  it's  not 
easier  for  the  man  and  woman  who  pay  the 
taxes  to  deal  with  regions. 

Now  let's  go  on  to  Waterloo.  The  cost  of 
services  assumed  by  the  regional  municipality 
increased  by  36  per  cent  in  the  first  \'ear  of 
regional  government.  The  province  paid  only 
one  quarter  of  the  $1.8  million  start-up  cost 
and  the  balance  was  added  to  property  taxes 
in  the  region.  The  police  services,  for  ex- 
ample, were  taken  over  by  the  region  and 
this  allowed  the  OPP  to  decrease  their  de- 
tachment by  five  men.  But  it  required  43 
new  regional  police  officers  costing  more 
than  $300,000  to  take  their  place. 

Now  this  has  happened  in  all  the  regions. 
I  am  delighted  to  hear  that  the  minister  is 
going  to  offer  an  amendment,  I  believe— is  it 
in  the  bill  or  is  it  an  amendment?  He  is  at 
least  going  to  leave  the  OPP  there  for  a 
while.  But  from  people  who  report  the  min- 
ister's comments,  I  wouldn't  count  on  them 
sticking  there  more  than  a  year  or  18  months. 
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Mr.  Haggerty:  The  minister  knows  that 
very  well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It's  just  a  little  sop  thrown 
to  the  people  who  are  objecting  saying:  "Oh 
you  don't  want  regional  police?  That's  fine; 
you  don't  have  to  have  regional  police,  be- 
cause the  ministry  is  always  reasonable, 
alwaj's  prepared  to  talk;  and  we  will  let  you 
oflF  this  hook  for  a  year." 

The  minister  didn't  say  a  year,  but  I  will 
bet  there  will  be  an  amendment  changing  it 
in  short  order,  because  this  is  very  costly.  I 
have  heard  the  minister  say  many  times  it  is 
unfair  for  the  OPP  to  provide  this  service. 
I  know  his  views,  he  will  not  allow  a  region 
to  go  without  regional  police  or  county  police, 
or  whatever  one  chooses  to  call  them,  for 
very  long.  This  is  just  one  way  to  pour  a 
little  oil  on  the  troubled  waters  for  a  very 
brief  time. 

The  figures  on  the  budgets  of  the  regions 
created  last  year  are  just  coming  in.  We 
haven't  really  heard  from  Haldimand-Norfolk 
in  any  great  detail.  We  have  been  hearing 
what's  going  on  out  in  Peel. 

The  member  for  Halton  is  here.  He  has  no 
doubt  read  the  reports  of  the  various  problems 
in  that  area.  I  just  want  to  refer  to  one,  and 
that  is  Durham,  because  I  know  the  minister 
and  the  Treasurer  have  been  concerned  with 
Durham  recently.  As  you  are  aware,  Mr. 
Speaker,  Durham  region  was  expecting  an 
average  28  per  cent  tax  increase  based  on  the 
regional  government  levy  after  provincial 
grants.  This  was  reported  in  the  local  press, 
in  headlines,  that  after  $1.1  million  of  special 
grants,  the  taxes  will  still  go  up  by  28  per 
cent  in  the  whole  of  the  Durham  region. 
These  estimates  were  approved  by  the  region- 
al coimcil  on  May  22  and  were  reported. 

I  raised  the  matter  in  the  Legislature  and 
I  was  quite  surprised  at  the  Treasurer's 
resf>onse.  He  said— I  should  have  his  actual 
quote  here— however,  the  impression  I  got 
from  him,  at  least,  was  that  he  was  very 
concerned  too  and  was  going  to  do  some- 
thing about  it.  Well  a  few  days  later  council 
approved  a  levy  of  approximately  $8.4  mil- 
lion, substantially  reduced,  which  should  re- 
sult in  a  tax  reduction  throughout  the 
region. 

The  figures  were  arrived  at,  as  far  as  I 
can  gather,  as  follows,  Mr.  Speaker:  The 
hon.  Minister  without  Portfolio  has  decided 
to  provide  an  extra  $920,000  out  of  this 
special  fund  that  the  ministry  seems  to  have 
somewhere  in  a  back  room  that  they  can  dip 
into  when  pressed  far  enough.  There  will  be 
$920,000  in  transitional  grants;  and  evidently 


the  Treasurer  himself,  who  has  been  ap- 
proached by  somebody,  had  tentatively 
promised,  subject  to  approvals  of  people 
beyond  him— I  presume  the  cabinet—  to  pro- 
vide an  additional  cool  $1  million  for  the 
region  if  the  region  would  cut  its  costs  by 
that  amount  which,  of  course,  it  agreed  to  do. 
We  don't  know  what  the  tax  rate  in 
Durham  is  going  to  be  because  obviously  the 
great  planners,  the  Treasurer  and  the  Min- 
ister without  Portfolio  were  surprised  when 
Durham  came  up  with  a  28  per  cent  increase 
in  its  tax  bill  even  after  the  government  had 
shovelled  in  $1.1  million.  That's  the  kind  of 
planning  we've  been  treated  to  in  regional 
government. 

All  of  a  sudden  they  read  in  the  paper,  or 
there's  a  question  in  the  Legislature  asking 
"What  about  this  28  per  cent  increase?"  They 
went  out  to  the  back  room,  saw  what  the>' 
had  in  the  pot  and  came  up  with  approxi- 
mately $1.9  million  extra.  Of  course,  we 
don't  know  whether  those  grants  have  been 
made.  There  hasn't  been  a  formal  announce- 
ment made  but  we  do  know  that  the  planning 
associated  with  this  has  been  inadequate  and 
it  is  costing  the  taxpayers  of  this  province  a 
lot  of  money. 

Certainly  the  government  should  assist  the 
taxpayers  in  Durham  but  what  about  the 
people  in  Oxford?  They've  been  subjected  to 
the  same  treatment— "Of  course,  your  grants 
are  going  to  go  up.  All  you  have  to  do  is  do 
what  we  tell  you,  come  into  regional  govern- 
ment and  you're  going  to  have  this  addi- 
tional money."  I  heard  the  minister  say,  in 
Brantford,  "If  you  don't  form  a  region  you 
will  certainly  not  have  the  advantages  of 
these  additional  grants."  I  hope  the  people 
in  that  area- 
Ron.  Mr.  Irvine:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  did  not  say  that.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber was  there  and  he's  well  aware  that  I  did 
not  use  the  word  region.  I  did  not  say  "If 
you  don't  restructure"  or  "If  you  do  restruc- 
ture." 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  The 
minister  is  playing  with  words. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  entirely  up  to  them 
whether  they  restructure  or  not.  I  want  that 
on  the  record. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  good.  If  the 
minister  doesn't  use  the  word  region,  he  is 
going  to  use  restructured  county;  that  is  fine. 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  deceiving  the  people. 


3630 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  as  far  as  we're 
concerned,  this  bill  is  a  regional  government 
bill. 

Mr.  Good.  Absolutely. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  government  has 
abandoned  those  population  requirements 
which  were  established  irrationally  some 
years  ago  but  the  fact  remains  that  the  pro- 
cedures are  all  regional  procedures  except 
for  two.  Those  are  that  the  warden  is  going 
to  be  elected— I'll  refer  to  that  in  a  moment 
—and  the  minister  is  allowing  the  local  police 
structure  to  remain  largely  unchanged  for  a 
limited  period  of  time.  Although  it  is  clear 
in  the  bill  that  the  minister  can  change  that 
at  any  time  he  chooses. 

Let's   get  back  to  this  point  because  the 

minister    objected    to    my    using    the    word 

«<    •      »  *-* 

region. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  I  just  objected  to  the 
words  that  the  member  used.  I  didn't  say 
that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  point  is  the  minister 
goes  out  to  these  areas  and  surely  I'm  not 
revealing  anything  confidential  because  I've 
heard  him  say  this  many  times— we've  already 
gone  over  that  stuflF— the  minister  has  said, 
"We  won't  regionalize  you,"  or  "We  won't 
restructure  you  unless  you  want."  I  have 
dealt, with  that  as  strongly  as  I  can  because 
I  believe  that's  poppycock. 

The  second  thing  is  this;  it  is  sort  of  a 
subliminal  blackmail  on  two  levels.  The  most 
obvious  level  is,  "The  grant  system  remains 
the  same  unless  you  do  what  we  tell  you," 
and  there's  the  feeling,  "Gosh,  we  had  better 
get  on  this  bandwagon."  The  bandwagon 
leads  to  more  money  from  this  Treasury, 
that's  true— it  could  lead  to  a  lot  more  money 
from  this  Treasury— but  the  costs  locally  go 
up  by  far  more  than  those  increases.  The  tax- 
payers at  the  local  level  are  still  carrying 
those  increased  costs  and  the  minister  knows 
it. 

The  other  kind  of  blackmail  is  even  more 
diflBcult  to  cope  with  and  that  is  the  feeling: 
"Boys,  you  had  better  get  on  the  bandwagon. 
You  don't  want  to  be  left  behind.  When  we 
have  our  meetings  of  the  regional  chairmen 
down  here  you  don't  want  to  be  just  some 
old-fashioned  little  county  council  doing  a 
job  for  the  people.  How  can  you  possibly 
compete  with  these  restructvired  regions  when 
you're  giving  your  views  to  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario?"  That  is  another 
kind  of  blackmail  which  is  misleading,  fright- 
ening to  those  people  at  the  local  level  and 
totally  wrong. 


We  have  found— I  have  even  mentioned 
Muskoka;  it's  a  rather  small  constituency, 
for  example,  but  it  is  always  treated  verj'  well 
indeed  by  this  House. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Rather 
small?  It  is  minuscule. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  we  really  want  is 
the  feeling  that  the  people  do  have  some 
control  over  their  own  future.  There  was  an 
interesting  question  asked  in  Brantford  by 
the  mayor  of  Paris,  and  the  minister  almost 
laughed  at  him.  The  mayor  of  Paris  said:  "We 
don't  have  any  problems  that  we  can't  solve 
under  the  present  system  as  long  as  we  are 
given  suflBcient  powers  by  the  province  to 
accomplish  that."  His  feeling  is  that  things 
are  going  well  and  that  our  municipalities 
are  functioning  well  and  are  sensitive  to  the 
needs  of  the  people. 

I  mentioned  Paris.  Let  me  just  talk  about 
that.  We  had  a  flood  up  there,  and  it  went 
through  Brantford,  Cambridge  and  Waterloo. 
The  mayor  of  the  municipality  of  Paris  \'isited 
every  flooded  home  on  the  Monday  morning 
after  the  waters  receded  enough  so  that  he 
could  get  there.  He  was  down  in  the  cellars, 
in  those  flooded  basements,  talking  to  the 
citizens  concerned  and  looking  at  their 
freezers  and  food  that  had  been  spoilt  and 
all  the  rest  of  it.  At  the  same  time,  the  re- 
gional chairman  of  Waterloo  wasn't  in  the 
region  for  a  few  days,  but  the  first  thing  he 
did  was  to  come  down  here.  I  think  that  that 
is  typical.  Chairman  Young  is  a  ver>'  able 
man.  His  first  thought  was  to  come  down  here 
to  Queen's  Park  and  get  the  money  to  fix  it. 

The  first  thought  of  the  mayor  of  the  town 
of  Paris,  a  very  small  municipality  of  6,000, 
was  to  get  out  and  talk  to  the  people  who 
were  aff^ected.  I  wouldn't  probably  be  unfair 
if  I  said  he  wanted  to  talk  to  those  people 
individually  and  also  wanted  to  see  the  dam- 
age that  had  actually  been  done,  because  it 
is  true  there  are  going  to  be  a  lot  of  bills 
coming  in  to  the  flood  relief  fund  for  pay- 
ment. The  mayor  and  members  of  that  coun- 
cil will  have  seen  what  the  damage  was 
themselves  and  not  just  be  shuffling  papers 
and  handing  out  dollars  to  certain  applicants 
who  probably  don't  deserve  it,  while  those 
who  do  need  the  help  are  going  to  go  un- 
assisted. 

I  think  that  small  instance  is  an  indication 
of  what's  good  with  small  local  govermnent 
and  what's  bad  about  big  local  government. 
I  really  believe  that  and  I  hope  that  the 
minister  will  comment  on  the  view. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  will. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  The  last  point 
I  want  to  make  has  to  do  with  the  down- 
grading of  local  government  by  this  proce- 
dure. It  is  an  attraction  to  locally  elected 
people  who  can  look  around  at  other  regions. 
I  hope  I'm  not  being  unfair  when  I  list— not 
in  order  of  importance— one  thing.  They  say 
look  at  what  happens  to  the  money  they  get. 
Look  down  at  Haldimand-Norfolk  and  those 
people  are  not  overpaid.  Certainly  the  chair- 
man isn't  compared  with  chairmen's  salaries 
elsewhere.  I  don't  know  who  we  have  to 
thank  for  the  fact  that  the  chairman  of  Haldi- 
mand-Norfolk only  gets  $18,000  a  year,  com- 
pared with  the  abnost  double  that  amount 
that  other  chairmen  get.  I'm  sure  I  don't 
know  who  we  have  to  thank  for  that. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Mountain): 
And  chairladies. 

An  Hon.  member:  Chairperson. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  One  chairlady  or  chair- 
person, all  right.  The  municipal  politicians 
look  around  and  say  they  really  don't  have  to 
be  too  afraid  of  regional  government,  because 
the  only  thing  that  happens  is  that  it  be- 
comes largely  a  full-time  job  for  the  regional 
councillors,  with  a  very  large  increase  in 
salary.  They  get  to  come  down  to  Toronto  to 
talk  to  the  ministers  all  the  time  to  find  out 
what  they  should  do.  They  come  to  these 
important  meetings  where  they  sit  down  with 
other  regional  chairmen,  and  it's  almost  like 
another  parliament. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  The 
members  are  never  involved. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  probably  is  in  the 
mind  of  the  Treasurer.  He  loves  to  go  and 
sit  in  the  Provincial-Municipal  Liaison  Com- 
mittee, an  excellent  committee  indeed.  He 
spends  more  time  there  than  he  does  in  the 
Legislature  relatively.  He  is  sweetness  and 
light.  Anything  that  is  suggested  he  will  cer- 
tainly look  into  and  try  to  do. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  is  in  charge  there. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  comes  into  the  Legis- 
lature and  he  is  either  white-lipped  and 
trembling  because  there  is  not  enough  federal 
money  to  pay  his  bills  or  he  feels  that  the 
position  taken  by  the  Opposition  is  stupid 
and  simply  can't  be  considered.  He's  got  a 
complete  arrogance  that  shows  in  his  con- 
tempt for  this  particular  Legislature.  So  he's 
going  to  make  his  own  legislature  where  there 
are  people  who  think  he's  great  and  people 
who  will  respond  to  his  undoubted  attractive 
personality  and  charm.  It's  a  strange  thing. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  this  minister. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  think  that  liaison  com- 
mittee is  an  excellent  forum,  but  it  is  in  its 
own  way  leading  a  change  in  the  power 
structure  of  this  province  away  from  the 
elected  members  of  the  Legislature  to  some- 
thing else  and  I  think  that  we've  got  to  be 
concerned— at  least  we've  got  to  be  aware  of 
that. 

Specifically  regarding  Oxford,  when  I  say 
we  are  down-grading  local  government  I 
simply  bring  to  your  attention,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  although  Bill  95  calls  for  a  two-tier  sys- 
tem those  people  who  are  elected  to  the 
lower  tier  will  find  themselves  almost  unem- 
ployed. The  bill  specifically  enables  them  to 
build  sidewalks. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  all. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  know  how  many 
sidewalks  are  going  to  be  built  in  Blenheim 
and  Blandford,  but  no  doubt  some. 

It  specifically  gives  the  lower  tier  responsi- 
bility over  some  drains— not  the  major  drain- 
age system  of  the  county,  and  in  a  rural 
area,  of  course,  this  is  of  great  importance 
and  local  sensitivity;  that's  at  the  upper 
tier.  The  local  people  can  deal  with  the 
individual  farmers  who  want  to  put  some 
tiles  in  to  drain  their  fields.  That's  the  second 
thing. 

And  it  gives  them  responsibility  over  some 
roads.  Of  course,  the  regional  system  or  the 
restructured  county  system  will  have  the 
present  county  roads  under  it,  and  most  of 
the  other  roads  presumably  or  a  lot  of  the 
other  roads,  so  that  it  will  simply  be  some  of 
the  side  roads  and  concessions  that  will  be 
left  and  the  regional  council  will  be  dealing 
with  everything  else. 

We  looked  at  this  when  the  Peel  regional 
bill  came  in.  We  said  at  the  time  what  the 
government  was  setting  up  was  a  one-tier 
system.  Of  course,  it  had  a  second  tier  of 
three  municipalities  in  Peel,  but  in  fact  all 
of  the  power  was  at  the  top.  The  same  is  true 
in  Bill  95.  Essentially  the  government  is 
constructing  a  one-tier  system  with  what 
might  be  called  wards,  so  that  the  represen- 
tation on  the  regional  council  is  going  to  be 
distributed  according  to  a  formula  that  is 
established  in  this  bill.  The  government  is 
going  to  have  very  much  the  same  attitude 
by  the  local  people  as  they  presently  have 
to  the  county  school  boards. 

Certainly  the  county  school  boards  do  an 
excellent  job  in,  let's  say,  administering  edli- 
cation  from  a  business  basis.  Their  budget  is 
huge.    They    have    to    hire    very-high-priced 
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talent  to  tell  them  what  to  do.  The  same 
thing  is  going  to  happen  in  these  restructured 
counties;  it  is  going  to  be  the  directors  and 
the  other  civil  servants  who  form  an  entirely 
new  level  of  bureaucracy  who  make  the  de- 
cisions. 

'The  elected  members  of  council  are  going 
to  come  in  and  say,  "Gosh,  what's  your 
opinion  against  that  persons?  After  all,  we 
are  paying  him  $35,000,  maybe  $40,000;  he's 
the  person  who  should  know.  I'm  just  newly 
elected.  I  had  better  sit  back  and  not  impose 
my  view  very  much."  That's  \\hat  happens  in 
the  school  board,  and  we  have  seen  the  result- 
ant deterioration  in  the  quality  of  education 
and  the  escalation  in  the  costs  of  the  pro- 
vision of  those  services. 

The  government  is  going  to  find  the  same 
thing  in  its  restructured  counties— that  its 
regional  councils  have  all  the  power  but  they 
are  going  to  find  that  they  have  to  hand  that 
power  over  to  their  bureaucracy  and  the 
bureaucracy  is  designed  to  fit  hand  in  glove 
with  the  bureaucracy  down  here. 

An  hon.  member:  It's  the  same  people. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Seventy  thousand  people 
who  tell  the  ministers  what  to  do.  They  are, 
well,  largely  the  same  people  who  are  pre- 
sently moving  into  the  regions  in  those  high- 
priced  jobs.  With  all  of  the  charm  and  ability 
that  these  well-educated,  well-experienced 
people  are  going  to  have,  they  are  going  to 
turn  the  province  into  a  bureaucracy  and  a 
technocracy;  which  is  the  last  thing  that  local 
government  should  have. 

iWhat  the  government  is  imposing  on  the 
municipalities  is  a  series  of  little  Queen's 
Parks,  and  obviously  we  don't  want  that. 
We've  got  enough  big  government  now. 
We've  got  big  government  here  with  a  budget 
of  over  $8  billion  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  70,000  employees.  Now  the  government 
is  moving  down  into  the  municipal  level.  The 
decision  has  been  made  that  with  all  of  the 
charming  reversal  of  the  old  McKeough 
policy,  the  Conservatives  are  going  forward 
with  regionalization  and  they  won't  stop,  im- 
less  the  people  stop  them,  imtil  the  whole  of 
the  province  has  been  treated  to  this  kind  of 
so-called  reform. 

I  believe  that  it  should  be  rejected  by  this 
House,  that  it  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of 
the  people  concerned.  I  am  not  saying  that 
we  in  this  party  are  just  against  the  way 
regional  government  is  coming  forward,  but 
we  in  this  party  are  against  the  principle  of 
regional  government  along  the  policy  lines 
that  were  first  laid  down  by  the  present  Min- 
ister  of  Energy  and  now  by  the  Treasurer 


and  his  spokesman,  the  Minister  without  Port- 
folio (Mr.  Irvine).  I  am  just  coming  to  the 
conclusion  of  my  remarks,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  I 
do  believe  that  if  we  move  forward  with  the 
restructuring  of  this  county,  it  is  going  to 
spell  the  death  of  local  government  as  we 
know  it  right  across  this  province.  I  have 
pointed  out  to  you,  sir,  that  even  though  you 
are  going  for  two-tier  systems,  the  power  is 
all  at  the  top  and  the  lower  tier  is  nothing 
but  a  sham  where  the  centralization  of  de- 
cision-making is  going  to  be  balanced,  accord- 
ing to  this  bill,  with  all  of  the  blame  being 
taken  by  the  local  councillors  at  the  local 
level  who  have  no  power  to  change  things.  A 
big  bureaucracy-  that  fits  hand  and  glove  with 
the  Queen's  Park  model,  spending  money  on 
salaries  and  officers,  and  they  in'  turn  accept- 
ing decisions  from  Queen's  Park. 

I  would  leave  things  alone  in  Oxford,  with 
one  exception.  I  believe  that  we  must  have 
city  and  county^ wide  planning.  That  is  the 
only  area  that  justifies  the  changes  that  have 
been  brought  forward  in  this  bifl.  The  minis- 
ter knows  my  opinion  in  this— that  we  should 
be  prepared  to  recognize  that  in  the  county  of 
Oxford  they  already  have  a  substantial  histor}' 
of  tradition  of  co-operation  between  the  major 
urban  centres  and  the  rural  areas,  in  their 
health  unit,  in  Woodingford  Lodge,  then- 
social  services,  the  county  library,  Child'ren's 
Aid,  and  now  they  have  moved  towards  city 
and  county-wide  planning. 

In  my  opinion,  we  should  have  a  new 
planning  law  here  which  requires  that  sort 
of  planning  but  does  much  in  additioo;  it 
would  enable  the  planning  goals  to  be  estab- 
lished locally  vdthin  a  broad  plan  for  the 
Province  of  Ontario  and  give  the  local  plan- 
ning authorities  responsible  to  the  councils 
the  power  to  implement  that  plan.  We 
should  get  out  of  the  veto  position  that  the 
Treasurer,  who  calls  himself  the  chief  planner 
of  the  province,  has  maintained  for  himself 
over  these  years  and  who  has  strengthened 
in  that  position  since  Mr.  Davis  became 
Premier.  The  centralization  of  decision  must 
be  reversed— and  this  applies  to  the  budget- 
ary controls  in  education  and  in  health.  We 
must  be  prepared  to  recognize  that  the 
autonomy  of  the  local  municipalities  requires 
the  deconditionalization  of  grants— and  I 
don't  mean  any  restricted  list  but  by  grant- 
ing the  power  to  the  elected  councils  to  in 
fact  make  mistakes,  subject  to  correction 
through  the  normal  democratic  process  in 
their  own  area.  With  big  brother  here  watch- 
ing over  every  clerk-treasurer,  every  coun- 
cillor, every  reeve  and  every  warden,  then 
of   course   there   is    always   the   tendency  to 
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refer  to  Queen's  Park.  We  cannot  establish 
the  kiiid  of  autonomy  at  the  local  level  that 
is  going  to  be  meaningful  unless  we  reject 
this  type  of  reform  at  the  local  level  and 
accept  the  strengthening  of  autonomy  along 
the  lines  that  I  have  put  before  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  these  comments  this  morning. 

So  we  are  opposed  to  the  principle  of  this 
bill  and  to  many  of  the  features  of  its  detail. 
We  believe  it  is  a  mistake.  We  believe  it  is 
unnecessarily  costly.  And,  more  important 
than  anything  else,  we  believe  it  undermines 
the  basic  strength  of  local  government  by 
imposing  the  decision— making  powers  of 
Queen's  Park  over  the  responsibility  and  good 
sense  of  the  local  elected  ofBcials. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  want  to  make  a  few  comments  on 
this  bill  and  particularly  on  what  the  bill 
implies  as  far  as  the  future  of  rural  life  in  the 
province  is  concerned.  I  must  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  reason  so 
many  councillors  from  the  rural  townships  of 
Oxford  county  were  upset  about  this  particu- 
lar bill  was  because  they  have  had  no 
guarantee  and  no  indication  of  interest  on 
the  part  of  the  province  that  their  future, 
that  their  lifestyles,  that  their  communities, 
will  in  fact  be  allowed  to  remain. 

We  have  seen  over  the  past  two  or  three 
decades  in  this  province,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
continued  depopulation  of  rural  Ontario  im- 
der  this  government.  It  has  gone  on  year 
after  year,  farm  after  farm,  village  after 
village.  The  old  people  may  stay;  the  young 
people  move  to  the  towTis.  They  move  to  the 
cities.  They  move  to  Toronto. 

They  have  got  to  move.  It  isn't  just  for 
education  they  move,  they  move  because 
that  is  where  the  jobs  are.  There  has  been 
no  effort  at  any  time  by  this  government  to 
halt  rural  depopulation,  to  ensiure  a  viable 
option  to  people  to  remain  in  their  home 
communities,  or  if  they  wish,  to  return  to  their 
home  communities  after  a  few  years  spent  in 
urban  centres  for  education  or  for  the  excite- 
ment that  some  young  people  crave. 

It  is  no  wonder,  faced  vdth  that  kind  of 
consistent  attitude  by  the  govenmient,  that 
so  many  people  in  Oxford  county  were  re- 
luctant and  reticent  about  the  proposals  put 
forward  by  the  govemment  and  by  the  study 
committee  for  the  restructiuring  of  Oxford 
county. 

When  you  look  at  the  bill  that  has  been 
created,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  we  are  also 
going  to  oppose,  you  will  find  that  the  worst 


fears  of  these  rural  townships  have  been 
realized,  because  there  is  now  no  viable  local 
government  left  as  far  as  the  five  or  six  rural 
areas  of  Oxford  county  are  concerned. 

There  is  a  certain  amount  of  viability  left 
in  the  councils  that  are  provided  for  Wood- 
stock, Ingersoll  and  Tillsonburg.  But  as  far 
as  the  others  are  concerned,  gravelling  a 
few  concession  roads  is  about  the  only  thing 
that  they  will  have  to  do.  They  will  have  no 
power  over  water,  over  sewers  or  o\'er  the 
main  roads  within  their  area.  They  don't 
have  recreation  programmes,  and  health  is 
already  at  the  county  level. 

There  will  be  literally  nothing  for  those 
local  township  councils  to  do,  except  preside 
over  the  depopulation  of  their  particular 
area  in  favour  of  London  to  the  west,  Cam- 
bridge and  Waterloo  to  the  east,  Toronto 
farther  to  the  east,  and  possibly  the  x^-atch- 
ing  of  a  certain  amount  of  urban  grov\i:h  in 
the  three  urban  centres  of  the  county. 

Not  only  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  people  in 
the  rural  areas  are  faced,  as  is  usual  in  these 
affairs,  with  a  very  unhealthy  and!  imknown 
financial  commitment  which  is  involved  with 
the  introduction  of  restructured  county  gov- 
emment. In  all  the  documentation  I  have 
seen— the  study  paper,  speeches  by  the  minis- 
ter, the  county  restructuring  programme  and 
so  on"— there  is  not  a  word  about  the  financial 
implications  of  the  restructuring  that  is  going 
on— not  a  word.  People  are  being  asked  to 
simply  take  it  on  faith  and  are  being  told: 
"Look,  we  wiH  pay  for  your  first  election." 
Big  deal.  The  cost  of  the  first  election^  in 
Oxford  county  may  be  $40,000,  $50,000  or 
$80,000.  It  is  a  very  small  pittance  in  return 
for  what  people  may  be  losing. 

The  grants  will  go  up  to  a  certain  extent. 
That's  fine.  But  the  grants  will  go  up  by  $2, 
$3  or  $4  per  capita,  depending  on  the  dtegree 
of  sparsity  grant  and  other  things  like  that. 
We  don't  even  have  the  figures  for  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  we  do  know  that  the  per  capita 
expenditure  of  regional  governments  across 
the  province  is  somewhat  more  than  $200, 
and  it  is  rising  at  a  rate  of  eight  per  cent, 
nine  per  cent  or  11  per  cent  per  year. 

(We  also  know  that  the  per  capita  cost  of 
county  govemlment  and  of  tovmship  govem- 
ment is  a  heck  of  a  iM  lower  than  it  is  in 
restmctured  municipalities  in  the  regions  we 
have  been  creating.  That  is  tme  for  people 
who  live  in  the  mral  areas  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton,  say,  the  new  region  of  Cambridge 
or  the  regional  municipality  of  Niagara,  just 
as  it  is  tme  for  people  who  live  in  the  urban 
areas. 
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But  there  is  nothing  about  that.  There  is 
just  a  promise  jprom  this  minister,  who  has  got 
to  be  one  of  the  less  trustworthy  ministers  in 
the  government,  to  trust  us.  "It  is  going  to  be 
all  right,  boys.  It  is  going  to  be  all  right"  and 
then— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  appreciate  every  compli- 
ment the  member  gives  me. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  knew  the  minister 
woiJd.  You  loiow,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  sorry 
that  I  haven't  been  able  to  go  down'  to 
Oxford  county  to  talk  to  people  there.  I  talked 
briefly  with  the  wardlen— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They're  not  sorrj'.  They're 
happy. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What's  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  don't  want  the  mem- 
ber. I  can  tell  him  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I®  that  right?  We'U  see  about 
that  at  the  next  election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  wiU  have 
trouble  finding  a  seat. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  has  been 
like  a  poker  game  in  which  one  side,  the 
province,  has  all  of  the  cards  and  keeps  on 
saying  to  the  other  side:  "Okay.  How  far  are 
you  \\'illin'g  to  go?"  It's  been  like  a  bargain- 
ing session. 

In  the  course  of  the  proposals  for  local 
gov  emment  refonn,  which  were  published  by 
the  province  in  April,  it  was  clear  how  far 
the  peopfe  of  Oxford  county  wete  prepared 
to  go— and  that  wasn't  as  far  as  the  province 
wanted  them  to  go.  The  gun  was  then  put  to 
their  head  by  the  province  which  said,  "Now 
we  want  you  to  go  further.  We  want  you  to 
allow  water  and  sewer  services  to  be  taken 
over  from  the  province.  We  think  that  prob- 
ably police  ought  to  go  over  pretty  shortly. 
We  want  a  county  fire  co-ordinator  who  is 
going  to  have  a  lot  of  powers.  We  are  going 
to  dissolve  your  police  villages  but  we  will 
give  you  a  few  things  in  return."  Even  some 
of  the  bargain's  that  were  proposed  in  this 
particular  document  are  not  present  in  the 
final  legislation. 

If  one  wants  to  be  very  specific,  the  people 
of  the  county  of  Oxford'  have  been  sold  a  bill 
of  goods  over  local  management  and  adminis- 
tration of  their  water  and  sewer  services, 
which  were  specifically  put  in  this  study  paper 
which  was  endorsed  by  the  county  coimcil. 
That  was  put  in  but  it  has  not  been  put  in 
the  legislation  since  the  legislation  was  only 
introduced  eight  or  10  days  ago.  It  is  prett>' 


tough  as  it  is  so  often  tough  for  people"  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  details  and!  to  find  out 
that  they  have  been  short-changed  and  led 
down  the  garden  path  by  the  government  on 
the  issue  which  was  the  crunch  issue,  as  far 
as  a  number  of  those  municipalities  were  con- 
cerned. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  labour-management  bar- 
gaining and  all  other  kinds  of  bargaining  as 
well,  you  get  to  a  position  where  both  sides 
have  reached  an  irreconcilable  last  position. 
In  this  particular  case,  the  province  said, 
"We  want  water  and  sewer  services  to  be 
at  the  county  level,"  and  the  municipality 
said,  "No,  we  want  to  keep  water  and  sewer." 
Then  eventually  somebody  said,  "With  so 
much  else  agreed  upon,  can't  we  agree  on 
this  one?"  And  so  the  municipalities  were  led 
to  agree  up  to  a  situation  which,  if  I  can 
quote  from  the  report,  says  specifically  policy 
control  of  water  and  sewer  services  would 
be  put  at  the  regional  level,  but  the  adminis- 
tration and  the  maintenance  would  be  at  the 
local  level. 

As  you  read  this  document,  Mr.  Speaker, 
you  will  find  the  government  was  double- 
dealing  because  there  are  sections  in  this 
document  which  don't  lay  out  that  same 
agreement  in  the  way  that  it  is  put  earlier  on 
in  the  report.  Nevertheless,  the  people  were 
led  as  far  as  they  wanttxl  to  go,  went  as  far 
as  they  were  finally  willing  to  go  and  then 
the  province  took  them  even  further. 

The  county  restructuring  programme  which 
is  now  being  put  forward  by  the  government 
is  the  regional  government  programme  under 
another  name.  It  applies  to  smaller  munici- 
palities and  to  smaller  areas.  The  large  urban 
areas  as  the  Treasurer  has  told  us  in  the  past, 
have  already  been  structured.  We  have  got 
regional  government  there  for  good  or  for  ill. 
We  have  been  very  unhappy  with  the  way 
in  which  the  government  has  administered 
it  in  many  cases,  and  that  is  one  of  my  major 
complaints  about  this  particular  bill  as  well. 

We  have  a  county  of  80,000  people  lying 
midway  between  two  rapidly  growing  urban 
areas.  The  province  comes  along  and  says, 
"Okay  boys,  we  want  you  to  restructure." 
The  Treasurer  went  before  the  Association 
of  Counties  and  Regions  of  Ontario  eight  or 
nine  months  ago  and  said,  "As  far  as  we  are 
concerned,  here  are  the  minimum  things  that 
we  want  to  see,  we  think."  He  mentions 
water  and  sewer  services,  arterial  roads, 
planning,  health,  welfare  and  capital  bor- 
rowing. He  says  on  Oct.  29,  1973,  and  I 
quote:  "In  addition  to  these  seven  functions 
there  is  the  question  of  police  protection.  As 
with  the  regions,  an  additional  grant  will  be 
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pro\ided  to  a  county  operating  its  own 
police  force."  He  weasels  on  that  one.  He 
doesn't  say  whether  he  wants  the  regions  or 
the  counties  to  take  over  police  or  not,  but  he 
indicates  pretty  strongly  that  he  probably 
does.  Then  he  says,  "Let  me  repeat  that  the 
ideas  I  have  put  forward  here  are  not  govern- 
ment policy  and  should  not  be  regarded  as 
commitments  on  anyone's  part."  At  that  time, 
there  was  an  appearance  of  flexibility  as  far 
as  the  government  was  concerned,  but  it  has 
become  very  rapidly  clear  there  was  no  real 
flexibility.  There  was  only  the  form  and 
nothing  more.  All  of  those  seven  powere  were 
required  in  the  province's  hands,  to  be  at  the 
upper  level  in  order  to  qualify  as  a  restruc- 
tured county. 

The  process  seems  to  be  open  and  maybe 
it  was,  very  temporarily,  but  now  it's  gone 
past  cabinet  approval  it  is  no  longer  open. 
The  results  are  closed  and  any  thoughts  that 
this  is  a  tentative  programme,  any  thoughts 
that  there  may  be  other  patterns  in  which 
powers  remain  decentralized  in  restructured 
municipalities  within  a  county  system,  are 
obviously  out  the  window.  The  Treasurer  and 
his  sidekick  are  not  prepared  to  accept  that. 

One  has  to  look  at  the  results.  The  county 
of  Oxford  is  the  first  model  off  the  line  of  the 
government's  assembly  process  for  these 
newly- restructured  counties.  There  are  about 
25  still  to  go,  I  understand,  on  eight  or  nine 
of  which  there  are  studies  under  way.  Lesson 
1  is  that  the  results  of  the  study  committees 
are  going  to  be  overloaded  or  are  going  to 
be  severely  changed  by  the  government  when 
it  applies  its  priorities  to  what  local  people 
had  thought  were  to  be  their  priorities. 

The  final  study  report  on  Oxford  county 
says  specifically,  and  I  quote  from  the  gov- 
ernment report: 

There  were  problems  in  the  areas  of 
garbage  disposal;  industrial  waste  disposal; 
the  demand  for  more  urban  land  which 
resulted  both  in  amalgamation  negotiations 
and  annexation  disputes;  the  conflict  be- 
tween good  land  use  planning  and  planning 
for  assessment  and  the  planning  and  the 
construction  of  roads. 

These  were  the  problem  areas  in  Oxford 
county.  If  one  looks  at  the  powers  which  are 
being  given  to  the  regional  level,  one  sees 
that  the  powers  go  far  beyond  those  which 
are  necessary  to  satisfy  the  conflicts  being 
experienced  in  the  county  and  which  people 
were  able  to  anticipate  in  the  course  of  the 
final  study  on  Oxford  county. 

There  is  no  mention  about  problems  with 
water.  There  is  no  mention  about  problems 


with  sewage.  There  is  no  mention  of  prob- 
lems with  police;  no  mention  of  problems 
with  fire.  There  is  no  specific  response  to  the 
questions  about  assessment.  Other  techniques 
could  have  been  used  in  order  to  stop  people 
from  planning  for  assessment  and  in  order  to 
permit  the  joint  planning  board  for  the 
county  to  be  strengthened  and  to  carry  out 
the  planning  function  in  a  way  which  would, 
perhaps,  take  it  over  for  some  of  the  town- 
ships which  didn't  want  it  and  would  sup- 
plement the  work  being  done  by  the  larger 
municipalities. 

If  one  step  alone  had  been  taken  in  addi- 
tion to  the  reduction  of  the  number  of  mtmic- 
ipalities  in  the  area— that  would  have  been 
to  have  the  county  collect  industrial  and  com- 
mercial taxes  so  that  the  industrial  and  com- 
mercial assessment  would  have  been  shared 
right  through  the  area  rather  than  being  con- 
centrated in  two  or  three  areas— that  step 
alone  would  have  efiEectively  stopped  the 
planning  for  assessment,  would  have  permit- 
ted good  planning  to  have  come  forward 
and  would  have  solved  that  particular  prob- 
lem. 

What  we've  got,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a  re- 
structured government;  let's  call  it  a  regional 
government  because  that's  what  it  is.  It  is  a 
regional  government  which  has  more  powers 
than  any  off  the  regional  government  assem- 
bly line  until  now.  Let  me  read  that  distribu- 
tion of  powers  into  the  record: 

The  county  will  have  sole  responsibility  for 
water;  for  sewage;  for  arterial  roads.  It  will 
have  all  responsibilities  for  planning,  includ- 
ing zoning.  It  will  have  health.  It  will  have 
welfare.  It  wfll  have  daycare.  It  wfll  have 
capital  borrowing.  It  will,  temporarily,  not 
have  the  powers  to  take  over  the  police  but 
will  ultimately  have  the  powers  to  take  over 
the  police.  It  wfll  run  the  libraries.  It  wfll  be 
responsible  for  fire  co-ordination  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  government's  document,  in- 
cludes the  creation  of  a  single  county  com- 
munication system  which  effectively  co-ops 
the  fire  equipment  of  all  municipalities  in  the 
county,  and  therefore  means  the  takeover  of 
fire  protection.  It  wfll  have  emergency  meas- 
ures. It  will  have  partial  responsibflity  for 
parks,  it  wfll  have  waste  disposal  and  it  will 
have  transit. 

The  local  people  just  won't  have  much 
left.  Temporarfly  they  vdll  have  police,  or 
they  may  have  the  police;  they  vdll  have 
licensing;  they  wfll  have  local  roads  and 
concession  roads;  they  will  have  sidewalks, 
for  those  areas  that  have  them;  they  wfll  have 
recreation  programmes,  for  those  areas  that 
have    them;    and    they   wfll   have   a   certain 


3636 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


degree  of  control  of  fire  protection,  for  those 
areas  that  have  it.  They  will  have  shared 
resx)onsibility  for  parks,  for  those  areas  that 
have  them;  and  there  is  some  kind  of  phoney 
decentralization  of  the  water  and  sewage 
responsibility,  which  I  must  confess  I  simply 
cannot  understand  from  the  legislation. 

As  the  government  itself  said  in  its  report 
in  the  final  study  paper:  "It  may  be  felt 
desirable,"  said  they,  "to  minimize  the  num- 
ber of  people  sitting  on  the  local  councils, 
given  the  added  functions  that  have  been 
recommended  to  be  performed  by  the  new 
county  council." 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  local 
municipalities  are  being  stripped  of  so  many 
powers  that  you  may  as  well  not  even  pay 
people  or  have  many  people  on  them  be- 
cause they  won't  have  anything  to  do.  The 
only  people  who  will  really  have  anything 
to  do  on  the  local  councils  will  be  the  mayor 
and  the  one  councillor,  in  the  case  of  every 
one  of  these  municipalities,  except  Wood- 
stock, who  sits  on  the  restructured  county 
council. 

iNow  Mr.  Speaker— I  am  trying  to  find'  the 
word^  about  water  and  sewage  here;  let's  see 
now.  The  province  says  in  its  paper— and'  I 
hope  Gardner  Church  is  here: 

The  area  rmmicipalities  or  public  utilities 
icommissions  could  be  contracted  to  exercise 
responsibility  in  the  area  of  meter  reading 
'and  billing  for  water  services.  The  adminis^ 
trationi  of  the  county  water  system  could 
be  decentralized  to  ensure  that  the  actual 
maintenance  is  at  a  local  fevel;  the  actual 
repair  and  construction  of  watermains  and 
laterals,  ineltiding  contracting,  could  be 
performed  through  local  oflBces.  If  the 
comity  or  city  or  separated  town  requested 
that  such  a  decentralization  be  made  man- 
datory rather  than  permissive,  the  legisla- 
tion would  specify  that  area  offices  would 
have  to  be  used  wherever  a  water  or  sewer 
system  exists. 

Now  that's  a  phoney  decentralization,  Mr. 
Speaker.  That  isn't  simply  policy  decisions  at 
the  regional  level  and  then  administration 
locally.  No;  the  whole  schmear,  the  whole 
runndng  of  the  water  and  sewer  systems 
would  be  at  the  area  level. 

And  that  it  is  confirmed,  when  you  look  at 
the  sections  in  the  bill  that  relate  to  water 
and  sewer  services  where  they  say  specifically 
—if  I  can  find  it— that  while  the  county  may 
enter  into  agreements  with  any  person  or 
mimicipality  with  res;^ect  to  any  matters  pro- 
vided for  in  this  part,  they  say  specifically 
that   on   and  after  Jan.    I,    1975:    "No   area 


municipalities  shall  have  or  exercise  any 
powers  und'er  the  Act  for  the  supply  and  dis- 
tribution of  water,  including  the  financing 
thereof."  And  the  same  phrase  is  used'  in  rela- 
tion to  sewage. 

Well  that  means,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  is 
effectively  no  control  at  the  local  level  as  far 
as  sewage  is  concerned. 

During  the  course  of  the  study  report,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  province  also  referred  to  the 
question  of  the  disbanding  of  the  police  vil- 
lages; and  it  said  then  that  it  recognized  what 
police  villages  have  done,  it  was  sorry  it  was 
having  to  disband  them,  but  something  else 
was  needed  in  their  stead;  and  therefore  it 
says  that  it  recommends  that  the  eight  police 
villages  be  dissolved. 

That's  not  the  region  that  is  suggesting 
that,  this  is  the  county— I  beg  your  pardon, 
this  is  the  province.  But  the  Oxford  study 
committee  recommended  that  community  ad- 
visory committees  be  established  in  the  exist- 
ing police  villages  to  advise  the  council  of  the 
area  municipality.  There  is  no  mention  of 
those  community  advisory  committees  in  this 
legislation,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Last  night  we  had  the  minister  saying  he 
was  trying  to  anticipate  problems  by  putting 
paragraphs  in  legislation  even  if  people 
weren't  prepared  to  take  thelm  up  at  this  time, 
by  putting  permisisve  powers  into  legislation. 
I  suggest  that  permissive  power  should  exist 
and  should  be  put  into  the  legislation.  I  would 
feel  that  it  ought  to  be  mandatory,  but  even 
if  it  were  only  to  be  permissive,  it  ought  to 
be  in  this  legislation  rather  than  awaiting  an 
amendment  at  some  future  date. 

We  are  still  awaiting  such  an  amendment, 
in  the  case  of  Haldimand-Norfolk  I  think  it 
is,  and  possibly  in  the  case  of  the  regional 
municipality  of  Niagara,  and  it  hasn't  come 
forward  yet. 

The  report  says  that  the  legislation  about 
community  advisory  committees  would  not 
compel  the  area  municipality  to  establish  such 
a  committee,  nor  would  the  area  mimicipality 
be  permitted  to  transfer  or  delegate  any  of  its 
statutory  responsibilities  to  such  committees. 

Well  this  is  nonsense;  this  is  nonsense.  It  is 
about  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we  began  to 
develop  a  philosophy  of  the  way  in  which  re- 
structured government  will  work  which  en- 
sures that  as  much  power  as  possible  is  de- 
centralized rather  than  being  centralized.  We 
don't  disagree  with  the  idea  that  there  should 
be  a  planning  responsibility  at  the  senior  level 
or  at  the  upper  tier  of  government  within  the 
restructured  counties  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. We  don't  disagree  with  that. 
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iWe  do  disagree  though  with  this  obsessive 
desire  by  the  province  to  bring  so  much 
power  into  the  nand!s  of  the  upper  tier,  and 
to  leave  the  lower  tier  virtually  powerless  to 
do  anythiiig.  The  minister  woula  reject,  and 
we  would  have  severe  qualms  about,  any 
theory  of  government  which  said  that  the 
township  or  lower-tier  municipal  councils 
couM  delegate  their  representatives  to  the 
county  council  and  tell  them  what  to  do.  I 
find  tnat  one  very  difficult  to  accept. 

'But  right  now  they  don't  even  have  any 
advisory  functions  to  the  upper  tier;  and'  the 
upper  tier  will  exert  almost  all  the  powers 
that  are  to  be  exercised  by  government  in  the 
county  of  Oxford  under  these  particular  pro- 
posals. It's  as  powerful  as  any  other  regional 
bill.  The  distribution  of  power  says  that  the 
83,000  of  Oxford  county  will  be  governed'  by 
their  upper  tier  and  that  the  local  tier,  or  the 
lower  tier,  will  be  purely  decorative  and  will 
do  oniJy  a  few  things  and  will  effectively 
have  no  say  in  influencing  the  kind  of  life 
that  people  lead. 

There's  one  other  matter  I  wanted  to  raise 
on  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  that  is  that  the 
govermment  is  making  a  serious  mistake  in  the 
proposals  related  to  the  warden  of  the  county 
of  Oxford.  I  hope  that  they  reject  it  now; 
and  I  hope  that  they  withdraw  it  wheni  we 
get  to  future  restructuring  bills. 

The  proposal  that  is  made  here  is  that  the 
warden  must  be  elected  at  the  local  level 
every  two  years,  but  that  he  will  have  to 
vacate  his  municipal  seat  in  order  to  take  the 
warden's  job.  Now,  that  means  that  for  a 
period  of  two  years  after  his  appointment  as 
warden,  he's  divorced  from  the  people  who 
elected  him— he's  divorced  from  them.  Maybe 
the  minister  has  an  amendment  on  that.  Is 
he  about  to— well,  we'll  have  to  see  what 
the  amendment  is. 

As  it  stands,  it's  just  completely  asinine 
and  it  misunderstands  the  basis  on  which 
politicians  have  their  support.  It's  reminiscent 
of  the  old  rule  that  they  used  to  have  in  the 
Canadian  parliament,  that  once  a  man  was 
sworn  into  the  cabinet  he  had  to  resign  his 
seat  and  stand  for  re-election. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  had  that  rule  in 
the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  once  had  that  rule  in 
the  Legislature,  as  well.  I,  frankly,  don't 
think  it's  a  good  rule  at  all.  I  don't  see  that 
the  problems  of  governing  the  county  of  Ox- 
ford on  a  full-time  basis  are  so  onerous  for 
the  warden  that  he  can't  also  exercise  his 
functions  as  a  representative  at  the  local  level. 


It  seems  to  me  that  if  the  minister  wanted 
to  introduce  an  amendment  which  said  that 
any  person  who  became  warden  of  the  county 
would  be  permitted  to  resign  his  position  as 
mayor  of  one  of  the  townships,  or  one  of  the 
area  municipalities,  and  that  the  area  munic- 
ipality would  then  be  able  to  appoint  some- 
body else  to  fill  that  position,  while  the 
warden  continued  to  sit  on  the  council  of 
that  particular  municipality,  that  that  would 
be  an  acceptable  kind  of  saw-off— recognizing 
the  responsibilities  and  recognizing  the  con- 
fusion that  might  be  entailed  if,  say,  the 
warden  of  Oxford  were  also  the  mayor  of 
Woodstock;  I  could  see  a  problem  there. 

To  force  the  guy  off  council  would  mean 
an  increase  in  parochialism,  rather  than  a 
decrease.  Because  in  order  to  ensure  re-elec- 
tion at  that  municipal  level  in  two  years' 
time,  the  warden  would  have  to  put  more 
favours  in  the  way  of  the  people  he  used  to 
represent  than  if  he  was  also  sitting  on  their 
local  council  and  they  could  see  that  he  was 
still  working  on  their  behalf  as  their  local 
representative.  To  have  their  representative 
as  the  warden  of  the  county  would  be  an 
honour;  to  lose  him  as  their  representative 
would  be  a  disservice.  I  hope  that  the  amend- 
ment will  satisfy  that  particular  problem. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  think  that  the  govern- 
ment ignores  the  financial  realities  that  wiU 
be  entailed  with  this  particular  form  of  re- 
gional government.  We  think  there  are  far  too 
many  powers  that  are  unnecessarily  going  to 
the  upper-tier  level  of  government.  We  think 
the  warden's  election  is  wrong  and  we  think 
the  government  is  simply  sneaking  in  a  new 
form  of  regional  government  while  telling 
people  in  the  counties  who  have  reacted  so 
badly  and  so  negatively,  for  good  reason,  to 
regional  government  in  the  past,  that  this  is 
all  a  new  face,  that  they  are  putting  on  a 
new  face. 

The  government  is  not  putting  on  a  new 
face  at  all.  They  are  doing  the  same  old 
thing.  They  are  making  the  same  old  mis- 
takes, he  government  has  failed  in  any  effort 
it  was  trying  to  make  to  bring  forward  a  new 
philosophy  of  government  restructuring  for 
the  counties  in  less  urban  areas  in  the  prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  speakers  in  the 
Liberal  Party?  The  member  for  Essex  South. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson( Essex  South):  Yes, 
Mr.  Speaker,  in  rising  to  take  part  in  this 
debate  on  the  restructuring  of  the  county  of 
Oxford- 
Mr.  Haggerty:  Is  the  member  for  Oxford 
(Mr.  Parrott)  supporting  the  bill? 
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Mr.  Paterson:  —I  wish  to  echo  the  words 
of  my  leader  and  concur  in  all  his  remarks. 
In  the  past  three  weeks,  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  had 
occasion  to  speak  in  the  county  of  Essex  and 
the  county  of  Kent,  which  are  just  going  into 
studies  for  the  restructuring  of  their  particular 
counties,  and  have  made  remarks  to  various 
organizations  including  police  groups. 

When  I  do  speak  in  relation  to  this  I 
always  preface  my  remarks  by  indicating  that 
I  and  my  party  are  opposed  to  regional 
government,  especially  as  it  has  been  im- 
posed in  the  past  by  the  ministry.  I  have 
spoken  in  the  vein  that  1  would  hope  that 
the  local  and  municipal  officials  for  their 
own  future  will  take  the  initiative  and 
attempt  to  do  some  restructuring  on  their 
own,  possibly  in  advance  of  even  these  re- 
structuring studies. 

I  reject  this  particular  Bill  95  on  two 
basic  principles.  The  first  is  the  acceptance 
by  the  elected  officials  in  the  coimty  of 
Oxford.  This  was  not  near-unanimous,  as  has 
been  indicated  by  the  minister.  These  facts 
have  been  detailed  by  my  leader  and  I  think 
nothing  further  needs  to  be  said  in  that  re- 
gard. 

I  think  the  thing  that  concerns  me  most 
and  is  the  greatest  disappointment  to  me  in 
this  bill,  is  that  it  is  called  a  restructuring, 
but  really  in  fact  this  supposed  two-tier  sys- 
tem really  leaves  no  power  whatsoever  for  the 
lower  tier— the  area  municipalities  that  are 
really  closest  to  the  people.  It  has  really 
stripped  them  and  the  existing  municipalities 
of  all  their  current  powers,  which  are  limited 
even  under  today's  structure  of  govermnent. 

Being  a  Liberal  I  do  see  some  good  points 
in  the  bill  and  I'll  speak  to  these,  as  well  as 
the  points  that  I  think  are  wrong.  I  view 
this  with  the  thought  toward  my  own  county 
of  Essex  that  I  had  hoped  that  it  would  be 
restructured  into  six  or  eight  area  groups.  I 
note  in  the  Oxford  bill  that  the  existing  18 
local  mimicipalities  will  be  reduced  to  ap- 
proximately eight.  I  think  this  is  a  move  that 
is  in  the  right  direction,  provided  the  agree- 
ment of  the  local  residents  and  the  local 
councils  can  be  garnered  ahead  of  time. 
Unfortunately  this  has  not  really  been  done 
to  my  satisfaction  in  this  particular  instance. 

This  is  why  I  have  been  si)eaking  in  my 
own  county  to  try  to  get  public  opinion 
starting  to  work  to  get  the  people  to  realize 
that  things  are  happening  in  the  province 
and  this  is  going  to  be  confronting  them 
within  the  next  several  months. 

There  is  one  point  I  would  like  the  min- 
ister to  clarify  in  his  remarks  and  this  comes 
from  a  speech  I  made  in  the  municipality  of 


Wheatley,  which  is  on  the  border  of  the  two 
counties  of  Kent  and  Essex.  Wheatley  is  part 
of  the  county  of  Kent,  but  it  would  appear 
from  the  many  people  with  whom  I  have 
spoken  that  their  ties  are  really  with  the  major 
municipality  of  Leamington  in  the  county  of 
Essex  and  there  is  some  move  that  they 
should  be  included  in  the  Essex  county  study 
on  the  restructuring  of  government  as  well 
as  in  the  study  of  Kent  county  to  which  they 
belong.  I  just  wonder  if  it  is  possible  to  shift 
a  municipality  right  on  the  border  line  into 
another  county  under  the  restructuring  pro- 
cedures. I  think  it  would  be  helpful  at  this 
time  for  the  edification  of  the  residents  of  the 
area  and  the  councils  so  concerned  for  them 
to  know  this. 

One  of  the  disappointments  I  have  in  the 
bill  is  in  relation  to  the  restructuring  of  the 
county  coimcil.  I  note  they  are  going  to  be 
given  all  the  expanded  powers  and  so  forth 
of  a  regional  government  itself.  In  my 
speeches  I  have  tried  to  avoid  the  use  of 
the  words  "regional  government"  and  tried 
to  deal  strictly  with  the  word  "restructuring." 
But  certainly  I  wotild  hope  that,  with  the 
restructuring,  those  areas  that  are  restructured 
would  have  the  benefit  of  the  financial  car- 
rots that  have  been  dangled  by  the  budget 
and  ministerial  statements  in  the  past. 

One  of  the  good  points  is  in  section  8  of 
the  bill,  whereby  the  mayor  or  mayor-elect 
of  a  municipality  now  will  sit  on  county 
coimcil.  I  think  this  is  a  long  overdue  reform. 
I  have  never  been  elected  a  local  official 
myself,  but  in  the  11  years  I  have  been  a 
member,  I  have  viewed  with  a  great  deal 
of  interest  the  fact  that  the  heads  of  the 
major  municipalities  in  the  coimty  system 
have  never  been  able  to  go  to  comity  councils 
to  say  their  piece  and  have  had  to  rely  on 
their  reeve  to  carry  the  ball  on  behalf  of 
their  municipalities.  Therefore,  I  think  this 
is  a  welcome  change. 

But,  again,  I  don't  believe  this  bill  has 
gone  far  enough  on  the  restructuring  in  terms 
of  the  numbers  elected  to  the  county  council. 
I  personally  believe  in  representation  by 
population,  and  I  know  I  have  some  support 
in  the  county  of  Essex  in  this  regard,  I  feel 
that  this  can  be  arranged,  as  we  do  here  in 
the  Legislature,  where  we  alter  the  boundar- 
ies and  so  forth  based  on  population.  I  think 
that  this  should  be  given  further  considera- 
tion. In  this  regard  I  am  disappointed  that 
this  bill  doesn't  take  the  final  step. 

I  do  like  the  thought  that  the  warden  is 
going  to  be  elected,  and  I  understand  there 
are  going  to  be  amendments  to  the  bill  so 
the  warden  will  not  have  to  resign  his  seat 
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from    the    municipality    in    which    he    was 
elected. 

I  am  a  little  disappointed  in  relation  to 
the  powers  that  are  being  left  with  the  lower- 
tier  areas.  It  appears  to  me,  as  has  been 
enunciated,  that  they  are  possibly  going  to 
issue  dog  licences  and  fix  up  curbs  and  side- 
walks. I  notice  one  section  in  here  regarding 
bylaws  concerning  the  regulation  of  parking. 
Parking  certainly  is  a  prime  matter  for  the 
small  urban  areas  in  a  county— certainly  it  is 
in  Essex  and,  I  am  sure,  in  the  county  of 
Oxford  as  well.  This  is  always  a  thorny  prob- 
lem for  the  downtown  merchants,  especially 
in  relation  to  the  development  of  shopping 
plazas  and  so  forth  that  has  occurred  in  the 
past,  although  I  believe  this  now  has  been 
stopped  in  the  rural  areas  of  most  townships 
in  the  counties. 

I  agree  wholeheartedly  with  my  leader 
when  he  states  that  the  purpose  of  this  new 
count\'  administration  basically  should  be  of 
a  planning  nature.  In  the  county  of  Essex  I 
think  we  are  fortunate  that  most  of  the  juris- 
dictions being  handed  to  a  restructured  or 
regional  government  are  already  in  force  and 
ha\  e  been  in  operation  for  many  years,  in- 
cluding the  health  unit  and  all  the  various 
ancillary  bodies,  at  the  county  level. 

Basically  we  have  these  things  in  Essex, 
and  I  follow  this  particular  bill  fairly  closely 
to  compare  what  structures  are  being  offered 
in  the  Oxford  bill  that  may  be  advantageous 
to  the  county  of  Essex  should  it  proceed  with 
this  upon  the  desire  of  the  ratepayers  and  the 
local  councils. 

I  note  in  many  of  the  minister's  speeches, 
and  I  have  used  portions  of  them  in  my  re- 
marks in  the  past,  that  there  hasn't  been  too 
much  mentioned  about  police  forces.  I  have 
related  these  matters  to  the  report  of  the 
task  force  on  policing  when  I  have  spoken 
before.  I  note  there  has  been  some  change  in 
the  position  of  restructuring  from  the  regular 
regional  bills  in  this  regard,  but  I  don't  think 
I  am  in  total  agreement  with  what  is  con- 
tained in  the  bill.  There  should  be  some 
urging  of  these  police  forces  to  come  in  on 
an  area  basis.  Not  a  total  county  basis,  but 
hopefully  the  commissions  and  the  councils 
concerned,  along  with  the  individual  police 
forces,  could  be  encouraged  possibly  to  amal- 
gamate in  that  regard. 

I  think  there  is  one  good  section  in  this, 
Mr.  Speaker,  section  72,  that  does  indicate  it. 
This  is  a  major  step  forward  that  in  those 
areas  within  a  municipality  that  presently 
do  not  have  police  coverage  the  area  council 
may  establish  a  police  area  and  omit  these 


areas.  I  think  this  is  one  of  the  reasons  the 
costs  for  regional  government  or  restructured 
government  have  been  so  high  in  the  past, 
in  that  the  police  have  had  to  cover  the  total 
area  thus  requiring  more  men  and  more  ser- 
vices and  so  forth.  Under  this  particular 
clause,  it  would  allow  the  local  area  to 
exempt  certain  areas  and  thus  negate  some  of 
this  major  cost. 

I  am  quite  concerned  with  the  principle  of 
having  the  county  given  the  sole  responsi- 
bility for  sewage  and  the  supply  and  distri- 
bution of  water  and  the  financing  thereof, 
and  with  the  various  sections  in  that  regard. 
I  feel  this  should  possibly  be  left  on  the  area 
basis  within  the  newly  formed  structure.  In 
my  own  area,  I  think  we  have  moves  afoot 
toward  amalgamation  and  restructuring  upon 
their  own  forethought.  I  can't  support  the 
total  county  concept  in  this  regard. 

In  relation  to  the  finances,  this  is  something 
that  has  bothered  me.  It  did  occur  in  the 
question  period  following  one  of  my  speeches. 
What  happens  to  the  debts  or  the  surpluses 
of  the  various  municipalities  that  are  brought 
together  under  this  proposed  arrangement  in 
the  county  of  Oxford,  or  elsewhere  should  it 
occur?  Are  those  municipalities  which  have 
a  good  goverimient  and  good  financial  struc- 
ture going  to  have  to  assume  the  major 
liabilities  of  other  municipalities  that  may 
not  have  had  such  good  judgement  in  the 
past  and  may  be  in  a  bad  debt  position? 

I  think  this  was  forcefully  drawn  to  my 
attention,  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  was  speaking 
in  Wheatley  in  Kent  county,  suggesting  that 
possibly  their  ties  lie  within  Essex  county 
itself.  The  former  warden  of  Kent  county  and 
the  reeve  of  that  municipality  said:  "We  want 
no  part  of  Essex  county  because  of  their  debt 
position  and  so  forth.  We  don't  want  in 
there." 

This  is  something  that  must  be  taken  into 
consideration  when  individual  existing  muni- 
cipalities are  confronted  with  a  restructuring 
such  as  is  proposed  in  this  particular  bill.  I 
assume  this  holds  true  with  any  reserve  funds 
that  are  being  held  by  utilities,  commissions, 
councils  or  other  bodies,  that  these  will  be 
part  of  the  total  financing.  I  believe  section 
89  deals  with  this,  that  they  are  all  lumped 
together  for  the  benefit  of  all  and  possibly 
to  the  chagrin  of  those  who  have  built  up 
these  surpluses  in  the  past. 

One  other  section  which  I  disagree  with 
here  is  in  relation  to  the  transportation  sys- 
tem. I  believe  it  is  indicated  that  there  is  a 
principle  that  no  area  municipality  shall  oper- 
ate such  a  system,  that  it  is  going  to  be  the 
restructured  county  that  will  operate  it  and 
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that  all  the  assets  and  liabilities  of  an  existing 
transportation  system  will  go  to  the  county.  1 
can't  agree  with  this  particular  principle, 
because  in  the  area  with  which  I  am  familiar, 
I  believe  an  area  transportation  system  could 
serve  the  municipalities  better  than  a  total 
county  package. 

Before  concluding  my  remarks,  I  would 
like  some  clarification  on  section  134,  dealing 
with  utilities  commissions.  I  don't  have  that 
clearly  in  my  mind.  It  indicates  that  members 
of  a  public  utilities  commission  shall  con- 
tinue to  hold  office  until  a  date  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  minister  under  subclause  (b); 
but  under  subclause  (4)  all  public  utilities 
commissions  and  waterworks  commissions 
within  the  county  will  be  dissolved  as  of 
Jan.  1,  1975.  I  would  appreciate  it  if  the 
minister  would  give  me  his  advice  in  this 
regard  so  it  might  be  clarified  in  my  own 
mind. 

With  these  thoughts  in  mind  I  have  sup- 
ported a  few  sections  of  the  bill,  as  I  know 
that  they  may  be  beneficial  to  my  own  area, 
but  I  do  reject  the  principle  of  this  bill 
because  of  the  manner  in  which  it  was 
brought  in;  because  there  wasn't  unanimous 
acceptance  by  the  various  elected  oflRcials, 
let  alone  the  residents  of  the  area;  and  be- 
cause, Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  strips  the  powers 
from  the  existing  local  councils.  It  leaves  very 
few  powers  for  the  lower  tier  of  government, 
which  is  closer  to  the  people,  and  puts  most 
of  them  in  the  hands  of  the  upper  tier,  whose 
ties  in  future  really  will  be  with  Queen's 
Park  and  not  with  their  own  citizens. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  member  for 
Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  say  something 
about  this  bill.  I  was  in  Oxford  yesterday 
watching  the  sweep  of  the  federal  New  Dem- 
ocratic Party  to  fame  and  fortune- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  the  deshabille  and  the 
clear  and  irresistible  demolition  of  the  Con- 
servatives, which  is  of  course  just  a  prelude 
to  the  retirement  of  the  member  for  Oxford 
in  1975.  I  noted  those  things  with  inner 
satisfaction. 

But  I  also  noted  some  other  things,  be- 
cause I  had  a  press  conference  in  the  after- 
noon with  a  number  of  members  of  the  media 
there  and  with  a  number  of  representatives 
from  various  groups,  which  press  conference 
necessarily    spent    some    time    discussing    the 


restructuring  of  Oxford.  That  is  quite  na- 
tural; it  preoccupies  local  interest  at  the 
moment.  It  came  through  pretty  clearly  that 
there  was  enormous  apprehension  amongst  a 
large  number  of  people  in  Oxford  about  the 
consequences  of  the  restructuring  and  that 
the  media,  such  as  they  were  able  to  read 
it,  were  concerned  with  the  implications  of 
the  restructuring.  Many  of  us  have  received 
a  telegram  from  a  group  of  councillors  and 
elected  municipal  officials  in  Oxford,  asking 
that  the  restructuring  not  be  proceeded  with. 
The  National  Farmers  Union  in  Oxford  met 
and,  with  a  vote  of  100  per  cent,  opposed 
the  restructuring  of  Oxford  as  it  is  set  out 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  many  was  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  of  them  voted  against  it; 
all  of  those  who  were  at  the  meeting.  I  didn't 
inquire  as  to  their  numbers,  but  I  think 
they  were  representative  of  the  union  mem- 
bership in  Oxford,  which  is  presentable. 

It  is  quite  clear  from  everything  one  is 
able  to  pick  up  that  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  opposition  in  Oxford  county,  both  as  yet 
unexpressed  and  some  of  it  explicit,  to  the 
restructuring  bill  as  it  is  presently  designed. 
I  think  the  reason  for  that  is  because  the  bill 
raises  all  of  the  questions  about  restructured 
local  government  and  about  regional  govern- 
ment which  have  begun  to  harass  this  prov- 
ince in  a  persistent  fashion  over  the  last  two 
or  three  years  of  sculptured  remodelling  of 
local  municipalities. 

I  do  not  have  to  repeat  the  effective  and 
useful,  I  thought,  observations  that  I  heard 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  make  as  I 
listened  in  my  own  office— that's  right;  I  want 
to  tell  you  that.  And  I  don't  have  to  repeat 
the  position  that  my  colleague  from  Ottawa 
Centre  took,  which  was  equally  direct  and 
compelling  except  that  nobody  over  on  the 
government  benches  would  listen  to  it. 

d  can  very  quickly  summarize:  There  is 
absoltitely  nothing  in  this  biU'  which  gives 
the  kind  of  financial  guaranteesi  in  the  pro- 
cess of  restructuring  a  transition  which  will 
make  anyone  in  the  county  of  Oxford  feel 
secure  about  the  financial  implications  of  the 
bill.  And  it's  as  vvTong  as  it  can  be  to  con- 
tinue to  press  regional  or  restructured  muni- 
cipal governments  through  the  House  in  this 
fashion  without  making  the  kind  of  financial 
undertaking  which  the  government  should 
make.  That  is  catching  up  with  the  govern^ 
ment  around  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  hasn't  read 
the  bill,  then. 


JUNE  25,  1974 


3641 


Mr.  Lewis:  I  certainly  have.  It  is  catching 
up  with  the  government  around  the  province. 
And  don't  tell  me  I  haven't  read  the  bill,  be- 
cause the  last  three  years  of  restructured  gov- 
ernment in  Ontario  is  a  series  of  squalid 
episodes,  where  one  month  after  another  or 
one  session  after  another,  a  minister  gets  up 
to  annoim'ce  increased  transitional  grants  or 
increased  reimbursements  by  way  of  amend- 
ments to  the  regional  government  bills,  be- 
cause none  of  the  provisions  in  the  original 
bill  were  financially  adequate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No  way. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  talk  to  me  about  the  con- 
tents of  this  bill. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Time  after 
time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Whether  it  is  what  happened'— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  We  spend  half  our  time  cor- 
recting them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —recently  in  Durham,  or  nego- 
tiations with  Cambridge,  or  what  the  govern- 
ment did  with  York  or  with  Niagara  or  with 
any  of  the  other  regions,  it  is  forever  piling 
in  after  the  event  to  rescue  the  chaos  it  has 
created  financially. 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  admitted 
himself  he  didn't  uiKterstand  local  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  of  us  know  that,  because  we 
participated  in  those  debates  in  this  Legisla- 
ture. And  as  sure  as  I  am  standing  here,  after 
this  bill  goes  through,  the  minister  will  be 
back  to  us  in  the  fadl,  or  in  early  1975  with 
an  amendment  to  this  bill  to  give  him  the 
right  to  give  more  grants  to  the  county  of 
Oxford  because  he  will  find  that  the  financial 
provisions  of  this  bill  are  not  durable,  that 
they  won't  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  dbn't  need  an  amend- 
ment to  give  grants. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Good:  He  does  not  need  an  amend- 
ment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  can  do  it  in  a  variety  of 
ways,  but  this  is  his  first  restructuring  effort 
of  this  kind,  and  where  this'  is  involved,  it 
wouldn't  surprise  me  if  he  came  back  with 
a  specific  amendment. 

If  the  minister  wants  to  do  it  by  way  of 
additional  grants,  he  will  do  it  by  way  of 
additional  grants.  But  everyone  knows  that 
the   provisions   of  this   bill   in   terms   of  the 


financial  guarantees  are  not  sufficient  to  re- 
assure the  residents  of  Oxford  that  the  imple- 
mentation of  this  reordered  government  won't 
result  for  them  in  abnormally,  not  to  say 
extraordinarily,  high  tax  increases. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Nonsensel 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  wrong.  That's  not  the 
way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Nonsensel 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  It  isn't  non- 
sense. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  you  know,  "nonsense"  is 
an  eas)'  epithet  to  hurl  across  the  floor,  were 
it  not  for  the  fact  all  of  the  regional  govern- 
ment apparatuses  up  to  now  have  shown  the 
government  to  be  wrong,  and  we  on  this  side 
of  the  House  to  be  right.  I  am  going  to  come 
back  to  that. 

The  second  point  is  that  the  Idnd  of  guar- 
antees of  accessibility  which  are  required 
when  the  government  restructures  local  gov- 
ernment are  nowhere  guaranteed  in  this  bill. 
I  want  to  tell  the  minister  something:  that 
when  he  sets  up  regional  government  or  re- 
structured county  govemment  of  this  kind,  it 
should  be  necessary  by  law  to  build  in 
special  avenues  of  accessibility  for  the  resi- 
dents of  the  county.  One  of  the  things  which 
worries  the  farmers  to  whom  I  spoke,  and  one 
of  the  things  which  has  worried  people  all 
over  the  province  subject  to  regional  govern- 
ment, is  the  sense  of  distance  that  is  immedi- 
ately imposed  wheto  the  legislation  is  imple- 
mented. And  that  distance  isn't  overcome, 
Mr.  Speaker,  simply  because  an  individual  or 
a  group  can  appear  before  a  local  council  or 
a  restructured  coxmcil  or  a  regional  council 
in  order  to  make  submissions.  There  has  to 
be  in  these  bills,  I  suspect,  a  guarantee  by 
law  that  the  various  tiers  of  the  council  meet 
on  a  regular  basis  for  no  reason  other  than 
to  hear  public  representation  from  those  they 
are  governing.  That's  one  of  the  things  which 
is  a  profound  weakness  in  the  whole  re- 
structured and  regional  government  ap- 
paratus. 

The  third  point,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  in  this 
bill  the  distribution  of^  power,  is  in  fact 
perverse;  and  I  don't  have  to  re-emphasize 
what  has  already  been  said,  unduly,  but  the 
concentration  of  power  in  one  tier  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  second  tier,  in  fact  creates  the 
kind  of  centralization  which  the  minister 
pretends  he  doesn't  want  to  create.  Now  the 
minister  can  be  blind  to  what  he  is  doing 
in  restructured  government  forever,  ultimate- 
ly it  will  hurt  the  government  electorally;  and 
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maybe  there  is  a  death  wish  component  in 
this  as  there  is  in  so  much  else  which  the 
government  is  currently  doing. 

I  may  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  one  of  the 
things  one  experiences,  forcibly  around  On- 
tario, is  the  extreme  sense  of  alienation,  frus- 
tration, and  in  places  anger,  which  the 
citizens  feel  after  regional  government  has 
been  imposed.  Not  solely  because  of  the 
financial  implications,  but  also  because  of 
the  experience  of  distance,  the  lack  of 
accessibility,  the  feeling  that  somehow  gov- 
ernment has  moved  yet  further  away.  And 
unless  the  government  explicitly  sets  out  for 
its  second  tier  some  functions,  power  or 
authority  of  a  planning  kind  which  will  give 
people  at  the  local  level  a  feeling  that  the 
government  is  not  some  kind  of  eflBcient  cen- 
tralizing machine,  but  that  it  appreciates  the 
value  of  local  contributions,  unless  the  min- 
ister does  that  in  his  legislation  his  legislation 
is  a  mockery. 

The  minister  is  failing  in  this  bill  on  those 
three  grovmds.  He  is  failing  on  the  financial 
guarantees;  he  is  failing  on  accessibility;  he 
is  failing  on  the  distribution  of  power.  So 
what  has  he  got  left?  All  he's  got  left  are  a 
number  of  mechanical  changes  which  he 
presumes  will  work  better  for  the  benefit  of 
Oxford. 

Mr,  Speaker,  it's  been  said  by  others  that 
Oxford,  as  it  is  here  restructured,  is  really 
another  regional  government  bill  in  disguise, 
and  in  large  measure  that's  true. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  very  long  ago,  I  think  it 
was  just  a  very  few  months  ago,  I  visited  the 
regional  government  of  Niagara  and  I  asked 
the  regional  councillors  of  Niagara  whether 
they  would  meet  with  me  in  their  council 
chambers  and  talk  to  me  about  the  regional 
goverimient  as  that  regional  mmiicipality 
which  is  most  often  abused  by  politicians.  I 
may  say,  with  some  pleasure,  that  they  agreed 
to  do  that.  Most  of  the  regional  councillors 
were  there  and  we  sat  down  over  a  period 
of  an  hour  and  a  half  to  two  hours  and  dis- 
cussed regional  government  in  Niagara. 

I  said  to  them  at  the  outset,  Mr.  Speaker, 
very  directly,  that  the  New  Democratic  Party 
had  originally  supported  the  principle  of 
regional  government;  that  we  had  originally 
supported  the  initial  regional  government 
bills.  We  had  voted  against  the  most  recent 
five  regional  government  bills— I  think  they 
were  Durham,  Peel,  Halton,  Hamilton- Went- 
worth,  Haldimand-Norfolk— we  have  voted 
against  those  five  regional  govenunent  bilk 
because  the  experience  of  Ontario  in  the 
interim  showed  not  the  implementation  of 
regional     government,     but     its     systematic 


mutilation  on  the  part  of  this  provincial  gov- 
ernment. 

And  that  therefore— reluctantly  at  first,  wil- 
lingly later  on— we  began  systematically  to 
oppose  the  bills  because  they  refuse  to  pro- 
vide* the  kind  of  safeguards,  guarantees, 
reviews,  supports— both  financial,  administra- 
tive, and  indeed  electoral— which  we  felt 
s'hould  be  in  regional  government  bills. 

And  for  those  reasons  we're  opposing  this 
today. 

I  said  to  the  regional  government  of 
Niagara:  "I  still  have  this  kind  of  funda- 
mental faith,  my  party  still  has,  that  the 
conceptual  view  of  regional  goverimient 
makes  sense.  But  I  want  to  ask  you  as 
regional  coimcillors  to  talk  to  us,  to  talk  to 
me,  about  the  positive  features  of  regional 
government." 

And  for  half  an  hour  or  40  minutes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  was  nothing  but  defensiveness 
from  the  regional  councillors  who  were  there. 
And  then,  suddenly,  the  whole  tone  of  the 
discussion  shifted.  For  an  entire  hour  the 
regional  councillors  of  Niagara,  in  a  fashion 
which  in  some  ways  was  quite  compelling 
and  in  other  ways  very  interesting,  began  to 
mount  a  defence  of  regional  government 
which  made  some  sense. 

Now  having  said  that,  let  me  add  this:  One 
never  hears  any  defence  of  regional  govern*- 
ment  which  is  plausible  in  Ontario  today, 
either  from  the  regional  coimcillors  or  gov- 
emimenits  themselves,  because  most  of  them 
are  frightened,  most  of  them  are  worried^  that 
there  is  enough  opposition  out  there  that 
were  they  to  defend  it  uncritically,  they 
would  go  diown.  And  one  doesn't  hear  any 
defence  which  is  plausible  from  the  provincial 
government  because— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Oh,  the  member  just 
doesn't  listen. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  listen  very  carefully,  and 
in  fact  I  have  carefully  read  the  minister's— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  the  member  would  stay 
in  his  seat  he- 
Mr.  Lewis:  —speeches  on  restructuring,  be- 
cause I  have  sought  such  evidence;  but  I 
don't  hear  it  and  I  don't  read  it.  All'  I  read 
is  a  plethora  of  generalities  from  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  is  right;  the  member 
doesn't  read  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  All  I  read  is  a  plethora  of  gen- 
eralities from  the  ministeT>-no  substance,  no 
thoughts,  no  figures.  The  only  figures  he  has 
adduced'  is  in!  response  to  some  figures  which 
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were  used  by  the  Liberal  Party  to  dfebunk 
their  percentages— that's  all  the  minister  has 
used.  And  in  the  process  of  using  his  own 
percentages,  he  has  indicted'  regional  govem'- 
ment,  because  they  are  so  far  out  of  line. 

iBut  the  minister  never  talks  in  explicit 
terms  about  the  specific  kindlsi  of  programmes, 
supports,  innovations,  positive  things  which 
regional  government  might  bring.  So  I  say  to 
myself,  and  we  say  to  ourselvesi  in  this  party: 
If  the  government  mutilates  it  in'  the  process 
of  implementation,  if  the  minister  has  nothing 
beneficial  to  say  after  it's  been  implemented, 
if  it  arouses  nothing  but  public  animus  in 
the  course  of  its  implemetitation,  what  merits 
are  left?  It's  not  up  to  the  New  Democratic 
Party  to  make  the  minister's  bed.  He  lie's  in 
it  quite  splendid!l|y  himself;  andl  we  want  no 
part  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  wouldn't  want  the 
NDP  or  the  Liberal  Party.  We  don't  want  a 
socialist  in  our  bed. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  member  for 
Oxford  hear  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  let  me  tell  the  minister, 
that  he  is  bent  on  a  destructive  course. 

An  hon.  member:  Is  the  minister  trying  to 
mini  the  member  for  Oxford? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  may  be,  theoretically,  that 
the  goverranent  sees  restructured  government 
in  Oxford  as  being  a  useful  mechanical  ap- 
paratus, etc.  But  Itet  me  tell  the  minister  the 
voters  of  Woodstock  don't  experience  it  that 
way;  the  voters  of  IngersoH'  dbn  t  experience 
it  that  way;  the  voters  of  Tilsonburg  dotn't 
experience  it  that  way;  the  voters  in  the  rural 
areas  don't  experience  it  that  way^they  ex- 
perience only  apprehension,  because  they 
know  what  has  happened  around'  the  rest  of 
Ontario,  And  they  don't  hear  from  this  gov- 
ernment the  kinds  of  arguments  which  are 
plausible.  I  may  hear  it— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Why  dbesn't  the  member 
say  something  sensible  for  a  change? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —from  the  me^mber  fbli  Oxford 
at  some  stage,  I  suspect;  because  he  has^ 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  is  more 
ridiculous  than  usual.  What  happened  yester- 
day? Didn't  you  have  a  good  day? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  was  in  Oxford  yester- 
day and  I  was  irritated  by  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Did  people  not  believe 
him?  Something  must  have  happened.  The 
member  is  ridiculous  this  morning.   And  he 


dbesn't  have  any  more  hope  there  than  he 
has  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  as  a  matter  of  fact  I  was 
at  a— 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  The 
messiah  rides. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  getting  pretty 
belligerent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  was  in  Oxford'  yesterday  after- 
noon where,  I  admit,  in  1972  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  didn't  precisely  wim  the  acclaim 
of  the  electorate. 

Irnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  I  was  at  a  rally  in  London 
last  night  which  spells  the  end  of  the  Tories 
in  southwestern  Ontario.  So  I  was  in  ex- 
tremely good  spirits. 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  is  going  to  be  a 
Liberal  Party  there. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Look,  you  beggars  over  there 
—don't  heckle  me.  I  have  never  hecldfed  them. 
How  cani  they  possibly  do  that? 

I  Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  know  they  are  not 
mannerly, 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  take  it  back. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Government  members  have  no 
sense  of  the  dfecorum  of  this  chamber. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  have  no  respect  for  the 
dignity  of  this  institution—  now  listen  to  what 
we  have  to  say. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West  is  the  biggest  ham  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  let  the  member  for  Tim- 
iskaming  not  interject  so  willingly  with  his 
absurdities.  I  want  to  say  to  the  minister  that 
willy-nilly,  whether  he  means  it  or  not,  he  is 
destroying  local  government  in  Ontario  be- 
cause of  his  insensitivity.  It's  not  so  much 
because  of  the  conceptual  design,  because 
one  can  rescue  some  positive  aspects  of  that 
design.  It's  not  because  the  government  wants 
to  do  it  deliberately,  because  it  is  not  made 
that  way.  The  government  is  not  deliberately 
crippling  local  government.  But  in  the  pro- 
cess of  the  implementation  it  is  so  insensitive 
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to  the  anxieties  of  the  province  at  large,  of 
the  voters  and  the  residents  at  large,  is  so 
arbitrary  about  the  things  it  institutes  and  is 
so  unwilling  to  provide  the  protective  sup- 
ports for  local  government  that  it  is  destroy- 
ing it. 

The  government  is  undermining  public 
confidence  in  local  govenmient.  It  has  done 
it  with  regional  government,   and  now  it  is 

■■.irL  't  with  rcstpx  liiritm  "n  Oxiord.  All 
the  responses  in  the  world  won't  change 
that,  because  those  are  matters  of  feeling,  of 
tone,  of  interaction  and  of  the  way  in  which 
government  relates  to  people.  And  they  can't 
all  be  measured  in  dollar  terms  and  in  the 
effortless  workings  of  some  bureaucratic 
machine.  They're  registered  in  human  terms. 
They're  registered  in  the  ways  in  which 
people  experience  the  functioning  of  govern- 
ment. 

When  farmers  see  that  a  councillor  will 
represent  an  area  three  times  what  he  once 
represented;  that  his  accessibility  will  be  even 
less  than  it  was  before;  and  that  the  second 
tier  means  not  a  danm  in  substantial  terms; 
them  the  farmers  say  to  themselves,  as  city 
dwellers  say  to  themselves:  what  is  this 
creature  called  local  government,  this  re- 
structured local   government? 

Now  I  guess  from  some  bitter  regret;  I 
admit  that.  If  one  asks  me  what's  wrong 
with  me,  I  guess  that's  what  it  is.  I  suspect 
it  will  emerge  occasionally  this  week.  It's 
partly  end  of  session  and  it's  partly  the  aggra- 
vation of  seeing  a  legitimate  principle  of  re- 
organization of  government  shot  to  hell  by 
people  who  don't  understand  the  way  it 
should  work. 

This  government  is  going  to  be  on  the  run 
about  local  government  right  through  until 
1975.  It  is  going  to  be  subject  to  criticism 
right  through  until  the  election.  It  has  invited 
it  upon  itself.  It  has  destroyed  the  very  me- 
chanism that  might  have  made  sense.  I  don't 
subscribe  to  some  nirvana  that  never  was  nor 
to  a  bunch  of  little  principalities  running 
themselves  forever  in  tiny  local  units  without 
a  more  intelligent  distribution  of  services  to 
people.  I  don't  subscribe  to  that,  that  kind  of 
view  of  the  17th  century;  but  I  don't  sub- 
scribe to  the  government's  view  either,  which 
seems  to  be  so  frontal  and  which  sees  re- 
structuring as  an  assault  rather  than  a  process. 

Therefore,  we  oppose  this  bill  as  we  have 
opposed  the  other  regional  government  bills 
of  which  this  is  simply  an  extension.  With- 
out any  great  discomfort,  but  with  a  great 
deal  of  irritation,  I  add  that  we  are  again 
frustrated  by  it  all  and  unhappy  that  all  of 
this    is   happening.    It   is   impossible   for   the 


government  to  recognize  that  there  was  some 
worth  inherent  in  regional  government  which 
it  has  managed,  systematically,  to  dismantle 
through  insensitivity  on  the  one  hand  and  ar- 
bitrariness on  the  other. 

We'll  be  darned  if  we'll  support  that  kind 
of  position.  It  makes  no  sense  at  all.  The 
obser\^ations  which  were  made  by  my  col- 
league, the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre,  about 
the  actual  workings  of  this  bill  I  think 
demonstrate  that,  and  the  anxieties  of  the 
people  of  Oxford  demonstrate  that. 

The  government  will  have  a  great  machine. 
It  will  meet  regularly  and  it  will  do  all  of 
the  ritual  and  symbolic  things  it's  supposed 
to  do.  But  for  the  people  of  the  province,  for 
the  people  who  pay  the  taxes,  who  foot  the 
bill,  who  want  accessibility,  who  want  some 
power,  who  want  government  decentralized; 
for  all  those  people  the  government  thumbs 
its  nose  because  it  is  a  captive  of  the  fetish  of 
centralization. 

It  is  destroying  the  organization  of  govern- 
ment, just  as  it  is  destroying  economic  and 
social  priorities  around  Ontario,  as  the  gov- 
ernment concentrates  everything  in  the 
Metro-centred  region  to  the  expense  of  every- 
one else.  The  mentality  that  is  at  the  root  of 
that  is  the  same  mentality  that  is  at  the  root 
of  this  bill.  That's  why  it  is  so  profoundly 
wanting. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  is  just  a  big  ham. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  hon.  member  for 
Oxford. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxford):  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  We  almost  had  to  drag  him 
to  his  feet. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Not  at  all.  Let  me  assure  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  if  there  is  any  reluctance  on  my 
part  to  speak  at  this  time,  it's  for  one  reason 
only,  and  that's  because  the  man  over  there 
in  the  brown  suit  has  a  full  knowledge  of 
what  the  local  people  want.  My  friend,  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition,  suggested  that  that 
brown-suited  gentleman  did  not  have  those 
kinds  of  feelings.  Let  me  assure  the  members 
that  the  people  of  Oxford  respect  that  man 
because  of  what  he  has  been  able  to  do  in 
a  \ery  short  period  of  time  to  come  to  grips 
with  their  concerns.  Let  me  put  that  very 
clearly  on  the  record. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  overrode  their  concern. 

Mr.  Parrott:  For  that  reason  I  am  hesitant 
to  speak  because  I'm  sure  the  minister  can 
do  it  far  more  eflPectively  than  I. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Why  should  the  member 
say  that?  Surely  he  knows  more  about  what 
goes  in  in  Oxford  than  the  minister  does? 

Mr.  Parrott:  Simply  because  if  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  had  been  in  Oxford  as  he 
claims  to  have  been,  except  to  be  an  obstruc- 
tionist on  many  occasions- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Parrott:  He  takes  the  stance  that  he 
ought  to  be  there  to  encourage  the  opposi- 
tion but  how  often  did  he  try  to  come  with 
constructive  things  and  work  with  the  people 
of  Oxford?  He  is  not  available  to  those 
persons. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  can't  mean 
that. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  mean  it  implicitly  because 
I've  seen  the  hon.  member  there  many  times. 
He  and  I  have  shared  the  same  platform  on 
those  very  pleasant  social  occasions,  and  that's 
a  privilege,  but  when  it  gets  to  the  hard  core 
work  of  representing  the  people  I  know  that's 
my  responsibility.  Also,  as  the  member  sug- 
gested, there  is  a  small  portion  of  Oxford 
which  he  represents  and  I  think  that's  per- 
haps symbolic  of  what  indeed  is  happening 
right  now.  That  small  portion  which  is  di- 
vided from  the  county  of  Oxford  represents, 
perhaps,  the  small  portion  of  those  who  do 
not  understand  what  is  going  on. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Quite  the  contrary.  The 
people  in  that  portion  are  in  favour  of  it; 
the  reeve  is  in  the  gallery. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Indeed  he  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  member  talk- 
ing about,  then? 

Mr.  Parrott:  I'm  saying  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  does  not  represent,  in  my  opinion, 
the  vast  majority  of  the  people  in  Oxford 
with  his  views. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  never  will. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  running  in  Brant. 
The  redistribution  committee  is  trying  to  give 
me  a  few  of  the  member's  Tory  townships. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  think  there  is  a  very  valid 
reason  for  his  not  wanting  to  accept  that 
position.  I  think  it  is  very  simply  that  he 
would  like  to  flog  the  horse  of  regional  gov- 
ernment rather  than  deal  with  this  bill,  which 
truly  is  a  restructuring  of  a  county,  and 
therein  lies  a  very  significant  difference.  This 


particular   bill   outlines   and   starts   with   the 
county  boundaries. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  has  never 
read  a  regional  government  bill  before  and  I 
don't  believe  he  has  read  this  one.  He  is 
pulling  too  many  teeth. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Parrott:  If  he  is  saying  it  puts  more 
power  in  the  hands  of  local  people,  indeed  I 
will  have  to  agree  with  him.  If  that's  what 
he  is  saying  I  do  agree  with  him  and  that's 
where  it  should  be. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  doesn't  leave  anything 
in  the  hands  of  the  reeve  of  Blenheim  other 
than  that  he  can  build  sidewalks  if  he  is  a 
good  boy. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  would  like  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  to  ask  that  question  directly 
of  him.  If  he  had  had  the  opportunity,  which 
he  had,  to  talk  to  my  friend,  the  warden  of 
Oxford  county,  this  morning  he  would  indeed 
deny  that  very  charge;  he  did  to  me  privately. 
They  have  as  much  power  and  will  have 
more  in  their  local  council  than  they  had 
prior  to  this  bill. 

Mr.   Good:    The  member  hasn't  read  the 

bill. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Yes,  indeed  I  have. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nothing  is  left  but  a  few 
drains  and  some  sidewalks  and  some  roads. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  opposition  members  talk 
about  wanting  to  support  the  local  decision 
and  that  we  should  have  gone  to  a  referen- 
dum. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Mr.  Parrott:  That  was  certainly  the  infer- 
ence I  drew  from  his  remarks.  I  would  sus- 
pect that  even  in  his  party  there  are  occa- 
sions when  he  has  to  accept  the  majority 
decision;  I  suspect  there  are  times  when  he 
might  have  had  a  minority  and  a  very  dis- 
sident minority.  But  he  has  had  to  come  with 
a  majority  decision  and  indeed  that  has  hap- 
pened in  Oxford. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  all  a  matter  of 
judgement  and  the  government  is  making  a 
bad  judgement. 

Mr.  Parrott:  We've  talked  about  those 
times  when  it's  been  rushed;  another  very 
sensitive  subject.  I  have  read  a  report  by  the 
local  area  government  study  committee. 
Apparently  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
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did  not  have  that  great  advantage  of  reading 
that  one.  It  was  the  one  done  by  local  people 
and  paid  for  by  local  people.  The  resolutions 
are  from  all  three  of  the  councils. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
And  who  appointed  the  fellow  who  did  the 
studies? 

Mr.  Parrott:  They  not  only  appointed  them, 
but  they  paid  for  them. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  And  who  suggested  that 
he  be  appointed? 

Mr.  Parrott:  It  was  a  local  decision  100 
per  cent. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  wasn't  a  local  decision 
at  all.  It  was  pressure  from  Queen's  Park. 

Mr.  Parrott:  It  was  not  pressure  from 
Queen's  Park  and  there  is  absolutely  no 
evidence  to  support  that. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Absolutely  none.  The  member 
has  no  concept  of  what  happened. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Let  me  read  it  into  the  record. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  You've  all  had 
an  opportunity  to  make  your  remarks. 

Mr.  Parrott:  If  you  would  like,  I  coidd 
read  into  the  record  this  local  area  govern- 
ment study  report,  the  background  and  the 
purpose  oif  it.  It  very  clearly  indicates  the 
steps  that  the  local  people  took  during  1970, 
four  years  ago.  I  will  read  one  small  section. 

During  1970,  discussions  were  held 
which  culminated  in  the  decision  in  De- 
cember, 1970,  by  the  councils  of  Oxford, 
the  city  of  Woodstock  and  the  town  of 
IngersoU  to  proceed  with  an  Oxford  area 
local  government  study. 

That  was  their  decision  and  there  was  no 
influence  in  that  decision  at  all  from  Queen's 
Park.  Let  that  be  very  clearly  on  the  record. 
Talking  about  representation,  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  read  into  the  record  the 
numbers  of  those  who  were  opposed  and 
those  who  were  for.  What  he  forgot  to 
mention,  for  instance,  in  his  illustration  was 
the  village  of  Embro  with  its  600  residents 
with  five  votes  represents  one  vote  for  125 
people.  He  forgot  to  mention  the  town  of 
Thamesford  divided  by  the  township  boun- 
daries  with  no  votes   at   all.    I   think  if  he 


would  ask  those  people  they  might  have  been 
a  little  more  favourable  because  they  have 
some  real  problems. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  member  made  the  sug- 
gestion, not  I. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  can't  have  it  both 
ways. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  believe  that  he  and  I  were 
elected  to  make  decisions  and  I  beheve  that 
these  county  people  were  elected  to  make 
decisions.  They  are  clearly  on  record  as  hav- 
ing said,  "This  is  our  report.  This  is  what  we 
want."  As  their  member,  I  will  support  that 
recommendation   of   the   local   people. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  a  clear  split  in  the 
county  between  the  rural  areas  and  the  urban 
areas. 

Mr.  Parrott:  There  is  not  a  clear  split  in  the 
county. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  would  like  a  split. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  a  rural  problem 
because  this  government  has  been  pillaging 
the  rural  areas  for  decades. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  would  certainly  not  like  to 
suggest  that  there  is  no  one  in  this  coimty 
opposed  to  this.  That  would  be  ridiculous 
beyond  words.  There  are  large  nimibers. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  that  which  causes  serious 
concern  on  this  side  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Indeed  I  am  concerned  my- 
self on  that  very  issue. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Parrott:  When  the  day  of  decision 
comes  we  must  accept  the  final  decision  that 
their  elected  representatives  decide  upon, 
and  that  is  made  very  clear  in  this  instance 
by  three  resolutions  on  two— 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): That's  what  local  autonomy  is  about. 

Mr.  Parrott:  —separate  occasions.  In  other 
words,  there  were  six  opportunities  for  one 
mimicipality  to  have  said  to  the  minister  it 
wished  to  stop  at  this  stage.  On  no  occasion 
in  six  diflFerent  opporttmities  did  any  one  of 
those  municipalities  say  stop.  They  have 
said  to  proceed  and  to  proceed  with  the  plans 
that  we  have  suggested. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Aren't  there  six  or  seven  mu- 
nicipalities that  have  said  precisely  that  they 
don't  want  to  go  into  it? 

Mr.  Parrott:  No,  the  member  doesn't  un- 
derstand. 

An  Hon.  member:  He  doesn't  want  to  un- 
derstand. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  county  says  no. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  member 
tor  Oxford  will  please  proceed  with  his  re- 
marks. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  member  just  wishes  to  dis- 
tort the  figures.  I  can  suggest  to  him  that 
when  he  lists  the  niunber  of  people  that  are 
represented  does  he  think  in  Woodstock,  for 
instance,  where  one  councillor  represents 
3,000  that  should  be  equal  to  other  munici- 
palities where  one  councillor  represents  200? 
That  is  hardly  a  fair  way  to  analyse  the 
situation. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  is  taking  the 
figures  to  suit  his  wishes. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Sure  the  numbers  are  in  his 
favour. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  takes  them  to  suit 
his  wishes. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Indeed  I  have  not,  to  the 
contrary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The*  minister  says  he  has 
unanimous  support. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Well,  indieed  there  has  been. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  a  terribl©  thing  to  do. 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  am  sure  there  will  be  a  lot 
of  controversy  on  this,  almost  all  of  it  inspired 
by  the  opposition. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  don't  the  back-benchers 
spark  a  bit  from  time  to  time? 

Mr.  Parrott:  As  we  talked  about  the  public 
utilities  aspect  of  this  particular  bill,  one 
thing  seemed  to  come  to  mind.  Originally, 
and  I  think  it  still  is,  the  concept  of  power 
in  this  province  by  Hydro  wasi  power  at  cost. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  Liberal  Party,  par- 
ticularly in  Oxford,  has  changed  the  slogan 
by  adding  one  word:  "Power  at  any  cost." 

1  don't  think  they  will  get  to  power  in 
Oxford  county  by  going  against  the  wishes 
of  those  people  who  are  elected,  and  I  refer 
specifically  to  the  three  larger  municipalities. 


They  have  done  their  job.  They  have  done 
their  homework,  and  I  think  they  have  done 
it  well.  I  stand  with  the  majority  of  those 
people.  I  feel  sorry  that  there  are  as  many 
as  there  are  who  do  not  support  this  bill  in 
Oxford.  I  recognize  that.  But  in  the  scheme 
of  things,  if  this  does  not  work,  I  will  be  very 
amazed,  because  frankly  I  have  a  lot  more 
faith  in  the  local  eliected  o£Bcers  of  Oxford 
county  than  I  see  in  the  other  members  who 
have  spoken  so  far. 

I  believe  implicitly  that  those  people  will 
form  a  strong  restructured  countyi  government 
that  will  work.  I  think  they  know  that  the 
eyes  of  Ontario  are  on  them.  Indeed,  the 
future  of  local  government  is  going  to  centre 
on  Oxford  county  and  on  this  particular  biU. 
I  see  this  as  the  opportunity  for  local  gov- 
ernment to  be  strengthened,  and  it  will  only 
happen  if  we  take  the  direction  that  we  must 
from  those  local'  people. 

I  would  like  to  mention  one  last  thing  in 
closing,  if  I  could,  because  I  am  sure  the 
minister  will  make  many  of  these  points  far 
better  than  I.  But  when  h©  was  there,  he 
made  his  points  and'  then  we  had  a  meeting 
of  some  four  or  five  hoursi  in  deration.  It  was 
a  very  difficult  meeting,  a  very  frustrating 
meeting,  because  all  of  us  realized  there  were 
things  in  this  bill  that  we  didn't  like.  There 
are  things  in  this  bill  that  I  dbn't  like.  But  I 
thought  the  most  significant  thing  that  morn- 
ing was  this: 

We  got  to  the  point  made"  bv  the  member 
for  Essex  or  someone  else— I  nave  forgotten 
who  it  was— and  we  were  discussing  sur- 
pluses and  debts.  That's  where  the  crunch 
comes  in  local  government.  That's  where  it  s 
really  at.  They  know  what  debenture  debt  is 
better,  I  am  afraid,  than  anyone  in  this 
House.  They  undterstand  that.  It's  a  pretty 
direct  relationship. 

There  was  a  motion  put  to  that  meeting 
that  we  start  nibbling  away  at  the  principle 
of  sharing  that  responsibility  of  debt  and 
surplus.  One  councillor  decidfe'd  that  indteed 
we  should  hack  off  a  bit;  we  had  paid  for 
that  and  we  don't  really  want  to  give  it. 

'To  the  everlastinig  glory  of  the  warden  of 
our  county,  who  sits  in  this  gallery  this  morn- 
ing, he  said:  "Gentlemen,  we  have  come  a 
long  way  in  understanding  that  this  has  to 
be  a  shared  responsibility.  For  heaven's  sake, 
let's  not  back  off  now."  The  chairman,  who 
sits  with  the  warden,  agreed'  with  him.  And 
that  meeting,  when'  they  were  not  in  a  good 
frame  of  mind,  as  they  have  been  on  other 
days,  said:  "Yes,  that's  a  very  sound  principle. 
We  have  got  to  think  a  little  bigger  than  our 
own  little  bailiwick."  Indeed,  they  have. 
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It's  that  kind  of  spirit  of  co-operation, 
which  I  see  among  the  elected'  people  of 
Oxford  county,  that  will  make  this  bill  work, 
because  I  know  they  are  interested  in  a  larger 
concept  than  their  own  small  municipality.  I 
stand  in  full  support  of  this  bill  because  I 
know  it  was  bred,  sponsored  and  raised  in 
Oxford  and  it  will  work  in  Oxford.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Essex-Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  be  brief  with  regard  to  this 
bill.  I  think  the  leader  of  our  party  put 
most  of  the  points  across  very  well  earlier 
in  the  debate,  but  among  the  things  that  I 
consider  unacceptable  in  this  bill  is  that  we 
are  eroding  the  power  of  local  municipalities 
to  such  a  great  degree.  We  are  taking  away 
the  power  of  local  municipalities  to  the 
point  where,  as  one  councillor  told  me  the 
other  day:  "I  guess,  by  the  look  of  it,  all  you 
will  have  us  doing  is  perhaps  chasing  dogs 
up  and  down  the  streets." 

In  the  local  municipalities,  I  see  by  the 
number  of  people  who  will  be  on  each 
council,  there  are  going  to  be  a  total  of  55. 
Sixteen  of  them  will  be  sitting  on  county 
council,  and  the  other  39  I  don't  know  what 
they  are  going  to  be  doing;  by  the  looks  of 
this  bill  they  are  not  going  to  be  doing  very 
much. 

To  me  this  is  eroding  responsibility  that 
should  be  at  the  municipal  level  where  it 
gives  the  people  the  opportunity  of  dealing 
with  things  locally  in  their  own  municipality 
where  they  can  get  in  touch  with  people. 
Many  of  these  things  that  are  operated 
by  the  mimicipality  need  the  personal  touch, 

I  think  my  leader  mentioned  a  while  ago 
about  the  flood  in  Paris  and  the  mayor  making 
surveys  himself.  Having  been  a  municipal 
councillor  and  a  reeve  of  what  I  considered 
a  rather  large  municipality— about  8,000  popu- 
lation and  45,000  acres  and  an  assessment 
of  $12  million  to  $15  million— that  was  a 
responsibility  I  felt  was  plenty  large  enough, 
yet  I  think  it  was  still  possible  for  people 
to  come  in  to  see  their  local  councillors  and 
clerks  and  so  forth  and  have  a  little  personal 
contact  with  them. 

With  the  power  that  is  going  to  the  county 
here,  again  it  is  up  to  only  the  head  of  the 
municipality  who  will  be  a  representative  on 
county  council,  the  mayor— except,  of  course, 
in  the  one  township  of  Blandford  and  Blen- 
heim where  they  will  have  five;  and  Wood- 
stock will  have  five;  but  the  others  will  each 
have  only  one  besides  the  head  of  the  muni- 
cipality. 


It  certainly  restricts  the  public  from  getting 
in  close  contact  with  the  people  running  their 
affairs. 

Another  thing  that  concerns  me  is  section 
74  where  the  minister  may:  "Notwithstanding 
the  provisions  of  sections  70,  71,  72  and  73, 
establish  a  police  force  for  the  whole  or  part 
of  the  county  in  such  a  manner  as  he  de- 
termines." This  gives  the  minister  pretty-  wide 
powers,  and  I  just  can't  see  that  this  power 
should  be  given  to  the  minister.  I  tliink  the 
people  in  the  area  should  be  able  to  tell 
whether  they  need  police  in  their  area; 
whether  they  need  the  services  of  extra  police 
and  police  on  a  24-hour  basis;  or  \\hether 
they  just  need  what  we  have  in  some  areas, 
which  is  patrol  by  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police,  patrol  to  enforce  the  speed  limit  of 
the  provincial  highway,  which  prett>-  well 
serves  the  needs  of  people  in  many  of  the 
areas. 

What  concerns  me  is  the  cost  of  putting 
a  police  force  in  a  regional  area  such  as  this. 
I  think  in  the  area  I  live  in  we  ha\'e  a  police 
force  that  is  costing  about  $30  per  capita. 
I  could  see  in  the  township  where  I  live, 
which  is  predominantly  rural,  the  provincial 
police  serving  adequately  by  just  doina;  regu- 
lar patrols  on  the  provincial  highways.  It 
could  cost  our  population  of  around  4,000 
about  $120,000  additional  on  our  taxes  to 
have  a  police  force. 

Sure,  the  minister  will  say  that  the  gov- 
ernment gives  a  grant,  and  on  a  regional 
basis  the  grant  is  $8  per  capita;  which  would 
be  $32,000,  about  a  third  of  the  cost.  Or  if 
it  is  not  a  regional  municipality  it  is  $5,  which 
is  $20,000.  It  still  means  a  great  increase  in 
cost  to  the  people  in  the  area  if  the  minister 
should  decide  to  put  a  regional  police  force 
in  the  area. 

Another  thing  that  concerns  me  is  section 
76  dealing  with  the  county  waterworks 
system.  I  am  thinking  of  the  invohement 
I  have  had  with  waterworks  in  the  county 
of  Essex.  We  are  just  this  ver>'  summer 
joining  onto  a  waterworks  system  at  Leam- 
ington, from  the  Ruthven  pumping  station 
that  takes  care  of  Leamington,  Mersey,  H.  J. 
Heinz  Co.  and  all  the  way  to  Essex.  We  are 
joining  onto  a  line  that  goes  into  the  town 
of  Belle  River,  which  gives  us  a  hookup,  in 
cases  of  emergency,  almost  throughout  the 
county.  This  is  being  done  through  the  local 
municipalities.  The  municipalities  still  keep 
their  identity  and  they  still  look  after  the 
people  locally. 

Waterworks  systems  can  be  established,  of 
course,  for  more  than  one  municipality. 
There  was  an  opening  just  last  Thursday  of 
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an  addition  to  a  large  waterworks  system  in 
an  area  in  our  county  and  it  serves  the  two 
adjoining  townships.  In  fact  they  sell  four 
times  as  much  water  to  the  two  adjoining 
townships  than  they  sell  to  their  own  muni- 
cipalitv.  Yet,  through  agreement,  they  service 
the  area.  They  are  not  restructured;  they 
have  been  doing  this  for  a  number  of  years— 
since  1924,  I  think.  So  they  were  co-operating 
and  operating  waterworks  throughout  areas 
where  people  needed  it,  and  doing  this  be- 
fore they  ever  thought  of  regional  govern- 
ment. 

You  don't  need  regional  government  or  re- 
structured county  governments  to  really 
serA'e  the  people  in  the  area,  if  the  people  are 
interested— and  I  am  sure  they  are— in  look- 
ing after  one  another  in  their  adjoining 
municipalities. 

We  don't  need  the  minister  taking  people 
from  the  municipalities  into  Toronto,  wining 
and  dining  them,  and  saying:  "What  a  great 
thing  this  will  be.  We  will  give  you  more 
money  if  you  join  into  a  new,  restructured 
municipality." 

We  don't  really  need  that.  And  at  the 
same  time  the  government  is  taking  the  power 
away  from  the  local  municipalities  and  put- 
ting it  here  in  Toronto.  I  think  this  has  a 
tendency  to  have  people  shy  away  from 
loining  in  municipal  government.  They  say: 
"What  is  the  use  of  being  elected?  For  every 
appro\a]  we  have  got  to  go  to  Toronto  any- 
way." 

So,  it  erodes  local  power  considerably, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  think  that  is  all  I  have  to  say. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak?  The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  like  to  make  some  remarks  supporting 
my  leader  in  opposition  to  this  bill.  An  Act 
to  restructure  the  County  of  Oxford. 

One  can  take  many  things  from  the  title. 
When  \ou  think  of  restructuring  a  county, 
naturally  you  think  of  restructuring  its  muni- 
cipal government.  This,  in  fact,  is  what  is 
being  done.  The  model  used  for  it  is,  of 
course,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  model  that  has  pre- 
ceeded  this  on  the  restructuring  of  other 
counties;  both  singularly  and  when  they  are 
put  together  in  the  form  of  regional  govern- 
ments. And  by  no  stretch  of  the  imagination 
is  there  anything  to  indicate  that  we  are  go- 
ing to  have  anything  new,  other  than  a 
regional  government  set  up— with  one  excep- 
tion, of  course;  and  that  is  the  head  of 
government  will  be  called  the  warden.  His 
method    of    obtaining    office,    of    course,    is 


entirely  different  from  the  method  of  the 
regional  chairman  being  appointed  by 
Queen's  Park,  as  in  the  case  of  the  other 
regional  governments. 

You  can  call  this  what  you  will,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  we  have  in  essence  all  of  the 
sections  that  were  included  in  other  regional 
bills.  I  debated  many  of  the  other  regional 
government  bills,  but  I  don't  remember  hav- 
ing seen  or  heard  the  member  for  Oxford 
debate  any  prior  regional  government  bill. 
So  it  is  not  factual,  in  my  estimation,  for 
him  to  say  that  this  is  not  similar  to  a  regional 
government  piece  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  anything,  it  is  tougher. 

Mr.  Good:  The  fact  that  the  warden  is 
elected  from  the  other  members  of  council 
does  cause  me  some  concern,  Mr.  Speaker. 
First  of  all,  I  think  we  must  realize  that  the 
head  of  government  under  this  restructured 
government  is  not  going  to  be  the  same  type 
of  warden  as  previously.  In  many  counties  it 
was  more  or  less  an  honorary  post  that 
was  taken  on  rotation  as  your  turn  came  up 
to  serve  as  warden.  And  rightly  so;  this  per- 
son had  the  confidence  of  a  lot  of  people. 

I  understand!  in  Oxford  they  did  fight  for 
the  position  of  being  warden.  But  remember, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  now  have  the  two  separated 
municipalities  of  Woodstock  and  Ingersoll 
back  in  the  county  system.  Now,  had  they 
restructured  county  government  and  put  those 
municipalities  back  into  the  county  system 
and  left  the  powers  similar  to  what  they  had 
been,  we  would  probably  have  a  diflFer- 
ent  type  of  bill  altogether.  It  perhaps 
would  have  been  a  restructured  county,  re- 
ducing the  number  of  local  governments  JFrom 
the  present  number  down  to  the  eight  that 
were  inchidled  in  the  bill,  and  retained  the 
warden  system. 

I  am  not  so  sure,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
would  not  have  been  the  best  situation.  In 
fact,  I  really  feel  it  would  have  been.  When 
we  have  a  municipality  of,  perhaps,  imder 
100,000  people,  to  bring  in  a  truly  democratic 
head  of  government- which  we  have  been  ad- 
vocating in  every  regional  government  bill— 
the  warden,  if  they  wish  to  call  him  a  warden 
rather  than  a  chairman  of  council,  should 
have  been  elected  at  large  across  the  county. 
That  would,  of  course,  have  been  no  hard- 
ship whatsoever.  Then  we  would  have  a  true 
head  of  council  who  would  represent  all  the 
people,  and  who  would  not  have  arrived 
there  through  some  parochial  election  in  some 
smaU  part  of  the  region. 

iLet  me  mention,  Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the   gentlemen  sitting  in  the  gallery, 
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that  if  the  warden  does  not  take  on  full-time 
responsibility  as  head  of  that  regional  gov- 
ernment or  county  government  he's  going  to 
findl  that  the  chief  administrative  officer  of 
the  county  is  going  to  become  the  main 
authority  and,  perhaps,  the  head  of  govern- 
ment. 

An  hon.  member:  He  will. 

Mr.  Good:  This  is  what  wiM  happen.  Who- 
ever he  will  be  I  don't  know  at  this  time 
but  it's  not  inconceivable  that  the  chief  ad- 
ministrative officer  will  soon  become  the 
liaison  person  between  Queen's  Park  and  this 
regional  government,  as  the  appointed'  chair- 
man is  in  many  other  areas  across-  the  prov- 
ince. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  tell  them  what  they 
can  do  ar»d  what  they  can't  do. 

(Mr.  Good:  I  speak  on  this,  Mr.  Speaker, 
having  debated  all  the  other  regional  gov- 
ernment bills  and  having  seem  what  has  hap- 
pened in  all  the  other  regional  governments 
across  the  province. 

It's  interesting,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  prior  to 
the  1971  election  the  government  said, 
"We're  now  going  to  have  a  pause  in  the 
creation  of  regional  governments.  There  will 
be  no  more  until  we  assessi  the  value  of  those 
which  have  been  established."  At  that  time 
we  had  established  Ottawa-Carleton,  Mus- 
koka,  Niagara  and  York,  I  believe. 

As  related  by  my  leader,  to  get  those 
regional  governments  through  the  election 
period— that  was  the  time,  Mr.  Speaker,  let 
me  remind  you,  when  St.  Catharines  wanted 
to  withd'raw  from  regional  government.  There 
was  no  legal  way  it  could,  of  course,  but  it 
made  a  strong  case  and  it  was  on  that  basis 
that  we  passed'  legislation  here.  The  then 
Minister  of  Municipal  Affairs  (Mr.  Bales)  went 
down  with  a  pocketful  of  money  and  bailed 
out  Niagara  with  $1  million  and  York  with 
$750,000.  Then  the  election  was  over  and  we 
started  on  the  regional  govemlment  binge 
again.  It's  not  too  many  months  ago  since 
the  Treasurer  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  said 
it  was  no  longer  going  to  impose  any  regional 
governments  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

iNow  we  have  come  up  with  a  new  name. 
It's  a  restructuring  of  the  county  form  of 
government.  Let  me  tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  rose  by  any  other  name  smells  the  same 
and  regional  government  by  any  other  name 
is  still  regional  government.  What  I  want  to 
do,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  bring  before  the  Legis- 
lature, in  the  hope  they  will  get  back  to  the 
people,  some  of  the  things  which  I  don't 
think  the  people  in  the  area  really  under- 
stand. 


The  first  part  deals  with  the  roads.  Let 
me  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  the  section  deal- 
ing with  the  county  roads  system.  Problems 
have  usually  arisen  in  other  regional  govern- 
ments under  this  road  setup  because  one 
level  of  government  has  to  take  over  certain 
roads  from  the  level  of  government  above  it. 
What  happens  here  in  section  29,  subsection 
3  is,  "The  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Council 
may  transfer  highways  over  to  the  county 
jurisdiction  as  he  sees  fit."  Under  the  High- 
way Improvement  Act  they  can  do  that  and 
it  won't  be  too  many  years  before  the  prov- 
ince will  be  saying,  "You're  big  boys  now; 
you're  a  restructured  county  government  [or 
in  our  view,  you're  a  regional  government, 
getting  the  same  grants!  and  we  think  you 
should  take  over  this  many  miles  of  provin- 
cial highways."  The  county  then  will  say, 
"We  can't  handle  all  those  financially  and 
we  will  hand  over  some  of  our  roads  to  the 
area  government." 

The  poor  area  government,  or  the  munici- 
pality, has  no  place  to  go  from  there  but 
look  after  them.  This  is  what  happened  in 
the  Niagara  region;  it  took  over  miles  and 
miles  of  road.  There  was  nothing  it  could  do 
about  it  except  when  it  got  to  the  point  when 
the  provincial  government  wanted  to  start 
dealing  and  wheeling  with  their  roads  and 
the  advice  of  the  present  Minister  of  Energy 
to  Waterloo  region  was  simply,  "Make  as 
hard  and  as  sharp  a  deal  as  you  possibly 
can,  and  that  is  the  only  thing  you  can  do. 
You  will  find  the  provincial  government  will 
be  coming  to  you  and  will  want  to  dump 
a  lot  of  provincial  highways  in  your  lap, 
saying,    'They're    your    responsibility.* " 

We  know  the  same  situation  will  exist  here 
as  in  the  regional  governments  where  the 
upper-tier  government  has  complete  authority 
over  what  used  to  be  suburban  roads.  At 
any  intersection  where  these  roads  cross  an 
area  government  road,  the  top  tier  has  au- 
thority of  150  ft  in  all  directions,  including 
the  planning  and  what  can  be  done  in  those 
areas.  Any  area  government  road  intersect- 
ing a  regional  road  is  also  subject  to  the 
powers  of  the  upper  tier. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Does  the  hon. 
member  have  further  remarks? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Well,  perhaps  he  might 
move   the  adjournment  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  Good  moves  the  adjournment  of  the 
debate. 

It  being  12:30  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House 
took  recess. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  2  o'clock,  p.m. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, may  I  take  this  opportunity  to  ask  the 
House  to  welcome  a  group  of  grade  7  stu- 
dents from  Jesse  Ketchum  school  who  are 
here  this  afternoon  with  their  teacher,  Mrs. 
Sawchuk. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  ask  the  House  to  welcome  also  a  group  of 
grade  7  and  8  students  from  St.  Noel  Cha- 
banel  school  in  Yorkview,  with  their  teacher, 
Mr.  Bergeron. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 


ROYAL  VISIT 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  as  you 
and  the  hon.  members  of  this  House  are  no 
doubt  aware,  within  the  hour  Her  Majesty 
Queen  Elizabeth,  the  Queen  Mother,  will  be 
arriving  at  Toronto  International  Airport  for 
the  start  of  a  six-day  visit  to  Toronto.  On- 
tario's official  welcome  this  afternoon  is  being 
extended  by  the  Premier,  the  Hon.  William 
Davis,  and  Mrs.  Davis.  I  am  sure,  Mr. 
Speaker,  all  members  present  would  like  to 
join  me  in  extending  a  hearty  welcome  to 
Her  Majesty,  coupled  with  our  hopes  for  a 
happy  and  memorable  visit. 


ONTARIO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  LEGISLATURE 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
further  statement.  I  should  like  to  advise  the 
House  today  of  the  government's  decision 
with  regard  to  the  second  rex>ort  of  the  On- 
tario Commission  on  the  Legislature. 

The  government  accepts  the  majority  of 
the  commission's  recommendations  and  in  par- 
ticular welcomes  those  recommendations 
which  relate  to  the  status  of  your  high  office 
and  that  of  the  Clerk  of  the  Legisla- 
ture. A  few  recommendations,  primarily 
those  relating  to  the  library,  are  to  be  refer- 
red    to     the     proposed     Board     of    Internal 
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Economy   for   further  review  before   a   final 
decision  is  made. 

In  particular,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  government 
fully  accepts  the  principle  of  additional  sup- 
port for  the  members  of  the  Legislature. 

The  government  also  accepts  the  recom- 
mendation that  you  should  have  control  over 
the  preparation  of  the  estimates  relating  to 
legislative  expenditures  and  that  these  should 
be  tabled  by  you  in  the  House. 

Accepted  also  is  the  recommendation  of 
additional  administrative  support  in  the 
Speaker's  and  Clerk's  offices.  It  is  the  expec- 
tation that  every  effort  will  be  made  to  keep 
administrative  costs  to  a  minimum  and  to 
utilize  services  which'  can  be  provided  by 
the  Ministry  of  Goverimient  Services. 

The  government  has  also  accepted  in  the 
main  recommendations  with  regard  to  ad- 
ditional secretarial  support  for  members  of 
the  Legislature,  including  support  for  the 
offices  of  the  leaders  of  the  two  opposition 
parties.  Because  the  partisan  nature  of  caucus 
activity  would  make  it  difficult  to  transfer  staff 
from  one  caucus  to  another,  should  there  be 
a  shift  in  the  respective  party  standings,  it 
has  not  accepted  the  notion  that  these  secre- 
tarial positions  should  come  under  the  control 
of  the  Speaker. 

Notwithstanding  this,  the  government  has 
accepted  the  principle  that  a  reasonable  num- 
ber of  staff  should  he  provided  at  public  ex- 
pense to  each  political  party  caucus. 

The  commission  has  made  recommendations 
as  to  the  number  of  staff  and  the  general  level 
of  expenditure,  and  the  government  is  per- 
suaded by  its  arguments.  It  is  also  persuaded 
that  the  salaries,  fringe  benefits  and  general 
terms  and  conditions  of  service  should  reflect 
equivalent  job  classifications  in  the  public 
service. 

In  order  that  each  caucus  can  maintain  its 
close  and  continuing  relationship  with  its 
staff,  the  government  has  decided  that  each 
caucus  should  be  allocated  a  fixed  amount  of 
money  from  the  Speaker's  vote  each  year  for 
secretarial  staff  support,  based  on  a  com- 
bination of  its  approved  maximum  staff  level 
and  the  comparable  public  service  pay  and 
fringe  benefit  schedule. 
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The  cost  of  any  supplementary  salaries, 
fringe  bejnefits,  or  enhanced  terms  and  con- 
ditions of  employment  negotiated  by  caucus 
employees  should,  of  course,  be  borne  by 
the  particular  party  itself  and  not  by  the 
public.  As  these  employees  are  not  Crown 
employees,  they  would  not  be  eligible  to  con- 
tribute to  the  public  service  superannuation 
fund. 

Mr,  Speaker,  the  government  has  accepted 
the  view  that  parts  of  this  building  should 
be  placed  under  the  control  of  the  Speaker 
and  is  prepared  to  designate  these.  WTiile 
the  library  itself  will  continue  to  be  part  of 
the  Ministry  of  Government  Services,  at  least 
for  the  time  being,  the  recommendation  to 
transfer  it  to  the  Speaker  has  been  referred 
to  the  Board  of  Internal  Economy  for  further 
review.  In  the  meantime,  close  consultation 
will  be  maintained  with  the  members  so  that 
their  wishes  with  regard  to  library  hours  and 
similar  matters   will  be  accommodated. 

It  has  further  been  decided  that  overall 
security  in  this  building  should  continue  to 
be  the  responsibility  of  the  government,  but 
that  for  those  parts  of  the  building  which  are 
considered  legislative,  the  guidelines  for  the 
standards  of  security  and  the  authority  shall 
come  from  the  Speaker.  The  Sergeant  at 
Arms  will,  of  course,  still  be  responsible  for 
discipline  in  the  House. 

Also  accepted  is  the  recommendation  to 
establish  a  fees  office  with  the  right  to  issue 
cheques. 

The  matters  which  will  be  referred  to  the 
Board  of  Internal  Economy  include  the  re- 
commendations relating  to  the  library  and  the 
public  support  of  administrative  aides  to  the 
House  leaders  of  the  two  opposition  parties. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  commission's  recommen- 
dations complement  a  number  of  new  and 
important  concepts  already  introduced  into 
Ontario's  public  administration,  not  the  least 
of  which  is  the  further  segregation  of  those 
expenditures  which  relate  exclusively  to  the 
operation  of  the  Legislature.  Prior  to  the  fiscal 
year  1973-1974,  these  costs  have  been,  by 
and  large,  subsumed  in  ministerial  estimates. 
Now  they  will  be  available  for  public  exam- 
ination. Unfortunately,  this  year's  legislative 
estimates  do  not  reflect  any  of  the  govern- 
ment's decisions  being  announced  today.  Ad- 
justments to  these  estimates,  however,  might 
take  the  form  of  supplementary  estimates 
which  the  Speaker  may  wish  to  table  later 
this  year. 

The  commission  has  proposed  that  the  Pro- 
vincial Auditor  conduct  a  post-audit  of  all 
financial  operations  of  the   Legislature   in   a 


manner  similar  to  his  audit  of  government 
ministries.  The  government  concurs  with  this 
recommendation. 

These  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  the  main 
matters  with  which  I  wish  to  deal.  The 
effective  date  for  the  financial  aspects  of  these 
decisions  is  April  1,  1974.  Implementation 
of  the  recommendations  will  start  immedi- 
ately and  we  are  hopeful  that  most  of  the 
changes  can  be  made  within  a  period  of  the 
next  four  months. 


FAMILY  LAW  REFORM 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  the  Speech  from  the  Throne  we  indicated 
our  intention  to  introduce  a  legislative  pro- 
gramme ensuring  that  family  law  in  Ontario 
reflects  today's  social  and  economic  realities 
and,  in  particular,  to  bring  forward  legisla- 
tion clarifying  the  legal  rights  of  married 
persons.  On  March  11,  when  I  subsequently 
presented  to  this  House  three  reports  of  the 
Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  dealing 
with  family  law,  I  pointed  out  that  most  of 
the  proposed  reforms  were  interrelated  and 
should  not  be  treated  in  isolation. 

As  you  are  aware,  Mr.  Speaker,  family 
law  provides  rules  to  govern  the  relations 
of  men,  women  and  children  of  differing  cul- 
tures, educational  and  religious  backgrounds 
and  levels  of  expectation.  As  a  result,  it  is 
essential  that  the  process  of  developing  a 
new  body  of  law  to  govern  family  relations 
seek  to  achieve  consensus.  To  this  end,  my 
ministry  has  been  attempting  to  lay  the 
groundwork  for  public  understanding  of  the 
issues  in  full  as  a  basis  upon  which  consensus 
may  eventually  be  reached.  During  the  past 
month,  for  example,  I  have  held  public  meet- 
ings to  discuss  the  family  property  law  pro- 
posals of  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion in  Brockville,  Hamilton,  Windsor, 
London,  St.  Catharines  and  Thunder  Bay, 
and  tonight  a  further  meeting  will  be  held 
in  Sault  Ste.  Marie. 

All  areas  of  family  law,  however,  are  not 
as  controversial  as  those  concerning  owner- 
ship of  property.  It  is  clear  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  reforms  which  could  be  introduced 
into  our  law  at  this  time  that  would  reflect 
the  social  realities  with  which  we  all  live 
and  would  represent  a  sensible  step  forward 
in  rationalizing  and  clarifying  the  legal  rights 
of  married  persons.  It  is  my  pleasure  to 
introduce  later  on  in  our  session  this  after- 
noon just  such  a  bill,  the  family  law  reform 
bill,   which  I   truly  believe  reflects  the  con- 


JUNE  25,  1974 


3657 


sensus  within  our  society  to  make  more 
equitable  the  legal  rights  of  married  persons. 
Because  the  issue  of  public  participation  is  so 
fundamental  to  the  process  of  developing  the 
law  related  to  the  family,  it  is  my  intention 
to  gix'e  this  bill  first  reading  now  and  to  pro- 
ceed with  it  later  on  in  the  session  when 
response  and  considered  comments  have  been 
received. 

Basically,  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill  incorporates 
many  of  the  recommendations  of  the  Law 
Reform  Commission's  report  on  family  law 
and  specifically  provides  for  the  legal  recog- 
nition of  the  individual  rights  of  husbands 
and  wi\es  during  a  marriage.  Marriage,  a 
dominant  institution  within  our  society,  must 
enhance  the  stature  and  dignity  of  each  of 
the  partners.  This  bill  then  is  designed  to 
create  a  co-equal  status  for  married  men  and 
women  and,  among  its  other  provisions,  in- 
cludes a  first  legislative  step  to  attempt  to 
correct  the  anomaly  in  the  law  disclosed  by 
the  recent  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Canada  of  Murdoch  vs  Murdoch. 

Section  1,  subsection  1,  establishes  the 
separate  legal  personalities  of  each  spouse.  It 
is  a  symbolic  step  of  considerable  signifi- 
cance and  follows  the  recommendations  of 
the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  in  its 
report  on  family  law,  part  IV,  that  the  doc- 
trine of  the  unity  of  legal  personality  be 
abolished. 

Section  1(2)  grants  full  legal  capacity  to 
married  persons.  None  of  the  legal  incapaci- 
ties presently  existing  secures  any  recog- 
nizable individual,  public  or  social  interest 
today,  while  at  the  same  time  they  reflect 
a  patronizing  attitude  toward  married  women 
that  is  totally  at  variance  with  our  present 
belief  that  wives  are  individuals  and  should 
not  be  treated  in  law  as  satellites  of  their 
husbands. 

Section  1,  subsection  3,  provides  some 
illustrations  of  the  intended  effects  of  sub- 
sections 1  and  2.  It  is  not  intended  to  be 
exhaustive.  Clause  (a)  deals  with  inter- 
spousal  torts.  At  present,  a  husband  may  not 
sue  his  wife  in  tort,  and  a  wife  may  sue  her 
husband  in  tort  only  for  the  protection  of 
her  property  but  not  for  injuries  to  her  per- 
son. The  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  in 
its  report  on  family  law,  part  I,  recommended 
extending  the  protection  of  the  law  of  tort 
to  both  spouses  in  all  respects  as  if  they 
were  not  married.  Clause  (a)  implements 
this  recommendation. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  ( Downsview ) :  Even  if 
they  are  riding  in  the  same  automobile? 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes,  we  are  coming  to 
that.  Of  course  they  are  doing  that  now. 

Clause  (b)  abolishes  the  rule  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  may  not  act  as  guardian  ad 
litem  or  next  friend  for  an  infant  in  a  law 
suit.  While  this  rule  has  been  changed  by 
statute  in  Ontario  in  several  particular  areas, 
as  for  example,  adoption  and  affiliation  pro- 
ceedings, it  has  not  been  generally  abolished. 
It  has  been  abolished  in  England,  and  the 
Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission,  in  its  re- 
port on  family  law,  part  IV,  recommended 
its  abolition  here. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bulibrook  (Samia):  Courageous 
stuff  in  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Clause  (c)  deals  with 
the  controversial  case  of  Murdoch  vs  Mur- 
doch. In  that  case,  Mrs.  Murdoch  sought  a 
declaration  from  the  court  that  her  con- 
siderable contribution  to  the  ranching  busi- 
ness owned  by  her  husband  had  given  rise 
to  a  constructive  trust  in  her  favour.  The 
courts,  because  she  was  the  spouse  of  the 
owner  rather  than  a  third  party,  held  that 
she  was  not  entitled  to  an  interest  in  the 
business.  Clause  (c)  is  intended  to  treat  a 
person,  such  as  Mrs.  Murdoch,  in  the  same 
way  as  it  would  treat  a  third  party  who 
contributed  money  or  money's  worth  to  a 
business. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  That  is 
inadequate. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  That  is 
inadequate. 

Mr.  Renwick:   Quite  inadequate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  just  shocking.  This 
government  is  still  20  years  behind. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  If  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  wouldn't  mind  just  listening  to 
the  statement,  he'll  find  why  we  can't  go 
any  further  in  this  particular  matter. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  because  of  the  Con- 
servative Party's  attitude  toward  women, 
that's  why. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  And  it  may  be  just  be- 
yond the  member's  comprehension;  but  stick 
with  the  statement  and  I'll  explain  this  to 
him. 

This  clause  confers  no  positive  right  to 
a  share  in  a  farm  or  business  owned  by  the 
one  spouse.  It  merely  prevents  the  charac- 
terization of  "husband"  or  "wife"  from  de- 
feating a  right  that  would  exist  were  the 
parties  not  married.  It  is  my  belief  that  the 
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question  of  positive  rights  to  share  family 
property,  and  the  question  of  the  matrimonial 
home,  should  be  dealt  with  in  legislation 
specifically  addressed  to  it  and  not  in  a 
general  family  law  reform  statute. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Two  entirely  different  ques- 
tions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  exactly  right  and— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  should  be  deal- 
ing with  them  right  now— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —and  not  at  some  late  date. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  can  debate 
that  at  second'  reading. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  As  usual,  the  minister  is  way 
behind. 

'Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  are  fed  up  with  the 
gradualism  of  this  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please!  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Weldi:  And  how  can  the  member 
for  Riverd'ale  say  that  with  a  serious  look 
on  his  face? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborougjh  West):  Well, 
why  is  the  minister  reading  this  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Because  clause  (d)  does 
away  with,  the  resumption  of  resulting  trusts. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  doesn't  the  mindster  bring 
in  another  statute? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  At  present,  where  a  wife 
puts  property  in  her  husband^s  name,  there 
is  a  presumption  that  she  is  giving  it  to  him 
to  hold  in  trust  for  her.  However,  where  a 
husband  puts  property  in  his  wife's  name,  he 
is  presmned  to  make  a  gift  Or  "advancement" 
to  her. 

An  hon.  member:  It's  illegal,  isn't  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  clause  says  that  a 
trust  will  no  longer  be  presumed  in  favour 
of  a  married  woman  when  she  transfers  prop- 
erty to  her  husband.  Clause  (d)  provides  a 
commoni  rule  that  where  the  legal  title  of 
property  is  in  the  name  of  the  husband  or 
wife,   or  both  jointly,  the  beneficial  interest 


shall  be  deemed  to  accompany  the  legal  title, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  a  contrar)'  inten- 
tion. 

It  should  be  noted  that  clause  (d)  dbes  not 
create  property  rights  or  prevent  spouses 
from  giving  property  to  each  other  in  trust. 
Rather,  it  is  concerned  with  the  burden  of 
proof  in  property-  disputes. 

Clause  (e)  dieals  with  tenancies  by  the  en- 
tireties. This  form  of  tenancy  was  apparently 
done  away  with  by  implication  in  the  Mar- 
ried Women's  Property  Act,  and  specifically 
by  section  13(2)  of  the  Conveyancing  and 
Law  of  Property  Act,  but  was  resurrected  in 
1958  in  an  Ontario  decision.  The  Ontario 
Law  Reform  Commission  recommend'ed  in  its 
report  on  family  law,  part  IV,  that  this 
archaic  form  or  tenancy^based  upon  the 
unity  of  legal  personalities— be  done  away 
with. 

An  hon.  member:  They  did  it  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  other  effect  of  clause 
(e)  is  to  change  the  rule  in'  section  13(2)  of 
the  Conveyancing  and  Law  of  Property  Act, 
so  that  when  land  is  conveyed  to  husband 
and  wife  without  specifying  the  form  of 
tenancy,  the  spouses  will  take  title  as  joint 
tenants,  not  as  tenants  in  common. 

Section  1(4)  tellis  the  courts  and  the  pub- 
lic that  the  purpose  of  this  section,  taken  as 
a  whole,  is  to  treat  spouses  of  both  sexes 
in  the  same  way  with  respect  to  all  archaic 
or  arbitrary  common  law  doctrines  affecting 
married  persons,  and  not  just  those  listed  for 
illustrative  piuposes  in'  subsection  3. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Better  be  careful;  it  is  pretty 
revolutionary  stuff. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  should  be  noted  that 
there  is  another  major  incapacit}^  of  married 
women  which  is  done  away  with  by  section 
1,  but  which  is  not  thought  necessary  to  set 
out. 

Under  the  present  law,  a  married'  woman 
cannot  render  herself  personally  liable  for 
damages  arising  out  of  a  breach  of  contract, 
but  rather  her  liability  is  limited  to  the 
value  of  her  "separate  property." 

While  a  married  man's  capacity  to  incur 
contractual  liability  is  unlimited,  a  married 
woman's  capacity  to  be  liable  on  a  contract 
is  limited  to  the  value  of  the  propert)-  which 
she  owns. 

The  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission 
recommended  giving  married  women  the 
same  capacity  to  incur  contractual  liability 
as  other  adults  in  its  report  on  family  law. 
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part  IV,  and  this  is  now  covered  by  section 
1  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  just  drowns 
people  with  his  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Section  2  of  the  bill  pro- 
vidfes  for  three  exceptions  to  the  rules  set  out 
in  section  1. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  called  "the  Margaret  Birch 
clause." 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  special  rule  permit- 
ting- 

Mr.  Renwick:  Just  what  the  minister  did 
when  she  was  taking  away  the  rides  home 
in  a  taxicab  after  midnight.  It  just  threatens 
people. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —restraint  on  alienation 
of  the  property  of  a  married  woman  is 
abolished  by  section  1,  and  section  2(1)  pre- 
serves the  rule  with  respect  to  agreements 
previously  entered  into. 

iSubsection  2  preserves  the  rule  that  the 
domicile;  of  the  husband  is  the  domicile  of 
the  marriage.  While  at  some  future  date  it 
may  be  desirable  to  change  thisi  rufe,  it  is 
imperative  that  it  be  retained  until  the  rami- 
fications of  its  alteration  can  be  carefully 
analysed. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  is  another  stock  rule 
that  the  minister  hasn't  got  the  gutsi  to  deal 
with. 

'Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Subsection  3  preserves 
the  right  of  a  wife  to  pledge  her  husband^s 
credit  for  necessaries. 

Sections  3  and  4  enable  actions  for  pre- 
natal injuries  and  suits  between  parent  and 
child  to  be  brought,  as'  recommendfed  by 
part  I  of  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion's report  on  family  law  dealing  with 
torts. 

'There  is  almost  no  case  law  in  this  prov- 
ince, or  indfeedi  in  Canada,  on  parent-child 
law  suits.  Sections  3  and^  4  clarify  the  law  in 
favour  of  recovery  for  pre-natal  injuries. 

Section  5  repeals  section  13(2)  of  the  Con- 
veyancing and  Law  of  Property  Act.  This  is 
necessary  to  implement  section  (l)(3)(e)  of 
this  bill  which  provides  that  where  a  husband 
and  wife  hold  property  in  both  names,  it 
is  as  joint  tenants  unless  otherwise  specified. 

Section  6— and  I  make  reference  to  this 
now  because  the  hon.  member  for  Downsview 
raised  this  question— section  6  repeals  section 
214(b)(1)  of  the  Insurance  Act,  under  which 
the  insurer  is  exempted  from  liability  resulting 


from  the  bodily  injury  or  death  of  a  passenger 
who  is  a  spouse  or  a  child  of  the  insured. 
This  provision  is  based  on  the  common-law 
principle  which  precludes  recovery  for  inter- 
familial  torts.  Since  this  bill  allows  for  suits 
between  spouses  and  also  between  parents 
and  children,  and  it  follows  that  insurance 
protection  against  this  new  risk  should  be 
available  to  Ontario  drivers  and  that  section 
214(b)(1)  shoidd  be  repealed.  I  am  advised 
that  the  superintendent  of  insurance  has  al- 
ready been  consulted  on  this  matter  and  has 
assured  us  that  this  change  will  not  result  in 
any  higher  insurance  premiums. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  wouldn't  count  on  it.  I 
need  some  better  assurance  than  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Section  7  repeals  most 
of  the  Married  Women's  Property  Act,  This 
bill  replaces  substantive  provisions  of  the 
Married  Women's  Property  Act  either  directly 
or  by  necessary  implication.  Except  for  sec- 
tion 12  of  the  Married  Women's  Property 
Act,  which  provides  a  summary  procedure 
for  settling  disputes  between  spouses  respect- 
ing title  to  or  possession  of  property,  the  re- 
mainder of  that  Act  becomes  obsolete  or 
indeed  redundant. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  bringing  this  bill  before 
the  House  today,  I  am  mindful  of  my  obliga- 
tion to  continue  our  detailed  consultations 
with  the  public  and  with  this  House,  and  trust 
that  this  bill  will  serve  to  facilitate  discus- 
sions of  the  fundamental  issues  with  which 
we  are  all  concerned. 

Mr.  Renwick:  This  bill  won't  discuss  any 
fundamental  issues  at  all. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  It 
means  a  delay. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  hasn't  begun 
to  deal  with  fundamental  issues. 


CONDOMINIUM  LEGISLATION 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Si>eaker,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Com- 
mercial Relations  (Mr.  Clement),  I  will  today 
be  introducing  amendments  to  the  Condo- 
minirun  Act. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  About  time! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  As  the  members  are 
aware,  amending  legislation  was  proposed  in 
the  House  last  year,  and  the  minister,  after 
lengthy  consultation  with  the  administration 
of  justice  committee  of  this  Legislature,  and 
indeed  as  a  result  of  a  large  number  of  sub- 
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missions  made,  agreed  to  reintroduce  the 
legislation,  taking  into  consideration  the  ad- 
vice of  the  hon.  members. 

With  the  introduction  of  this  bill  today, 
it  is  the  hope  of  the  minister  that  further 
scrutiny  of  these  proposals  will  take  place 
during  the  simimer  recess  and  that  the  amend- 
ing legislation  will  proceed  through  com- 
mittee and  the  House  this  fall. 

Because  the  ministry  does  not  intend  to 
proceed  immediately  with  the  legislation,  I 
will  not  outline  the  proposals  in  detail,  other 
than  to  indicate  that  this  is  a  major  attempt 
to  deal  with  existing  problems  in  condomini- 
ums and  that  studies  in  this  area  are  con- 
tinuing. Background  information  on  the 
amendments  is  available,  of  course,  from  the 
ministry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  about  time. 


ACUPUNCTURE 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health):  Mr. 
Speaker,  over  the  past  year  or  so,  great  pub- 
lic interest  has  been  expressed  in  the  bene- 
fits attributed  to  acupuncture.  During  this 
period  there  has  also  been  a  proliferation 
of  imlicensed  and  unsupervised  acupuncture 
clinics. 

In  response  to  this  trend,  the  College  of 
Physicians  and  Surgeons,  under  the  authority 
given  it  by  the  Medical  Act,  declared  on 
April  2,  1973,  that  "acupuncture  is  a  medical 
treatment."  Today,  in  a  companion  state- 
ment, which  I  will  table  for  the  Legislature, 
the  college  has  designated  acupuncture  as 
a  medical  act  and  has  taken  steps  to  control 
its  practice. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  welcome  this  action  of  the 
College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons.  I  now 
wish  to  inform  the  House  of  steps  the  Minis- 
try of  Health  has  taken  in  this  respect  and 
to  give  the  Legislature  an  indication  of  other 
matters  concerning  acupimcture  that  the 
ministry  will  be  discussing  with  the  College 
of  Physicians  and  Surgeons.  By  this  means, 
the  people  of  this  province  can  be  assured 
that  only  qualified  individuals  will  be  per- 
mitted to  practise  acupunture  in  Ontario. 

I  should  emphasize  that  while  many  medi- 
cal authorities  in  Canada  believe  acupuncture 
has  proved  to  have  considerable  value  as  an 
analgesic  and  in  anaesthesia,  further  investi- 
gation is  required  to  assess  its  value  in  the 
treatment  of  disease. 

My  prime  concern  is  the  possibility  that 
acupuncture  might  be  used  before  expert 
medical  diagnosis  has  been  obtained.  Without 


such  diagnosis,  proper  medical  care  could  be 
delayed  and  serious  consequences  to  the  in- 
dividual might  result. 

Notwithstanding  claims  to  the  contrary, 
there  remains  some  question  within  the  medi- 
cal profession  as  to  the  proper  role  of  acu- 
puncture. For  that  reason,  my  ministry  is 
taking  progressive  steps  to  support  the  clinical 
investigation  of  acupuncture  at  the  health 
science  centres  in  the  province. 

Today  we  are  announcing  three  research 
grants  to  assist  in  evaluating  and  establish- 
ing the  role  of  acupuncture  in  the  delivery 
of  health  care.  These  grants  will  provide 
studies  to  explore  the  correlations  between 
the  nervous  system  and  the  relief  of  pain 
when  acupuncture  is  used;  to  determine 
whether  acupuncture  is  useful  in  the  modifi- 
cation of  pain  due  to  chronic  arthritis  and 
similar  illnesses;  and  to  determine  under  con- 
trolled conditions  why  some  patients  experi- 
ence relief  of  pain  while  others  do  not. 

It  is  my  intention  to  ensure  that  my  minis- 
try will  continue  supporting  such  clinical 
investigations,  so  we  can  determine  when 
and  for  what  purposes  acupimcture  is  appro- 
priate. My  ministry  will  also  be  discussing 
with  the  College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons 
the  procedures  the  college  intends  to  intro- 
duce to  qualify  acupuncture  practitioners  and 
to  control  their  practice. 

Finally,  Mr.  Speaker,  until  the  therapeutic 
values  of  acupuncture  have  been  conclusively 
established,  the  government  does  not  intend 
to  include  services  for  acupuncture  among 
those  considered  as  insured  benefits  under 
the  Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan.  I  might 
also  say,  in  closing,  that  the  Ontario  Council 
of  Health  has  recently  given  me  a  paper  on 
acupuncture  which  will  be  published. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


DECREASE  IN  LOAN  APPROVALS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  (Leader  of  the  Oppos- 
ition): Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like 
to  address  a  question  to  the  Minister  of 
Housing.  Has  he  examined  the  figures  for  the 
period  January  to  May,  1974,  made  available 
from  Central  Mortgage  and  Housing,  which 
indicate  that  loan  approvals  for  new  housing 
units  for  all  programmes  show  a  decrease  to 
10,282  units  from  22,284  units  for  the  same 
period  in  1973,  a  drop  of  over  12,000  units  in 
that  one-year  span?  Has  the  minister  exam- 
ined the  statistics?  How  does  he  propose 
to  make  up  for  the  loss  of  these  units,  and 
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has  he  undertaken  any  further  discussions 
with  CMHC  to  examine  what  factors  are  in- 
hibiting the  loan  programme  and  what  we 
can  do  about  it  here? 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Mr.  Speaker,  first  of  all,  I  haven't  seen 
the  figures.  From  the  speed  with  which  they 
seem  to  reach  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion, perhaps  he  would  do  me  the  courtesy 
of  sending  me  a  copy  so  that  I  can  see  them 
before  my  stafi^  brings  them  to  my  attention. 
My  ministry  is  in  constant  contact  with 
CMHC,  but  we  have  not  discussed  the  hous- 
ing-start situation.  CMHC  has  not  been  kept 
fully  informed— and  I  must  admit  to  some 
degree  of  blame  for  that— on  the  progress  of 
the  housing  action  programme.  I  will  cer- 
tainly try  to  rectify  that  over  the  next  few 
days. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  figures  for  a  month  ago  indicated  the 
beginning  of  a  precipitous  drop  in  CMHC 
maits  for  the  province,  did  the  minister  at 
that  time  consult  with  the  federal  officials 
to  see  just  what  was  causing  the  drop  and 
how  our  programmes  could  at  least  compen- 
sate for  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  about 
a  month  ago  as  I  recall,  there  was  an  insig- 
nificant change,  although  it  may  be  inter- 
preted as  a  trend.  We  certainly  have  not 
drawn  any  trend  lines  to  indicate— 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  That  was 
the  beginning  of  the  end. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  —whether  it  was  the 
beginning  of  a  trend  or  not.  We  have  sent 
to  CMHC  the  nature  of  our  programmes  as 
they  were  tabled  in  the  House  and  they  have 
had  an  opportunity  to  examine  them.  We 
understand  there  had  been  some  roadblocks 
at  the  CMHC  level  on  non-profit  housing 
projects  which  we  are  trying  to  get  under 
way  and  which  CMHC  is  questioning.  We 
have  no  way  of  determining  the  reasons  for 
that.  We  would  certainly  be  prepared  at  any 
time  to  speak  to  Mr.  Teron  or  anyone  in 
CMHC  about  their  programmes  and  ours. 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  a  supplementary? 
To  what  extent  do  these  CMHC  mortgages 
reflect  in  the  12,000  imits  for  the  OHAP  pro- 
gramme or  are  they  confined  exclusively 
within  the  totally  private  sector? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  The  only  CMHC 
mortgages  which  might  possibly  be  involved 
in  12,000  OHAP  units  would  be  those  sold 


under  federal  AHOP,  the  assisted  home 
ownership  programme.  It  is  our  understand- 
ing that  ceilings  which  have  been  put  on  that 
programme  by  the  federal  government  make 
it  inoperative  even  in  housing  action  areas. 
We  have  proposed  to  CMHC  that  we  discuss 
and  pursue  the  possibility  of  a  merger  be- 
tween the  AHOP  and  HOME  programmes  to 
determine  whether  or  not  we  can  double  our 
production  between  us.  At  the  present  time, 
AHOP  is  beginning  to  work  very  slowly  in 
urban  areas,  but  for  the  most  part  it  simply 
isn't  working. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  is  not  concerned 
that  these  figures  are  showing  a  trend  toward 
the  fulfilment  of  the  predictions  that  have 
been  made  by  independent  housing  authori- 
ties in  the  private  sector  in  the  Toronto  area, 
that  this  year  in  Ontario  instead  of  the 
110,000  starts  that  were  predicted  we  are 
heading  for  something  like  70,000  to  75,000 
starts,  in  spite  of  a  new  minister  and  all  of 
these  OHAP,  and  AHOP  programmes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm 
not  going  to  accept  that  kind  of  a  Pollyan- 
naish  approach  to  this. 

(Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Pollyannaish? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  isn't  so  Pollyannaish,  as 
the  minister  should  know. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  will  be  90,000  to  100,000, 
but  it  won  t  be  100,000  to  110,000. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Without  our  inter- 
vention it  might  have  been  between  90,000 
and  100,000,  as  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  says  so.  I'm  more  inclined  to 
accept  that  as  an  accurate  assessment  of 
what  would  have  happened!  without  our  in- 
tervention. 

As  I  mentioned  this  kst  week,  we're  still 
waiting  for  firm  agreements  from  municipali- 
ties to  dtetermine  whether  or  not  they  will  be 
coming  into  the  housing  action  programme. 
If  they  do,  we  have  no  doubt  whatsoever 
that  we  will  be  in  the  100,00(>-to- 110,000 
category  that  we  forecast  about  a  month 
ago. 

(Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Will  the  minister  explain  to  me 
how  it  works  out  arithmetically,  even  with 
all  the  increases  fulfilled^  under  OHAP?  As 
I  understand  it,  the  totals  this  year  would 
range  up  to  but  not  beyond  110,000  units. 
It  is  now  shown  that  the  private  sector  has 
already  dropped  some  12,000  units  in  the 
first  five  months  of  1974.   So  what  %\ill  he 
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do  in  the  public  sector  to  intervene  even 
more  dramatically  to  create  yet  further  houses 
beyond  the  fairly  pathetic  OHAP  programme, 
which  vdli  compensate  for  the  difference  that 
wil!  put  us  back  lower  than  we  were  last 
year? 

'Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have  said  repeated!}'  that  while  we  would 
like  to  see  housing  starts  maintained  at  their 
previous  record  high  levels,  we  feel  that  far 
more  important  than  maintaining  volume  of 
housing  is  to  change  the  mix  of  prices  in  the 
housing  market.  We're  devoting  most  of  our 
efforts  to  that  end,  rather  than  maintaining 
volume. 

Mr.  Lewis:  His  ministry  is  not  doing  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  not  doing  that.  There 
are  4,000  units  for  people  earning  less  than 
$15,000. 


STORE  HOURS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
policy  secretary  for  Justice. 

Mr.  Singer:  Try  the  Attorney  General.  He 
doesn't  recognize  that  title. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  wonder  if  the  secretary 
could  inform  the  House  when  the  govern- 
ment intends  to  act  to  establish  uniform  store 
hours?  It  seems'  to  me  it  was  a  year  ago 
when  we  were  treated  to  a  statement  from 
the  government- 
Mr.  Singer:  That's  not  policy.  That's  Solici- 
tor General. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —that  there  was  going  to 
be  a  rather  elaborate  programme  in  this 
regard.  When  are  we  going  to  have  a  bill 
introduced,  at  least,  which  will  move  to  avoid 
the  confusion  that  is  residting  from  the  at- 
tempts of  municipalities  such  as  Etobicoke 
to  bring  some  order  into  this  situation? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  This 
Friday. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  hope 
to  have  something  for  the  House  this  fall. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Can 
the  minister  indicate  what  the  holdup  has 
been,  since  his  colleague,  the  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral, has  moved  throughout  the  province  dis- 
cussing this  with  everyone  who  was  con- 
cerned many  months  ago? 

Mr.  Singer:  And  there  was  a  green  paper. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Was  there  no  purpose  to 
that  other  than  to  postpone  the  decision? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  provincial;  secretary  didn't 
give  the  job  to  the  Solicitor  General.  That  is 
the  reason. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the 
great  ad'vantages  of  fuU  public  discussion 
such  as  that  is  the  fact  that  here  is  a 
tremendous  response,  and  I  think  the  people 
who  do  respond  and  share  their  views  are 
entitled  to  be  satisfied  that  those  particular 
opinions  and  views  are  studied.  AH  of  this 
material  has  been  collated,  and  the  matter  is 
presently  before  our  committee.  We're  hope- 
ful to  complete  our  work  and  have  some- 
thing before  the  House  this  fall. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  doesn't  believe 
that.  Look  at  the  way  the  government  runs 
this  place. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
many  consumers  as  well  as  retailers  in  muni- 
cipalities are  deeply  concerned,  doesn't  the 
minister  think  that  it  is  his  responsibility  to 
see  that  the  government  responds  to  aU  of 
the  information  that  was  delivered  to  his 
colleague  many  months  ago?  Are  we  going 
to  have  a  bhie  paper  foHowing  the  green 
paper?  Why  doesn  t  he  act  on  it? 

(Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  were 
three  questions:  Don't  I  think  we  diould  re- 
spond? Yes. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What's  the  delay? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  point  is  that  we 
hope  we  vdH  have  something  before  the 
House  this  fall. 

Mr.  Singer:  In  the  fullliess  of  time. 


ACTIVITIES   OF  WESTERN  GUARD 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Solicitor  General  if  he  is  aware  of  the  com- 
plaints that  have  been  expressed  by  Oxfam 
at  the  delay  of  any  police  action  following 
the  interruption  of  their  meeting  at  the  Uni- 
versity of  Toronto  on  April  7  when  white- 
power  Western  Guard  bullies  came  into  that 
meeting  and  there  was  both  physical  and 
proper^  injury.  Is  he  aware  that  the  Oxfam 
people  are  still  concerned  that  there  has 
been  no  action,  even  though  some  of  these 
people  are  evidently  idientified'  on  photo- 
graphs and  have  since  been  in  the  public  eye, 
down  at  CITY-TV  and  at  other  wnite-power 
Western  Guard  activities? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  far  as  the 
incident  is  concerned,  the  hon.  member 
knows  there  was  no  warning  of  any  kind 
when  the  incident  took  place  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  What  did  the 
minister  expect,  a  written  invitation? 

Mr.  Lewis:  They're  pathological.  They 
don't  give  warnings. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  The  police  were  called, 
but  unfortunately  the  people  who  caused 
the  trouble  down  there  had  left  the  campus 
by  the  time  the  police  had  arrived.  As  far 
as  the  laying  of  any  charges  is  concerned, 
I'm  not  aware  that  this  has  been  contem- 
plated by  the  Toronto  police.  I  would  be 
happy  to  get  that  information  for  the  hon. 
member. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
he  also  find  out  if  some  of  these  people  have 
been  identified  by  photograph;  if  it  was  the 
same  mob  which  moved  in  on  the  Sikh 
temple  and  which  has  been  responsible  for 
these  serious  disturbances  in  various  parts  of 
the  Metropolitan  area? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not 
aware  that  any  photographs  were  taken  at 
the  incident  at  the  University  of  Toronto. 
I'm  not  aware  that  there  are  any  photographs 
from  which  comparisons  can  be  made. 

As  far  as  the  second  incident  is  concerned, 
that  investigation  is  carrying  on  and  there 
are  photographs.  There  is  a  possibility  of 
charges  being  laid  from  that  incident. 

Mr.  Renwick:  By  way  of  a  supplementary 
question,  Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  Solicitor  Gen- 
eral prepared  to  extend  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  police  of  Metropolitan  Toronto  to  the 
campus  of  the  University  of  Toronto  in  order 
that  this  kind  of  incident  will  not  be  re- 
peated? Is  the  minister  concerned  about  the 
intrusion  of  this  same  group  on  CITY- TV 
quite  recently  in  one  of  its  public  aflFairs 
programmes? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
answer  to  the  latter  part  of  the  hon.  mem- 
ber's question  is  yes. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  the  extent  of  the  min- 
ister's concern? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  As  far  as  the  police  at- 
tending on  the  campus  is  concerned,  as  the 
hon.  member  knows  this  is  a  rather  delicate 
situation.  There  are  various  student  organiza- 
tions which  resent  the  intrusion  of  the  mu- 


nicipal   police    on    the    campus    when   there 
are  certain  problems  on  the  campus. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  hope  they  don't  wel- 
come the  Western  Guard. 

Mr.  Singer:  Surely  they  have  a  right  to  go. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  They  have  a  right  to  go. 
There  have  been  organizations,  certainly,  in 
the  past— for  example,  when  there  was  the 
discussion  about  the  Robarts  library  and 
when  some  students  took  possession  of  the 
science  building  a  few  years  ago,  the  police 
were  called.  That  ended  in  a  giant  rally  in 
one  of  the  auditoriums,  protesting  the  police 
action.  I  don't  know  whether  or  not  there 
should  be  better  liaison,  better  communica- 
tion. Certainly,  when  the  situation  warrants 
it,  I  see  no  objection  to  the  municipal  police 
being  able  to  move  in;  the  campus  shouldn't 
be  considered  isolated  from  that  point  of 
view  in  any  way,  shape  or  form. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  Further  to  that 
matter,  will  the  minister  be  prepared  to 
make  some  statement  which  will  recognize 
that  this  South  American  principle  of  sanc- 
tuary and  the  use  of  university  facilities  in 
order  to  avoid  police  involvement  is  settled 
once  and  for  all  so  that  all  of  the  citizens 
of  the  province  realize  there  is  no  portion 
of  the  province  on  which  the  ordinary  writs 
do  not  run? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes.  I  have  always  felt, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  is  no  diplomatic  im- 
munity or  any  type  of  special  treatm^it  to 
be  given  to  people  on  campi. 

Some  hon.  members:  Campi? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  that  an  advertising 
agency? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  But  as  I  say,  there  has 
been  a  certain  amount  of  objection  to  the— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  is  quite  a  Latinate 
fellow,  isn't  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —entrance  of  police  on 
campuses.  We've  had  that  discussed  when 
we've  had  private  bills  from  various  uni- 
versities in  our  standing  committees.  For 
some  reason  or  other,  they  feel  the  campus 
police*  and  certain  organizations  within  the 
campus  to  look  after  discipline  are  sufficient. 
I  agree  with  the  hon,  member  that  no  place 
should  be  immune  from  the  law  enforcement 
agencies. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  A  supplementary. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Is  the  Solicitor  General  also 
aware  that  this  Western  Guard  outfit  were 
not  charged  in  any  way  by  the  police— a 
private  citizen  had  to  lay  charges  for  assault 
—despite  the  havoc  they  wrought  right  in 
front  of  the  television  camera?  Secondly,  is 
he  aware  this  group  is  also  disrupting,  in  a 
somewhat  fascist  way,  political  meetings  go- 
ing an  in  Toronto  at  the  present  time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  As  far  as  the  incident  on 
television  is  concerned,  I  would  be  very  sur- 
prised if  there  are  not  more  charges  laid  in 
respect  of  that  incident. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  whom? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  am  sure  the  investigation 
is  going  on,  and  I  would  think  the  police 
would  lay  charges. 

Mr.  Lewis  The  minister  would  think  the 
police  would  lay  charges? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  They  have  suflBcient  evi- 
dence, certainly  with  photographs  and  tele- 
vision coverage. 

Mr.  Lewis:   By  now  one  would  think  so. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  See  how  interested  the 
Attorney  General  is? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  A  supplementary:  As  these 
Western  Guard  white-supremacy  people  are 
never  likely  to  give  advance  warning  of  the 
actions  they  are  about  to  take,  can  the  So- 
licitor General  assure  the  House  that  these 
people,  many  of  whom  are  well  known,  are 
being  kept  under  some  sort  of  surveillance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  think  I  can  give  the  hon. 
member  the  assurance  that  the  members,  the 
executive,  and  the  general  hierarchy  of  the 
Western   Guard  are  known  to  the  police. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  should  hope  so. 

Mr.  Lawlor:   I  would  have  thought  so. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary:  Can  the 
minister  do  anything  about  this  hate  phone 
call  they  have  now  where  you  phone  a  certain 
number  and  a  speech  is  given  over  the  phone 
spewing  forth  hate  for  Negroes,  Jews  and 
other  minority  groups?  Is  there  any  way  of 
stopping  this? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  would  think,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  would  in  some  way  be  in  breach  of 
telephone  legislation.  It  certainly— 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  Move  to  protect  Joe  Bur- 
nett too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  —is  in  breach  of  a  certain 
type  of  federal  legislation;  I  don't  know 
whether  it's  a  question  of  obscenit>'  or  not, 
but  I'll  look  into  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


WORKMEN'S   COMPENSATION    BOARD 
PENSIONS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  he 
is  aware  of  the  substantial  disappointment 
in  the  provisions  in  the  amendments  to  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  which  he  has 
introduced  recently.  Since  he  has  refused  to 
allow  this  to  go  to  standing  committee,  will 
he  at  least  table  the  background  information 
that  led  to  the  bill  which  he  introduced  a 
few  days  ago? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  just  wondering  whether 
that  is  a  proper  question  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  on  the  order  paper  there  is  a  bill  to  be 
discussed. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  not  an  appropriate 
question. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wasn't  paying  that  close 
attention  to  the  wording  of  the  question. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Neither  was  the  minister, 
I  am  afraid. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  It  is  perfectly  in  order  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George  says  it  was  perfectly  in  order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Therefore  it  must  be. 
And  I  appreciate  the  attitude  taken  by  both 
of  you. 

Will  the  minister  table  the  reports  and  the 
background  information  that  led  him  to  the 
establishment  of  the  sections  in  the  bill— 
which  we  will  be  debating,  it  is  true,  in  the 
next  few  hours  or  days— which  led  him  to 
make  the  changes  in  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board  pensions  for  injured  workmen, 
which  obviously  are  such  a  serious  disap- 
pointment to  those  people  directly  concerned? 

Mr.  Renwick:   Out,   out,  damned  spot! 
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Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  no  I  am  not  prepared  to  do 
that.  As  I  said,  it  was  a  judgement  matter 
and  the\-  are  not  indexed;  I  announced  that 
to  the  House  earlier.  It  is  a  figure  that  has 
been  based  on  what  has  been  done  for  other 
groups;  it  is  not  tied  in  with  indexing,  al- 
though the  cost  of  living  was  one  of  the 
guides,  of  course.  But  I  am  not  prepared  to 
table  all  the  background  material. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Since  I  allowed  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  the  one  question, 
I  will  allow  one  supplementary  to  the  New 
Democratic  Party. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary:  Is  it  true 
that  in  fact  there  is  no  formula;  that  in  fact 
there  was  no  consideration  given  to  the  un- 
pact  of  the  increase  on  the  people  who 
needed  it  the  most,  and  that  in  fact  the 
government  simply  picked  a  figure  out  of  a 
hat  without  any  consideration  for  the  eflFect 
that  this  would  have  on  the  majority  of  the 
injured  workmen  in  the  province? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  prepared  to  agree  to  that,  no.  Certainly 
there  was  consideration  of  many  things,  and 
it  wasn't  just  out  of  the  air.  Judgement  is 
just  that— judgement. 

Mr.  Deans:  Ten  dollars,  regardless  of  the 
effect. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Pick  a  figure  out  of  a  hat. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
will  be  debating  the  bill,  I  trust,  in  the  near 
future  so  I  won't  say  anything  more  now. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  think  one  question  from 
each  party  on  that  is  suflBcient;  it  is  on  the 
order  paper. 

If  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has 
no  further  questions,  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West. 


DEATHS  AT  GENERAL  STEELWARES 
PLANT 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  like  to  ask  of  the 
Minister  of  Labour,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  is  it 
not  possible  for  the  men  who  work  at  the 
General  Steelwares  plant  in  Fergus  to  receive 


the  final  report,  drawn  together  by  the  minis- 
ter's industrial  safety  branch,  relating  to  the 
number  of  deaths  which  occurred  in  that 
plant  for  reasons  and  causes  as  yet  unknown? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is 
some  confusion  over  whether  that  is  my  re- 
port or  the  Minister  of  Health's  report,  but  I 
have  had  an  inquiry  this  afternoon  from  one 
of  the  newspapers  and  I  undertook  to  find 
out  whose  report  it  was.  I  know  of  no  reason 
why  it  can't  be  released.  I  think  we  need  to 
find  out  whose  report  it  is  and  let  them 
release  it.  If  it's  ours,  I  see  no  reason  why 
it  can't  be. 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  whom  does  Mr.  McNair 
work? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Labour. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  labour,  is  it  not?  Industrial 
safety  branch? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Then  it  is  most  certainly  the 
minister's  report  and  it  would  be  appreciated 
if  it  could  be  tabled. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  All  right. 


UNION  GAS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour  further,  is  he  confident  in  his  own 
mind  that  the  negotiations  now  involved  in 
the  Union  Gas  dispute  are  of  a  kind  which 
are  serious  in  content,  are  in  good  faith 
from  Union  Gas'  viewpoint  and  will  lead  to 
a  settlement  within  a  matter  of  days? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is 
the  58th  day  they  have  been  meeting.  I 
have  no  indication  of  bad  faith  on  either 
part;  it's  simply  that  they  have  not  reached 
agreement.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that 
either  party  to  it  is  acting  unreasonably  or 
in  bad  faith.  We  had  hoped  that  there  would 
be  agreement  before  now  but  I  am  unable 
to  report  any.  I  think  the  meetings  are  not 
as  productive  in  the  last  few  days  as  they 
were  earlier.  I  hope  there  will  come  a  period 
again  when  they  are  more  productive.  I  have 
to  keep  repeating  that  agreement  is  agree- 
ment and  I  have  no  way  of  forcing  agree- 
ments. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West  has  a  supplementary. 
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Mr.  Bounsall:  Would  the  minister  indicate 
to  tlie  negotiating  committee  one  section  of 
the  Ontario  Human  Rights  Code,  which  is 
about  to  be  changed,  indicating  that  women 
cannot  be  discriminated  against  with  respect 
to  insurance  and  pensions?  It  is  forthcoming 
and  has  been  recommended  by  one  of  those 
committees  studying  the  Human  Rights  Com- 
mission. This  seems  to  be  one  of  the  points  of 
major  disagreement  at  the  moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't 
contemplate  what  this  House  may  do  if,  as 
and  when  that  legislation  is  introduced.  I 
suppose  they  know  as  much  of  the  back- 
ground as  the  member  does  and  I  think 
they'll  probably  be  taking  that  into  consider- 
ation in  their  negotiations. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  The 
minister  indicated  some  days,  almost  weeks 
ago,  when  he  was  very  fresh  on  the  scene- 
he  is  now  an  old  hand  at  this  matter— that  the 
time  was  not  ripe  for  him  to  enter  the  nego- 
tiations himself.  Since  it  may  be  that  these 
will  drag  on  for  many  more  days,  perhaps 
weeks,  what  would  lead  him  to  enter  the 
negotiations— simply  the  elapse  of  time  or  a 
return  to  the  real  dangers  which  have  been 
associated  with  this  strike  in  many  of  the 
communities  over  the  last  week? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
thought  I  could  accomplish  anything  and 
the  time  was  ripe,  I  would  be  certainly  pre- 
pared to  do  so,  whenever  my  advisers  recom- 
mend that  I  can  be  helpful  by  doing  so. 
I  understand  the  people  are  not  that  close  to- 
gether, nor  is  there  anything  I  can  do  at 
this  point  to  bring  them  closer  together. 

Mr.  Renwick:  One  never  knows  without 
trying. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  try 
it  just  in  case? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 


STRIKES  AT  DARRIGO  AND 
FORT  FRANCES  CLINIC 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Labour:  As  he  flexes  his  muscles  and  intellect 
in  his  new  job,  has  he  yet  come  up  with  an 
answer  to  the  impossible  situation  of  Darrigo 
in  Metropolitan  Toronto,  involving  several 
score  employees,  and  the  Fort  Frances  clinic 
as  it  respects  the  right  of  working  people  to 


reach   a  first   agreement   under  the   laws  of 
Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  answer  to  what  I  gave  the  other  day. 
We  are  trying  to  work  something  out  with 
Darrigo  to  keep  that  situation  open  for 
longer.  We  are  acting- 
Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Are 
they  bargaining? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  I  don't  think 
there's  any  active  bargaining  going  on  at  the 
present  time  but  we  are  certainly  trying  to 
keep  the  situation  open  so  that  the  certifica- 
tion will  not  be  lost. 

The  Fort  Frances  situation  is  similar.  It's 
a  bitter  one,  as  members  know,  and  I  had 
discussions  last  evening  on  that  with  some  of 
the  oflScials  of  CUPE.  I  hope  something  will 
be  coming  on  both  of  those  but  I  find  in  this 
position  often  one  has  to  live  on  hope  and  a 
good  amount  of  faith.  I  hope  they'll  pay  off 
shortly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hope  aside,  and  perhaps  even 
faith  aside  for  the  moment— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  And  a  little  charity 
on  the  job. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —may  I  ask  if  it  has  occurred 
to  the  minister  that  he  might  personally  con- 
tact the  management  at  the  Fort  Frances 
medical  clinic  or  their  legal  counsel,  that  he 
might  personally  contact  the  owners  of 
Darrigo  Food  Market  and  exercise  the  con- 
siderable authority  he  has  as  Minister  of 
Labour  to  explain  that  it  bothers  him  that 
the  laws  of  Ontario  be  trampled  on  in  this 
fashion  and  that  he  would  urge  them  to  re- 
turn to  the  bargaining  table  with  a  good-faith 
off^er?  Doesn't  the  minister  think  that  it's  time 
for  him  to  personally  exercise  influence  in  a 
case  of  that  type? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
that  under  consideration  and  it  may  be  that 
I'll  be  doing  that  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Rainy 
River  has  a  supplementary. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  Does  the 
minister  not  now  realize  there  is  some 
necessity  for  legislation  to  ensure  that  in  the 
matter  of  the  first  contract  the  government 
has  a  responsibility  on  the  behalf  of  the 
people  of  Ontario  and  the  working  people 
that  this  first  bargaining  contract  be  brought 
in  and  that  the  minister  has  to  bring  in 
legislation  to  ensure  that? 


JUNE  25,  1974 


3667 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
one  of  the  matters  I  said  that  I  would  give 
consideration  to  over  the  summer  months;  as 
to  whether  or  not  there  should  be  some  sort 
of  basic  contract. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  In  the  full- 
ness of  time,  eh? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  a 
supplementary  question;  Has  the  Minister  of 
Labour  consulted  with  his  colleague,  the 
Attorney  General,  to  place  before  the  At- 
torney General  the  facts  in  both  the  Darrigo 
case  and  the  Fort  Frances  case  to  determine 
whether  or  not  under  the  laws  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  as  they  presently  stand,  a  prose- 
cution could  not  be  instituted  on  behalf  of 
government  for  failure  to  bargain  in  good 
faith? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  My  understanding  is, 
as  far  as  failure  to  bargain  in  good  faith, 
that  it  is  up  to  one  of  the  parties  to  make 
a  complaint  before  the  Ontario  Relations 
Board. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  problem, 
though;  that  is  the  problem. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  It  is  time  the  government 
changed  the  law. 

Mr.  Renwick:  By  way  of  further  supple- 
mentary: Will  the  minister  ask  the  Attorney 
General  for  his  opinion  as  to  whether  or  not 
the  traditional  view  of  the  Labour  ministry 
is  correct  in  accordance  with  the  laws  of  the 
province? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Certainly,  I  will  be 
glad  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  further  questions? 


DOFASCO  PLANT  AT  PORT  BURWELL 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  if  he  has  joined  with 
the  Norfolk  Federation  of  Agriculture  in 
their  expression  of  opposition  to  the  intention 
of  Dofasco  to  build  a  fortress  at  Port  Bur- 
well,  which  they  are  deeply  concerned  will 
cause  serious  environmental  destruction  to 
agricultural  land.  Maybe  "fortress"  throws  the 
minister  ofiF;  but  plant  is  what  I  mean. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture  and  Food):    I   am   concerned  about  it 


and  I've  expressed  that  concern  to  the  Nor- 
folk Federation  of  Agriculture;  but  I  would 
have  to  say  at  the  same  time  that  the  deci- 
sion to  go  ahead  with  that  plant  was  made 
when  there  was  an  enormous  amount  of 
surplus  of  almost  every  agricultural  com- 
modity that  one  could  name.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  governments  were  encouraging  the  dis- 
interest in  further  production  of  food  in  this 
country  and  in  the  United  States.  So,  there 
is  an  entirely  different  situation  abroad  today 
than  what  there  was  then. 

In  my  opinion  it  is  a  little  late  in  the  game 
to  say  we  are  not  going  to  go  ahead  with 
a  proposition  like  that— to  be  practical  and 
realistic.  What  happens  in  the  future,  I  think 
that's  something  else.  It's  an  entirely  differ- 
ent kettle  of  fish. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary: 
Since  there  were  serious  reservations  at  the 
time  and  since  you've  had,  as  well  as  others, 
a  great  concern  about  the  consequences  of 
an  Amprior  dam,  or  a  southern  pipeline,  or 
Highway  402  southwest  of  London,  all  of 
these  factors  which  now  appear  to  be  dam- 
aging agricultural  land;  does  the  minister 
not  think  it  is  time  for  the  government  to 
intervene  to  take  a  look  at  that  whole  Lake 
Erie  industrial  corridor  to  see  the  aggravated 
consequences  for  agriculture?  Can  the  Min- 
ister of  Agriculture  and  Food  ask  the  Minis- 
ter of  the  Environment  (Mr.  W.  Newman) 
for  an  impact  study  before  any  further 
progress   is  undertaken  by  Dofasco? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Of  course,  I  could  ask 
him.   That  doesn't  say  he  would  do  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  feel  strongly 
enough  about  it  to  do  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  feel  keenly,  yes;  but 
I  do  believe  that  there  comes  a  time  when 
one  has  to  take  a  position  on  decisions  that 
have  been  made  a  long  time  ago— and  those 
plans  are  all  under  way.  To  reverse  that  Idnd 
of  a  decision  today  to  me,  would  be  a  bit 
inappropriate. 

Mr.  Deans:  Maybe  the  minister  should 
have  given  some  thought  to  it  at  the  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  has  further  questioning? 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  just  have  one  question.  I 
am  not  sure  whom  to  put  it  to  unless  the 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  is  in 
the  precincts  of  the  House. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:   The  deputy  Premier. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  All  right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Social  Development  has  the  answer 
to  a  question  previously  asked. 


MINI-SKOOLS  LTD. 

Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  now 
have  additional  information  in  answer  to  the 
questions  from  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
and  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party. 

One  June  20,  I  said  that  I  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  connections  between  Mini- 
Skools  Ltd.  and  Great-West  Life.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  now  have  additional  information 
which  indicates  that  Great-West  Life  Assur- 
ance Co.  acquired  30  per  cent  of  the  com- 
mon shares  of  Mini-Skools  during  1972  and 
that  Great- West  Life  still  holds  those  shares. 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  should  be  noted  that  day- 
care centres  licensed  under  the  Day  NuA- 
eries  Act  are  not  required  to  file  such  in- 
formation. 

I  am  sure  that  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  realizes  that  I  did  not  intend  to 
mislead  the  hon.  members,  any  more  than 
he  did  when  he  referred  yesterday  to  Great- 
West  Life  as  an  American  company. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  make  the  record  clear,  I 
would  like  to  point  out  that  Mini-Skools 
were  founded  in  Canada,  that  more  than  90 
per  cent  of  the  common  stock  and  100  per 
cent  of  the  preferred  stock,  is  owned  by 
Canadians,  and  that  all  but  one  member  c^ 
the  company's  board  of  directors  are  Ca- 
nadians. 

Mr.  Renwidc:  Is  there  a  franchise? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  would  be  nice  to  see  day 
care  run  for  people  and  not  for  profit. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  if  she  is  going  to  get  further  infor- 
mation as  to  the  profit  status  of  Mini-Skools, 
since  it  was  referred  to  in  the  annual  report 
of  Great-West  Life  as— I  forget  the  exact 
words— an  excellent  investment  by  the  Great- 
West  Life  of  their  funds  because  of  the  profit 
return?  Could  she  inform  herself  as  to  the 
profit  status  and  perhaps  indicate  a  concern 
that  this  aspect  of  services  to  the  community 
should  not  be  on  a  profit-making  basis  and 
that  our  policy  should  reflect  that? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  nevefr  has 
been  the  policy  of  the  daycare  branch  to 
inform    themselves    of    the    financial    back- 


grounds of  the  groups  who  were  interested 
in  providing  daycare  services  to  this  province. 
As  long  as  they  complied  with  the  Day  Niurs- 
eries  Act,  and  were  supervised  and  were 
providing  a  very  worthwhile  and  a  very  neces- 
sary service  to  this  province,  that's  all  that 
was  necessary.  But  I  am  sure  that  information 
that  the  hon.  member  asked  for  is  available 
and  I  will  make  sure  that  he  receives  it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  A  supplementary  question, 
Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  ascertain  whether 
or  not  Mini-Skools  in  Canada  is  operated 
imder  any  franchise  from  the  United  States 
organization? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  don't  believe  that  it  is, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Would  she  ascertain  that? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Yes,  I  will. 

Mr.  Gassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
In  view  of  her  many  responsibilities,  does  the 
minister  also  intend  to  ask  the  Minister  of 
Education  (Mr.  Wells)  to  bring  in  unqualified 
personnel,  to  increase  class  sizes  and  to  farm 
out  the  school  system  of  the  province  to  pri- 
vate operators  who  will  do  it  for  profit? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked 
previously. 


MILLBROOK 
SEWAGE  TREATMENT  PLANT 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  an  ans- 
wer to  questions  from  the  member  for  Water- 
loo North  (Mr.  Good)  and  the  member  for 
High  Park  (Mr.  Shuhnan),  and  the  concerns 
expressed  to  me  by  the  member  for  Durham 
(Mr.  Carruthers),  regarding  the  vilkg©  of  Mill- 
brook  water  and^  sewage  programme. 

After  some  careful  checking  with  the  minis- 
try, to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and  ability 
there  were  no  bylaws  lost.  I  was  also  asked 
what  has  happened  since  1967.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I'm  not  used  to  giving  long  answers,  but  I 
am  afraid  I  am  going  to  have  to  take  a  little 
longer  to  give  the  proper  answer  here. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  wasn't  there  a  statement? 

Hon.  B.  Newman:  On  Jan.  19,  1967,  ap- 
plications for  provincial  water  and  sewage 
programmes  were  submitted  by  the  munici- 
pality. 
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On  Feb.  9,  1967,  application  approved 
by  the  Ontario  Water  Resources  Commission. 

On  March  9,  1967,  the  OWRC  negotiated 
with  a  consulting  firm  concerning  the  pro- 
vision of  services. 

On  May  18,  1967,  engineering  agreement 
with  consultant  executed  by  the  Ontario 
Water  Resources  Commission. 

June  6,  1967,  government  policy  announced 
to  include  water  distribution  and  sewer  sys- 
tems as  part  of  the  provincial  programmes. 

June  21,  1967,  consultant  requested  to  hold 
work  in  abeyance  until  it  could  be  determined 
whethcT  or  not  reformatory  would  participate 
in  the  provincial  scheme  and  until  test  drill- 
ing could  be  conducted. 

August,    1967,   conceptual   briefs   submitted 
by  consultant. 

October,  1967,  test  drilling  programme  ap- 
proved by  the  commission. 

December,  1967,  tenders  from  drilling  con- 
tractors were  opened. 

In  January,  1968,  Ontario  Department  of 
Public  Works  advised  the  OWRC  that  it  could 
not  at  that  time  indicate  whether  or  not  it 
would  participate  in  the  provincial  scheme. 

January,  1968,  drilling  contract  executed 
by  OWRC. 

February,  1968,  consultant  advised  to  com- 
mence work  on  design  report  to  serve  the 
village   excluding   the   reformatory. 

March,  1968,  test  drilling  completed,  suflR- 
cient  ground  water  located. 

April  22,  1968,  public  hearing  held  to  dis- 
cuss site  of  proposed  oxidation  ditch. 

May,  1968,  meeting  held  with  tovmship  of 
Cavan  to  discuss  sewage  works  programme. 

June,  1968,  design  reports  received  to  con- 
sultants. 

July  10,  1968,  application  made  to  CMHC 
regarding  eligibility  of  works. 

November,  1968,  meeting  held  with  the 
consultant  to  discuss  technical  aspects  of  de- 
sign rei>orts. 

December,  1968,  tentative  rates  for  sewage 
and  water  services  prepared. 

Januaiy,  1969,  rates  approved  by  com- 
mission. 

January,  1969,  again,  municipality  re- 
quested the  OWRC  to  make  a  decision  on 
proposals. 

May,  1969,  Ontario  Department  of  Public 
Works  requested  that  reformatory  be  in- 
cluded in  provincial  sewage  programme. 


May,  1969,  village  council  and  Mr. 
Camithers,  MPP,  attended  meeting  with 
OWRC  to  discuss  financial  proposals. 

July,  1969,  incomplete  sewage  bylaws  re- 
ceived by  commission  and  returned  to  muni- 
cipality. 

July,  1969,  water  works  application  of 
bylaws  forwarded  to  OMB  by  commission. 

August,  1969,  corrected  bylaws  submitted 
by  village  council. 

September,  1969,  OMB  turns  down  village's 
applications  for  waterworks. 

September,  1969,  municipality  requested  to 
comment  on  reduction  of  the  frontage  rate  to 
20  cents  per  foot. 

October,  1969,  provincial  assistance  pro- 
gramme announced. 

November,  1969,  municipality  informed 
that  commission  it  wil'  undiertake  re-analysis 
of  financing  to  determine  extent  of  financial 
assistance;  informed  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board  to  hold  material  on  waterworks  in 
abeyance.  Council  resolution  agreeing  with 
this  procedure  requested;  no  reply  to  date. 

March,  1970,  revised  water  analysis  was 
submitted  to  the  commission. 

April,  1970,  approval  is  given  by  the  com- 
mission for  a  rate  of  81.8  cents  per  1,000  gal. 
of  water,  with  a  frontage  rate  of  20  cents 
and  a  connection  charge  of  $11.99  per 
armum,  and  the  province  would  provide  ap- 
proximately 35.2  per  cent  assistance. 

April,  1970,  revised  sewage  analysis  was 
submitted  to  the  commission. 

April,  1970,  the  addendum  was  sent  to  the 
clerk-treasurer,  outlining  new  bylaws  to  be 
passed  for  water. 

April,  1970,  approval  is  given  to  the  pro- 
posed sewage  rates  at  the  commission  meet- 
ing (No.  266)  for  a  rate  of  77.9  cents  per 
1,000  gal. 

May,  1970,  a  revised  summary  was  for- 
warded to  tile  municipality  for  the  sewage 
programme. 

May  22,  1970,  the  OWRC  made  a  second 
application  to  the  OMB. 

July  19,  1970,  application  was  made  to 
OMB  for  sewage  programme. 

July,  1970,  chairman  of  the  Municipal 
Board  delayed  consideration  of  application 
until  financial  information  received  from  the 
board  of  education. 

December,  1970,  the  OMB  requested  pub- 
lication of  the  notices  for  the  water  and 
sewage  programmes. 
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January,  1971,  the  notices  were  published 
and  repeated  on  Jan.  12,  there  were  72  ob- 
jections received. 

May  10,  1971,  date  set  for  OMB  hearing. 

May,  1971,  OMB  hearing.  The  board  dis- 
missed the  applications. 

July,  1971,  we  requested  a  council  re- 
solution stating  whether  the  village  wished 
to  proceed  with  the  programmes. 

August,  1971,  village  decided  to  have 
referendum  to  decide.  A  public  meeting  was 
held  and  the  rates  were  revised, 

November,  1971,  a  revised  sewage  pro- 
posal is  sent  to  the  village;  as  a  result  of  the 
plelMScite,  there  were  twice  as  many  people 
in  opposition  as  in  favour  to  it.  Council 
decided  not  to  accept  the  revised  proposal. 

February,  1972,  report  drafted  under  the 
Ontario  Water  Resources  Act.  This  was  held 
in  abeyance  for  some  time  during  reorganiza- 
tion of  the  ministry'  and  it  took  some  time  to 
prepare  the  report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  happened  to  the 
bylaws? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  They  were  not  lost. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  March,  1973,  J.  R.  Ban- 
recommended  to  Mr.  Sharpe  that  mandatory 
order  be  issued. 

May,  1973,  rates  revised  again  based  on 
revised  financial  assistance  policy. 

May,  1973,  revised  proposals  sent  to  vil- 
lage. 

August,  1973,  meeting  held  with  village  to 
discuss  proposals. 

September,  1973,  village  returns  some  of 
the  bylaws. 

December,  1973,  we  requested  that  the 
village  correct  some  bylaws. 

January,  1974,  village  returned  corrected 
bylaws.  Village  requested  by  telephone  to 
send  full  bylaws.  Village  sends  requested  by- 
laws in  March,  1974. 

March  27,  1974,  preliminary  application 
made  to  OMB. 

April  11,  1974,  village  requested  to  affix 
corporate  seal  to  bylaws  and  return  to  us. 

May  1,  bylaws  returned  by  the  village. 

May  28,  following  telephone  call,  facts  out- 
standing received  from  the  village. 

The  present  application  is  before  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  waiting  for  a  hear- 


ing date  before  we  can  proceed  any  further 
with  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  reply  to  the  question 
took  about  twice  as  long  as  a  normal  reply, 
therefore  I  will  add  three  minutes  to  the 
question  period. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  A  sup- 
plementary question,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Is  it  not  true,  after  the  original  application 
of  June,  1973,  when  everything  was  approved 
and  the  bylaws  were  sent  in,  that  the  papers 
lay  in  the  minister's  water  resources  depart- 
ment and  that  nothing  was  done  by  his 
ministry  until  the  clerk-treasurer  came  do\vn 
and  was  told  that  the  papers  were  here  some- 
where and  nothing  had  been  done  because  of 
the  transfer  of  personnel?  In  fact,  they  were 
given  the  answer  that  they  were  lost  down 
here. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  answer 
to  the  supplementary  question,  I  said  that 
after  exhaustive  searches  and  after  exhausting 
the  question  myself  with  staff,  we  can  find 
nowhere  where  any  bylaws  were  lost  or  mis- 
placed. I  have  the  tapes  here.  Do  you  want 
me  to  read  them  over  again— from  1973  on? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  start  in  1969. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  would  the  minister  not  agree  that 
the  recital  of  six  years  of  interminable  red 
tape  would  indicate  the  need  for  the  province 
to  completely  reappraise  its  approach  to  pro- 
viding services  to  municipalities?  Since  these 
agreements  and  bylaws  add  nothing  to  the 
availability  of  the  provinces  to  provide  money 
to  build  these  services,  shouldn't  the  province 
disregard  this  programme  and  its  approach 
and  bring  in  a  programme  of  just  servicing 
municipalities  without  these  stupid  agree- 
ments? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  quite  ob- 
viously the  member  was  not  listening  as  I 
recited  the  Graham  tapes.  The  Ontario  Muni- 
cipal Board  twice— 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  heard.  Six  or  seven  years. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  —turned  down  the  ap- 
plications. The  Ontario  Municipal  Board 
twice  turned  down  the  applications  and  the 
village  itself  went  to  referendum  at  one 
point  in  time. 

Mr.  Deacon:  There  is  only  one  reason. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Dur- 
ham. 
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Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Mr.  Speaker, 
my  question  is— excuse  me. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  everything  all  right? 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  The  hon.  member 
for  Downsview  is  next. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  wonder  if  I 
could  attract  the  wandering  Attorney  General. 
Could  we  have  him  here  so  that  he  could 
answer  a  question? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  he  running  for  some- 
thing? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  he  has  been  so  busy  this 
afternoon.  What  is  he  lobbying  for? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis;  Let  a  decent  interim  elapse 
after  July  8  for  heaven's  sake. 

Mr.  Singer:  Now  that  I  have  the  Attorney 
General's  undivided  attention. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Does  the  minister  know  where 
the  Minister  of  Energy  (Mr.  McKeough)  is 
this  afternoon? 

Mr.  Speaker:  If  I  could  interrupt  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West. 

There  are  just  a  few  minutes  remaining. 


FAMILY  LAW  REFORM 

Mr.  Singer:  Now  that  I  have  the  Attorney 
General's  undivided  attention,  in  view  of  his 
very  brave  and  forward-looking  statement 
about  family  law  this  afternoon,  could  he  be 
equally  brave  and  forward  looking  and  per- 
haps do  away  with  the  doctrine  of  gross 
negligence,  now  that  he  is  going  to  allow  a 
husband  to  sue  his  wife  or  vdfe  to  sue  her 
husband  for  motor  vehicle  negligence?  Could 
he  perhaps,  as  well,  do  away  with  the  prin- 
ciples of  dower  and  curtsy,  because,  this  is 
the  day  of  advanced  thinking,  and  brave  at- 
torneys general?  Could  we  take  those  addi- 
tional brave  steps? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  do  appre- 
ciate the  expression  of  confidence  of  the  hon. 
member  that  the  family  law  bill  as  intro- 
duced will  receive  his  support.  I  will  be  glad 
to  take  into  consideration  the  questions  which 
he  has  raised  just  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  if  I  may, 
Mr.  Speaker. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West,  supplementary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Since,  at  the  heart  of  the 
Murdoch  case  and  the  family  law  commis- 
sion were  the  matters  of  the  positive  rights 
to  share  family  property  and  the  question  of 
the  matrimonial  home,  how  is  it  that  the 
minister  has  avoided  those  two  aspects  com- 
pletely and  set  them  aside  for  other  legisla- 
tion when  he  makes  this  statement  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad 
the  hon.  member  has  raised  the  question 
because,  quite  sincerely,  I  thought  I  made 
some  reference  in  the  statement  that  I  ap- 
preciated that  matters  he  has  just  made 
reference  to  have  to  be  addressed  as  well. 
There  is  no  question  that  what  we— 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Why  don't  you  do  it  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —propose  to  do  in  this 
bill  looks  after  the  Murdoch  case  in  its  very 
strict,  legalistic  interpretation.  But  I  do  want 
to  share  with  the  hon.  member  and  I  hope 
that  he  will  respect  this,  that  before  we 
move  into  the  other  areas,  I  have  given  an 
undertaking  that  there  will  be  a  little  more 
time  given  for  the  public  discussion.  The 
Ontario  commission  on  the  status  of  women 
has  asked  for  the  opportunity  to  review  those 
particular  sections  in  some  detail.  They  are 
having  a  symposium  in  October  following 
which,  and  on  the  advice  from  which,  I  will 
then  proceed  to  do  the  matrimonial  home- 
Some  hon.   members:    Not  at  all. 

Hon.    Mr.    Welch:    —and   family  property 
in  that  type  of  detail.   But  I  think  that  it 
would  be  a  betrayal- 
Mr.  Singer:  He  can  do  away  with  dowry 
right  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —of  the  commitment  to 
have  some  discussion  on  those  points  to  pro- 
ceed without  having  the  benefit  of  this  ad- 
vice. In  the  meantime,  I  felt,  and  the 
Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission  invited  me 
in  its  report,  to  proceed  at  least  this  far  in 
Murdoch  to  show  some  genuine  interest  and 
intention  to  clear  it  up  at  this  stage,  and 
then  to  move  into  the  other  areas  once  I 
had  the  opinion  and  advice  of  those  who  had 
expressed  some  real  concern  on  those  particu- 
lar points  which  the  hon.  member  has  made 
reference  to. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  could  probably  work  up  to 
a  green  paper. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  with  the  few  mo- 
ments that  are  remaining,  two  supplemen- 
taries  are  reasonable.  The  hon.  member  for 
Lanark. 


MILK  PRICES 

Mr.  D.  J.  Wiseman  (Lanark):  A  question 
of  the  Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food:  Has 
the  ministry  had  any  discussions  with  its 
federal  counterpart  in  regard  to  industrial 
milk  pricing?  If  so,  does  he  foresee  an  in- 
crease in  the  immediate  future? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Eastern  Ontario  Tories 
interested  in  this  at  last!  Well. 

Mr.  Wiseman:  And,  I  am  sure  the  minis- 
ter is  aware  that— 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  The 
member  for  York  South  sure  hasn't  been. 

Mr.  Wiseman:  —the  industrial  milk  pro- 
ducers are  interested  to  know  what  it  costs 
them  to  produce  it? 

Interjections   by  hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  question  is  quite 
proper  and  in  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
attempted  on  a  few  occasions  to  discuss 
these  matters  with  my  federal  counterpart, 
but  I  haven't  been  able  to  catch  up  with 
him.  He  seems  to  be  otherwise  engaged  these 
days. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  have  talked  with  his 
executive  ofiBcers  and  expressed  the  concern 
which  my  friend  from  Lanark  has  mentioned. 
I  was  hopeful  that  last  week,  when  the  fed- 
eral agricultural  minister  succeeded  in  getting 
some  of  his  counterparts,  or  his  cohorts  in 
the  federal  cabinet,  to  a  meeting  of  the  dairy 
farmers  of  Canada,  a  meeting  with  Quebec 
dairy  farmers  and  Ontario  farmers,  that  they 
would  have  been  able  to  come  up  with  some 
sort  of  a  mutual  agreement. 

To  me,  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  absolutely  atro- 
cious that  the  federal  oflBcials  suggested  to 
them:  "Sure,  you  need  an  increase,  but  you 
can  dangle  or  starve  until  after  July  8.  Then, 
if  you  re-elect  us,  send  us  back  and  we'll 
give  you  something  new.  We'll  give  you 
something  diflFerent." 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  In  my  opinion,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that's  an  absolutely  atrocious  atti- 
tude for  a  government  to  adopt  and,  to  me, 
it's  indicative  of  why  they  should  be  thrown 
out  July  8. 

Interjections   by   hon.   members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
High  Park. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Which  leader  of  the 
party  does  the  minister  support? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
High  Park  is  next. 


LLBO  POLICIES 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General.  Has  the 
Attorney  General  had  an  opportunity  to  take 
a  look  at  the  new  policies  that  ha\e  been 
developed  by  the  Liquor  Licence  Board, 
specifically  the  one  forbidding  dancing  at 
Ontario  Place?  What  has  gone  wrong  with 
those  people?  Will  he  please  step  in,  since  his 
subordinate  minister  refuses  to  act? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  No  dancing? 

Mr.  Deans:  They  are  nuts. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No  peanuts. 

Mr.  Deans:  No  T-shirts,  no  peanuts. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No  dancing. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr  Speaker,  I  would  be 
very  happy  to  confer  with  my  colleague  on 
this  recent  development 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Why  no  peanuts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  They  fall  in  their  drinks. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Attorney  General's  col- 
league is  helpless.  He  says  he  can't  do  any- 
thing over  Mackey. 

Mr.  Deans:  No  dancing,  no  T-shirts,  no 
peanuts. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  would  be  very  happy  to 
look  into  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  is  next. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Attorney  General  should 
look  at  the  new  BC  laws. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I  have  a  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  is  no  time  for  sup- 
plementaries.  The  hon.  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville. 


WINTER  CAPITAL  PROJECTS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  pro- 
\'incial  Treasurer.  In  light  of  the  fact  that 
both  the  federal  and  provincial  governments 
have  provided  moneys  for  grants  under  the 
winter  capital  projects  funds  to  assist  muni- 
cipalities in  financing  projects  within  their 
capital  programme  plans,  and  as  financial  as- 
sistance under  this  plan  will  be  terminated 
as  of  June  30,  1975,  will  the  minister  consider 
extending  that  date  until  Dec.  30,  1975,  in 
light  of  shortages  and  labour  disputes  that 
have  hindered  the  development  of  the 
projects? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer):  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  is  the  federal  government's  cutoff  date, 
but  I'll  certainly  speak  to  Mr.  Stanfield  after 
July  8. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Is  that  only  to  get  him  to 
ask  the  question  of  the  Prime  Minister? 

Mr.  Good:  Wishful  thinking. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Solicitor  General— if  I  can  be  heard. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  are  60  seconds  re- 
maining. 


RESALE  OF  HOME  PROGRAMME 
HOUSES 

Mr.  Deans:  Did  the  Ontario  Provincial 
Police  recommend  to  the  Solicitor  General 
that  charges  be  laid  as  a  result  of  the  in- 
vestigation into  the  sale  of  Home  Ownership 
Made  Easy  homes?  If  so,  how  many  investi- 
gations were  conducted  and  in  what  areas 
of  the  province  were  the  recommended 
charges  to  be  laid? 


Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  informa- 
tion is  that  that  investigation  is  still  going  on, 
but  I  will  get  the  details  for  the  hon.  mem- 
ber. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  now  expired. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith,  from  the  standing  pro- 
cedural affairs  committee,  on  behalf  of  Mr. 
Morrow,  reported  the  following  resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
office  of  the  Provincial  Auditor  be  granted 
to  Her  Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
March  31,  1975: 

Administration  of  the  Audit  Act  and 
statutory  audits  $  1,392,000 

Mr.  Nuttall,  from  the  standing  miscel- 
laneous estimates  committee,  reported  the 
following  resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amounts  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of 
Management  Board  be  granted  to  Her 
Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March 
31,  1975: 

Management  Board 

Administration  programme $1,341,000 

Policy  development  programme  1,781,000 
Management  Board 

analysis     programme 1,766,000 

Management  audit  programme  438,000 

Employee  relations  programme  523,000 

Personnel  services  programme  ..  1,606,000 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr  presented  the  annual  report 
of  the  Ministry  of  the  Solicitor  General  for 
the  year  ending  Dec.  31,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  tomorrow, 
Wednesday,  the  House  will  meet  at  10 
o'clock,  a.m.,  and  adjourn  not  later  than  1 
o'clock,  p.m. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 


FAMILY  LAW  REFORM  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  first  reading  of  bill 
intituled  An  Act  to  reform  certain  Laws 
founded  upon  Marital  or  Family  Relation- 
ships. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 
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CONDOMINIUM  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
Clement,  moves  first  reading  of  bill  intituled, 
An  Act  to  amend  the  Condominium  Act. 

Motion  agreed  to;  first  reading  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  minister  have  any 
comments  on  the  first  reading  of  that  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  did  that  in  my  state- 
ment, Mr.  Speaker. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  the 
orders  of  the  day,  I  would  like  to  table  the 
answers  to  questions  10,  11,  12,  16,  17  a 
return,  18,  20  and  22  on  the  order  paper. 
(See  appendix,  page  3701.) 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  18th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjoumefd  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  95,  An  Act  to  Re- 
structure the  County  of  Oxford. 


COUNTY  OF  OXFORD  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Resum- 
ing the  debate,  Mr.  Speaket,  I  think  we  were 
talking  about  the  vast  diflFerence  there  is  in 
a  county  form  of  government  and  the  pro- 
posal here,  which  in  my  view  and  in  the  view 
of  most  people  who  have  studied  the  bill, 
was  adapted  from  all  of  the  regional  gov- 
ernment bills.  In  fact  it  has  characteristics 
in  it  which  will  develop  a  one-tier  form  of 
government  much  more  quickly  than  it  would 
be  developed,  say  in  the  Waterloo  area  where 
more  powers  are  left  vidth  the  area  govern- 
ment. 

As  we  have  progressed  along  these  various 
regional  government  bills,  we  find  that  each 
one  is  aiming  more  and  more  towards  a 
one-tier  type  of  government  which,  while  not 
politically  acceptable,  I  am  sure  is  in  the 
back  of  the  minds  of  the  people  on  the  gov- 
ernment benches  opposite.  We  find  in  every 
fimction  the  new  county  or  region  is  taking 
over  that  they  are  taking  over  more  and  more 
functions  than  were  first  put  out  in,  say  the 
Niagara  regional  bill,  the  York  bill  or  the 
Waterloo  bill. 

This  is  apparent  in  the  planning  section, 
which  is  the  next  section  I  wanted  to  say 
a  few  words  about,  where  the  Oxford  plan- 
ning    area     will     be     the    only     authorized 


planning  area  and  the  local  municipal  plan- 
ning boards  wiU  be  done  away  with,  though 
there  is  permission  for  an  advisory  planning 
committee    if   it   is    deemed   necessary. 

I  suppose  if  there  is  too  much  objection 
to  this  from  the  local  levels,  they  would 
institute  advisory  committees  down  at  the 
local  area  government  level.  This  then  is 
another  example  of  moving  away  from,  not 
only  a  county  system  to  a  two-tier  govern- 
ment system,  but  from  a  two-tier  government 
system  to  a  one-tier  regional  government 
system. 

The  same  is  true  in  the  section  on  health. 
The  present  health  board  is  eliminated  and 
this  power  is  returned  to  the  council,  which 
to  many  people,  I  think,  makes  considerable 
good  sense.  But  then  we  have  the  addition 
of  the  seven  council  members,  and  three 
members  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor in  Council. 

As  for  the  police  section,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
would  just  hke  to  say  this,  in  all  sincerity 
I  would  hope  that  section  74  of  the  bill 
could  be  deleted  in  that  it  permits  the  min- 
ister, notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  the 
previous  sections  "to  establish  a  police  force 
for  the  whole  or  part  of  the  county  in  such 
a  manner  as  he  determines." 

In  other  words,  there  is  a  possibility  of 
local  autonomy  being  completely  lost  in  this 
policing  section.  If  the  minister  says  they  are 
going  to  have  a  regional  police  force,  that  is 
what  they  are  going  to  have.  Experience  has 
shown  that  regional  police  forces  are  very 
costly.  While  it  is  true  the  Regional  Munici- 
pal Grants  Act  allows  for  a  grant  of  $8  per 
capita  as  against  $5  per  capita  if  there  is 
not  a  regional  police  force,  believe  me,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  will  take  much  more  than  that 
increase  in  grant  even  to  begin  to  ofi^set  the 
increased  cost. 

For  the  information  of  the  people  of  Ox- 
ford, let  me  say  this,  the  increase  of  policing 
costs  in  Waterloo  region  for  this  year  has 
exceeded  the  total  provincial  grant  of  $8  per 
person,  that  is  the  increase  from  last  year 
to  this  year  has  exceeded  the  whole  new 
grant,  which  is  $8,  up  from  the  previous 
year. 

Under  this  policing  section  of  the  bill,  we 
are  back  to  the  old,  archaic  ideas  where  a 
police  commission  shall  be  composed  of  the 
head  of  council,  a  judge  of  the  county  court 
designated  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor,  and 
one  other  person  designated  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  Why  would 
they  want  a  thing  like  that? 
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Talk  about  19th  century. 

Mr.  Good:  We  have  argued  in  this  House 
for  five  or  six  years  that  there  should  be 
local  autonomy  on  the  local  police  forces. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Why  a  judge  on  the  police 
commission? 

Mr.  Good:  A  three-man  police  commission 
made  up  of  the  head  of  government,  a  county 
court  judge  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  should  be  elected 
people,  not  appointed. 

Mr.  Good:  —and  one  other  person  ap- 
pointed by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  is  not 
even  as  good  representation  as  in  the  recent 
regional  government  bills  where  at  least 
there  are  two  members  of  the  regional  coun- 
cil sitting  on  the  police  commission.  The 
present  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Kerr)  went 
on  record  in  a  public  statement  over  a  year 
ago  stating  he  was  opposed  to  judges  sitting 
on  police  commissions. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  task  force  recom- 
mended it. 

Mr.  Good:  But  no  other  ministry  of  gov- 
ernment will  pick  up  the  recommendation 
of  the  Solicitor  General.  Maybe  he  made  it 
by  mistake  and  maybe  he  feels  he  shouldn't 
have  said  it  publicly,  but  he  has  said  it 
publicly.  We  agree  with  his  statement.  We 
have  been  presenting  that  particular  point  of 
view  for  many  years  in  the  House.  But  we 
go  back  to  this  archaic  idea  that  existing 
boards  or  commissions  and  police  committees 
are  to  be  dissolved  and  new  ones  will  be  set 
up  under  the  Police  Act,  which  states  there 
will  be  a  judge  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor,  the  head  of  council  and  one  other 
person  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor. There  is  nothing  new  or  constructive, 
nothing  which  is  contributing  to  local  au- 
tonomy in  that  particular  section  at  all  and 
I  hope  the  people  of  Oxford  will  resist  the 
establishment  of  a  regional  police  force. 

The  waterworks  and  sewage  works  sec- 
tions of  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  are  another 
area  in  which  this  bill  has  gone  completely 
to  a  one- tiered  system.  Not  only  has  the  pro- 
vision of  a  water  source  gone  to  the  regional 
or  county  level  but  also  the  responsibility 
for  distribution.  Not  only  has  the  establish- 
ment of  sewage  disposal  systems  but  also  the 
collection  of  sewage  gone  to  the  regional 
or  county  level.  In  these  two  particular 
aspects  this  bill  has  gone  further  to  a  one- 


tiered  system  of  government  than  most  other 
regional  government  bills. 

The  only  thing  the  government  hasn't 
touched  is  it  is  still  allowing  the  area  gov- 
ernments to  do  their  own  tax  collecting. 
That's  the  only  major  thing  left  for  them  to 
do  under  this  particular  bill.  I  believe  in  the 
Peel  or  Halton  bill  the  government  was  even 
toying  with  the  idea  of  letting  the  region  do 
the  tax  collecting,  which  would  have  com- 
pletely  destroyed   the   two-tier   system. 

One  thing  I  think  should  be  drawn  to  the 
attention  of  all  members  of  the  House  is 
it  has  been  my  experience  in  all  other  re- 
gional government  bills,  in  which  we  have 
the  provision  of  sewer  and  water  services 
going  to  the  regional  or  county  level,  as  they 
call  it  in  this  case,  that  people  do  not  actually 
understand  what  is  happening.  I  think  most 
people  do  imderstand  that  from  this  point 
on,  when  this  government  is  started,  we  will 
be  pooling  our  waterworks,  our  sewage  works, 
our  plants  and  our  operations.  The  cost  of 
seeking  additional  supplies  of  water,  the  cost 
of  future  sewage  disposal  plants  wiH  be  met 
by  all  those  people  who  use  those  services. 

But  what  people  don't  understand,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  simply  that  the  debenture  com- 
mitments of  the  various  municipalities  in  the 
region  or  in  the  area  will  also  be  shared 
and  shared  alike.  I  don't  know  what  the 
present  situation  is  in  Oxford  county  but 
I  hope  the  people  in  Tavistock,  for  instance, 
understand  that  if  there  is  a  big  debenture 
debt  in,  say  Ingersoll  or  Woodstock,  they  will 
be  helping  to  pay  for  a  previous  commit- 
ment. I  think  most  people  feel:  "That's  fine; 
from  here  on  we  will  share  and  share  alike 
and  we  will  bear  each  other's  burdens  so 
that  we  can  all  have  services  at  a  more 
favourable  price  by  having  a  regional  rate 
and  that  will  certainly  help  people  in  the* 
smaller  centres." 

I  don't  think  too  many  people  understand 
the  fact  they  are  also  going  to  be  pooling 
their  previous  debts  and  debentures  in  these 
areas  and  that  those  who  go  into  the  new 
government  with  a  small  debenture  debt  are 
going  to  be  helping  to  pay  ofF  the  debenture 
debts  of  those  accumulated  previous  to  the 
date  of  the  inception  of  this  government. 

These  are  the  things,  I  think,  which  are 
least  understood  in  all  the  regional  govern- 
ment bills,  with  the  result  tiiat  after  the 
implementation,  in  many  cases,  misunder- 
standings do  develop. 

On  the  financial  sections  of  the  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  first  concept  to  which  I  would 
like    to    draw    attention    is    simply   that   the 


3676 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


last  number  of  regional  government  bills 
have  been  drawn  up  so  that  the  levy  of  the 
area  governments— I  refer  to  them  in  that 
way  but  in  this  case  they  would  be  the  in- 
dividual mimicipalities— towards  the  top  level 
of  government,  which  in  this  case  would  be 
the  county,  are  in  proportion  to  the  equalized 
and  weighted  assessment  of  each  area 
government. 

No  one  has  been  able  to  give  a  satisfactory 
explanation  to  me,  and  I've  asked  on  several 
occasions,  of  the  full  implications  of  this 
weighted  assessment.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  one 
municipality  has  the  same  assessment  as  an- 
other municipality  one  would  think  they 
would  pay  the  same  amount.  Well  they  don't, 
because  the  one  is  weighted  so  that  if  more 
of  that  assessment  is  industrial  you  are  going 
to  pay  a  bigger  levy  to  the  top  level  of 
government.  That  makes  sense,  but  some- 
where along  the  line  these  area  mimicipalities 
are  going  to  be  asking  themsedves:  "Does  it 
pay  us  to  try  to  get  more  industrial  assess- 
ment and  where  do  we—" 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  On  a  point  of 
order,  I  don't  like  to  interrupt  my  friend 
and  colleague,  but  I  don't  think  he  should 
have  to  speak  to  a  House  in  which  there  is 
no  quorum,  particularly  since  we  are  sitting 
inordinately  long  hours.  I  don't  think  the 
opposition  should  have  the  responsibility  of 
keeping  a  quorum  in  the  House  either.  Tliere 
are  two  members  on  the  government  side 
and  three  members  in  the  government  rump, 
and  I'm  sick  and  tired  of  it. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxford):  We've  got  to 
have  a  rump;  it  is  part  of  the  government 
system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  Clerk  count  the 
membeni  please? 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
are  17  members. 

Mr.  Speaker  ordered  that  the  bells  be 
rung  for  four  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  believe  we 
now  have  a  quorum. 

The  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North  has 
the  floor. 

Mr.  Good:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
continue  with  the  matter  of  the  area  govern- 
ment levies  to  the  region,  or  in  this  case  the 
municipal  levies  to  the  counties.  On  repeated 
occasions  I  have  asked  the  ministry  if  some- 
how it  could  show  a  chart  of  some  sort  with 
a  financial  analysis  of  the  afiFects  of  the  in- 


creased weighting  of  the  levies  to  the  county 
or  to  the  region  in  relationship  to  the  amount 
of  industrial  assessment.  No  one  has  been 
able  to  give  me  a  satisfactory  answer  on  at 
what  point  it's  advisable  or  inadvisable  to 
try  to  get  more  industrial  assessment.  One 
realizes  that  as  more  industrial  assessment  is 
obtained  the  greater  is  the  weighting  of  the 
levy  toward  the  area  government. 

This  brings  into  question  the  whole  pro- 
cedure of  whether  industrial  development  and 
the  industrial  development  officers  should  be 
on  a  regional  or  an  area  government  basis. 

On  the  matter  of  refuse  disposal,  as  I  see  it 
in  this  bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  collection  of  the 
refuse  for  disposal  is  left  at  the  area  govern- 
ment level  but  the  provision  of  the  landfill 
sites  will  be  a  county  responsibility. 

That  plus  tax  collection  are  the  only  two 
things  of  any  consequence  which  will  be  left 
at  the  area  government  level.  All  the  other 
things  which  the  local  councils  are  used  to 
handling  under  the  county  system  will  now 
be  done  on  the  county  basis. 

One  thing  that  disturbs  me,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  I  am  glad  the  provincial  Treasurer  (Mr. 
White)  is  in  the  House  to  hear  this,  it  is  still 
necessary  to  put  into  these  regional  govern- 
ment bills  the  section  dealing  wth  the  public 
utilities  commissions  referred  to  in  subsection 
2.  It  says  ".  .  .  who  hold  office  when  this 
section  comes  into  force  shall  continue  to  hold 
office  until  the  date  determiniedi  by  the  minis- 
ter." 

This  should  not  be.  People  should  not  be 
perpetuated  in  office.  The  public  utilities 
commission  of  these  new  restructured  govern- 
ments should  not  continue  to  serve  only  those 
people  they  served  before  their  government 
was  restructured  simply  because  the  govern- 
ment has  not  as  yet  reached  a  decision  on 
what  it  is  going  to  do  oni  the  provision  of 
electrical  services  across  the  province. 

'Whether  it  is  going  to  be  given  over  to 
local  councils;  whether  it  is  going  to  be  done 
on  a  regional  basis;  whether  it  is  going  to  be 
done  on  an  area  government  basis— this  con- 
troversy, Mr.  Speaker,  has  been  going  on  for 
at  least  two  or  2Vi  years.  As  yet,  no  deci- 
sion has  been  made.  People  outside  existing 
city  municipalities  are  still  being  served  by 
rural  hydro  at  a  much  higher  rate.  People  sit- 
ting on  public  utilities  commissions  are  doing 
so  without  a  mandlate  from  the  electorate  in 
some  areas  because  they  can  sit  there  until 
a  date  set  by  the  minister. 

Surely  this  particular  question  must  be  re- 
solved in  the  near  future  because  this  has 
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been  gathering  dust  for  at  least  two  years.  I 
think  the  provincial  Treasurer  should  make  an 
announcement  very  shortly  on  how  he  in- 
tends to  handle  the  governing  bodies  which 
are  going  to  deal  with  the  distribution  of 
electrical  services  in  the  regional  and  re- 
structured areas  of  the  province. 

I  don't  like  that  provision  one  bit. 

One  thing  which  I  think  is  never  properly 
explained  to  people  in  the  areas  when  these 
regional  governments  are  established— and  I 
doubt  very  much  if  many  of  the  elected  offi- 
cials understand  it  properly— is  the  difference 
between  the  transitional  adjustments,  that  is 
transitional  grants— the  discretionary  powers 
given  to  the  minister  to  pour  in  unlimited 
funds  as  he  sees  fit— and  the  start  up  grants. 

The  whole  basis  and  success  of  many  of 
these  restructured  governments  depends  on 
the  financial  implications.  In  bill  after  bill  we 
have  argued  that  there  should  be  some  de- 
tailed financial  studies  donei  on  what  effect 
the  restructuring  of  the  government  will  have 
on  the  tax  rate,  on  the  level  of  services,  on 
the  cost  of  providing  the  same  services  under 
a  new,  grander  form  of  government. 

The  government  has  consistently  refused  to 
do  these  studies.  In  some  of  the  areas  it  has 
had  practically  all  the  data  available  to  it 
because  of  recent  studies  done  in  the  area. 
But  the  government  has  seen  fit  to  say:  "The 
good  people  of  the  area  will  take  care  of 
that." 

Believe  me,  they  find  out  sooner  or  later 
—and  it  is  usually  sooner  much  to  their 
chagrin— about  the  increased  costs,  which 
have  been  outlined  to  members  previously 
by  my  leader.  The  transitional  adjustments  as 
set  out  in  this  bill  in  sections— whatever  they 
are— are  simply  a  matter  of  juggling  moneys 
from  one  area  government  to  another.  They 
don't  help  anyone  because  what  this  govern- 
ment takes  away  from  one  area  government 
it  has  to  add  on  to  another  area  government. 

Whetn  there  are  cases  of  severe  hardship 
in  one  area  mimicipality  they  can  be  allevi- 
ated by  passing  on  part  of  that  burden  to 
the  others  and  this  decreases  over  a  five-year 
period.  The  external  money  coming  in  from 
the  province  is  w^hat  is  really  needed. 

As  mentioned  by  my  leader,  the  region 
of  Waterloo  got  only  24  per  cent  of  the 
startup  grants  required;  $1.8  million  was  the 
extra  cost  of  startup  in  the  first  year.  They 
got  24,5  per  cent,  I  think  it  was,  of  that 
money,  less  than  $250,000;  when  almost  $2 
million  was  needed. 

When  the  area  govemment  of  Cambridge 
went   to   the   Treasurer,   as   reported  in   the 


newspaper,  and  said:  "We  have  special  prob- 
lems because  of  the  union  of  tnree  former 
municipalities.  We  have  additional  costs;  we 
think  we  should  have  additional  startup 
grants  and  special  considerations";  the  answer, 
in  effect,  was:  "You  are  just  an  area  govem- 
ment. You  can't  approach  me  as  provincial 
Treasurer.  You  will  have  to  go  through  your 
regional  coxmcil  and  the  regional  chairman 
will   bring   your    request   to   me." 

This  is  the  level  of  esteem  and  the  im- 
portance which  the  lower  tier  governments 
are  accorded  by  the  officials  of  this  pro- 
vincial government. 

The  part  of  the  restructuring  of  the  county 
which  cheeses  me  off— pardon  me— which 
disturbs  me  more  than  anything  else,  is  the 
fact  the  govemment  says  this  bill  is  re- 
structuring the  county  of  Oxford  when  it  is 
nothing  more  than  a  new  regional  govem- 
ment bill.  That's  the  thing  that  disturbs  me 
more  than  anything  else.  That  and  the  con- 
ditions in  the  back  of  the  bill,  in  section 
138,  by  which  the  minister  has  unlimited 
power  to  make  grants  of  whatever  size  he 
feels  fit  and  to  whatever  govemment  he  feels 
it  is  necessary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): He  wiU  buy  his  way  through  in  case 
it  is  a  little  tough  the  next  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  With  public 
funds. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  could  all  be 
avoided  if  proper  financial  studies  and  re- 
search had  been  done  to  set  before  the  peo- 
ple an  accurate  estimate  of  what  their  costs 
will  be.  While  this  may  be  nice,  we  think 
for  the  first  few  years  we  could  get  along 
with  this  and  people  would  know  what  the 
future  financial  ramffications  of  this  type  of 
bill  would  be.  We  will  oppose  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  don't  want  to  enter  the  debate  at  any 
length  at  all  because  so  much  has  been  said 
today  that  I  think  anything  further  perhaps 
is  repetitious,  except  for  this.  I  want  to  stress 
this  fact,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  think  in  this 
debate  something  fimdamental  perhaps  has 
been  overlooked.  That  is,  today  we  do  face 
the  absolute  necessity  for  a  different  type  of 
municipal  govemment  from  what  we  have 
had  since  the  Baldwin  Act  was  passed  over 
a  century  ago. 

This  is  the  thing  which  I  think  so  often 
we  forget,  because  in  the  kind  of  debate  we 
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have  had  we  are  looking  back  to  those  small 
municipalities— 8,000  population,  one  of  the 
speakers  said  this  morning,  and  that  was 
enough.  That  is  just  not  enough  to  provide 
the  services  people  are  demanding  today.  It 
can't  be  done. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  The 
member  doesn't  understand.  He  is  absolutely 
wrong. 

Mr.  Ruston:  It  depends  on  the  circum- 
stances. 

Mr.  Young:  The  representatives  of  the 
Liberal  Party,  along  with  myself,  fought  this 
battle  in  the  select  committee  on  the  Elec- 
tion Act  and  other  related  Acts. 

Mr.  Ruston:  The*  member  is  going  to  vote 
for  this  bill  then,  I  think? 

Mr.  Young:  The  member  for  Downsview 
(Mr.  Singer)  and  the  others  signed  the  docu- 
ment. We  fought  our  way  through,  asking  for 
regional  governments,  larger  municipal  gov- 
ernments than  we  have  today,  pointing  out 
that  the  thousand  municipal  governments  we 
had  in  Ontario  at  that  time  were  just  too 
small  to  meet  adequately  the  needs  of  this  age. 
They  were  all  right  when  the  Baldwin  Act 
was  passed,  sure.  That  was  an  advantage  at 
that  time;  that  was  an  advance.  But  today 
we  need  the  kind  of  population  groupings 
that  can  support  the  scientific  and  the  tech- 
nological advances  we  have  available  to  give 
our  people  services  we  must  have. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  am  surprised  at  the  member. 
I  am  disappointed. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Right  on.  Say  that  again. 

Mr.  Ruston:  He  would  have  them  so  big 
he  would  need  an  airplane  to  get  around 
them. 

Mr.  Young:  It's  always  easy  to  be  national- 
istic- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  real  NDP  attitude  is 
coming    out    now.    The    real    technocrat    is 
speaking. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Now  we  know  where  the  NDP 
stand. 

Mr.  Young:  It's  always  easy  to  appeal  to 
local  prejudice. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 


Mr.  Young:  It's  always  very  easy  for  the 
man  in  the  small  municipality  to  think:  "Well, 
I  have  something  here  I  like  to  have  and  I 
am  a  little  afraid  of  the  larger  one." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  people  there  like  it 
too. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Young:  All  right.  They  may  have  won 
a  by-election,  that  party  may  have  won  a 
by-election  in  Huron  county  on  the  basis  of 
an  appeal  to  local  prejudice  and  to  the  past. 
All  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Nonsense.  The  member 
sounds  like  a  loser.  He  sounds  like  the  mem- 
ber for  Oxford.  He  sounds  like  a  loser. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  take  oflF  my  hat 
to  the  leaders  of  local  governments  who  have 
the  guts  to  stand  up  and  say:  "We've  got  to 
face  the  future.  And  we  have  to  have  some- 
thing more." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  is  the  member 
going  to  say?  How  is  he  going  to  vote  on 
this? 

Mr.  Young:  All  right;  I'll  come  to  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  see  the  other  side 
of  that- 

Mr.  Young:  So  it  is  that  in  this  province 
we  have  been  facing  this  restructuring  of 
government;  not  the  way  I  wanted  to  see  it 
because  of  one  fundamental  flaw,  and  that 
fudamental  flaw  is,  and  I  come  to  it,  I  say  to 
the  leader  of  the  Liberal  Party,  I  come  to  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  It  is  great  to 
hear  the  member;  I  have  not  heard  enough 
of  him  recently. 

Mr.  Young:  I  come  to  it,  and  that's  why  I 
say  I  didn't  want  to  speak  at  great  length. 

Mr.  Ruston:  No,  because  he  put  his  foot 
in  it. 

Mr.  Yoiuig:  The  one  fundamental  flaw  is 
that  this  government  has  consistently  refused 
to  undergird  the  new  municipalities  with  an 
adequate  financial  base.  This  is  the  place. 

Mr.  R.  Gisbom  (Hamilton  East):  That's  a 
clear  point. 

Mr.  Yoimg:  That  is  why  in  Niagara  and  in 
other  municipalities,  the  new  regional  munici- 
palities, the  government  had  to  come  in  with 
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the  millions  of  dollars  to  bail  them  out  when 
financial  difficulties  occurred. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  voted  for 
that  one. 

Mr.  Young:  The  government  did  not  give 
them  the  financial  base  they  needed.  In  this 
case,  in  Oxford  county,  the  government  had 
better  take  a  look  at  it  and  it  had  better  see 
that  it  puts  in  the  thing  that  we  have  called 
for  in  this  party,  time  alter  time,  a  municipal 
foundation  plan. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Centralization,  that's  what  it  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  has  been- 

Mr.  Ruston:  Socialism  handed  down. 

Mr.  Young:  A  municipal  foundation  plan 
where  the  government  is  giving  adequate 
finances  and  adequate  powers;  adequate 
money  power  to  these  new  municipalities  so 
they  can  stand  on  their  own  feet  and  do  the 
job:  then  it  can  hand  back  the  powers  that 
municipalities  used  to  have. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  NDP  technocrats. 

Mr.  Young:  There  is  no  question,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  municipalities  —  and  someone 
said  it  here  today— the  municipalities  have 
been  gradually  seeing  their  powers  eroded; 
the  little  ones  because  they  haven't  had  the 
pov\er,  the  ability  to  stand  up  to  the  erosion 
of  the  ministerial  failings  at  the  provincial 
level.  So  95  per  cent  of  the  grants,  of  the 
financing,  went  to  the  small  municipalities, 
but  they  were  not  alfowed  to  spend  that 
money  except  according  to  the  dictates  of  the 
province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Amen. 

Mr.  Young:  That's  where  the  problem  was. 
Now  let's  give  to  these  new  municipalitiesf— 
which,  I  say  again!,  modem  technology  de- 
mands—let's turn  over  to  them  more  and  more 
of  the  powers  which  have  been  taken  away 
from  them  ye'ar  after  year  by  the  ministry  of 
this  government.  That's  all  I  have  to  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  Let's  get  around  to  the  place- 
Mr.  Ruston:  Is  the  member  going  to  vote 
for  the  bill  or  against  it? 

Mr.  Young:  —where  we  undergird  these 
new  municipalities  with  the  financial  powers 
they  must  have.  Until  the  government  does 
this,  we  in  this  party  just  can't  agree  to  sup- 
port the  kind'  of  legislation  which  it  is  bring- 
ing in  here  today. 

An  hon.  member:  Boy,  oh  boy. 


Mr.    Young:    We   agree   with   the   general 
principle- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Pretty  weak,  pretty  weak. 

Mr.  Yoimg:  —of  reorganization  of  munici- 
pal government,  just  as  the  representative  of 
the  Liberal  Party  did  when  the  report  came 
in  on  the  Municipal  Act  and  related  Acts. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Fifteen  years  ago? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Those 
fellows  over  there  are  a  bimch  of  reaction- 
aries. 

Mr.  Young:  AH  right.  We  agree  with  that 
general  principle,  but  let's  get  the  kind  of 
undergirding  which  vdll  make  that  principle 
work  ini  the  days  ahead. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  There  is 
no  question  that  we  on  this  side  are  in 
favour  of  local  government  reform.  But  we 
want  to  be  sure  that  local  government  reform 
is  really— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  had  better 
speak  to  his  leader. 

Mr.  Deacon:  No,  no;  one  thing  they  have 
got  to  learn  to  do  on  the  other  side  is  listen, 
because  on  this  side  we  have  been  listening 
to  people  and  we  are  recognizing  that  al- 
though they  want  reform,  we  want  to  be 
sure  that  reform  is  not  jmnping  from  the 
frying  pan  into  the  fire  and  that  it  is  truly 
providing  answers  to  the  problems  that  munic- 
ipalities have  today. 

It  isn't  a  question  of  size.  I  know  that 
"Lord  Darcy,"  when  he  was  Minister  of 
Municipal  AflFairs,  in  answer  to  a  question  in 
Barrie  as  to  why  he  was  choosing  a  size  of 
200,000  to  300,000  people,  said:  "Because, 
indeed,  we  have  found  that  that  is  the  easiest 
size  of  a  municipality  or  structure  to  adminis- 
ter from  Queen's  Park. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  how  it  was  re- 
solved. 

Mr.  Deacon:  His  idea  was  how  easy  is  it 
to  administer  from  Queen's  Park,  not  how 
well  it  will  serve  the  people;  not  how  well 
it  will  answer  their  needs;  not  imaginary 
needs  that  may  be  wanted  by  some  other 
municipality,  but  the  local  needs,  because 
surely  government  is  to  serve  people  and  not 
people  to  serve  governments. 
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It  is  well  knowTi,  if  the  minister  studies 
the  figures  of  his  own  ministry,  that  the  cost 
of  government,  a  government  which  satisfies 
the  needs  of  the  people  in  Metro,  is  four  to 
five  times  that  in  small  municipalities.  Now 
the  member  for  Yorkview  may  say  the  service 
is  inadequate,  but  the  service  is  not  inade- 
quate because  the  people  will  bring  the 
service  up  to  the  level  they  want. 

Modem  technology,  I  think,  should  be 
confined  to  being  a  resource  available  to 
people  so  they  can  see  what  other  munici- 
palities have  and  then  choose  whether  or  not 
they  want  it.  But  they  should  not  be  per- 
suaded to  accept  services  on  the  basis  of 
some  bribery  in  the  form  of  extra  grants  in 
order  to  adopt  regional  government. 

We  do  not  all,  in  this  province,  want  to 
be  a  guest  of  that  giiant  Procrustes  who  had 
a  bed  to  which  he  fitted  his  guests.  If  they 
were  too  short  he  stretched  them  to  fit;  if 
they  were  too  long,  he  lopped  oflF  their  arms 
to  fit.  That  is  what  this  government  has 
wanted  to  do  as  it  created  these  municipali- 
ties around  the  province— fit  the  people  and 
their  local  government  into  the  pattern  it 
wants. 

We  believe  the  minister  should  develop  his 
reform  of  local  government  by  having  a 
committee  of  municipal  leaders,  which  he's 
had  in  the  past,  and  by  providing  those 
leaders  with  background  information  based 
on  the  most  important  problems  of  existing 
local  government  systems.  He  should  give 
them  alternatives  and  help  them  develop 
alternative  solutions;  then  develop  cost-bene- 
fit studies  of  the  various  solutions  including 
changes  of  local  area  boundaries.  These 
should  include  changes  in  the  realm  of  gov- 
ernment in  which  services  will  be  provided 
and  show  not  only  the  cost  but  Ae  benefit. 

Let  the  public  be  informed,  as  these  meet- 
ings proceed,  so  they  have  information  from 
the  minutes  as  to  what  research  findings  are 
coming  out  so  that  the  public  can  see  if 
there  is,  indeed,  benefit  from  the  various 
changes  proposed. 

In  York,  we  didn't  have  the  benefit  of  that 
sort  of  analysis.  We  tried  to  have  that  pro- 
vided and  we  thought  we  had  found  we 
could  provide  such  an  analysis,  where  the 
people  could  be  involved  over  a  six-month 
period  for  a  cost  of  maybe  $75,000.  But  no. 
It  was  decided  that  Queen's  Park  would,  in 
effect,  have  separate  meetings  with  the  vari- 
ous local  groups  and  then,  with  its  power  of 
persuasion  through  the  almighty  grant  system, 
persuade  the  local  representatives  on  a  minis- 
terial committee  that  indeed  municipal  gov- 


ernment in  the  form  of  regional  government 
would  be  the  best  thing  for  us. 

We  know  what  happened  in  York.  We  know 
that  we  had  a  fantastic  increase  in  costs.  We 
know  we  now  have  a  big  staff,  big  salaries, 
big  titles,  big  heads  and  big  taxes.  And  we 
haven't  had  improvement  in  service.  You  talk 
to  the  people  in  York,  the  ordinary  citizen, 
and  ask  him  how  much  he  feels  regional  gov- 
ernment has  helped  in  our  area.  It  hasn't 
helped  at  all.  It  has  reaUy  removed  govern- 
ment from  the  community. 

It's  for  that  reason  we  are  so  strongly  op- 
posed to  these  regional  police  forces.  With 
the  best  intention  of  leadership,  it  is  still 
removing  that  local  involvement  that  is  so 
important  to  good  government,  where  people 
feel  they're  part  of  it  and  have  some  effect 
on  it.  We  have  excellent  people  in  our  re- 
gional health  and  welfare  operation,  but 
only  two  per  cent  of  the  people  in  our  com- 
munity even  know  we  have  such  public  health 
services  and  what  is  available.  Only  two  per 
cent  know,  because  they  are  not  involved.  It's 
all  run  by  the  experts  at  the  centre  at  costs 
that  are  great  and  of  no  real  benefit  to  the 
community. 

Roads:  There's  an  article  in  the  Star  about 
the  disaster  we've  had  with  roads  up  in  the 
York  region.  Look  at  the  desert  and  the  disa- 
ster they've  made  of  communities  like  King 
and  Maple,  as  they  cut  their  swaths  of  as- 
phalt through  the  region.  And  why?  Because 
they  are  removed  from  the  community.  It 
wouldn't  be  allowed  in  the  community.  But 
when  they  only  have  one  or  two  representa- 
tives to  go  to  council,  and  when  the  thrust 
of  leadership  comes  from  the  chairman,  the 
administrator  and  the  chief  engineer,  it's 
pretty  tough  to  turn  it  back,  because  their 
representatives  are  miles  and  miles  apart. 

It's  very  difficult  for  the  citizens  to  become 
involved  and  to  have  any  impact  on  the 
result. 

That  is  why  we're  opposed  to  this  removal 
of  authority,  responsibility  and  resources  at 
the  local  level  and  the  imposition  of  govern- 
ment at  a  level  very  convenient  for  the 
government  at  Queen's  Park  to  administer 
and  control.  But  it's  very  much  removed 
from  those  who  should  be  controlling  it,  the 
people  who  are  paying  for  it,  the  taxpayers 
in  the  community. 

I  wish  this  minister,  who  himself  was 
mayor  of  a  small  community,  would  go  back 
and  look  at  this  whole  matter  of  government 
reform  from  his  former  position.  He  should 
look  at  it  from  the  point  of  view  of  what 
would  benefit  his  community,  and  not  what 
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would  benefit  Queen's  Park  or  what  would 
be  easiest  so  that  Queen's  Park  will  be  able 
to  control  things. 

In  York  we  certainly  didn't  have  much  suc- 
cess in  this  party  in  the  1971  elections  be- 
cause the  people  then  didn't  know  what  re- 
gional government  was  going  to  cost  them. 
But  they  now  know,  and  this  government 
will  see  in  1975,  or  whenever  they  call  the 
next  election,  just  what  the  people  think  of 
the  government  reform  that's  been  imposed 
on  them.  It's  got  a  bad  name  now,  regional 
government,  and  only  because  the  people  who 
have  been  controlling  the— 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  Who  gave  it 
a  bad  name? 

Mr.  R.  G.  Eaton  (Middlesex  South):  Do 
the  Liberals  want  to  put  it  in  trusteeship  as 
they  did  with  the  school  boards? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  they're  not  having 
it  in  Middlesex  they're  not  having  it  in  Chat- 
ham and  they're  not  having  it  in  Prescott; 
that's  for  sure. 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  Will  it 
be  in  Kent  next? 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  people  who  have  been 
directing  the  affairs:  of  this  province  by  legis^ 
lation  have  been  trying  to  bribei  us  with  our 
own  money.  They're  setting  up  high-salarv 
positions  so  that  those  who  are  supposedly 
our  local  representatives  are  much  more  re- 
presentatives of  the  province,  flunkeys  of  the 
province,  than  they  are  representatives  of  the 
community. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Is  the  county  council  of 
Middlesex  going  to  guide  the  destiny  of  the 
city  of  London?  Is  that  what  the  minister 
proposes? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He's  going  to  be  the  gate- 
keeper at  Komoka  Park,  if  he's  lucky. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  am  disappointed  that  in 
this  bill  the  so-called  reform  of  government 
in  the  county  of  Oxford  is  not  one  that's 
backed  by  facts  and  figures  and  information 
so  that  the  public  obviously  can  see  the 
sense  and  the  need  for  whatever  this  legis- 
lation says.  It  isn't  there.  It's  a  typical  ex- 
ample of  what  we've  had  for  the  past 
several  years;  government  imposed  on  the 
people  and  it  isn't  good.  It  is  going  to  diestroy 
our  sense  of  community.  It's  going  to  deistroy 
the  very  basis  of  democracy  in  Ontario,  and 
it's  time  we  defeated!  bills  like  this.  The  sup- 
porters of  this  government  on  the  other  side 
should  recognize  that  this  is  the  time  to  vote 


against  this  bill  and  give  Oxford  a  chance  to 
really  reform  government,  not  have  more  re- 
gional government  and  the  high  costs  of  that 
type  of  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
who  wishes  to  take  part  in  this  debate? 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  intend  to— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Let's  give 
him  a  hand. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  that  the  extent  of  the  ap- 
plause? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  St.  Joseph  Island  is  in- 
terested in  the  member  for  Wentworth's 
remarks. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  bet  they  are.  They  had 
better  read  somebody's  remarks— because  they 
can't  read  their  own  member's. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  don't  want  to  prolong  the 
debate  urmecessarily,  but  there  are  a  couple 
of  things  that  I  do  want  to  say  about  it. 

Like  a  lot  of  members,  I  had  thought 
about  a  year  ago  that  we  had  come  to  the 
end  of  the  regionalization  programme  of  the 
Province  of  Ontario— or  if  not  to  the  end, 
at  least  we  had  come  to  a  point  at  which 
we  were  going  to  pause.  We  were  going  to 
reflect  on  what  was  happening  and  we  were 
going  to  come  to  some  rather  concrete  de- 
cisions about  whatever  the  future  of  local 
goverrmient  was  to  be  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

That  attitude  was  made  evident  by  state- 
ments of  the  Treasurer  andi  by  statements 
of  other  members  of  the  cabinet  that  there 
had  been  errors  made,  andi  that  those 
errors  had!  to  be  adjusted.  That  there  had 
been  miscalculations,  and  that  the  miscaltu- 
lations  had  to  be  properly  understood.  And 
that  before  we  embarked  on  any  further 
regionalization,  we  were  going  to  come  about 
with  a  programme  that  would  provide  ade- 
quate financing  for  any  new  regions,  or  any 
new  municipalities  that  were  to  be  formed. 

This  bill  is,  in  fact,  a  regional  government 
bfll.  It  doesn't  follow  the  exact  concept  fol- 
lowed in  previous  regional  government  bills, 
but  it  is  in  itself  a  form  of  regionalization— 
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and  there  is  no  point  in  kidding  anybody 
about  it. 

It  seems  to  me,  in  looking  back  over  the 
last  seven  years,  that  the  one  thing  we  ought 
to  have  learned— if  there  was  any  lesson  at 
all  to  be  learned  from  what  has  happened— 
is  that  before  we  began  another  programme 
of  regionalization  we  were  going  to  have  to 
establish  three  things  quite  clearly:  First,  the 
impact  of  costs  on  the  existing  regions; 
second,  how  that  cost  was  being  shared;  and 
third,  what  was  going  to  occur  by  way  of 
additional  costs  to  the  municipalities  making 
up  the  regions  when  the  government  of  On- 
tario finally  opted'  out  from  the  rather  lavish 
grants  they  were  bestowing  upon  the  various 
regions  that  have  been  established. 

The  one  thing  that  we  never  seemed  to 
have  gotten  aroimd  to  discussing,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  what's  going  to  happen  to  the 
municipal  tax  rate  when  this  government 
stops  paying  its  transitional  grants;  when  this 
government  stops  making  the  rather  large 
sums  of  moneys  available  that  they  have  had 
to  make  available  over  the  last  three  or  four 
years  in  order  to  establish  some  kind  of 
fiscal  equity  within  the  regions  that  have 
been  set  up  under  bills  not  unlike  this  one. 

I  can't  help  but  feel,  in  looking  at  what's 
happening  in  my  own  mimicipality  that  we 
don't  understand  the  tremendous  financial 
burden  that  we  are  placing  on  the  taxpayers 
and  residents  of  those  municipalities  when 
we  continue  with  the  kind  of  regionalization 
that  this  government  has  been  embarked 
upon. 

I  think  we  have  got  to  try  to  appreciate 
what  the  total  cost  is,  and  how  the  moneys 
not  only  are  being  spent  but  are  being  raised, 
before  we  go  any  further  in  restructuring 
local  government. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Re- 
gional government  for  the  minister's  area!  He 
would  not  dare  put  it  in  his  area. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well  this  may  be  true.  I  don't 
think  there  is  any  question  here  at  all  that 
there  is  going  to  be,  over  the  course  of  time, 
a  need  to  restructure  the  local  government. 
I  don't  think  there  is  any  question  about 
that. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  need  is  now. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  member's  colleague,  the 
member  for  Oxford,  says  the  need  is  now. 
But  perhaps  what  the  member  for  Oxford 
isn't  taking  into  consideration  is  that  the 
people  who  benefit- 


Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Better 
get  a  new  set  of  glasses. 

Mr.  Deans:  —are  going  to  have  to  under- 
stand what  the  cost  of  what  little  they  are 
about   to   achieve   is    going   to   be. 

They  are  going  to  have  to  somehow  or 
other  be  made  aware  of  the  total  cost  of  the 
regionalization  programme.  They  are  going  to 
have  to  be  made  aware  of  what  happens 
when  the  government  finally  opts  out  of  its 
grants  programme  and  leaves  them  to  their 
own  devices  to  find  the  wherewithal  to  pay 
for  the  programmes  and  schemes  the  govern- 
ment has  encom-aged  them  to  embark  upon. 

Do  you  realize,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  right 
to  this  day  in  the  Hamilton-Wentworth 
region  they  have  not  yet  set  a  budget?  This 
is  almost  the  end  of  June  and  they  haven't 
yet  established  the  budget. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Do  they  have  it  in  Peel? 

Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  minister  realize  they 
haven't  yet  set  a  budget  in  the  Peel  region; 
and  does  he  know  why  they  haven't?  Because 
there  was  no  guidance  at  all  from  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  with  regard  to  the  cost  and 
the  amoimt  of  cost  that  will  be  placed  upon 
the  local  municipality  in  the  transition  and 
in  the  changeover.  They  have  no  earthly 
idea  what  it's  going  to  cost  them  to  ad- 
minister the  many  programmes  that  have  been 
thrust  upon  them  by  an  Act  of  the  Legis- 
lature, even  though  they  took  part  in  the 
discussion. 

There  is  no  way  they  can  assess  it,  and 
therefore  they  are  staggering  along  day  by 
day  hoping  at  some  point  to  be  able  to 
establish  a  total  budget  and  a  mill  rate  and 
to  levy  it  upon  the  member  municipalities. 

I  say  this  not  as  a  politician,  although  that 
happens  to  be  what  I  am,  I  say  it  as  a  tax- 
payer; that  we  in  the  Hamilton  area  dread  the 
day  when  that  budget  is  going  to  come  down. 
We  dread  it  because  some  of  us  suspect  that 
much  of  the  spending  that's  taking  place  in 
the  region  is  based  on  the  grants  and  the 
additional  payments  being  made  by  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  to  the  regional  municipality, 
and  that  when  and  if— and  I  say  if  and  when, 
and  I  think  that  is  not  even  fair— the  province 
finally  cuts  off  those  grants,  as  it's  committed 
to  do  after  a  five-year  period  in  some  in- 
stances, the  total  cost  will  have  to  be  borne 
by  the  region.  That  means  increased  munici- 
pal taxes. 

It's  time  we  had  an  assessment  of  what 
the  people  in  the  municipalities  are  going  to 
get  for  the  increased  municipal  taxes.  It's 
time  we  did  an  accurate  case-by-case  assess- 
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ment  across  the  province  to  determine  what 
the  local  municipalities  are  going  to  be  ex- 
pected to  pay  for  whatever  it  is  they  are 
getting.  You  and  I  both  know,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  one  of  the  reasons  this  government  has 
not  gone  ahead  with  its  province-wide  assess- 
ment programme  is  it  can  see  there  are  going 
to  be  tax  shifts  there  and  that  those  tax 
shifts  will'  uiwioubtedily  reflect  on  higher  costs 
to  residences.  If  the  government  compounds 
that  problem  by  forcing  municipalities  to  in- 
volve themselves  in  programmes  which  they 
previously  would  not  have  gone  ahead  with 
at  this  time,  it  is  going  to  inflict  upon  the 
municipal  taxpayers  a  burden  which  they 
frankly  will  not  be  able  to  carry. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Send  Mayo  back  for  another 
study  of  the  Niagara  region. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  most  sensible  thing 
the  government  could  have  done,  given  that 
it  went  ahead  without  giving  due  considera- 
tion to  cost  in  the  regions  that  it  had  already 
established,  and  the  thing  that  I  thought  it 
was  doing,  was  to  have  stopped,  in  order  to 
have  assessed  accurately,  or  as  accurately  as 
is  humanly  possible,  both  the  cost  and  the 
benefit  to  the  various  regions  that  have  been 
established  and  then  make  appropriate  ad- 
justments to  ensure  that  those  regions,  since 
they  are  now  forced  to  carry  on  in  a  new 
regionalization  programme,  have  the  financial 
base  from  which  to  operate  before  the  govern- 
ment carried  on  further  with  the  regionaliza- 
tion of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I  suspect  that  had  the  government  done 
that  we  wouldn't  have  seen  any  further 
regionalization.  We  might  well  have  seen 
amalgamations  of  some  municipalities.  We 
may  well  have  seen  a  greater  degree  of  co- 
operation between  municipalities  in  order  to 
take  advantage  of  additional  grants  that  may 
well  have  been  available,  but  we  wouldn't 
have  seen  the  kind  of  restructuring  which  is 
totally  foreign  and  has  proven  to  be  extremely 
costly. 

There  is  no  point  in  saying,  as  the  minister 
has  to  a  number  of  members  in  this  House, 
that  the  increase  in  cost  as  borne  by  the 
local  municipalities  is  marginal  or  has  not 
risen  by  20,  30  or  40  per  cent.  What  has  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  is  not  only  the 
cost  that  is  borne  by  the  local  property  tax 
but  also  the  additional  cost  being  borne  by 
the  provincial  grants  and  the  transitional 
grants  that  have  been  made  avaflable.  They 
have  to  be  taken  into  account  when  one  is 
determining  what  it  really  costs  to  regionalize 
Ontario.  Then  once  the  government  knows 
what  it   costs  to   regionalize  Ontario,   it  can 


accurately  assess  whether  the  benefits  that 
flow  from  regionalization  are  worth  the  addi- 
tional financial  burden. 

It  looks  nice.  It  looks  nice  across  the 
province  to  eliminate  small  municipalities  and 
have  great  big  municipalities;  municipalities 
perhaps  with  a  great  deal  more  oomph  and 
punch  in  the  way  in  which  they  operate. 

Maybe  it's  easier,  when  you  have  a  confer- 
ence in  Queen's  Park  of  local  municipal 
leaders,  to  call  in  the  regional  chairman  and 
two  or  three  representatives  from  the  regional 
municipality,  as  opposed  to  having  represen- 
tation made  by  the  many  hundreds  of  munic- 
ipalities at  the  local  level.  Maybe  it's  easier 
to  sell  your  programmes  when  you  have  fewer 
people  before  you  at  any  given  time  and 
in  any  given  board  room  in  an  eff^ort  to  try 
to  involve  them  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  the  government  of  Ontario  schemes. 
Maybe  those  things  are  all  easier. 

But  the  people  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
are  having  to  bear  the  burden  of  costs;  and 
the  burden  of  costs,  I  suggest  to  the  minister, 
through  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  onerous  indeed. 
It  is  a  burden  which  is  not  reflected,  not 
adequately  reflected,  in  benefits  and  addi- 
tional services. 

Until  such  time  as  it  is,  and  until  such 
time  as  we  understand  in  this  House,  not 
only  we  in  the  opposition  but  many  of  the 
minister's  own  backbenchers,  until  such  time 
as  we  can  look  and  see  clearly  that  there 
are,  in  fact,  benefits  to  be  gained  that  are 
proportionate  to  the  costs  that  are  to  be  borne, 
you  have  an  obligation  not  to  proceed  further 
with  regionalization. 

And  that,  basically,  is  why  we  are  opposed 
to  this  bill.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  the  nitty- 
gritty  of  the  bfll,  the  nitty-gritty  of  the  bill 
is  not  significantly  different  from  the  nitty- 
gritty  of  other  bills  that  have  come  in.  The 
content  of  the  bill,  taken  clause  by  clause,  is 
not  significantly  different  from  the  content 
of  other  bills  that  have  come  in. 

The  problem  really  is  much  more  funda- 
mental, much  more  basic.  And  that  is  that  the 
government  hasn't  the  faintest  idea  what  it 
is  costing  the  taxpayers  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  to  institute  regional  government. 

The  government  hasn't  the  faintest  idea 
what  the  taxpayers  of  the  local  municipalities 
are  getting  by  way  of  benefits  from  the 
changeover  that  has  taken  place;  and  the 
minister  can't  point  with  any  assurance  to  any 
municipality  and  show  us  that  for  the  addi- 
tional cost  that  is  being  borne,  both  by  way 
of  direct  taxation  and  by  way  of  government 
grant,  there  are  proportionate  benefits  to  be 
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derived.  Because  of  that,  we  will  oppose  this 
bill. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Is  there  any  other  member 
wishing  to  take  part  in  this  debate? 
If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  much  support  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Overwhelming  support  from 
that  side  of  the  Legislature. 

An  hon.  member:  The  minister  has  two- 
and-a-half  members  on  that  side  of  the  House. 

Hon.  Mr,  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  had 
two-and-a-half  members  over  here,  they  are 
worth  a  lot  more  than  what  is  over  there,  so 
don't  let  anybody  kid  you. 

I'm  delighted  to  take  part  in  this  discus- 
sion. This,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  bill  which  is 
a  very  historic  bill,  which  will  be  one  that 
the  opposition  will  rue  the  day  they  voted 
against. 

Mr.  Deans:  Nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  one  that  has  nailed 
the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  right  into  his 
coflBn.  If  he  ever  was  in  before,  he  is  in  a 
lot  deeper  right  now.  The  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  doesn't  understand  local  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Let  the  minister  put  it  in 
his  own  region.  Let  him  be  a  man  and  put  it 
in  his  own  region. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  understood  local  government,  he 
wouldn't  have  spoken  as  he  did  this  morning. 

I  am  delighted,  and  I  say  to  the  represen- 
tative from  Oxford  county  that  I  am  delighted 
they  were  here,  that  the  warden  and  the 
chairman  of  the  implementing  committee  and 
his  staff  members  were  present  when  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  made  his  remarks 
and  when  the  remarks  were  made  by  the 
NDP.  I  am  delighted  they  are  here  to  know 
what  these  people  are  saying.  The  opposition 
parties  have  lost  their  credibility  with  the 
people  from  Oxford. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  Deans:  Nonsense;  the  minister  has  sold 
them  a  bill  of  goods. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Their  credibility  goes 
when  they  say  this  bill  was  imposed  by  the 
government.  This  bill  was  not  imposed  by 
the  government,  and  the  member  for  Windsor- 


Walkerville  (Mr.  B.  Newman)  had  no  idea 
whatsoever  when  he  said  this  is  Queen's  Park 
imposed.  I  am  sorry  he  is  not  here  now.  He 
should  understand  that  this  started  back  in 
1973.  And  as  the  member  for  Oxford  very 
properly  brought  forward  to  the  members  of 
the  House,  this  was  initiated,  this  was  the 
ingenuity  of  the  people  at  the  local  level- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  it  was  a  wardens' 
committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  certainly  we  have 
assisted  them  at  all  times. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  Where?  On 
Main  Street? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  know  full  well  that 
when— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Does  the  minister  mean  this 
is  just  the  thin  end  of  the  wedge? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —this  study  report  was 
brought  to  the  minister  in  August— in  May, 
first  of  all,  1973— when  it  was  brought  to 
us,  they  asked  for  assistance.  We  did  give 
them  assistance. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If  only  he  would  do  this 
for  all  the  municipalities  at  once. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  was  August  when  we 
carried  on  considering  the  report.  We  have 
had  many  meetings  with  the  staff  and  with 
the  elected  people  in  the  area. 

I  would  like  to  itemize  some  of  them,  but 
I  think  there  are  really  too  many  to  take  the 
time  of  the  House.  There  would  be  at  least 
12  or  15  very  important  meetings  held  be- 
tween August,  1973,  until  the  time  I  met, 
with  my  staff  and  with  the  member  for  Ox- 
ford, all  the  representatives  of  the  county  and 
the  city,  the  city  of  Woodstock  and  the  sepa- 
rated town  of  Ingersoll. 

We  met  them  and  then  we  said:  "It's  up 
to  you  people.  It's  your  report.  You  paid  for 
it.  You  initiate  it.  If  you  go  ahead  with  it, 
that's  entirely  up  to  you." 

They  asked  us,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  try  to  re- 
solve some  of  the  differences,  some  of  the 
problems,  some  of  the  areas  which  were  not 
clear  enough  and  we  did  that.  We  sat  down 
with  them  and  we  have  resolved,  as  far  as 
we  know,  I  would  say  99  per  cent  of  any 
material  differences. 

We  have  not  by  any  means  met  them  to 
the  satisfaction  of  all  the  people  concerned 
I  agree  with  the  member  for  Oxford  when 
he  said  there  are  people  who  are  opposed  to 
the  bill.  Why  not?  This  is  a  democratic  gov- 
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emment  and  we  recognize  that  people  should 
express  their  opinions. 

I  have  met  with  those  who  are  against.  I 
have  met  with  those  people  and  explained  to 
them  where  they  were  wrong  in  their  reason- 
ing. The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  nodding 
his  head;  he  knows  I  have  met  with  them  and 
he  knows  the  position  they  put  forward  to  me 
\vas  not  materially  diflFerent  from  what  had 
been  discussed  before,  but  they  felt  they  had 
the  right  to  stop  what  the  majority  of  the 
people  wanted  to  do.  But  a  minority  is  not 
going  to  do  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  about  that  majority? 
Is  he  going  to  ignore  them?  That's  ridiculous. 
He  did  not  have  a  majority  mandate  to  intro- 
duce this.  He  may  have  the  power  to  do  it 
but  not  on  that  basis. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Certainly  he  has. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  repeat  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is 
going  to  sit  and  listen  to  me  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right,  I  will  listen  to 
the  minister.  He  got  up  about  five  times  when 
I  was  speaking  so  he  needn't  give  me  that 
stuff  about  being  mannerly.  He  got  up  about 
five  times. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Right;  that's  because  the  mem- 
ber was  wrong  about  five  times. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  was  his  first,  so  he 
has  four  rnore. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Get  ready  because  we  are 
going  to  spend  some  time  on  this.  I  wish  the 
leader  of  the  NDP  were  here,  because  he 
might  want  to  get  up  the  odd  time,  too. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  He  is  listening  in  his  ofiBce. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  wdll  come  around,  I 
guess,  in  time. 

In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  we  are 
going  to  do  is  put  some  facts  on  the  table 
today  in  the  House,  in  front  of  the  represen- 
tative for  Oxford,  and  make  sure  the  people 
recognize  that  Oxford  has  not  had  anything 
imposed  upon  it.  It  is  something  which  the 
government  enacted,  as  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  said,  because  the  county  council 
voted  for  it,  because  the  city  of  Woodstock 
voted  for  it,  because  the  separated  town  of 
IngersoU  voted  for  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  someone  in  the  opposition 
tell  me,  when  we  go  into  committee  of  the 
whole  House,  if  that  isn't  unanimous,  what  is? 


We  asked  the  three  bodies,  the  governing 
bodies  and  we  got  it;  it's  unanimous  if  ever 
anything  was. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  making 
his  cofiBn  if  he  is  going  to  sell  that  as  a 
unanimous  vote.  We'll  see  how  the  people  of 
Oxford  feel. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Does  the  member  want 
to  stand  up?  This  will  be  the  second  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No,  it's  all  right,  I  am 
keeping  count. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  All  right.  Mr.  Speaker, 
we  will  deal  with  some  of  the  points  made 
first  of  all  by  the  member  for  Brant. 

It  really  is  too  bad.  We  know  we  see  the 
demise  of  the  federal  Liberal  government, 
thank  goodness.  We  know  we  see  that— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Who's  writing  the  minis- 
ter's stuff?  The  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  or  the  Treasurer? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —but  we  see  more  parti- 
cularly a  continuance  of  the  provincial  Liberal 
Party  going  down  and  down  when  we  have 
statements  such  as  we  had  this  morning. 

Mr.   Ferrier:   I   can  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  For  once  we  are  almost  in 
agreement  with  the  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  want  to  bring  to  the 
attention  of  the  members  of  this  House  why 
the  member  for  Brant  said  we  should  have 
a  referendum. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  believe  he  did. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Sure,  he  used  the  word. 
He  said  residents  should  be  more  consulted; 
they  should  have  a  referendum.  I  vdll  check 
Hansard  tomorrow  and  find  out. 

It's  my  opinion  that  we  elect  people  to 
make  decisions.  We  have  elected  people  in 
the  county  of  Oxford,  in  the  city  and  in  the 
separated  town  and  they  have  made  a 
decision. 

There  is  absolutely  no  way  one  can  say 
this  was  a  decision  taken  hastily.  It  was  taken 
after  due  consideration  by  all  people  at  the 
local  level,  with  assistance  which  we  gave 
them  quite  freely.  Certainly  it  has  resulted 
in  what  I  think  is  not  only  a  very  important 
bill  but  is  one  which  will  be,  I  would  say, 
something  we  will  use  in  many  other  places 
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of  Ontario.   Whether  the  opposition  likes  it 
or  not  we  have- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  what  we  are  afraid 
of. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —many  municipalities, 
many  counties,  many  separated  towns  and 
many  cities  asking  us  right  now— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That's  the  scary  part  of 
this. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Middlesex,  Perth. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Mr.  Speaker,  will  you  per- 
mit a  question— would  you  permit  me  one 
question?  I  haven't  joined  in  the  debate  but 
I  want  to  ask  the  ministef  if  he  is  telling 
the  members  of  this  House  that  he  will  put 
into  being  this  type  of  county  government 
where  the  people  want  it  locally?  Is  he  giv- 
ing us  an  assurance  that  he  will  not  impose 
it  if  there  is  not  a  unanimous  request  for  it? 
That's  what  I'm  interested  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I've  said 
this  all  along,  every  place  I've  went.  I've 
said  we  won't  impose  it  if  you  don't  want  it. 
And  I  say  to  the  hon.  member- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  So  it  has  got  to  be  a 
unanimous  request  of  the  people. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): Does  the  member  mean  so  that  one  kook 
can  hold  the  whole  thing  up?  Don't  be  silly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  has  got  to  be  a  majority 
vote,  not  imposed;  imless  the  hon.  member 
is  suggesting  that  probably  this  government 
should  delay  everything  because  one  munic- 
ipality of  500  or  600  people  doesn't  want  to 
go  ahead  and  do  something.  Is  that  what 
he's  saying? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  minister  says  majority; 
he  said  unanimous,  now  it  is  majority. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  said  in  Oxford  it  was 
imanimous;  in  other  areas  it  would  be 
majority. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:   In  other  words- 
Mr.   Speaker:   Order  please. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  He's  sitting  down,  what  are 
you  talking  about,  order?  You  know  the 
orders;   he's  the  speaker,  not  you. 

Do  I  understand  the  minister  correctly, 
therefore,  that  if  the  city  of  London  did 
not  wish  to  have  their  government  usiurped 
by  the  county  of  Middlesex,  they  wouldn't 
have  to  have  it  so  usurped? 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  I  would  sug- 
gest to  the  hon.  member  for  Samia  that  we 
not  engage  in  a  debate.  If  he  wishes  to  ask 
a  question  of  the  minister  and  he  wishes 
to  answer  it,  let's  keep  it  to  that. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  May  I  suggest  to  you,  most 
respectfully,  that  that's  exactly  what  I  was 
doing.  I  got  up  and  said  I  want  to  ask  him 
another  question.  You  keep  listening  to  those 
fellows  yapping  over  there  no  wonder  you 
are- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  could  have 
fooled  the  chair,  I  will  listen  more  intently. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  the  hon,  member 
said  I  am  not  entirely  sure,  because  there 
was  a  bit  of  noise.  In  any  event,  I  am  re- 
lating my  remarks  to  this  bill,  and  I  said  that 
I  expect  it  will  be  used  in  other  areas  be- 
cause we  do  have  other  counties  asking  for 
a  restructuring  study  to  determine  whether 
or  not  they  want  a  bill  similar  to  this.  That's 
what  I  said. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  The  government  is  never 
going  to  bring  Samia  into  Lambton  county, 
and  don't  forget  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  hon. 
member,  I  don't  care  whether  Samia  goes  or 
doesn't  go.  Samia  will  stay  on  the  map,  I 
guess. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  We  don't  need  any  county 
council  to  tell  us  how  to  grow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  will 
continue. 

Mr.    Bullbrook:    That's   true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  like  to,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  member  for  Samia  is  through. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  am  through. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  For  tlie 
moment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Thank  you.  Now,  Mr. 
Speaker,  let's  get  back  to  some  of  the  facts, 
supposed'  facts,  quoted!  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  in  regard  to  the  expenditures  of 
regional  government,  although  it  is  not  re- 
lated to  this  bill,  not  related^  in  the  least.  This 
is  not  a  regional  bill,  thisi  is'  for  restructured 
counties. 

But  I  just  want  to  say  something  to  the 
hon.  members  who  are  here.  I  want  to  go 


JUNE  25,  1974 


3687 


back  to  what  I  said  before  whereby  we  now 
see  another  change,  I  believe,  in  what  has 
been  quoted'  in  the  past  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition.  He  was  quoted  in  the  Glbbe  and 
Mail  that  in  the  regional'  municipality  of 
Ottawa-Carleton;  the  1968  figures,  $59.5  mil- 
lion; 1969  it  was  $81.3  million;  a  36  per 
cent  increase.  On  our  figures  it  was  $65.2 
million  in  1968;  in'  1969  it  was  $74.3  million; 
which  is  an  increase  of  14  pet  cent.  I  con- 
tradicted the  statements,  as  I  said  to  the 
Lead'er  of  the  Opposition,  I  contradicted!  his 
statements  and  he  comes  ofut  again  today 
with  statements  which  are  exactly  the  same. 
(He  says,  if  I've  got  his  figures  right,  81 
per  cent  higher  for  Ottawa-Carleton.  Now, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the  Leadfer  of  the  Oppo- 
sition is  in  a  very  dangerous  position  wt^re 
he  takes  figures  out  of  context  and  doesn't 
understand  how  to  add  up  figures. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  al,  no.  They  are 
the  minister's  oiwn  figures,  his  own  figures. 

Mr.  Good:  From  1968-1972  it  was  80  per 
cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  also  say  to  him  that  for 
Niagara  there  was  $39  million  in^  1968,  which 
increased  to  $56  million  in  1969,  an  increase 
of  45  per  cent.  Where  our  figures  were  $43,9 
million  for  1968;  and  in  1969  it  wasi  $56.5 
million;  an  increase  of  29  per  cent,  which  is 
a  difference  of  16  per  cent. 

Now  how  did  the  hon,  Leadier  of  the  Oppo- 
sition come  forth  today  with  figures  of  $43.9 
million  for  Niagara  when  he  cotildii't  do  it 
before,  when  he  mentioned!  it  was  $39  mil- 
lion? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  whole  point  is  the 
cost  of  this  government,  here  it  is  up  28.4 
per  cent  in  the  first  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  When  we  relate  our 
figures  to  Niagara,  we  have  to  take  into 
account  that  all  municipalities  have  had  an 
increase  in  their  levies  without  any  doubt 
whatsoever. 

There  are  comparable  figures'  which  I  wish 
to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of 
this  House.  As  far  as  Niagara  isi  concerned, 
the  municipal  levies  in  the  new  cities  have 
increased  by  59.7  per  cent,  compared  with 
59.4  per  cent  for  the  cities  in  the  remainder 
of  the  province.  Levies  in  towns  within  the 
region  of  Niagara  have  increased'  by  52.5  per 
cent,  against  the  average  Ontario  increase  of 
68.1  per  cent.     , 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  ministry  gave  them 
an  extra  $1  million  for  one  year. 


Mr.  Good:   Look  at  the  extra  $1  million. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  New  townships  in  the 
Niagara  region  have  encountered  a  modest 
increase  of  24.6  per  cent,  whereas  tovmships 
in  the  rest  of  the  province  have  experienced 
an  increase  of  67.4  per  cent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  know  how  the 
minister  can  compare  that,  because  the  prov- 
ince is  paying  a  large  percentage  of  their 
costs. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  the  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition  and  members  of  the  opposi- 
tion in  general  haven't  really  figured*  out  is 
that  there  has  been  a  rise  in  expenditures  in 
all  levels  of  government.  We've  seen  it  in 
the  federal  government  and  we've  seen  it 
here;  we've  seen  it  at  all  levels.  They  are  not 
relating  properly  to  what  services  are  being 
obtained  and  maintained  at  the  local  level. 
That's  where  they  have  to  relate. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  should)  talk 
to  the  taxpayers  in  Muskoka. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  As  far  as  Muskoka  is 
concerned,  there  is  absolutely  no  doubt  that 
there  are  many  properties  in  Muskoka  that 
were  not  properly  assessed,'  in  the  first  in*- 
stance.  It's  about  time  they  were  assessed  and 
had  to  pay  for  the  services  they  are  now  re- 
ceiving and  didn't  receive  in  the  past. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Muskoka  expenditures 
went  up  75  per  cent  in  one  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  talks  about 
the  regional  municipality  of  York.  The  mem- 
ber, who  is  very  well  aware  of  the  regional 
municipality  of  York,  said  there  never  was'  a 
better  form  of  government  and!  he  stands  be- 
hind the  regional  municipality  of  York.  I 
think  it's  about  time,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Does  the  minister  mean 
the  member  for  York  North? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Can  I  just 
ask  a  question  of  the  hon.  Leadier  of  the 
Opposition?  He  talks  about  the  increase  in 
taxes  in  the  region  of  York- 
Mr.  Ferrier:  Hey,  this  isn't  question  period. 
This  is  a  debate. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  There  wasn't  one  munici- 
pality at  the  local  level  that  didn't  have  a 
redtiction  in  taxes  in  1973. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  All  right.  Since  the  mem- 
ber has  asked  me  a  question,  let  me  put  this 
to  him.  Does  he  know  why  they  had  the  re- 
duction? Because  we  paid  the  hilh  out  of  our 
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Treasury;  anidi  I,  as  a  farmer  in  Brant,  had 
to  pay.  Why  shouldi  I  have  to  pay  that?  Be- 
cause costs  went  up  51  per  cent  in  one  year 
in  York. 

An  hon.  member:  Let  the  member  put  that 
in  his  pipe  and  smoke  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister  has  the 
floor. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Between  1970  and  1971 
taxes  went  up  51  per  cent,  and  the  govern- 
ment had'  to  come  back  here  with  special 
Itegislation  for  $1  million  just  to  grease  the 
member's  election— for  no  other  purpose  than 
that  we  could  have  him  here. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Ordbr. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  One  million  dollars!  The 
member  may  be  worth  it  to  his  wife,  bub  not 
to  me. 

Mr.  Eaton:  I  thought  one  of  the  Liberal 
policies  was  to  pay  more  of  the  costs  out  of 
the  provincial  Treasury. 

An  hon.  member:  Whatever  happened  to 
the  80  per  cent  for  education? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Let  the  Lead^  of  the 
Opposition  send  his  speech  up  to  the  mem- 
bers in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  fine.  We  are  going 
to  have  to  buy  back  the  member  for  Orford, 
God  help  us. 

An  hon.  member:  We  never  sold  him. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  cannot  hear  the  minister. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon.  min^ 
ister  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  debatable,  Mr. 
Speaker,  but  TH  try.  We'll  go  on  to  another 
area,  Waterloo.  Right  now  we  have  a  situa- 
tion whereby  the  1973  mill'  rates  of  every 
municipality  in  the  Waterloo  regional  area 
were  lower  than  in  1972  by  an  average  of 
five  per  cent  with  the  grants. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  about  their  costs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  surely  the 
Leadter  of  the  Opposition  is  not  that  unable 
to  undbrstand— 


An  hon.  member:  The  government  has  had 
its  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —that  costs  are  rising, 
regardless  of  what  government  is  in  office. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  By  36  per  cent  in  one 
year? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  For  extra  services. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Because  of  the  uncon^ 
trolled  inflationary  spend!ing  of  the  federal 
government.  That's  where  the  cost  starts. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Boy,  that's  pretty  weak. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  we'll  end  that  after 
July  8. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Up  36  per  cent  because 
of  Pierre  Trudeau?  Is  that  it?  Just  because 
this  government  gave  them  regional  govern- 
ment and  imposed  regional  police? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
wants  to  listen,  the  Pierre  Elliott  Trudieau 
government  spent  more  in  the  last  six  years 
than  100  years  of  federal  government  before 
it.  Now  try  and  tie  that  in.  Try  and  figure 
that  one  out. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  So  did  the  Tory  govemr 
ment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  the  hell;  how  did 
this  government  end  up  with  a  bigger  deficit 
than  he  has  this  year? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  have  a  $703-niillion 
deficit  in  Ontario;  there's  a  $400-million  defi- 
cit for  all  of  Canada. 

An  hon.  member:  They  cooked  the  books. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  I  am  wonder- 
ing if  the  hon.  members  would  return  to  the 
principle  of  this  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  we  should,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Ferrier:  The  Speaker  is  going  to  have 
to  adjourn  the  House. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  is  having  diffi- 
culty— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  some 
remarks  were  made  in  regard  to  whether  or 
not  the  Treasurer,  as  Minister  of  Intergovern- 
mental Affairs,  should  be  meeting  with  other 
mimicipalities,  and  that  I  have  some  em- 
barrassment,  that   I   am   feeling   himailiated. 
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May  I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  to  all  the 
members,  that  I  consider  it  a  deep  honour  to 
have  been  apjwinted  parliamentary  assistant 
in  this  govemiment,  and  a  deep  honour  to  be 
Minister  without  Portfolio. 

I  also  consider  it  a  very  deep  honour  to 
be  associated  with  the  hon.  John  White  as 
Treasurer  and  Minister  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs.  And  I  do  not  want  doubts  in  any- 
one's mind  that  when  I  go  around  speaking, 
I  am  speaking  not  ooily  for  myself,  but  for 
the  Treasurer  and  for  this  government.  And 
that  is  what  is  going  to  be  the  end  of  the 
opposition.  And  it  is  too  bad,  because  they 
won't  recognize  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  And  they  know  it 
out  there,  too.  They  know  it.  Councillors 
know  who  the  experts  are. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Maybe  we  will  add 
weight  to  the  issue.  The  Premier  (Mr.  Davis) 
and  the  Treasurer;  that's  a  nice  combination. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  There  is  absolutely  no 
way  anyone  can  speak,  as  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  did,  when  he  said  we  were  down- 
grading local  government.  Downgrading  local 
government?  How,  I  ask?  We  have  endea- 
voured at  every  turn  to  make  sure  that  we 
have  given  more  powers  back  to  the  local 
governments.  We  are,  by  this  bUl,  providing 
more  powers  to  be  dealt  with  by  the  local 
governments.  We  are  taking  power  away 
from  Queen's  Park;  we  are  making  sure  that 
the  people  have  the  financial  resources  and 
the  capabilities  to  look  after  the  needs  of 
their  people. 

There  just  is  no  way  that  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition,  in  particular,  can  defend  the 
statements  he  made  today,  I  have  heard  him 
say  it  before,  so  I  wasn't  surprised.  I  was 
somewhat  surprised  to  hear  the  remarks  of 
the  leader  of  the  NDP,  the  member  for 
Scarborough  West- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well  they  changed  their 
decision  since  last  year;  that  is  why  it  is  a 
surprise. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  apparently  was  rather  upset 
yesterday  because  he  didn't  get  a  good  re- 
ception, so  he  comes  in  here  and  starts  to 
get  all  upset,  saying  we  are  unsensitive  and 
make  arbitrary  decisions. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  had  the  best  rally  the 
NDP  has  ever  held  in  Oxford. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  With  over  1,800  people. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  saying  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  there  was  an  unsensitive  party, 
a  party  which  would  be  arbitrary,  that  is  one 
right  over  there;  and  there  is  certainly  not 
going  to  be  that  kind  of  a  situation  here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  After  what  the  minister  did 
to  Metro  last  night,  he  can't  say  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  NDP  want  to  sit 
on  the  fence.  They  have  had  one  or  two 
of  their  members  saying:  "We  wish  to  re- 
structure. We  don't  want  to  go  along  with 
the  opposition."  They  have  also  been  saying: 
"Leave  the  governments  as  they  are."  No, 
they  don't  want  that;  but  they  don't  want  to 
agree  with  the  government. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  want  the  changes  to 
be  at  Queen's  Park. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  They  don't  want  to  agree 
with  the  government  because  they  know  the 
government  is  right.  They  are  scared  to  agree 
with  the  government. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Come  up  with  a  financial 
solution  to  the  situation  and  you'd  avoid 
most  of  the  difficulties. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  came  out  with  one  of  his  usual  spiels 
and  said  that  the  government  can't  guarantee 
that  life  in  the  rural  areas  would  be  main- 
tained. Well  that  depends  on  the  people. 
Obviously,  it  depends  on  the  people  whether 
they  maintain  the  rural  life  or  not. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  depends  on  the  economic 
policies  of  this  government;  and  it  has  been 
starving  rural  areas  for  decades. 

Mr.   Haggerty:    Just   take   Nanticoke. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  as  a  city  fanner 
the  member  is  not  one  to  judge. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  People  from  rural  areas  are 
moving  into  my  riding  already. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  should  talk  to  the 
farmers  more,  since  he  doesn't  know  a  dam 
thing  about  farming. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  talking  to  lots 
of  farmers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  All  six  of  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  he  mentioned  also 
that- 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  endorsed  by 
Farm  and  County.  I  have  got  that  sign  of 
approval  now. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  also  mentioned  that 
this  bill  "didn't  deal  with  any  financial  im- 
plications; it  doesn't  mention  anything  about 
financing  which  will  happen  in  the  next  few 
months,  next  few  years." 

Well  certainly  it  does.  It  is  obvious  that 
the  leader  of  the  NDP  didn't  know  either, 
because  it  is  included  in  this  bill  whereby 
we  provide  our  usual  transitional  grants,  plus 
any  other  unconditional  grants  and  property 
stabilization  grants  which  may  come  forth 
from  the  government  from  time  to  time. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Four  bucks  a  year. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Certainly  this  is  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  And  then  drop  the  load 
on  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  wonder  how  anyone  in 
their  right  mind  would  think  we  could  tell 
what  we  should  provide  in  the  way  of  a 
grant  next  year  when  we  haven't  got  a  gov- 
ernment elected  in  Oxford  yet.  They  don't 
know  what  they  are  going  to  spend  and  they 
don't  know  what  their  budgets  are.  That's 
the  way  we  determine  how  much  our  grants 
are  going  to  be. 

I  fail  to  understand  why  this  keeps  coming 
up  time  and  time  again,  Mr.  Speaker,  from 
the  opposition  members.  They  have  failed  to 
understand  this  point;  and  whether  they 
understand  it  and  don't  wish  to  admit  it,  I 
am  not  sure. 

Mr.  Eaton:  They  get  ornery  sometimes  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  guess  probably  that's 
right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  That's  local  au- 
tonomy. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  One  thing  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  should  understand  is 
that  when  we  do  reduce  local  councils,  we 
certainly  do  not  have  a  duplication  of  services, 
duplication  of  buildings.  We  utilize,  to  the 
fullest  extent,  our  planning  services,  our 
equipment  and  our  administration  services 
throughout  the  area.  And  to  me,  as  the  hon. 
member  for  Yorkview  properly  said,  small 
municipalities  are  not  viable.  We  can't  stay 
as  we  would  have  by  the  Baldwin  Act  in 
1849.  It's  just  not  possible  to  carry  on  a 
modem  way  of  life  with  municipalities  of 
600  or  400  or  300. 

Where  do  they  get  their  tax  base?  They 
haven't   got   it.   They   can't  provide   for  the 


needs   of   their  people.   Again,   we   have   an 
NDP  philosophy  which  doesn't  stand  up. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  answer  all  the 
members  if  I  can.  I  know  we're  going  to 
committee  because  we  have  amendments 
which  I'll  be  making  as  related  to  the  bill, 
and  as  specifically  requested  by  the  members 
of  the  elected  councils  in  Oxford.  But  I  want 
to  relate  my  remarks  to  each  member  here 
today  in  case  they're  not  here  later  on  in 
committee  of  the  whole  House. 

The  hon.  member  for  Essex  South  asked 
me,  I  believe,  can  a  municipality  be  added 
to  the  study  when  it's  outside  the  boundaries 
of  the  county.  Am  I  correct? 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  Correct. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  certainly  the  munic- 
ipality can  be  included  in  the  study.  A  study 
will  determine  whether  the  boundaries  should 
remain  the  same  or  retract  or  expand.  Then 
it's  up  to  the  local  people  to  decide  whether 
they  want  to  go  ahead  with  the  study  or  not; 
whether  they  want  to  expand  their  boundaries 
or  retract  them. 

I  was  delighted  to  hear  the  hon.  member 
also  say  that  he  agreed  with  the  principle 
which  we  have,  as  a  government,  brought 
forth,  whereby  we  no  longer  separate  the 
counties  from  the  cities  and  the  towns.  I  was 
mayor  of  a  separated  town  and  I  believe  full 
well  there  is  just  no  way  that  we  can  operate 
in  the  future  without  each  municipality  being 
within  a  system  of  government.  We  cannot 
carry  on  with  a  separated  town  and/or  a  city 
in  a  county  system  without  planning  together 
and  sharing  our  resources,  our  assessments, 
throughout  the  whole  area. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  All  you  need  to  do  is  re- 
move that  from  the  Municipal  Act;  that  would 
solve  your  problem  of  separation  of  towns. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  think  the  hon.  member 
mentioned  also  about  how  reserves  and  debt 
financing  were  carried  out.  Well,  on  the 
reserves  that  each  municipality  has  credited 
to  that  municipality— it  goes  to  the  upper  tier 
to  begin  with,  the  coimty  level,  but  it  is 
related  back,  directly  back,  to  the  munici- 
pality that  had  that  reserve  for  the  specific 
reason  it  was  set  up.  The  debt  financing  is 
also  at  the  county  level,  but  it  is  related  back, 
area  charged,  to  the  area  that  incurred  that 
debt.  It  is  not  paid  by  some  other  area  out- 
side. Those  who  incurred  the  debt  pay  for  it, 
and  those  who  had  a  reserve  receive  the 
credit. 
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There  was  a  point  about  the  pubhc  utilities 
commissions.  They  are  being  dissolved  as  far 
as  water  is  concerned.  As  far  as  hydro  is 
concerned  they  are  carried  on;  the  hydro- 
electric commissions  are  carried  on.  One  other 
hon.  member  brought  this  up,  too.  This  is  a 
matter  which  maybe  should  have  been  re- 
solved before  this,  but  hasn't  been  and  I'm 
not  sure  when  it  will  be.  But  in  any  event 
we  are  proceeding  with  the  public  utilities 
commission  being  a  part  of  councils  when 
they  are  restructured. 

My  next  remarks  would  have  been  related 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West, 
the  leader  of  the  NDP,  but  I  won't  say  any- 
thing as  he  is  not  here  at  this  time.  I  will 
reserve  them  till  later. 

I  commend  the  hon.  member  for  Oxford 
for  his  very  real  participation  in  this  whole 
exercise.  He  has  been  with  his  people,  he 
knows  what  his  people  want.  He  has  worked 
to  resolve  any  outstanding  issues.  He  has 
come  to  myself  and  he  has  come  to  the 
Treasurer.  He  has  gone  to  tlie  warden  and 
he  has  gone  to  the  mayor  and  he  has  done 
everything  possible  to  talk  to  his  people  and 
to  resolve  any  issues  which  may  not  have 
been  of  too  great  importance,  but  were  cer- 
tainly of  importance  to  his  people  and  to 
himself.  I  say  to  him  that  I  give  him  full 
credit  for  what  he  has  done. 

If  we  were  to  receive  the  co-operation  of 
other  members  in  each  area,  I  think  the 
people  of  this  province  would  gain  a  great 
deal. 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  That's  impressive.  I  didn't 
think  he  would  say  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North  spoke  about  the  matter  of  the  warden. 
He  doesn't  agree  on  the  method  of  selection. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  just  won't  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  won't  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  method  that  has  been 
incorporated  in  this  bill  has  been  specifically 
requested  by  the  local  people  and  we  are 
willing  to  go  along  with  that.  The  bill,  as  it 
is  now,  states  a  membership  of  21.  However, 
I  have  an  amendment  which  will  make  it  20. 
The  warden  will  still  retain  his  seat  at  the 
local  level,  whatever  municipahty  he  is  in 
charge  of  and— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Fine,  that  will  work. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —he  will  also  have  a  vote 
as  a  warden  in  case  of  a  tie.  I  think  it  will 
work.  The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  agrees. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  way  you  had  it  in  the 
bill,  it  wouldn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  right.  The  member 
for  Waterloo  North  again  mentioned  that 
it  is  one  tier  only.  Certainly  it's  not  one  tier. 
It's  two  tier  with  very  specific  matters  to  be 
looked  after  by  the  local  area  municipalities. 
And  I  think  it's  been  said  before  today  as  to 
what  they  will  be  doing.  If  they  do  not  have 
more  to  do,  they'll  have  as  much  as  they  did 
before,  and  certainly  they'll  have  much  larger 
areas  to  look  after.  So  I  would  say  to  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North  that  there  is  just 
no  justification  for  him  to  say,  or  any  other 
member,  that  this  is  one  tier  only.  That  is 
two-tiered  government  with  a  real  job  to  be 
done  by  those  at  the  local  level. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Has  Woodstock  got  a  police 
force  now? 

An  hon.  member:  Has  the  member  never 
been  down  there? 

Mr.  BuUbrook:  Does  it  have  a  police  force? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Does  it  have  a  planning 
department  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  BuIIbrook:  Will  it  have  a  planning 
department  after? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It'll  have  a  county  plan- 
ning board.  We  might  go  into  that  In  the 
committee  of  the  whole  House  if  the  mem- 
ber for  Samia  can  stay  around.  One  of  the 
matters  I  want  to  bring  out  for  the  member 
for  Waterloo  North— if  I  could  again— is,  he 
is  absolutely  incorrect- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —in  his  statement  as  to 
how  the  debentures  would  be  handled  in 
regard  to  water  and  sewer  facilities  and  I 
say  once  again  that  the  debts  will  not  be 
shared  across  the  entire  area.  They  will  be 
related  to  those  who  incurred  the  debts. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  hope  you  have  more  success 
in  getting  ser\'ices  than  we  have  had  in  York. 

Mr.  Parrott:  They  are  a  little  smarter  down 
there. 

Mr.  Eaton:  Have  you  been  blocking  them 
up  there  or  something? 
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Mr.  Parrott:  Let  the  member  worry  about 
York,  I  will  worry  about  Oxford. 

Mr.  Henderson:  He  has  got  nothing  to 
worry  about  in  York. 

Mr.  Deacon:  We  sure  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  I  look 
through  the  rest  of  the  remarks  here  and  I 
think  they  have  been  pretty  repetitious- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —so  I  don't  think  I'll  deal 
with  them;  we  have  the  member  for  York- 
view  here,  we  have  the  member  for  York 
Centre,  we  have  the  member  for  Wentworth. 
I  don't  believe  there  is  anything  to  be  added 
except  to  say  to  the  member  for  Wentworth— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —which  he  can  read  in 
Hansard  that  the  Treasurer  has— 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  is  a  disaster. 

Mr.  €assidy:  He  is  in  committee  with  the 
Speaker's  estimates. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —not,  nor  has  any  mem- 
ber of  this  government,  said  that  we  have 
miscalculated  or  have  acted  in  a  wrong 
fashion  in  regard  to  regional  governments.  I 
believe  that  was  the  statement  he  made,  that 
we  had  made  miscalculations. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  about  Huron? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  has  said  that  we 
have  not  taken  into  account  what  happens 
after  the  transition  of  grants  are  finished. 
Certainly  we  have  taken  that  into  considera- 
tion- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —and  we  know  that  we 
will  act  when  that  time  comes,  but  only 
when  that  time  comes  will  we  know  what 
the  situation  is.  And  he  mentioned  that  we 
had  said  there'd  be  no  further  restructuring. 
Well,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  will  be  restructuring 
if  the  people  want  it,  whether  the  opposition 
parties  want  it  or  not. 

Mr.  Deacon:  How  do  you  decide? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Engineer,  engineer. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  the  people  want  it 
there'll  be  restructuring.  This  government  is 
not  going  to  sit  still  because  the  opposition 
parties  want  to  do  nothing.  We  are  going  to 


proceed  as  we  have  in  the  past,  and  we  are 
going  to  provide  good- 
Mr.  Deacon:  We  don't.  We  have  told  the 
minister  what  we  want  him  to  do. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  want  the  changes  to 
come  here  faster. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —  leadership  for  the 
people,  we  are  going  to  be  in  government  for 
maybe  the  next  30  years  and  they  are  going 
to  be  in  the  opposition  for  the  next  30  years. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will  end 
my  remarks  on  that  cheerful  note.  Thank  you. 


Mr.    Speaker:    The 

reading  of  Bill  95. 


motion    is   for   second 


The    House 

divided    on    the    motion 

for 

second   reading 

of   Bill   95,   which   was 

ap- 

proved  on  the  following  vote: 

Ayes 

Nays 

Allan 

Bounsall 

Apps 

Braithwaite 

Auld 

Breithaupt 

Bales 

Bullbrook 

Beckett 

Burr 

Belanger 

Campbell 

Bemier 

Cassidy 

Brunelle 

Deacon 

Downer 

Deans 

Drea 

Dukszta 

Eaton 

Edighoffer 

Evans 

Ferrier 

Gilbertson 

Germa 

Handleman 

Gisbom 

Havrot 

Good 

Henderson 

Haggerty 

Irvine 

Laughren 

Jessiman 

Lawlor 

Kennedy 

MacDonald 

Ken- 

Martel 

Lane 

Newman 

Lawrence 

( Windsor- 

Leluk 

Walkerville ) 

MacBeth 

Nixon 

Mcllveen 

(Brant) 

McNeil 

Paterson 

Meen 

Reid 

Miller 

Renwick 

Morningstar 

Riddell 

NLxon 

Ruston 

(Dovercourt) 

Singer 

Nuttall 

Smith 

Parrott 

( Nipissing ) 

Potter 

Spence 

Reilly 

Worton 

Root 

Young-32. 
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Ayes 
Rowe 
Scrivener 
Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 
Smith 

( Hamilton  Mountain) 
Snow 
Stewart 
Timbrell 
Turner 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Wardle 
Wells 
White 
Winkler 
Wiseman 
Yaremko— 51. 

Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
"ayes"  are  51,  the  "nays"  are  32. 

Motion   agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Committee  of  the  whole  House. 


MILK  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  103,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  con- 
cerned about  the  concept  of  this  bill  which, 
in  fact,  gives  the  power  to  impose  fines  on 
milk  producers  attempting  to  ship  milk  of 
lower  quality  than  their  contract  calls  for. 

The  minister  is  aware  of  previous  pro- 
cedures where  standards  are  established  quite 
rigidly  and  subject  to  inspection  and  ever- 
increasing  quality  control  of  real  stringency. 
There  have  been  cases  that  I  have  not  per- 
sonally dealt  with  but  which  milk  producers 
have  been  subjected  to,  where  a  whole  vat 
of  milk  has  had  to  be  dumped  down  the 
drain  because  of  an  indication  that  the  tem- 
perature wasn't  right  or  that  there  was  some 
inclusion  of  foreign  material  and  thus  the 
milk  was  unacceptable. 

I  have  always  felt  that  surely  that  was  a 
substantial  enough  control  measure,  but  to 
impose  a  fine  seems  to  me  that  you  are  actu- 
ally enabling  a  producer  to  ship  milk  of  a 


lower  quality  as  long  as  he  has  the  money  in 
the  bank  to  pay  the  fines  involved.  The  indi- 
cations are  the  milk  would  not  be  wasted 
but  accepted  for  other  purposes  where  the 
quality  of  the  milk  would  not  interfere  with 
its  use.  I  wanted  on  second  reading  to  voice 
my  opinion  that  the  concept  of  allowing  milk 
of  low  quality  to  go  on  the  market,  although 
it  might  be  subject  to  a  fine,  is  a  new  one 
and  one  in  which  I  can  tell  the  whole  House 
is  interested. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  member  for 
York  South  is  next. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  have  not  much  more  to 
add  except  that  in  terms  of  principle  obvi- 
ously we  want  to  have  adequate  standards  for 
milk  which  is  marketed.  I  am  told  in  discus- 
sions with  members  or  staff  people  at  the 
Ontario  Milk  Marketing  Board  there  have 
been  problems  in  the  past  because  of  the 
fact  the  board  couldn't  cope  effectively  with 
situations  involving  farmers  who  weren't  liv- 
ing up  to  those  standards.  Now  we  have 
penalties. 

In  speaking  to  the  second  reading  of  this 
bill,  I  would  be  very  interested  to  get  the 
minister's  version  of  why  it  is  necessary  at 
this  stage  to  bring  in  the  proposition  of  penal- 
ties. As  a  general  principle,  I  repeat,  it  seems 
to  me  we  want  to  have  milk  of  adequate 
standards  on  the  market.  If  for  some  reason 
or  other  one  producer  refuses  to  live  up  to  a 
contract  to  produce  milk  of  adequate  stand- 
ard, it  seems  to  me  there  should  be  some 
effective  kind  of  control  of  that  situation, 
w^hether  by  penalty  or  by  cutting  the  person 
off  or  some  other  third  alternative  which 
doesn't  occur  to  me  for  the  moment. 

What  I  am  really  soliciting  from  the  minis- 
ter is  his  explanation  as  to  why  we  feel  it  is 
necessary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  rise  to 
reinforce  further  the  statements  made  by  my 
leader  in  opposition  to  the  principle  in  this 
bill.  To  my  mind,  it's  absolutely  incompre- 
hensible that  we  should  fine  suppliers  of  any 
product  who  are  supplying  a  product  that's 
below  standard:  Surely  it's  enough  to  cut  off 
the  supply  as  we  now  are  doing. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  The 
member  doesn't  care  who  has  to  drink  it,  does 
he? 

Mr.  Patterson:  That  is  the  whole  point. 


3694 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  Deacon:  As  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  should  know,  we  do  have 
methods  of  control— every  time  a  shipment  is 
picked  up,  samples  can  be  taken  and  we  can 
know  what's  in  that  milk  and  we  can  know 
where  the  problem  is.  For  us  to  fine  people 
because  their  milk  is  below  standard  is  ab- 
solutely intolerable. 

In  some  cases  the  milk  will  fall  below 
standard  because  of  a  temporary  condition  in 
the  farmer's  well  which  can  be  beyond  the 
control  of  the  farmer.  To  think  that  at  a  time 
when  we  are  having  difficulty  maintaining 
mi]k  shipments,  when  we  have  people  leaving 
the  industry  because  of  the  problems  the\'  face 
in  the  milk  industry,  we  now  start  to  threaten 
them  with  fines,  to  my  mind  it  is  inexcus- 
able. 

Does  the  minister  know  of  any  other  situ- 
ation where  producers  or  manufacturers  of 
goods  are  fined  for  not  meeting  a  standard? 
I  don't  know  of  one.  I  can  see  they  woidd 
suffer  penalties  because  their  customers  don't 
buy  and  that  is  what  happens  here.  To  im- 
pose fines  is  something  we  do  not  support  and 
I  wanted  to  express  further  my  opposition  to 
the  principles  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
wishing  to  participate  in  the  bill?  If  not,  the 
hon.  minister. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  all  I  can  say  is 
that  at  the  present  time  there  is  little  alter- 
native but  to  cut  the  shipper  off  and  have 
him  d>ump  his  milk.  Surely  this  bill  makes 
much  more  eminent  conMnon  sense?  I  don't 
think  the  member  for  York  Centre  is  so  naive, 
so  unknowledgeabfe  about  the  dair)'  industry 
today  that  he  would  say  a  farmer  who  hap- 
pened to  have,  say,  excess  water  in  his  milk 
should  be  forced  to  dump  that  milk  in  a  day 
when  we  need  milk,  when  we  are  doing  our 
best  to  get  more  milk  produced? 

There  is  no  fine  involved  here.  The  differ- 
ence between  a  fine  and  a  penalty  is  a  fine  is 
levied  by  a  court;  a  penalty  is  I'evied  by  the 
Milk  Marketing  Board  based  on  the  test  made 
of  that  individual  producer's  milk.  There  is  no 
court  in  it;  that's  all  there  is  to  it.  That's  not 
a  fine,  it  is  simply  a  quality  penalt}^'. 

Sm^ly  it  makes  much  more  common  sense 
to  take  this  approach  than  it  does  to  take  the 
approach  that  has  been  taken  since  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board  Act  was  set  up— where  you 
say  to  a  farmer:  "There's  been  something 
wrong  with  your  milk"— the}^-  db  a  test  twice  a 
month  on  the  milk— "We  found'  in  the  last 
test   there   was   something  wTonsg  with  your 


milk;  now  because  that  happened  you  are 
going  to  have  to  dump  that  tank  of  milk."  It 
might  be  perfectly  good'  milk  with  not  a  thing 
wrong  with  it.  That  to  me  doesn't  make  com- 
mon sense  in  a  day  when  we  are  trying  to 
protect  the  environment,  and  I  suppose  there 
is  no  worse  offender  against  the  environment 
than  dumped'  milk. 

What  we  are  saying  here  is:  Let  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board,  which  is  the  sole  purchaser, 
which  is  the  sole  seller  of  milk  in  tlie  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  say  to  those  who  do  business 
with  it,  either  in  selling  to  it  or  bu\ing  from 
it:  "If  a  processor  has  purchased  a  vat  of 
milk  that  has  gone  wrong,  there  will  now  be 
a  fund  to  which  these  penalties  will'  be  con- 
tributed." 

Surely  that  kind  of  a  loss  shouldn't  be 
assessed  against  the  farmers  of  Ontario  who 
are  producing  high-quality  milk  da\  after  day 
after  day.  There  could  be  some  person  who 
offends  against  that,  perhaps  innocently,  may- 
be he  had  to  go  away  or  something  and 
somebody  else  milked  the  cows  that  night 
who  didti't  know  how  to  dt>  it  right  and'  a 
problem  develops. 

il  feel  that  this  is  very  progressi\-e  legisla- 
tion that  has  been  worked  out  with  the  Milk 
Marketing  Board,  with  the  dair>-  processors' 
council,  with  the  dairy  branch  of  our  ministry, 
and  with  the  milk  commission.  We  think  that 
it  is  forward-looking  legislation,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  I  urge  the  House  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  103. 

Those  in  favour  of  Bill  103,  please  say 
"aye." 

Those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 

(In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for  third  reading? 
Agreed. 

MARKETING  OF  WOOL  ACT 

'Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  93,  An  Act  respecting  the  Marketing  of 
Wool. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
purpose  of  this  bill  as  outlined  is  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  licence  fees  by  producers 
of  wool,  and  the  expenditures  of  such  fees  is 
to  advance  production  of  sheep  and;  wool  and 
the  marketing  of  wool.  Actually  the  bill  is  not 
too  dissimilar  in  nature  to  Bill  92,  An  Act 
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respecting  Fniits  and  Vegetables  Produce-for- 
Processing,  and  Bill  91,  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Beef  Cattle  Marketing  Act, 

We  had  thought  that  perhaps  all  three  bills 
might  have  been  debated  at  the  one  time. 
But  we  realize,  of  course,  that  the  minister 
did  have  a  captive  audience  for  Bill  91,  which 
we  did  oppose,  I  might  say  that  we  are  not 
going  to  oppose  Bill  93  because  we  realize 
that  it  is  enabling  legislation.  But  we  do 
abhor  the  policy-  of  the  government  to  imple- 
ment programmes  without  the  request  of  a 
majority  of  the  producers  who  are  going  to  be 
affected  by  these  programmes. 

This  bill  and  Bill  92  probably  will  be 
implemented.  And,  in  many  cases,  the 
majority  of  the  producers  will  not  have  any 
knowledge  of  the  bill  or  its  contents,  and 
will  not  have  been  given  any  information. 
The  only  way  they  will  find  out  what  has 
been  going  on  is  to  take  a  look  at  their 
cheque  when  they  sell  their  produce,  to  find 
that  a  certain  amount  of  money  has  been 
deducted  and  wall  be  sent  to  the  producers' 
organization. 

We  are  not  trying  to  imply  that  there  is 
not  a  need  for  farm  organizations.  And  we 
are  not  trying  to  imply  that  there  is  not  a 
need  for  promotion  of  the  product.  But  surely 
the  producers  should  be  informed  that  such 
a  programme  is  going  to  come  into  effect, 
and  they  should  be  allowed  to  have  some 
Input  before  such  programmes  are  imple- 
mented. 

With  Bill  93  there  is  going  to  be  a  deduc- 
tion made  on  the  sales  of  wool.  And  yet  we 
all  know  full  well  that  many  of  the  sheep 
producers  are  not  necessarily  raising  flocks 
and  making  some  income  from  wool.  We  are 
going  to  promote  both  sheep  and  wool  prod- 
ucts; we  are  actually  going  to  promote  lamb 
in  this  case,  I  would  trust.  We  have  many 
producers  who  buy  western  lamb,  bring  it 
down  into  Ontario,  feed  that  lamb,  and  sell 
it,  and  thereby  they  are  not  required  to  pay 
towards  the  promotion  of  this  product.  It 
would  appear  to  me  that  the  producers  who 
are  going  to  pay  the  lion's  share  of  any 
promotion  are  those  who  have  the  ewe  flocks 
and  actually  make  some  income  from  the  sale 
of  the  wool. 

It  would  seem  more  reasonable  to  me  to 
to  have  a  checkoff  programme  on  the  sale 
of  lamb  and  mutton  similar  to  that  on  beef 
cattle  than  it  would  be  to  tax  those  who  are 
producing  wool.  Yet  we  are  endeavouring  to 
promote  the  sale  of  lamb,  if  I  imderstand 
the  programme,  according  to  this  bill.  In 
other  words,   it   indicates  we  are  promoting 


sheep  and  wool  products  yet  the  man  who 
is  buying  the  western  lamb  and  selling  lamb 
or  mutton  is  not  going  to  be  paying  his  part 
in  promoting  these  various  products.  This  is 
one  of  the  objections  I  would  have  to  this 
particular  bill. 

As  I  indicated  before,  we  are  not  going  to 
oppose  the  bill  because  we  realize  it  is 
enabling  legislation.  We  hope  the  producers 
will  be  given  some  information  before  they 
wake  up  some  morning  and  find  they  have 
had  a  deduction  made  from  their  income. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  York 
South, 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  starting 
point  with  this  bill,  as  was  the  case  with 
Bill  91,  Bill  92  and  the  one  we  have  just 
dealt  with,  is  the  general  principle  that  a 
farm  organization  or  any  organization  of 
primary  producers  and  workers  is  entitled 
to  a  degree  of  financial  security.  I  think  one 
of  the  crippling  things  in  the  past  has  been 
that  laws  have  been  passed  permitting  the 
bringing  together  of  such  organizations  but 
there  has  been  a  deliberate  denial  of  the 
development  of  a  financial  capacity  even 
when  the  organizations  were  going  to  be 
asked  to  collectively  accumulate  that  financial 
capacity. 

In  principle,  I  am  in  favour  of  the  sort 
of  objective  that  any  group  of  producers, 
whether  it  is  on  the  farm  front,  or  any 
group  of  workers,  whether  it  is  on  the  in- 
dustrial front  is  entitled  to  be  able  to  get 
some  degree  of  financial  security  for  its  col- 
lective action. 

Having  said  that,  however,  my  concern  is 
the  extent  to  which  the  rank  and  file  are 
part  and  parcel  of  this  whole  move.  In  effect, 
what  the  minister  is  doing  is  giving  the  or- 
ganization, which  sometimes  falls  into  the 
hands  of  a  group— through  the  neglect  of 
the  rank  and  file  or  through  the  vigorous 
action  of  those  who  happen  to  be  in  the 
leadership  role— they  run  it  and  to  too  great 
an  extent  the  rank  and  file  membership 
doesn't  have  a  say, 

I  think  the  second  principle  one  has  to  be 
very  clear  on  is  whether  or  not  the  rank 
and  file  are  going  to  have  a  full  opportunity 
to  express  their  views  before  they  give 
authorization  for  a  tax  on  themselves— a  levy 
on  themselves —whether  it  is  by  way  of  a 
licence  or  whether  it  is  by  way  of  a  charge 
on  the  product  when  it  is  taken  to  the 
market. 
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What  I  am  a  little  curious  about  in  this 
instance  is  to  what  extent  has  this  been 
discussed  among  sheep  and  wool  producers 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario?  If  I  may  just 
digress  for  a  moment,  the  thing  that  puzzles 
me  about  Bill  92,  which  I  presume  we  are 
going  to  come  to  next,  is  that  there  are 
thousands  of  farmers  across  the  Province  of 
Ontario  who  have  never  heard  of  it.  The 
first  they  heard  of  it  ^^as  when  the  farm 
broadcast  a  few  days  ago  indicated  these 
bills  had  been  introduced  and  they  were 
going  to  be  debated. 

I  know  the  minister's  reaction  will  be  "It's 
only  enabling  legislation."  His  second  reac- 
tion will  be  that  the  bill  includes  the  right 
for  the  primary  producer,  the  member,  to  seek 
a  refund  of  that  licence  fee  if  he  doesn't  feel 
he  wants  to  share  in  this  collective  action. 

As  we  have  already  pointed  out  in  the  in- 
stance of  the  Ontario  Beef  Improvement  As- 
sociation because  often  the  marketing  is  done 
in  small  lots  and  it  amounts  to  a  small 
amount  of  money,  farmers  haven't  bothered  to 
reclaim.  The  result  is  that  by  default  a  lot 
of  money  remained  with  the  central  organi- 
zations and  farmers  were  objecting  to  it  in 
principle. 

It  may  well  be  that  in  this  case  there  isn't 
as  great  a  problem  because  it's  a  licence  fee. 
If  you  don't  want  to  go  along  with  the  pro- 
gramme you're  making  application  only  once; 
you  don't  have  to  apply  a  half  a  dozen  times 
during  the  course  of  a  year,  as  I  understand 
it. 

So,  in  general  principle  I'm  inclined  to  be 
in  favour  of  this  bill.  But  by  my  hesitancy 
my  qualification  is  to  seek  from  the  minister 
now  and  to  make  certain  in  the  future  that 
the  implementation  of  the  bill  is  going  to  be 
done  after  some  involvement  of  the  rank  and 
file  rather  than  the  minister  here,  through 
legislation  giving  the  power  to  a  group  at  the 
top  in  an  organization,  in  eflFect,  to  run  the 
organization  in  a  pretty  authoritarian  way 
which  excludes  rank  and  file  participation.  I 
would  appreciate  very  much  if  the  minister 
would  indicate  to  what  extent  there  has  been 
a  request  from  the  membership  across  the 
board,  so  to  speak,  in  this  commodity  group. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  participate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  happy 
to  reply.  Frankly,  I  think  the  member  for 
Huron  has  touched  on  a  valid  point  in  the 
exemption  of  the  western  lamb  feeder.  It 
does  indeed  exempt  him  unless  of  course  he 
happens   to   shear   the   lambs  before  they're 


shipped.  In  that  event  he's  contributing  fairly 
substantially  to  the  fund,  because  there  are 
large  numbers  usually  involved  in  those  lamb 
feeding  operations. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  has  been  a  re- 
quest from  the  Sheep  Producers  Association. 
About  a  year  ago  the  purebred  sheep  breeders 
and  the  commercial  lamb  producers  of  On- 
tario got  together  and  established  what  is 
known  as  the  Ontario  Sheep  Producers  As- 
sociation. I  received  a  letter  from  the  execu- 
tive asking  if  they  could  meet  with  us.  Un- 
fortunately, I  couldn't  meet  them  on  the  day 
that  we  set  the  particular  appointment,  but 
my  parliamentary  assistant  was  there.  Weren't 
you  at  that  one?  Then  my  executive  assistant, 
the  deputy  and  the  assistant  deputy  minister 
in  charge  of  marketing  were  there.  They  dis- 
cussed with  them  all  the  various  points  that 
were  raised.  I  received  a  complete  report  of 
the  meeting  and  they  asked  that  this  kind  of 
a  levy  be  established  so  that  they  would  have 
a  means  of  financing  their  own  organization. 
It  seemed  to  make  common  sense  to  us. 

There  might  be  some  validity  in  saying: 
"Well,  it  should  be  on  the  lamb  carcass  or 
the  lamb  itself  when  it's  sold.  "But  how  in 
the  world  would  you  ever  implement  collec- 
tion, because  of  the  number  of  people  who  go 
out  and  buy  lambs  direct  from  the  producer 
and  slaughter  them  themselves? 

There  are  virtually  only  three  major  wool- 
buyers  in  Ontario  and  virtually  all  the  wool 
produced  in  Ontario  is  marketed  through 
those  three  outlets.  So  it  would  seem  that 
that  was  a  very  easy  way  to  collect  the  funds 
and  this  is  what  the  sheep  producers  asked 
for. 

As  far  as  involving  the  rank  and  file  mem- 
bership of  the  Sheep  Producers  Association, 
they  had  their  annual  field  day  about  two 
weeks  ago  and  I  spoke  to  them  at  that  time 
and  toW  them  that  the  bill  had  been  intro- 
duced for  first  reading  on  the  request  of  the 
executive.  I  discussed  it  with  them  and  told 
them  what  it  would  do  and  all  about  it  and 
I've  had  no  word  of  criticism  from  anyone 
about  that.  That  doesn't  suggest  that  every 
sheep  producer  in  the  province  knows  about 
it.  Frankly,  I  don't  know  how  one  would  go 
about  that.  But  I  think  we  have  to  take  the 
word  of  the  elected  executive  people  who  are 
responsible  purebred  sheep  breeders  and  com- 
mercial sheep  breeders  with  a  sizable  stake 
in  the  industry  themselves. 

It  just  seemed  to  me  that,  as  my  friend 
said  I  would  say,  it  is  enabling  legislation.  It 
is  a  voluntary  checkoff^  inasmuch  as  a  person 
can  apply  and  get  it  refunded  to  him,  so  I 
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simply  say  that  this  is  an  opportunity  for 
them  to  provide  their  own  financing,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The    motion    is    for    second 
reading  of  Bill  93.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


FRUITS  AND  VEGETABLES  PRODUCE- 
FOR-PROCESSING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  92,  An  Act  respecting  Fruits  and  Vege- 
tables Produce-for-Processing. 

Mr.  Paterson:  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South. 

Mr.  Paterson:  In  addressing  myself  to  this 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  might  state  that  the  bill 
was,  I  believe,  introduced  last  Thursday  and 
I  was  able  to  procure  a  printed  copy  of  the 
bill  when  it  was  tabled  with  us  on  that  occa- 
sion. I  took  it  back  to  circulate  among  the 
various  groups  of  my  own  constituency— some- 
thing that  really  bothers  me  as  a  legislator  is 
that  we  don't  have  a  week  or  two  on  all  these 
bills  to  take  them  back  to  our  ridings  to 
circulate  them  among  the  interested  people, 
to  get  a  concensus. 

On  this  occasion,  I  did  get  a  report  first 
thing  Monday  morning.  I  had  said  I  wanted 
to  have  opinions  on  this  before  I  came  back 
to  Toronto  as  I  am  sure  it  was  going  to  be 
debated  last  week.  The  report  that  I  got  back 
was  that  this  was  a  good  bill,  that  this  matter 
had  been  requested  by  the  executive  of  the 
OFVGA  and  I  should  support  it. 

Subsequent  phone  calls  after  that  time 
were  of  the  opposite  opinion.  During  the 
almost  II  years  that  I  have  been  a  member 
I  have  attempted  to  go  down  to  the  OFVGA 
conventions,  as  I  used  to  be  somewhat  allied 
with  the  fruit  and  vegetable  industry  in  my 
own  constituency.  Knowing  most  of  the  per- 
sonages there  and  the  principles  that  they 
were  debating  in  their  conventions,  I  did  take 
an  interest  in  this.  Last  year  I  missed  this 
and  I  don't  know  whether  or  not  this  was  a 
resolution  that  was  passed  at  the  OFVGA 
annual  meeting  or  whether  it  was  an  execu- 
tive decision. 


I  began  getting  telephone  calls  on  Monday 
as  the  grassroots  farmers  learned  of  this 
checkoff.  They  were  opposed  to  this  because 
they  apparently  didn't  know  anything  about  it. 
I  don't  know  whether  this  is  a  breakdown 
in  communications  from  the  OFA^GA  through 
their  various  associations  or  not.  Last  Monday 
evening,  surprisingly  to  me,  the  Essex  County 
Vegetable  Growers  Association  held  a  meet- 
ing—and I  know  the  minister  and  his  parlia- 
mentary assistant  were  down  there  several 
weeks  ago  at  their  annual  meeting  and  I 
don't  know  whether  this  matter  came  up  at 
that  time  or  not.  I  wasn't  present  at  that 
particular  banquet.  What  surprised  me  was 
the  comment  of  one  of  the  spokesmen  for 
that  group— and  I  quote  the  headline  in  the 
Windsor  Star:  "Growers  Protest  Tactics  on 
Proposed  Legislation"  and  I  quote:  "The 
directors  of  the  local  organization  were  pro- 
testing the  tactics  used  by  the  association 
and  the  provincial  government  because  they 
didn't  inform  growers  across  the  province 
about  details  of  the  bill." 

And  surprisingly  enough  the  objection  came 
from  Tom  Robson,  our  good  friend  in  the 
business,  and  a  man  who  has  been  on  the 
negotiating  teams  for  the  canned  crop  people 
for  many,  many  years.  He  and  many  other 
people  spend  weeks  down  here  in  the  winter 
months  acting  on  behalf  of  various  vegetable 
growers  in  our  area  in  negotiations  with  the 
canning  industry.  So  I  think  there  has  been  a 
real  breakdown  in  communications  in  relation 
to  this  bill. 

The  opposition  to  this  bill  was  based  on 
the  lack  of  information.  Another  area  of  con- 
cern was  that  these  funds  were  going  to  go 
to  the  OFVGA  instead  of  a  marketing  group. 
Now  here  again  there  is  a  lot  of  confusion,  in 
my  mind  at  least. 

\L  have  got  a  great  deal  of  respect  for 
OFVGA,  but  there  are  county  vegetable 
growers'  associations,  the  negotiating  groups, 
that  are  financed. 

I  realize  that  the  fresh  vegetable  growers' 
associations  get  revenue  from  the  Fann  Prodi- 
ucts  Containers  Act,  so  they  are  funidied.  And 
I  am  sure  the  local  groups  must  sponsor  the  ^ 
people  going  down'  for  the  negotiations  at 
Hamilton  or  Toronto  or  wherever  the  nego- 
tiations take  place.  I  am  not  exactly  sure 
how  they  are  funded  in  this,  but  I  would 
assume  that  the  funds  going  to  be  dterived 
by  this  bill  are,  in  fact,  going  to  be  used  par- 
tially for  that  purpose  as  well  as  the  promo- 
tion of  canned  or  frozen  prodtice  of  our 
Ontario  farms. 

There  is  one  problem  I  would  like  to  raise 
in  relation  to  this.  No  one  can  sell  to  a  pro- 
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cessor  without  having  a  licence,  and'  I  just 
wonder  what  the  facility  of  getting  a  licence 
will  be,  saying  that  someone  who  is  strictly 
in  the  fresh  vegetable  or  fruit  area  is  all  of 
a  suddten  confronted  with  no  market  and  the 
local  processor  has  capacity  to  take  the  fruits 
or  vegetables  if  it  can  get  quick  consent  to 
this  in  order  that  that  produce  may  be  used 
up  in  the  processing  ousiness  rather  than 
spoiled, 

iThis  Monday,  on  the  way  into  Toronto,  I 
was  listening  to  a  CBC  broadcast  and  I  was 
made  aware  that  Mr,  Armstrong— I  believe  it 
was;  he  is  spokesman  for  the  OF  VGA— indi- 
cated the  association  will  not  proceed  with 
this  enabling  legislation  until  after  a  vote  is 
taken  at  the  OFVGA  meeting  next  January. 
This  somewhat  takes  the  teeth  out  of  the 
opposition  to  the  particular  bill. 

(L  assume  this  agreement  to  hold  this  vote 
at  this  time  is  through  section  4  of  the  bill 
which  indicates  the  association  must  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  majority  of  the  members  of 
the  association  are  in  favour  of  it  before  it 
would  proceed. 

The  other  matter  which  has  been  drawn  to 
my  attention  is  that  although  the  legislation 
will  allow  a  3/lOth  of  one  per  cent  ded^uction 
in  the  initial  stages  only  1/lOth  of  one  per 
cent  is  going  to  be  deducted.  Possibly  the 
minister  could  confirm  this, 

iBasically,  I  certainly  oppose  the  method  of 
the  introouction  of  this  particular  bill',  the 
lack  of  foreknowledge.  I  realize  that  we  as 
legislators  are  supposed  to  lead  and  possibly 
bring  in  enabling  legislation  in  which  local 
growers'  associations  and  groups  can  partici- 
pate. Possibly  this  is  where  the  battle  really 
should'  take  place.  Those  organizations  or 
groups  which  are  opposed  to  this  particular 
procedure,  the  deductions  and  so  fortfi,  should 
come  forward  and  make  their  presentations  to 
the  farmers  in  the  area  during  the  intervening 
months,  appear  before  the  OFVGA  and  settle 
it  on  the  floor  among  their  own  grower 
groups.  At  that  point,  if  a  decision  is  made 
for  it,  fine;  if  it  is  against  enabling  legislation, 
it  will  not  in  any  way  aff^ect  them.  Those  are 
i    my  thoughts,  Mr,  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  York 
South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again 
I  start  from  the  same  point— here  is  an  organi- 
zation which  is  in  desperate  need  of  a  greater 
degree  of  financial  security  to  be  able  to  do 
the  job.  In  the  instance  of  the  Ontario  Fruit 
and  Vegetable  Gro\\'ers  Association  it  seems 
to  me  the  minister  has  added  complications. 


lit  is  one  thing  to  talk  about  wool  producers 
and  sheep  producers;  that  is  a  relatively 
small,  contained  group.  In  the  instance  of 
the  OFVGA  there  is  a  federation  which  in- 
volves a  multiplicity  of  commodity  groups  in 
the  fruit  and  vegetable  field.  They  have  had 
very  great  diflBculty  in  devising  techniques, 
other  than  I  suppose  straight  membership, 
which  would  be  a  duplicate  of  the  member- 
ship of  the  OFA  or  other  organizations  of 
which  they  are  a  part. 

They  have  attempted  to  solve  that  prob- 
lem on  the  one  hand  by  a  procedure  we've 
debated  considerably  in  the  last  year  or  so 
in  this  House.  That  is,  by  an  arrangement, 
authorized  under  regulations  from  this  govern- 
ment, with  the  manufacturers  of  containers 
for  the  marketing  of  fruit  and  vegetables 
which  went  directly  to  the  retail  market.  I 
think  that's  a  rather  unhappy  kind  of  solution 
to  a  diflBcult  problem. 

I'm  not  denying  that  the  Ontario  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Growers  Association  has  to  find 
some  technique  that  is  a  relatively  simple 
one  to  raise  the  moneys  for  its  activities.  It 
seems  to  me  that  it  is  extraordinary— in  fact, 
I  think  it  may  be  unique— that  the  govern- 
ment permits  them  to  enter  into  an  agree- 
ment with  the  manufacturers  of  the  contain- 
ers which  are  required.  The  container  com- 
panies collect  one  per  cent  of  the  sale  and 
deliver  it  to  the  Ontario  Fruit  and  Vegetable 
Growers  Association.  That  kind  of  checkoff 
is  really  a  strange  one. 

Incidentally,  it's  invidious  for  another 
reason.  I  have  brought  down  for  the  minis- 
ter's edification,  although  I  suspect  it  was  not 
necessary,  one  of  the  many  packages  put  out 
by  Oakville  Wood  Specialties  Ltd.  of  Oakville, 
Ont.  There  is  a  notice  on  it  which  says: 

Anyone  using  this  container  for  other 
than  the  described  contents  and  packer 
shown  thereon  is  liable  to  prosecution  under 
the  marketing  regulations  of  the  Ontario 
Farm  Products  Grades  and  Sales  Act. 

What  that  really  means  is  if  one  uses  it  a 
second  time  one  is  going  to  run  afoul  of  the 
law,  because  this— 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  No,  no.  That  has  to  do 
with  the  name  of  the  producer  and  the 
contents. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  number  of  things,  in- 
cluding that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  That's  really  not  it. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  That  is  the  reason  it  was 
put  on  there  in  the  first  instance  because  if 
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it  was  used  a  second  time  it  was  in  violation 
of  the  regulations.  We  got  into  the  old  prob- 
lem which  we  thrashed  out  and  which  the 
minister  resolved  by  changing  the  regulations 
a  few  weeks  ago,  indicating  one  didn't  have 
to  use  new  containers  each  time  as  long  as 
the  container  was  wholesome. 

The  invidious  possibilities  in  this  were 
rather  interestingly  illustrated  when  I  dis- 
covered last  year  on  inquiring  among  the 
people  in  the  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Growers 
Association  that  one  of  their  bodies,  which 
happened  to  be  the  Metro  Toronto  area 
group,  was  actually  collecting  two  cents  or 
two  per  cent  from  one  of  the  manufacturing 
companies.  This  opens  the  door  to  unscrupu- 
lous kinds  of  competition  between  the  com- 
panies, and  I  express  again  my  unhappiness 
about  this  as  a  way  of  raising  money  for  any 
group,  even  though  that  group  is  deserving 
of  having  money  to  do  its  business. 

However,  what  the  minister  has  now  moved 
to  do  is  to  provide  a  means  for  expanded 
funds  for  the  operation  of  this  body  from  the 
produce  which  is  sold  to  processors.  I  don't 
know  what  proportion  went  directly  to  the 
retail  market  and  had  to  be  packaged  or  had 
to  be  put  in  containers  of  this  nature,  and 
what  percentage  went  to  the  processors.  I  sus- 
pect a  much  larger  percentage  is  going  to  the 
processors.  This  bill  is  going  to  give  the 
power  to  license,  with  the  right  for  the 
primar\^  producer  to  seek  a  refund  if  he 
doesn't  want  to  pay  that.  Therefore,  it  con- 
forms to  some  degree  with  what  I  think  are 
general  guidelines  for  the  financing  of  farm 
organizations. 

However,  I  want  to  reiterate  the  general 
point  made  by  the  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South.  I  am,  quite  frankly,  a  little  bit  puzzled 
that  nobody  in  the  rank  and  file,  or  nobody 
in  many  of  the  constituent  groups  which 
make  up  the  Ontario  Fruit  and  Vegetable 
Growers  Association,  beyond  the  very  top 
level,  seems  to  be  aware  of  this  legislation.  If 
I  may  pick  up  a  point  the  hon.  member  has 
made,  if  Tom  Robson  didn't  know  about  it 
in  his  protesting,  clearly  people  who  are 
pretty  close  to  the  throne  weren't  being  in- 
volved in  what  was  going  on. 

It  seems  to  me  there  is  double  necessity 
for  an  involvement  of  the  people  and  a  full 
infonning  of  the  people  and  the  members  so 
they  will  have  an  opportunity  to  express  their 
views  in  advance  of  this  enabling  legislation 
being  put  into  eflFect.  That's  stage  1.  If  it's 
going  to  be  done,  as  was  indicated  in  the 
farm  broadcast,  by  a  vote  at  the  next  annual 


meeting  of  the  Ontario  Fruit  and  Vegetable 
Growers  Association,  at  least  that's  one  ap- 
proach that  can  be  made. 

Secondly,  for  those  who  may  find  them- 
selves in  the  minority  of  the  vote  we're  going 
through,  they're  going  to  have  the  right 
to  seek  a  refund.  But  it  does  place— and  I 
want  to  say  this  not  so  much  to  the  minister, 
as  it  does  place  on  some  of  the  local  groups— 
I  was  very  fascinated,  talking  to  farmers— 
if  I  may  disgress  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
never  had  as  many  telephone  calls  about  a 
group  of  bills  in  my  20  years  in  the  Ontario 
Legislature  as  I  have  had  about  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Not  even  on  the  dog 
bill? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  I  said  from  farmers,  I 
think  on  that  I  would  say  not  even  on  the 
dog  and  cat  bill. 

In  the  course  of  talking  to  some  of  those, 
I  was  very  interested  to  discover  that  in  one 
county— and  I'll  leave  it  unnamed  for  the 
moment— there  was  a  unanimous  vote,  when 
they  chose  their  delegates,  to  oppose  re- 
affii-mation  of  the  OFVGA's  support  for  the 
container  approach  which  was  dealt  with  last 
January.  The  minister  is  thoroughly  familiar 
with  this.  In  spite  of  the  imanimous  vote  by 
all  the  vegetable  growers  in  that  particular 
county,  when  they  got  down  to  the  aimual 
meeting  the  man  who  happened  to  speak 
on  their  behalf  was  easily  argued  out  of  his 
position.  Their  unanimous  vote  got  washed 
out  and  wasn't  expressed  on  the  floor  at  all. 

All  I  am  going  to  say  is  the  democratic 
process  requires  a  bit  more  vigour  than  that. 
If  any  county,  through  the  local  ccwnmodity 
groups  of  the  vegetable  growers  association, 
comes  to  a  decision  that  it  is  opposed  it 
seems  to  me  there  is  an  obligation  on  its 
members  to  take  the  expression  of  that  oppo- 
sition and  to  present  it  with  the  necessary 
degree  of  vigour  rather  than  letting  it  get 
washed  out  by  one  spokesman  who  doesn't 
present  their  views  very  vigorously. 

In  short,  I  share  with  the  hon.  member 
for  Essex  South  some  grave  concern  aboul^ 
the  lack  of  communication  with  regard  to  this 
legislation.  I  hope  the  Ontario  Fruit  and 
Vegetable  Growers  Association  is  going  to  do 
a  doubly  good  job  in  the  months  ahead  to 
communicate  this  not  only  to  the  commodity 
groups  which  come  under  its  imibrella,  so  to 
speak,  but  to  the  membership  of  those  groups 
so  they  will  be  led  into  it  with  some  en- 
thusiasm if  they  are  in  support  of  this  rather 
than    feeling    they    have    been    trapped    and 
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have  had  something  snuck  in  on  them  when  Mr.   Speaker:   Do  other  members  wish  to 

they  weren't  watching.  enter  this  debate?  I  am  sure  the  hon.  min- 

In  principle  I  find  it  difficult  not  to  sup-  ^^^  ^^^  ^^"t  *«  respond  when  we  resume 

port  this  bill.  I  have  some  misgivings  about  ^*  °' 

the  way  it  has  been  handled,  whether  that  is  Hon.   Mr.   Stewart:   Thank  you. 
the  fault  of  the  government  or  whether  it  is 

the  fault  of  the  associations  involved,  I  am  It  being  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 

not  at  this  point  in  a  position  to  say.  recess. 
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APPENDIX 
(See  page  3674) 

10.     Mr.  Shulman— Inquiry  of  the  ministry: 

What  was  the  initial  date  of  application  of  each  liquor  licence  granted  in  Metro  Toronto 


in  1973? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations: 
Obie's  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Rajput  2  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Renes  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Haven  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  York 
Tranzac  Club,  Toronto 
Roehampton  Place  Hotel,  Toronto 
Summit  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Hourglass  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Simpsons  Scarborough  Court  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Diana  Sweets  Restaurant,  Borough  of  Scarborough 
Encore  II  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Toronto  Negro  Colour  Guard  War  Veterans  Club,  Toronto 
Universit>-  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  North  York 
Toreador  Steak  House,  Rorough  of  North  York 
Maison  Rasque  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Sigi  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Zagreb  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Parkway  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Colonnade  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Oakwood  Restaurant,  Toronto 
New  Niagara  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Royal  Canadian  Legion,  No.  621,  Toronto 
McKenzie's  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Croft  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Harry's  Charcoal  Rroiled  Restaurant,  Toronto 
All  Seasons  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Etobicoke 
La  Cantinetta  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Warden  Steak  House,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Cornucopia  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Swiss  Chalet  Rar  R  Q  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Swiss  Chalet  Rar  R  Q  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Etobicoke 
El  Cid  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Ramada  Inn  Hotel,  Rorough  of  North  York 
J.  Michael's  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Etobicoke 
Huntsman  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Broadway  Steak  House,  Toronto 
Round  Table  Steak  House,  Rorough  of  Etobicoke 
Fisherman's  Wharf  Pier  I  Restaurant,  Toronto 
First  Portuguese  Canadian  Club,  Toronto 
Maxim's  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Arrow  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  North  York 
Steve's  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  North  York 
Stefee's  Bar  R  Q  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  York 
Diamond  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  York 
Hive  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Rrimley  Steak  House,  Borough  of  Scarborough 
Unicorn  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Black  Knight  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Reuben's  Restaurant,  Toronto 
Don's  Palace  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  York 
Ernie's  Chicken  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  North  York 
Elane  Restaurant,  Rorough  of  Scarborough 
Harbour  Castle  Hotel,  Toronto 


Jan.  29 
Jan.  20 
Nov.  2 
April  9 
Oct.  16 
Nov.  7 

Jan.  3 
Nov.  22 

Oct.  5 

Jan.  16 

Feb.  26 

March  2 

Dec.  22 

Jan.  16 

Jan.  18 

March  8 

March  2 

March  1 

July  8 

April  6 

April  11 

Jan.  31 

June  23 

Jan.  3 
Oct.  18 
Jan.  15 

Jan.  9 
Jan.  26 

Jan.  9 
Nov.  15 

Oct.  6 
Jan.  18 
Feb.  21 
Oct.  18 
Nov.  27, 
July  10 
Oct.  13 

Jan.  9 
Oct.  12 
Oct.  17 
Jan.  15 

Feb.  1 

May  19 

April  28 

April  6 

May  25 

April  23 

June  26 

June  25 

May  1 
Feb. 16 
Dec.  10 
June  19 


1973 
1971 
1971 
1973 
1972 
1972 
1973 
1972 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1971 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1973 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1972 
1973 
1972 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1972 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
1973 
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Strates  Restaurant,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Burlie  Steak  House,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Cafe  Marika  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Nomad  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Cossacks  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Toronto  General  Hospital,  Toronto 

R.C.M.P.  Headquarters,  Toronto 

Ryerson  Polytechnical  Institute,  Toronto 

Half  Shell  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Tarn  Heather  Curling  Club,  Borough  of  Scarborough 

Skipper  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Mirabelle  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Steve's  Place  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Medical  Inn  Hotel,  Borough  of  Scarborough 

Glendon  College,  Toronto 

Salerno  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Michi  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Elinka  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Hay  Loft  Sirloin  Pit  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Rae's  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Art  Gallery  Club,  Toronto 

Proposed  restaurant.  Art  Gallery,  Toronto 

Golden  Falcon  Restaurant,  Borough  of  Scarborough 

Prince  Hotel,  Borough  of  North  York 

Highboume  Lodge,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Dupont  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Love's  Steak  House,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Lisbon  Plate  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Speedway  Restaurant,  Borough  of  North  York 

Bucharest  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Bay  Front  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Prime  Quarter  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Four  Star  Steak  House,  Borough  of  North  York 

Northgate  Restaurant,  Borough  of  North  York 

Swiss  Chalet  Bar  B  Q  Restaurant,  Borough  of  North  York 

Blue  Sky  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Rexdale  Restaurant,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Town  Square  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Fernando  Restaurant,  Toronto 

Humber  Highland  Curling  Club,  Borough  of  Etobicoke 

Moonraker  Restaurant,  Borough  of  North  York 

Mill  Restaurant,  Toronto 

University  of  Toronto,  Toronto 

University  of  Toronto,  Borough  of  Scarborough 

Keg  'n  Cleaver  Restaurant,  Toronto 

York  University,  Borough  of  North  York 
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11.  Mr.  Ruston— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  What  was  (he  contract  price  for  the  construction 
of  the  liquor  store  in  Barry's  Bay?  Who  were  the  unsuccessful  bidders  for  the  construction  of 
the  store  and  what  were  their  bids?  Who  was  the  successful  bidder?  What  was  the  contract 
price  for  the  construction  of  the  liquor  store  in  Renfrew?  Who  were  the  unsuccessful  bidders 
for  the  construction  of  the  store  and  what  were  their  bids?  Who  was  the  successful  bidder? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations: 

The  contract  price  for  the  construction  of  the  liquor  store  in  Barry's  Bay  was  $109,783, 
and  the  successful  bidder  was  M.  Sullivan  &  Sons,  Amprior,  Ont.  The  unsuccessful  bidders 
were: 

Broadworth  Construction  Ltd.,  Bancroft  $128,600;  Markus  &  Sons  Ltd.,  Pembroke, 
$115,259;  Dodge  Construction  Ltd.,  Cardinal,  secured  plans  and  specifications,  but  did  not 
tender. 
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The  contract  price  for  the  construction  of  the  liquor  store  in  Renfrew  was  $125,890,  and 
the  successful  bidder  was  Aselford-Martin  Ltd.,  Ottawa,  Ont.  The  unsuccessful  bidders  were: 

*Paul  Daoust,  Ottawa,  $123,900;  Markus  &  Sons  Ltd.,  Pembroke,  $133,439;  (telegram) 
$137,021;  'Steds  Limited,  North  Bay,  $119,824;  M.  Sullivan  &  Sons  Ltd.,  Arnprior, 
$142,700. 

The  following  contractors  secured  plans  and  specifications  but  did  not  tender:  Elrose 
Construction,  Scarborough;  Carl  J.  Lehman  &  Sons,  Pembroke;  Uniform  Builders,  Ottawa; 
Wm.  Verheyen,  Eganville. 

*Mr.  W.  Tom  Hovitch,  the  architect  advising  the  LLBO  on  the  construction  of  this  retail 
store,  recommended  rejection  of  the  tenders  of  Steds  Ltd.  of  North  Bay  and  Paul  Daoust 
Construction  Co.  of  Ottawa  because  they  did  not  fulfil  the  requirements  of  the  contract 
documents.  In  the  first  case,  an  informal  subcontract  bid  was  included  and  in  the  second 
case,  the  list  of  suppliers  was  incomplete. 

12.  Mr.  Gaunt— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  How  much  did  the  government  of  Ontario  pay 
Mr.  Ralph  Hedlin  in  the  year  1973  for  his  consulting  services  to  the  Minister  of  Energy  and 
the  Minister  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovernmental  AflFairs? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Energy: 

In  the  year  1973,  Mr.  Ralph  Hedlin  was  paid  $29,184.43  by  the  government  of  Ontario 
for  consulting  services— $6,787.56  by  the  Ministry  of  Treasury,  Economics  and  Intergovern- 
mental Afi^airs,  and  $22,396.87  by  the  Ministry  of  Energy. 

16.  Mr.  Shulman— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  How  many  liquor  licences  have  been  granted 
in  Ottawa  in  the  past  two  years?  In  how  many  of  these  was  the  lawyer  for  the  applicant 
Mr.  Jake  Dunlap?  What  was  the  average  time  between  initial  application  and  granting  of 
licence  for  all  applicants?  What  was  the  average  time  interval  for  these  establishments  repre- 
sented by  Mr.  Dunlap  or  his  firai? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations: 

Fifty-six  licences  have  been  granted  in  Ottawa  in  the  past  two  years.  The  lawyer  for  the 
applicant  Mr.  Jake  Dunlap  was  in  six  of  those.  The  average  time  between  initial  application 
and  granting  of  Hcencei  for  ail  applicants  was  10  months.  The  average  time  interval  for  these 
establishments  represented  by  Mr.  Dunlap  or  his  firm  was  eight  months. 

18.  Mr.  Haggerty— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  What  are  the  physical  health  hazards  which 
may  arise  as  a  consequence  of  the  physiology  of  fluorites  and  strontium  90,  or  any  combina- 
tion of  nuclear  waste  in  our  water  supply  in  Ontario? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Health: 

The  main  source  of  radioactivity  of  Ontario  water  supplies  is  natural  radioactivity  that 
has  always  been  present  in  our  environment.  Global  fallout  from  nuclear  weapons  tests 
further  contributes  to  the  radioactivity  of  the  environment. 

In  comparison  with  these  sources,  the  contribution  of  nuclear  power  stations  in  Ontario 
is  negligible.  Ontario  power  stations  discharge  into  the  Great  Lakes  only  about  one  per  cent 
of  permissible  release  limits  that  are  based,  on  recopnmendations  of  the  International  Commis- 
sion on  Radiological  Protection  and  Canadian  Standards. 

Uranium  mining  and  milling  in  Ontario  contributes  a  further  source  of  radioactivity  re- 
leased into  surface  waters.  In  this  case,  we  are  not  dealing  with  man-made  radioactivity 
but  radioactive  substances  occurring  normally  in  the  earth's  crust  which,  through  mining  and 
milling  operations,  are  brought  closer  to  man.  In  the  Elliot  Lake  area,  great  efi^orts  have 
been  ;made  over  the  last  years  to  limit  the  spread  of  radioactivity  into  public  waters.  Im- 
proved dike  maintenance,  process  water  recycling,  barium  chloride  treatment  of  the  efiluent 
and  also  mill  shutdowns  have  all  contributed  in  various  degrees  to  the  lowering  of  Radium 
226  levels  in  dovmstream  waters. 

Major  water  supplies  are  kept  well  wdthin  Ontario  drinking  water  objectives.  Fluorides 
do  not  represent  a  physical  hazard  to  health  in  Ontario. 

20.     Mr.  Haggerty— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  1.  Re  investigation  of  the  Ministry  of  Health 
into  the  use  of  any  industrial  coolant  that  emits  a  green  mist  that  may  cause  occupational 
health  diseases;  will  the  minister's  investigation  include  all  industries  in  Ontario  using  this 
type  of  coolant,  for  example  General  Motors  Plant  in  St.  Catharines?  2.  At  present,  indica- 
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tdons  are  that  the  coolant  substance  appears  to  cause  discomfort  to  employees  exposed  to 
mist.  Will  the  minister  issue  orders  to  ban  its  use  until  research  is  completed  by  your  ministry? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Health: 

1.  No.  The  Ministry  of  Health  has  investigated  only  the  General  Steel  wares  plant  at 
Fergus. 

2.  The  ministry  does  not  plan  to  recommend  banning  the  use  of  coolant  in  industry. 

22.  Mr.  Lewis— Inquiry  of  the  ministry:  1.  How  many  companies  made  claims  for  the 
5%  Investment  Tax  Credit  in  1971-1972?  2.  What  was  the  total  amount  of  investment  tax 
credit  claimed  in  1972-1973?  3.  How  many  new  jobs  were  created  as  a  result  of  the  invest- 
ment tax  credit  overall? 

Answer  by  the  Minister  of  Revenue: 

1.  The  investment  tax  credit  programme  commenced  April  26,  1971.  For  the  period 
April  27,  1971,  to  March  31,  1972,  there  were  15,535  corporations  which  claimed  the  5% 
investment  tax  credit. 

2.  The  total  amount  of  investment  tax  credit  claimed  for  the  period  April  1,  1972  to 
March  31,  1973  was  $73,758,923. 

3.  It  is  impossible  to  obtain  an  exact  figure  on  the  number  of  new  jobs  created  as  a 
result  of  this  investment  tax  credit  incentive. 

Our  best  information  indicates,  however,  that  this  investment  in  machinery  and  equipment 
has  in  fact  been  a  positive  inducement  to  the  creation  of  jobs  in  Ontario,  and  unemployment 
statistics  for  the  province  substantiate  this  fact.  Ontario's  unemployment  rate  has  been 
substantially  below  that  of  the  rest  of  Canada  and  continues  to  be  so. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 


FRUITS  AND  VEGETABLES  PRODUCE 
FOR  PROCESSING  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  Speaker:  When  we  recessed  we  were 
dealing  with  Bill  92,  and  all  members  had 
spoken.  The  hon.  minister  may  respond  now. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
tural and  Food):  Mr.  Speaker,  in  dealing  with 
Bill  92  on  second  reading,  there  were  a  num- 
ber of  statements  made  with  which  I  concur- 
red, on  the  matter  of  communications  parti- 
cularly. The  member  for  Essex  South  (Mr. 
Paterson)  and  the  member  for  York  South 
(Mr.  MacDonald)  both  mentioned  this,  and  I 
share  that  concern. 

The  history  of  the  legislation  as  it  has 
reached  this  stage  is  simply  that  the  executive 
of  the  Ontario  Fruit  and  Vegetable  Growers 
Association— that  is,  the  president  and  secre- 
tary—met with  me  and  discussed  the  possi- 
bility of  finding  some  other  way  of  financing 
the  organization  and  some  way  whereby 
there  would  be  more  equal  sharing,  inasmuch 
as  the  containers  legislation  it  really  is 
only  those  who  are  marketing  on  the  fresh 
market  that  contribute  to  it  at  all.  We  ex- 
plored various  ways  and  had  further  meetings 
with  a  larger  number  of  the  executive;  we 
told  them  that  we  would  draft  legislation  and 
bring  it  forward  along  the  lines  we  have  sug- 
gested here. 

After  the  bill  was  introduced,  I  think  the 
Fruit  and  Vegetable  Growers  Association  in- 
tended to  talk  to  their  membership  through- 
out the  province.  I  believe  they  felt  there  was 
some  misunderstanding  about  when  the  bill 
should  be  discussed  publicly.  I  contacted  the 
secretary  and  the  president  and  asked  them 
what  the  objections  were  all  about.  They 
said  they  consciously  made  the  decision  not 
to  talk  about  the  bill  because  they  felt  it 
would  be  betraying  a  confidence  if  they  knew 
what  we  were  going  to  introduce.  They  felt 
that  they  should  not  say  anything.  But  after 
the  bill  was  introduced  they  would  then  dis- 
cuss  it   with   all   of  their  membership;   and 
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at  that  time,  and  only  at  that  time,  would 
the  clauses  of  the  bill  be  implemented. 

Obviously  that  generated  a  breakdown  in 
communications,  and  it  may  be  that  I  am 
as  much  to  blame  for  that  as  anyone.  I 
thought  that  it  had  been  done,  and  they  felt 
that  they  shouldn't  do  that.  So  the  member- 
ship in  various  parts  of  the  province,  quite 
understandably,  did  raise  some  objection,  I 
think  chiefly  because  they  didn't  understand 
what  was  in  the  bill.  They  also  wondered 
if  this  was  going  to  do  away  with  the  exist- 
ing producer  commodity  marketing  boards, 
which  have  been  in  existence  for  a  long  time 
and  have  done  an  excellent  job.  Of  course, 
this  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  respective 
boards.  The  asparagus  board,  the  fresh  fruit 
board  and  all  the  rest  of  them  that  have  done 
such  an  excellent  job  through  the  years  will 
still  carry  on  the  same  as  ever.  They  have 
nothing  to  do  with  financing  this  thing. 

The  OFVGA  is  the  central  body  of  all 
producers  of  fruits  and  vegetables  through- 
out Ontario.  It  is  probably  the  oldest  farm 
organization  in  Ontario.  I  think  they  cele- 
brated their  114th  annual  meeting  last  winter 
here  in  Toronto.  It's  a  very  distinguished 
body,  and  I  am  sure  they  are  as  much  con- 
cerned as  we  are  that  there  was  some  mis- 
understanding about  that. 

I  had  the  opportunity  of  going  on  the  air 
on  Bill  Brady's  open-line  show  in  which  the 
question  was  raised  and  explaining  exactly 
what  it  does.  As  I  understand  it,  the  concern 
has  not  been  as  great  since  that  explanation 
was  given;  I  hope  that's  the  case.  But  the  bill 
does  not  come  in  except  on  proclamation;  and 
when  it's  approved  here,  as  I  trust  it  will  be, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  can  then  look  forward  to 
discussion  among  the  various  segments  of  the 
OFVGA,  and  they  will  bring  it  forward  as 
they  see  fit. 

The  containers  Act  will  still  be  retained 
for  fresh  fruit  and  vegetables,  because  that  is 
really  the  only  way  that  any  contribution  can 
be  made  by  that  group.  iTiere  are  so  many 
outlets  for  fresh  produce  in  the  province  that 
unless  the  containers  Act  is  retained  for 
fresh  produce,  then  there  will  be  no  contri- 
bution made  by  that  group-and  I  am  sure 
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they  don't  want  that  to  happen.  They  cer- 
tainly indicated  that  to  us. 

I  would  like  to  mention  as  well  that  the 
holder  of  a  licence- 
Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex 
South  would  like  to  ask  a  question  for  clari- 
fication if  the  minister  will  permit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Oh,  I'm  sorry. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  The 
minister  indicated  that  this  would  go  forward 
and  nothing  would  happen  until  it  is  pro- 
claimed. Is  he  saying,  in  fact,  that  he  will 
not  have  this  proclaimed  until  after  the  OF- 
VGA  meeting  this  spring? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  can 
do  it  either  way.  There  is  no  thought,  on 
behalf  of  the  central  executive  of  the 
OFVGA,  that  the  bill  will  be  implemented 
or  any  levies  made  whatever  until  they  have 
had  a  thorough  chance  to  discuss  it  at  next 
year's  animal  meeting. 

Mr.  Paterson:   Is  that  the  assurance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  Yes,  that  will  be  held 
in  January,  1975;  and  I  would  give  that 
assurance.  Now,  because  the  bill  had  passed 
here  and  received  third  reading,  I  wouldn't 
want  them  to  think  that  we  weren't  going 
to  give  it  proclamation.  But  rather  than  say 
proclamation  on  royal  assent,  we  put  it  in  as 
proclamation  on  a  day  to  he  named.  That 
day,  we  thought,  could  be  worked  out  with 
the  OFVGA  to  suit  their  consideration. 

Regarding  the  matter  of  licensing,  which 
the  member  for  Essex  South  raised,  every 
person  who  sells  to  a  processor  is  deemed  to 
be  the  holder  of  a  licence.  He  doesn't  have 
to  acquire  a  licence.  He  is  deemed  to  be 
the  holder  of  the  licence.  I  believe  that  is 
indicated  on  page  2  of  the  bill  in  section  3, 
subsection  2,  which  says:  "Every  person  who 
sells  produce  to  a  processor  shall  be  deemed 
to  be  the  holder  of  a  licence. 

That  is  really  the  same  type  of  legislation 
we  have  in  most  of  the  other  marketing  Acts. 
Other  than  that,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think 
there  is  really  anything  more  that  I  can  add. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  92. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 

bm. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered 
for  third  reading? 

Agreed. 


Clerk   of   the   House:    The    second   order, 
House  in  conmiittee  of  the  whole. 


AGRICULTURAL  SOCIETIES  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  21,  An  Act  to 
amend   the   Agricultural    Societies   Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  21,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Agricultural  Societies  Act.  Are  there  any 
comments,  questions  or  amendments  on  this 
bill? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, was  this  bill  not  put  into  committee  so 
that  the  minister  could  consider  a  certain 
matter  in  it?  Perhaps  we  could  just  hear  from 
the  minister  so  that  we  know  it  has  been 
attended  to. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  When  the  bill  was  being 
discussed  on  second  reading,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  indicated  that  because  there  was  some 
criticism  by  the  Provincial  Auditor  on  the 
method  of  paying  judges  for  agricultural 
societies  in  northern  Ontario— he  criticized 
the  fact  that  he  didn't  see  any  statutory 
authority— I  determined  we  would  amend  the 
bill.  Since  that  time,  in  going  over  with  the 
staff  of  our  ministry  the  matter  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Auditor's  concern,  we  have  decided 
we  will  use  the  agricultural  societies  in  the 
north  in  the  same  way  as  they  are  used  in 
the  south.  In  other  words,  they  will  pay  the 
judges  their  per  diems  and  expenses  and 
those  expenses  will  be  included  by  the  society 
in  the  expenses  for  organizing  events  through 
their  application  for  grants  to  the  Ministry  of 
Agriculture  and  Food.  Thereby  we  find  the 
statutory  authority  and  we  eliminate  the  need 
for  an  amendment.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  according 
to  the  minister  then,  he  is  assuring  us  that 
the  matter  raised  by  the  Provincial  Auditor 
has  been  attended  to  and  we  are  back  on 
the  track  as  far  as  dealing  with  these 
societies  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  bill  be  reported? 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  I  have 
one  further  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  Is  it 
the  intention  of  the  House  to  proceed  prior 
to  this  simimer's  activities  with  the  bill  con- 
cerning the  Lord's  Day  amendment  that  ties 
in  with  the  Agricultural   Societies  Act? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Yes. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  bill  be  reported? 
Bill  21  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  reports  one  bill  with- 
out amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit 
again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  21,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Societies  Act. 

Bill    92,    An    Act    respecting    Fruits    and 
Vegetables  Produce-for-Processing. 

Bill  93,  An  Act  respecting  the  Marketing 
of  Wool. 

Bill  103,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 


CITY  OF  PORT  COLBORNE  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irviae,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  83,  An 
Act  respecting  the  City  of  Port  Colbome. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want  to  make  a  few 
comments  in  connection  with  this  bill.  I  want 
to  commend  the  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  for 
the  introduction  of  Bill  83,  An  Act  respecting 
the  City  of  Port  Colbome.  The  bill  will  allow 
the  city  to  claim  a  forgiveness  amount  of 
$30,420  under  the  federal  employment  loans 
programme. 

I  might  add,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  every 
avenue  was  searched  to  find  some  way  that 
the  city  could  recapture  this  loan.  I  want  to 
express  my  appreciation  to  the  Clerk  of  this 
House  for  his  advice  in  this  matter  and  for 
telling  me  that  it  could  be  brought  about  by 
a  government  bill.  This  is  what  has  taken 
place  since  then.  I  also  want  to  express  my 
gratitude  to  one  of  the  minister's  assistants, 
Mr.     McLeod    of    the    municipal    subsidies 


branch,  for  his  assistance  with  this  bill.  It 
will  mean  about  half  a  mill  to  the  city,  and 
I  want  to  commend  the  minister  for  bringing 
the  bill  forward. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  discussion  on  this 
bill?  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  believe  this  is  the  bill  concerning 
the  city  of  Port  Colbome  which  regularizes 
some  debentures  that  Port  Colbome  had 
which  did  not  fit  into  the  special  federal- 
provincial  winter  works  programme.  Is  that 
right? 

I  was  unable  to  find  out  beforehand,  given 
the  volume  of  municipal  bills,  but  perhaps 
the  minister  could  indicate  in  his  reply  why 
it  is  that  Port  Colbome  got  into  this  parti- 
cular jam.  On  the  other  hand,  as  the  member 
from  the  area  says,  the  people  in  the  area  are 
happy  with  it.  It  seems  to  be  relatively  rou- 
tine to  us. 

I  guess  we  can  thank  our  stars  that  we  don't 
have  a  series  of  these  things  every  year  as 
they  used  to  have  in  British  Columbia  under 
the  Social  Credit  govemment.  At  the  end  of 
every  session  there,  Mr.  Speaker,  there  had 
to  be  an  omnibus  bill  that  corrected  any 
number  of  errors  in  municipal  administration 
which  had  taken  place  during  the  course  of 
that  year.  We  have  only  had  one  so  far  this 
year,  and  I  hope  we  keep  the  record  at  that 
low  level. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  discussion? 
If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  wish  to  quarrel 
with  what  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  said- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  comparing  the  minister 
with  "Wacky"  Bennett,  not  David  Barret, 
remember  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  we  are  trying  to 
do  is  to  assist  the  city,  as  the  member  quite 
rightly  has  said,  to  make  sure  that  they  don't 
lose  more  than  $30,000  that  inadvertently 
was  placed  in  a  debenture  and  shouldn't  have 
been.  We  feel  that  we  are  doing  a  service 
to  the  people  of  this  particular  area  by  put- 
ting this  bill  through.  Thank  you. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 
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THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  83,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of  Port 
Colbome. 


HIGHWAY  TRAFFIC  ACT 

Mr.  Beckett,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes, 
moves  second  reading  of  Bill  108,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Highway  TraflBc  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  just  a  few  brief  remarks  on  this.  I 
believe  that  the  first  part  of  the  bill  more  or 
less  Itegalizes  the  registration  and  permits  for 
the  new  stickers  on  five-year  plates.  We  have 
no  objection  to  that,  of  course.  I  might  just 
throw  in  as  an  extra  that  we  will  bring  up 
some  similar  points  in  the  estimates  of  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Commimica- 
tions  with  regard  to  the  plates  and  their 
quality  as  well  as  that  of  the  stickers.  How- 
ever, we  have  no  objection  to  that  part. 

The  second  part  of  the  bill  relates  to  the 
North  York  project,  where  a  justice  of  the 
peace  or  a  judge  may  redtice  a  fine  for  a 
driving  offence  if  the  driver  agrees  to  take 
an  Ontario  traflBc  driving  improvement  pro- 
gramme. I  think  this  is  a  good  idea,  and  of 
course  it  also  leaves  it  open  to  designate  other 
areas  where  this  may  be  dbne. 

il  have  a  great  dieal  of  interest  in  the  driving 
ability  of  people  in  Ontario  who  have  licences 
to  drive.  Some  seem  to  think  it  is  the  right 
of  a  person  to  drive  an  automobile  on  our 
highways,  I  personally  d<>  not  think  it  is  a 
right,  I  think  it  is  something  that  can  be 
given,  providing  you  can  qualify,  and  I  have 
felt  that  way  ever  since  I  wasi  16  years  old, 
when  I  first  got  my  driver's  licence. 

I  would  certainly  agree  with  this  principle 
and  I  look  forward  to  perhaps  seeing  it  en- 
larged in  the  future.  There  again,  I  will  be 
enlarging  on  this  when  the  estimates  of  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions come  up,  because  I  have  a  nmnber  of 
remarks  I  want  to  make  with  regard  to  driver 
control. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Yorkview. 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
don't  think  I  have  anything  to  add'  to  what 


has  already  been  said.  I  think  the  North  York 
experiment  is  a  good  one,  and  as  far  as  legal- 
izing the  stickers  on  the  licence  plates  is  con- 
cerned, that  is  a  matter  of  routine  which 
should  have  been  looked  after,  of  course, 
before  the  stickers  were  issued  in  the  first 
place. 

'This  is  catch-up  legisl'ation,  but  I  suppose 
it  is  typical  of  this  government  in'  some  re- 
spects. We  approve  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  parlia- 
mentary assistant. 

xMr.  R.  B.  Beckett  (Brantford):  Mr.  Speaker, 
as  the  two  previous  gentlemen  have  said  re- 
garding this  matter,  the  first  part  is  legisla- 
tion prescribing  the  method  of  vehicle  permit 
issue  and  display  of  the  number  plates  and 
validation  devices. 

The  second  part  is  actually  at  the  request 
of  the  Attorney  General  (Mr.  Welch),  in  order 
that  the  North  York  traffic  tribunal  pilot 
project  may  continue  and  will  now  provide  a 
motivation  for  the  persons  concerned.  As  has 
been  indicated,  if  this  project  continues  to  be 
the  success  that  we  feel  it  is,  undoubtedly 
there  will  be  future  projects  suggested  to  this 
House. 

Motion  agreed'  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill'  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READING 

TThe  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  108,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 


JURIES  ACT 

'Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  105,  the  Juries  Act,  1974. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kitch- 
ener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  in  the  recollection  I  have  of  the 
introduction  of  the  bill  I  was  not  aware  that 
we  were  necessarily  going  to  go  ahead  with 
these  changes  to  the  Juries  Act  at  this  time.  I 
had  presumed  that  we  would  be  having  this 
matter  stand  over  until  the  fall,   so  that  if 
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there  were  any  further  discussions  or  advice 
which  the  minister  might  have  received  we 
would  have  been  in  the  position  to  have  the 
benefit  of  it. 

However,  the  minister  has  gone  forward 
with  second  reading  and  I  shall  try  to  make 
some  comments  on  this  bill.  I  believe  that  we 
are  in  agreement  with  the  dievelopments, 
especially  by  the  Law  Reform  Commission, 
which  have  led  to  the  four  particular  areas  of 
concern  that  this  bill  covers.  The  Jurors  Act, 
of  course,  is  now  really  being  re-enacted'  and 
the  major  item  in  this  bill,  of  course,  wiU  be 
the  matter  of  preparing  the  way  to  abolish 
grand  juries. 

In  the  House,  many  members  have  been 
concerned  for  some  years  with  the  usefulness 
of  the  grand  jury  system.  Its  major  usefulness 
seemed  to  be  in  dealing  with  the  matters 
that  are  going  to  be  dealt  with  in  the  com- 
panion piece  of  legislation.  Bill  106,  that 
deals  with  the  visitation  of  various  public 
facilities  by  some  body  of  citizens  who  are 
interested  in  the  administration  and  operation 
of  these  particular  locations. 

The  matter  of  shortening  the  list  of  ex- 
empted occupations  is  certainly  satisfactory 
to  us,  and  we  agree  that  it  is  necessary  to 
modernize  the  procedures  for  the  selection 
and  return  of  jurors.  In  the  statement  which 
the  minister  made  to  us  when  this  bill  was 
introduced,  there  were  a  number  of  details 
gone  into  with  respect  to  the  striking  of  the 
jury  panels  and  with  the  actions  that  could 
be  tried  by  the  jury  and  the  various  ap- 
proaches which  would  streamline  the  choice 
of  juries  at  trial. 

I  think  these  changes  have  generally  fol- 
lowed the  comments  made  not  only  by  the 
Law  Reform  Commission  but  by  those  mem- 
bers of  the  bar  who  are  active  in  court 
practice.  Many  lawyers,  of  course— I  must 
admit,  I  am  one  of  them— are  not  particularly 
involved  with  the  day-to-day  operations  of 
litigation  and  the  operations  of  the  courts. 

Surely  if  the  Law  Reform  Commission  and 
those  lawyers  who  are  involved  feel  these 
changes  are  both  useful  to  the  profession 
and,  more  importantly,  useful  to  the  persons 
who  serve  on  the  juries,  I  think  we  can  agree 
with  them. 

There  are  a  number  of  other  amendments 
in  the  latter  sections  of  the  bill  which  I  do 
not  think  require  any  particular  further  com- 
ment. It  is  good  to  see  these  items  all  pulled 
together  now  in  one  bill  and  we  commend 
the  minister  for  having  brought  it  in. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  discussion 
on  this  bill? 


Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  to  con- 
fess that  I  am  not  an  expert  on  this  at  all. 
The  member  for  Lakeshore  is  coming  in  a 
minute  to  comment  on  it.  I  know  he  wanted 
to  say  a  few  words. 

An  hon.  member:   Now,  now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  simply  put  in  this 
position  because  of  the  way  in  which  the 
legislation  is  being  called.  In  fact,  the  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  is  here  right  now. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  think,  rather  than  subject- 
ing the  House  to  my  opinions  on  the  Juries 
Act  and  the  amendments,  I  would  yield  more 
properly  to— 

An  hon.  member:  He's  just  held  it  up. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  haven't  held  it  up  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  if  the  member  really  wants 
to  know. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  does  seem  a 
bit  silly  to  have  this  particular  piece  of  minor 
tinkering  legislation  in  advance  of  a  major 
amendment  to  the  Jurors  Act.  I  understand 
the  Jurors  Act  has  antecedents  which  go 
back  to  the  19th  century.  It  is  revised  but 
rarely  and  it  would  have  made  a  lot  more 
sense  for  the  minister  to  have  kept  the  exist- 
ing system  as  it  was  for  another  year  and 
to  have  gone  forward  with  a  major  review 
in  the  fall. 

I  recognize  that  a  cCTtain  modernization  has 
taken  place  but  only  for  one  year.  How  is 
that  for  understanding  the  principle  of  the 
bill? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  my  comments  on  the  bill  are 
going  to  be  very  brief  and  the  one  portion 
of  my  comments  concerns  the  pay  to  indi- 
viduals selected  for  jury  duty.  As  the  minister 
is  fully  cognizant  the  pay  in  the  past  cer- 
tainly was  not  satisfactory  at  all.  It  rendered 
a  hardship  to  many,  especially  to  those  who 
worked  in  industries  which  were  low  paying 
or  in  industries  in  which  their  pay  was  dis- 
continued or  they  were  not  subsidized  once 
they  were  selected  for  jury  duty. 

My  plea  to  the  minister  is  that  he  adjust 
jury  pay  so  that  it  is  in  tune  with  the  times; 
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so  that  the  least  the  individual  would  receive 
woidd  be  the  minimum  wage  and,  better 
still,  the  going  wage  for  people  in  the  com- 
munity. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Paterson  (Essex  South):  And 
their  travelling  expenses. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Minister. 

An  hon.  member:  Hear  ye,  hear  ye,  hear  ye. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  is  not  going  to 
hear  all  that  much.  First  of  all,  I  want  to 
congratulate  my  colleague  from  Ottawa 
Centre- 
Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  For  his 
delaying  tactics. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  for  his  delaying  tactics. 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Every  party  needs  one. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  the  contribution  he  makes 
to  debate.  He  is  indeed  a  polymath  in  the 
House.  Every  party  needs  such  people  who 
can  dangle  and  get  up  on  the  tightrope  and 
walk  it  with  ease  and  aplomb- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —and  adapt  themselves 
chameleon-like  to  every  colour  of  the  rainbow 
on  any  occasion.  People  like  that  are  so 
precious  that  the  member— 

An  hon.  member:  Is  this  on  the  principle 
of  the  bm? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  this  bill  has  a  principle,  I 
suppose  the  central  thing  in  it  is  it's  a  revision 
of  the  Jurors  Act  and  numerous  amendments 
down  through  the  years  to  this  particular 
piece  of  legislation;  on  the  whole  I  find  it 
palatable.  First  of  all,  because  it's  more 
succinct;  because  it  revamps  the  internal 
procedures  by  which  juries  are  empanelled 
through  the  sherifiFs  of  this  province,  both  for 
criminal  and  civil  cases  to  be  heard.  It  sets 
forth,  in  a  succinct  and  a  very  clear  manner 
on  the  whole,  the  very  processes  of  machinery 
that  are  set  up  for  that  particular  objective, 
and  in  that  particular  regard  the  bill  is  fine. 

I  must  confess,  as  a  fragment  of  the  great 
confession  of  our  times,  that  I  regret  the 
non-presence  for  the  moment  of  the  member 
for  Riverdale  (Mr.  Renwick),  because  in  the 
issue  of  grand  juries,  which  is  central  to  this 
legislation,  I  don't  say  we  are  at  odds  exactly, 
we  are  just  not  at  idem  altogether. 


Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  The  member 
for  Riverdale? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  the  member  for  River- 
dale. I  have  a  predilection  toward  the  aboli- 
tion of  the  grand  jury.  I  think  that  you'll  hear 
some  words  of  wisdom  from  him  in  due 
course  that  might  indicate  a  contrary  intent; 
that  he  finds  misgivings. 

If  I  may,  for  the  purposes  of  this  debate, 
set  out  to  this  particular  assembly  what 
McRuer  had  to  say  in  volume  2  of  the  great 
report,  the  bible,  as  to  his  conclusions,  at  780, 
pro  and  con,  with  respect  to  grand  juries  and 
their  operation  in  the  province.  He  says: 

The  advantages  of  the  grand  jury  system 
may  be  summarized  as  follows: 

1.  It  affords  an  additional  safeguard 
against  requiring  an  accused  to  stand  trial 
on  evidence  which  is  not  sufficient  to  call 
upon  him  to  present  a  defence. 

Ill  stand  and  comment  on  that.  That's  the 
ftrst  advantage  to  the  retention  of  the  grand 
jury,  which  the  Attorney  General,  I'm  sure, 
will  admit  this  legislation  is  a  first  step,  a 
first  mincing  step,  toward  the  abolition  of. 

In  this  particular  regard,  if  you  argue  in 
British  justice  that  it  is  better  for  a  thousand 
guilty  men  to  go  free  rather  than  one  inno- 
cent man  to  be  considered  guilty  and  ad- 
judged guilty,  then  there  is  a  strong  argument 
for  the  retention  of  the  grand  jury  on  that 
account,  because  the  grand  jury  in  the  past 
few  years— well,  throughout  its  history,  but  I 
think  you  and  I  are  more  cognizant  of  the 
period  of  the  past  few  years— three  times,  four 
times,  five  times  or  seven  times  a  year  a 
grand  jury  in  this  province,  in  criminal  cases, 
will  exculpate  an  accused  and  will  send  him 
out  of  that  grand  jury  room  a  free  man,  over 
against  hundreds  of  trials  or  hundreds  of 
writs  of  preferment  that  come  before  the 
grand  jury  in  which  a  no-bill  is  forthcoming. 

That  may  not  seem  much,  that  may  seem  a 
drop  in  the  bucket,  but  at  the  same  time  isn't 
it  the  same  principle  in  application  with 
respect  to  those  people  who  are  not  forced 
to  go  through  a  process  of  trial,  with  all  the 
formidable  obstacles  that  represents?  Because 
no  lawyer  goes  into  a  courtroom  knowing  for 
certain  that  he's  going  to  win  a  case.  He 
goes  in,  if  he's  any  good  at  all,  forever  with 
trepidation,  knowing  that  by  a  flick  of  the 
wrist,  a  turn  of  a  phrase,  a  discountenancing 
by  a  witness,  any  number  of  incidents  or 
vagaries,  the  contingencies  of  this  life,  the 
whole  fury  and  the  position  may  swing  against 
him  and  his  client  will  be  adjudged  guilty  or 
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innocent  by  as  though  a  feather  blowing  in 
the  wind. 

It's  just  that  contingency  and  just  that 
feeling  that  you  are  up  against. 

If  the  grand  jury  acts  as  an  obstacle,  acts 
as  an  extra  preventive,  to  that  sort  of  thing 
happening  and  sends  a  man  into  the  com- 
munit\  again  because  of  insufficiency  of  evi- 
dence, then  perhaps  on  those  grounds  also  the 
grand  jury  has  vindicated  its  purpose  and 
justified  itself  in  the  life  of  this  community, 
and  it  has  done  that  for  a  long  time.  That  is 
a  commentary  on  the  first  advantage. 

Second,  the  grand  jury  "performs  a  useful 
function  in  inspecting  institutions  wholly  or 
partially  maintained  by  public  money."  Mr. 
Speaker,  we  won't  dwell  on  that  particular 
one  because  we  will  have  another  bill  be- 
fore us  shortly  which  does  precisely  that— 
takes  that  function  of  inspection  rather  than 
adjudication  away  from  the  grand  jury.  It 
has  been  proverbially  lodged  there  since  about 
1423.  In  our  jurisdiction  it  has  performed  that 
function  down  through  the  years.  I'm  in- 
clined to  think  its  a  little  overblown  now  and 
that  that  function  may  just  as  well  be  per- 
formed by  another  institution  designated 
specifically  to  that  task.  But  we  will  come  to 
that,  as  I  say,  as  the  next  bill  arises. 

The  third  advantage:  "It  perpetuates  an  in- 
fusion of  lay  participation  in  the  administra- 
tion of  justice."  That's  surely  something  to 
conjure  with  too,  and  not  likely  to  be  fore- 
gone, because  the  jury  in  this  regard  is  a 
designation  by  a  varied  group  of  our  feUow 
citizens  who  have  the  final  say  and  word  and, 
admittedly  under  claustrophobic  conditions, 
which  we'll  come  to,  within  a  very  narrow 
line,  may  this  grand  jury  operate  in  this 
province. 

The  Law  Reform  Commission  of  Ontario 
which  has  recently  handed  down  its  man- 
date in  the  wake  of  McRuer— and,  of  course, 
with  the  former  Chief  Justice  sitting  on  the 
commission  too,  as  one  of  its  members— comes 
down  heavily  against  the  grand  jury.  No 
one  seems  to  give  very  much  affirmation  to 
the  American  model  of  the  grand  jury,  which 
has  very  wide  investigative  powers.  I  have 
not  yet  achieved  a  position,  my  friend  from 
Riverdale  will  be  pleased  to  learn.  As  things 
stand  with  Watergate,  we  all  know  what 
validity  and  perspicacity  a  grand  jury  has  in 
the  American  system. 

The  Attorney  General  of  this  province  may 
argue  contrariwise  and  say:  "Listen,  we  have 
other  instruments  for  that  purpose.  We  have 
task  forces,  on  the  one  hand,  which  are 
nominated    by   government.    We   have   royal 


commissions  and  various  other  kinds  of  judi- 
cial inquiries  that  could  perform  that  func- 
tion." But  those  are  without  lay  participation 
or  with  just  minimal  lay  participation.  Again, 
great  weight  must  be  placed  on  that  parti- 
cular element. 

We  don't  want  to  move  away  from  the 
area  of  the  man  in  the  street;  the  man,  as 
they  usually  put  it  in  law,  on  the  Clapham 
omnibus;  that  fellow  upon  whom  we  rely 
for  final  horse  sense  and  whose  rights  invest 
this  Legislature.  We  do  become  esoteric.  We 
do  lose  contact.  And  the  judges  are  more  iso- 
lated men  than  we  ever  hope  to  be.  In  this 
particular  regard  I  would  ask  that  the  At- 
torney General  hesitate  and  draw  back  a 
little. 

The  fourth  ground  is  that  it  "tends  to  en- 
sure that  the  full  functions  of  an  assize 
court  as  a  court  of  general  jail  delivery  are 
performed."  That  comes  out  of  ancient  law 
and  out  of  the  very  viscera  of  the  British 
jurisprudential  system. 

In  this  regard,  again  let  us  not  abandon 
these  things  lightly  if  they  perform  or  can  be 
made  to  perform  a  valid  function.  There  has 
been  no  effort  to  extend  its  range,  to  give  it 
validity,  to  heap  upon  it  or  even  to  dispose 
it  towards  a  greater  range  of  powers. 

What  has  happened  over  the  past  110 
years  or  so  since  the  first  bill  recognizing  this 
particular  entity  went  through  in  1866,  the 
year  before  Confederation,  is  that  there  has 
been  a  contraction  and  a  truncating  of  powers 
all  along  the  line  until  today  it's  so  diminish- 
ed that  there  is  a  very  powerful  argument 
that  it  no  longer  has  any  efficacy  in  this 
realm.  But  that  need  not  be  so.  If  there 
was  a  will  the  other  way,  then  it  could  be 
vastly  expanded  and  the  participational  fea- 
ture of  the  man  in  the  street  could  be  greatly 
enforced  in  the  administration  of  our  system 
of  justice. 

The  government  and  the  commissions  even 
go  so  far  as  to  wish  to  jettison  the  petit  jury 
of  the  province.  There's  a  kind  of  lordliness 
in  all  that.  There's  a  kind  of  sanctimonious 
patrician  attitude  towards  the  citizenry  at 
large:  "Oh,  they  get  everything  muddled  up. 
They  can't  keep  the  lines  of  logic  straight. 
They're  influenced  by  meaty-tongued  orators 
of  various  kinds,  lawyers  who  obfuscate  issues, 
those  who  are  adroit  at  doing  any  number 
of  weird  things." 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwdck  (Riverdale):  There  is 
no  humour  in  this  bill.  The  Attorney  General 
might  know  it  now.  There  is  no  humour  left 
in  this  bill. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Oh,  go  and  get  lost.  The 
member  for  Riverdale  is  the  one  who  needs 
a  sense  of  humour. 

Mr.  Ren  wick:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Go  get  a  sense  of  humour. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  next  area  is  that  the 
system  is  open  to  criticism,  and  there  are 
four  grounds  of  criticism— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  for  River- 
dale  takes  himself  too  seriously. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  Attorney  General  can't 
turn  this  one  off  with  a  bland  smile. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  doesn't  know 
what  he  is  talking  about.  It's  a  note  from 
his  colleague  that  makes  me  smile.  Why 
doesn't  he  go  and  get  lost? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No.  1:  "It  enables  a  private 
prosecutor  to  maintain  a  vexatious  prosecu- 
tion without  the  consent  of  the  Attorney 
General."  And  it  does.  Surely  there  are 
weapons  for  that,  though,  it  seems  to  me.  A 
private  prosecutor  acting  maliciously,  if  he 
places  a  man  in  prison,  is  subject  to  a  suit 
for  malicious  prosecution  and  possibly  for 
false  imprisonment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Someday  the  member  for 
Riverdale  will  grow  up. 

Mr.  Renwick:  One  can  always  tell,  when 
the  Attorney  General  puts  his  right  arm  up 
over  his  chair,  that  he  is  in  trouble.  He  took 
it  down. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
It's  a  sign  of  aggression. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  Now  it's  more 
relaxed. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  While  this  is  not  so,  after  the 
adjudication  of  the  case  by  a  court,  the 
court  protects  these  fellows;  nevertheless 
that's  not  the  central  issue  of  in  this  thing 
and  it's  not  a  very  strong  argument. 

No.  2:  "It  is  an  unnecessary  and  unwar- 
ranted trespass  on  the  time  and  convenience 
of  witnesses,  as  well  as  causing  them  in  many 
cases  substantial  economic  loss."  Well,  if  we 
paid  our  witnesses  anything,  if  there  was  a 
real  intent  to  compensate  them  for  the  time 
that  they  spend  in  their  civic  posts  and  in 
the  public  realm,  then  that  particular  objec- 
tion would  lose  any  validity  that  it  may  have. 

"3.  It  is  an  unwarranted  trespass  on  the 
time  and  convenience  of  members  of  the  jury, 
as  well  causing  them,  in  many  cases,  econo- 
mic loss."   Again,   if  jurors'  fees   were   ever 


adequate  to  the  day  and  to  the  need,  which 
they  haven't  been  throughout  practically  the 
history  of  this  Legislature,  then  that  would 
be  overcome.  This  is  a  very  weak  economic 
argument.  Surely,  in  a  Demos,  in  a  com- 
munity of  our  kind,  that  particular  function 
performed  is  something  that  is  deemed  highly 
desirable  and  ought  to  be  encouraged— that 
is,  the  work  of  jurors  and  witnesses.  And  in 
the  course  of  this  bill,  you  seek  to  make  it  so. 
Why?  In  section  2  of  the  bill  you  have 
eliminated  whole  trains  of  people  who  were 
formerly  free  of  the  operation  of  having  to 
be  jurors,  could  beg  off  on  any  number  of 
pretexts  and  grounds,  and  who,  because  of 
their  occupational  backgrounds  and  so  forth, 
were  alleviated  from  that  particular  thing. 
It  is  a  very  privileged  thing  to  be  alleviated 
from  the  task  of  being  a  juror  and  must  be 
regarded  precisely  as  that. 

I  understand  that  in  the  first  instance,  by 
the  way,  the  minister's  intention  was  to  ex- 
clude very  few— that  the  professions,  apart 
from  judges  and  the  legal  profession  itself, 
which,  of  course,  would  have  an  ingrained 
self-interest  and  would  be  incapacitated  by 
the  very  kinds  of  knowledge  it  brings  to  a 
jury  box,  were  the  only  ones.  But  now, 
through  some  kinds  of  pressures  being  levied 
upon  the  minister-I  don't  know  whereof 
these  winds  blow-but  the  doctors  got  to  him 
and  said,  "No,  as  medical  practitioners  we 
wish  not  to  serve  on  juries." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  can't  afford  to. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  the  wives  of  medical 
practitioners,  apparently  being  equally  skilled 
in  the  arts,  are  alleviated  from  that  responsi- 
bihty  too.  The  minister  gets  even  so  far  as 
going  to  veterinary  surgeons- well,  we'll  come 
back  to  that  before  I'm  finished,  in  a  moment. 

T  think  that  that  is  very  ill-considered  on 
many  counts.  The  particular  count  I  want  to 
mention  before  I  close  is  the  chiropractors.  I 
don't  know  if  they've  been  able  to  speak  to 
the  minister,  but  they  spoke  to  me  today  and 
I  would  like  to  put  in  a  word  on  their  behalf 
before  the  second!  reading  endis. 

The  last  grounds,  which  are  a  criticism  of 
the  system,  are  that  it  causes  delay  in  getting 
criminal  cases  tried.  Well,  it  would  need'  not 
cause  all  that  delay.  I  would  have  thought 
there  were  more  powerful  arguments  than 
that.  Namely,  that  the  preliminary  inquiry 
before  the  provincial  judges  was  in  some  way 
downgraded,  or  in  some  way  can  be  tres- 
passed upon  by  the  invocation  of  the  grand 
jury  system,  by  the  preferment  of  an  indict- 
ment by  the  Crown  attorney  who  may  be 
acting,  having  produced  only  a  prima  facie 
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case,  and  having  brought  it  before  the  grand 
jury  somehow  seems  to  d'erogate  from  the 
functions  of  the  provincial  judge. 

iConsider  that  task  itself  and  the  nature  in 
which  it  is  conducted;  it  is  conducted  in 
camera.  Neither  the  accused  nor  the  accused's 
lawyer  or  counsel  may  be  present  in  order  to 
present  another  side  of  the  case.  The  CrowTi 
attorney  alone  presents  the  evidence  to  this 
claustrophobically  enclosed  grand  jury  sitting 
in  a  room.  They  hear  what  he  tells  them  to 
hear.  They  see  witnessesi  that  he  introdtices 
to  them,  and  in  that  way,  and  looking  at  it 
from  that  point  of  view,  so  enclosed  and  so 
truncated,  it  cannot  but  be  that  the  grand 
jury  system  seems  to  lack  vitality,  it  seems  to 
lack  a  real  purpose.  It's  already  traducedl,  it's 
already  biased  necessarily  because  it  only 
hears  one  portion. 

The  wonder  of  it  all  is  that  even  in  face 
of  that  one-sided  presentation,  on  occasion 
and  on  frequent  occasions,  this  grand  jury 
neverthefess  goes  against,  if  I  may  put  it  that 
way,  the  Crown  attorney  and  says,  "No,  you 
can't  proceed  with  this  case  and  put  this  man 
through  the  toils  and  agony  of  a  trial,  eating 
up  his  substance  in  the  process  and,  far  more, 
racking  his  mind  in  that  particular  procedure. 
We  will  prevent  you  from  dbing  so.  That  is 
our  primary  function  in  this  regard." 

(To  come  back  to  section  2,  the  argument, 
as  I  see  it  and  that  has  been  put  to  me  basi- 
cally, is  that  overtures  were  madte  to  the  min- 
ister's oflBce  last  fall  that  chiropractors  not  be 
involved,  if  the  other  medical  disciplines  were 
not  similarly  involved.  The  understanding  that 
I  thought  was  reached,  to  put  it  the  other 
way  around,  was  that  none  of  them  would 
be  able  to  escape  their  civic  responsibilities 
in  this  particular  regard. 

lA  medical  practitioner  has  a  special  kind 
of  skill  which  may  so  influence  the  jury,  be- 
cause a  great  many  cases,  particularly  the 
civil  cases,  involve  medical  testimony  of  one 
kind  or  another,  which  a  doctor  would  be 
privy  to  and  which  he  would  be  able  to  over- 
come or  dictate  even  to  his  fellow  jurors  in 
the  enclosure  of  the  jury  room.  If  that  is  the 
case  for  a  medical  practitioner  and  if  that  is 
the  case  for  a  veterinary  surgeon  of  all  people 
—I  suppose  you  are  trying  cases  in  which 
cows  run  into  automobiles  or  horses  leap  over 
stiltes  or  something  of  that  nature— how  they 
manage  to  work  themselves  in  there  puzzles 
me  somewhat— then  chiropractors  too  have 
special  physiological  and  biological  training 
which  very  well  ma}-  overreach  and  orient  a 
jury  in  a  way  that  hasn't  got  that  objective 
layman  stance. 


I  would  ask  the  minister  to  give  some  con*- 
sideration  either  to  excluding  the  one  or  in- 
cluding the  other— one  or  the  other— because 
they  have  pretty  well  equal  validity.  His  pre- 
decessor in  oflBce,  Allan  Lawrence,  some  years 
ago  when  he  was  the  Attorney  General  of 
this  province,  by  a  deliberate  fiat  wrote  in  an 
excltision  for  the  chiropractors  of  the  prov- 
ince. He  thought  that  was  a  valid  and  affirm- 
able  thing  to  do  at  that  particular  time. 
Having  taken*  it  out  apparently  and  having 
now  put  it  back  in  again,  this  minister  put  it 
back  in,  in  a  narrow  and  truncated  form. 

I  would  also  on  second  reading  ask  the 
Attorney  General,  since  it  is  not  in  the  legis- 
lation, does  he  want  to  encompass  most  of 
the  other  provisions  which  are  now  being 
dropped  from  the  Jurors  Act?  One  which 
comes  to  mind  immediately,  and  which  I 
think  is  of  some  importance  and  very  weU 
might  be  included  in  this  matter,  is  the  view 
the  jurors  might  take.  Does  he  consider  at 
the  present  time  that  the  powers  of  a  judge 
with  respect  to  a  jury  is  sufficient  to  include 
them  in  going  out  and  inspecting  the  scene 
of  an  accident  or  visiting  a  factory  and  find- 
ing the  condition  of  the  machinery  whicii 
caused  the  harm  or  if  there  is  an  under- 
ground stream  as  in  Rylands  and  Fletcher 
detecting  its  dangerous  possibilities  of  over- 
flow or  any  number  of  things  that  affect 
cases?  It  has  been  dropped,  and  I  was  a 
little  puzzled  again  as  to  why  this  should  be 
so  in  this  particular  legislation. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Law  Reform  Com- 
mittee has  come  out  flatfooted.  McRuer  didn't 
go  all  the  way.  He  wanted  to  give  certain 
review  powers  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  On- 
tario which,  by  the  way,  I  haven't  seen.  If 
these  review  powers  were  given  on  the  am- 
plitude and  scope  that  he  has  set  forth  in 
his  report  of  four  or  five  years  ago,  then  he 
says  the  grand  jury  might  very  well  go  by 
the  wall.  The  subsequent  report,  the  very 
recent  one  the  minister  and  I  mulled  over 
some  hours  pleasantly  together  earlier  this 
year  trying  to  eviscerate  its  guts,  comes  out 
flatly  against  the  retention  of  the  grand  jury 
at  all.  It  does  give  some  notice  to  certiorari 
proceedings  and  things  of  that  kind  in  the 
process,  but  by  and  large  it  thinks  the 
institution  is  otiose  and  no  longer  has  efficacy 
in  this  province. 

As  I  say,  I  have  outlined  the  arguments 
pro  and  con  as  laid  out  by  McRuer.  The  first 
part  of  the  arguments  that  talk  of  its  ad- 
vantages seem  to  me  to  be  more  socially 
pertinent,  reaching  deeper  into  the  life  of 
the  communities  than  the  second  phase  of 
arguments  which  toss  it  out  and  which  are 
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more  directed  to  economic  matters,  to  bees, 
and  to  time  being  consumed  by  witnesses. 
These  are  very  pragmatic  and  not  so  deep  in 
social  content  as  in  the  first  case.  If  one  has 
to  weigh  those  two  sets  of  arguments,  I  have 
a  httle  doubt  which  side  of  the  teeter-totter 
we  would  come  down  on  in  this  particular 
matter.  For  further  delectation  and  gratifica- 
tion, I  shall  turn  over  the  matter  to  my  col- 
league from  Riverdale. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
who  wish  to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon. 
member  for  Riverdale. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  ( Wentworth ) :  The  second 
half  of  the  routine. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Have 
you  met  Alphonse,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  think  of  myself  more  as 
Jeff. 

An  hon.  member:  Well,  that's  his  problem. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  delectation  may  be  not 
so  significant.  I  happen  to  feel  very  strongly 
about  this  bill.  I  happen  to  be  very  dis- 
appointed in  the  Attorney  General.  This  after- 
noon his  display  was  despicable  in  my  view. 

Hon.  Mr  Welch:  Speak  to  the  principle 
of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  I  will  stick  to 
the  principle  of  the  bill  because  the  principle 
of  this  bill  mirrors  the  attitude  of  the  Attor- 
ney General  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  to- 
wards citizens'  rights  in  the  province. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  he  said  this  afternoon 
in  his  statement,  disguised  as  a  government 
statement,  with  respect  to  a  responsible— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That  is  not  part  of  the 
debate  right  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sure  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Talk  about  Bill  105. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  has  to  do  constantly  with 
the  Attorney  General  destroying  the  rights  of 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  and  he 
knows  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  with  his  failure  to  face 
up  to  his  responsibilities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  am  sure  people  will 
believe  that  coming  from  the  member. 


Mr.    Renwick:    When   will   we   debate   it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  coming  fall  the  bill 
will  be  debated. 

Mr.  Renwick:  When  we  debate  that  bill, 
we  will  never  be  debating  the  substance  of 
the  problems  that  have  been  raised  with  re- 
spect to  the  relationships  in  the  family  prop- 
erty law  relationships. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That  is  nonsense.  The 
member's  leader  knows  very  well  my  views. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Let  us  now  debate  this  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  minister  knows  very 
well  that  that's  so. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Bill  105. 

Mr.  Renwick:  He  knows  exactly  why. 
Laura  Sabia  didn't  explain  to  us  or  anybody 
else  what  it  was  all  about.  He  excused  himself 
by  that  disguise. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Bill  105. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  understand.  I  accept  the 
reprimand,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  happen  to 
feel  strongly  about  it  because  the  question 
period  never  allows  me  to  express  my  views. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Attorney 
General  doesn't  know  the  principle  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  But  does  he  know  what  he 
is  doing  in  this  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  happen  to  know  that, 
yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  does  he  know?  Did  he 
make  a  statement  about  this  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes,  I  did. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  understand  it.  I  read 
the  explanatory  notes  and  he  read'  them  in 
the  House  too. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  No,  I  made  a  statement 
when  this  bill  was  introduced!  on  first  reading. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  right.  The  legislative 
counsel  dictated  the  remarks  he  madie  in  this 
assembly,  not  as  a  responsdblfe  minister,  and 
he  knows  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  yes,  I  can  understand 
that.  Yes,  I  learned'  that  too.  If  the  Attorney 
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General  puts  an  arm  aroundl  the  back  of  the 
chair,  it  indicates  his  hostility. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  sort  of  debate  is  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  doesn't  he  slump  dOwn 
by  the  side? 

Mr.  Deans:  Sit  up  straight. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  him  handle  his  aggression 
a  little  more  comfortably. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Why  doesn't  he  do  what  his 
colleagues  do  and  start  to  sign  a  few  letters 
when  we  are  talking  about  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  feel  very  sorry  for  what 
I  am  seeing  in  here. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  used  to  do  this  too.  I  used 
to  put  my  thumbs  in  my  fists  too. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Can  we  get  back  to  the  bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  is  a  very 
capable  man  and  a  very  capablie  member  of 
the  profession.  I  hope  he  displays'  it  now. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Are  the  Attorney  General's 
thumbs  in  his  fists  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  wish  the  member  would 
display  just  a  little  bit  of  it  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please,  will  the  hon. 
member  please  get  back  to  Bill  105? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Now  I  undlerstand  he  is  in  a 
position'  of  prayer  or  classroom  attention. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Shame. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  shame.  I  understand 
that.  We  had  this  in  his  estimates  too,  the 
whole  shame  busine^.  Let's  talk  about  what 
we  are  about  in  this  assembly  in  relation  to 
the  grand  jury. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Attorney  General  will 
have  to  admit  they  were  very  shameful  esti- 
mates this  year. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  now  that  I  have 
the  attention  of  the  Attorney  General,  may  I 
say  to  him  that  I  am  oppose!  to  the  abolition 
of  the  grand  jury  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
The  members  of  this  party,  as  my  colleague 
has  said,  will  vote  against  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh,  did  he  say  that? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  certainly  did. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  If  not,  he  is  pr^ared  to 
say  it  later. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  said  it  very  clearly. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  heard  what  I 
said.  He  dismissed  it. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes  we  did.  That  is  the  prob- 
lem. 

An  hon.  member:  It  is  a  stupid  mistake. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  a  lot  but  he  didn't 
say  the  member  was  opposing  the  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  anyone  who  has 
sat  in  this  chamber  from  1967  on  has  known 
exactly  what  the  member  for  Lakeshore  was 
saying. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  One  of  the  new  boys. 

Mr.  Renwick:  And  he  was  saying  that  we 
are  opposed  to  this  particular  bill. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Ip, my  own  very  awkward  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  used  to  defending 
the  leader  of  the  NDP.  He  is  used  to  covering 
up.  The  old  cover  up. 

Mr.    Lewis:   Oh   come   on!   If  any  of  the 

opposition  members  understood  the  English 
language  they  would  understand  the  member 
for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  want  to  say  to  the  Attorney 
General  and  his  adVisers  under  the  gallery 
that  if  they  do  not  understand  the  con'- 
sequences  of  the  Stephen  W^xl  commission 
of  suicide  in  England  and  a  case  called  the 
Lucky  Williams  case,  then  they  don't  under- 
stand what  the  result  of  the  abolition  of  the 
grand  jury  could  be  in  the  Province  of  On'- 
tario. 

A  jury  is  a  sworn  group  of  the  citizens  of 
the  province  who  are  designed  to  present 
people  basically  for  criminal  purposes.  The 
presentation  is  made  to  the  grand  jury  for  the 
purpose  of  dbtermining  whether  or  not  they 
will  go  to  trial. 

Do  you  know  what  the  grand  jury  is  all 
about?  ITie  grand  jury  basically  is  engaged  in 
protecting  the  citizenry  of  Ontario,  the 
citizenry  of  Canada— and,  God  bless  them,  the 
citizenry  of  the  United  Kingdom,  but  they 
abolished  the  grand  jury— and  the  citizenry 
of  the  Unit^'  States,  against  the  abuse  of 
executive  power,  insofar  as  it  relates  to  the 
adumbration  of  the  criminal  process  as  a  re- 
sult of  the  abuse  of  the  executive  power. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  one  who  wants  to 
press  upon  the  government  of  the  Province 
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of  Ontario  the— and  I  can  never  pronounce 
his  name- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Montesquieu. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  Montesquieu  separa- 
tion of  power  theory,  but  I  want  to  use  it 
as  at  least  illustrative  of  what  I  want  to 
say  tonight  about  this  bill. 

In  1776,  200  years  ago,  give  or  take  a 
month  or  two,  the  government  of  the  United 
States  was  established  after  the  revolution 
which  took  place.  And  they  adopted  the 
separation  theory  of  the  roles  of  govern- 
ment. 

In  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  1792,  which 
wasn't  so  long  after  1776,  we  adopted  the 
laws  of  England  and  the  customs  of  Eng- 
land, with  relation  to  the  administration  of 
justice,  which  existed  as  of  that  time.  And 
ever  since  that  time  there  has  been  a 
constant  eflPort  and  determination  to  erode 
the  role  of  the  petit  jury  and  the  role  of 
the  grand  jury  in  the  provinoe. 

Every  time  when  the  Family  Compact 
and  their  successors,  the  Conservative  gov- 
ernment of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  have 
moved  to  erode  that  particular  prerogative 
of  the  petit  jury  and  of  the  grand  jmy,  the 
people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  one  way 
or  another  have  got  through  to  their  gov- 
ernment that  they  will  not  stand  for  it; 
that  they  will  not  allow  that  erosion  to  take 
place. 

Somewhere,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  one  looks  at 
"A  History  of  the  English  Law"  by  Holds- 
worth— and  I  wouldn't  suggest  for  a  moment 
that  the  Attorney  General  necessarily  has 
read  all  of  the  volumes  of  Holdsworth,  but 
[  would  not  be  surprised  that  he  has  read 
5ome  part  of  it,  or  that  when  he  was  at 
law  s<Jiool  he  had  a  reference  made  to  "A 
History  of  the  English  Law"  by  Holdsworth. 
And  if  he  hasn't  read  it,  or  if  he  hasn't 
tieard  of  it,  they  are  out  in  the  library— 
and  there  are  12  or  13  volumes  of  it.  I 
would  recommend  it  to  him.  If  he  hasn't 
read  Holdsworth  on  the  history  of  English 
law,  and  the  laws  of  England  as  they 
presently  exist,  I  am  suggesting  to  him  that 
he  doesn't  understand  that  we  cannot,  at 
this  point,  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  accept 
the  abolition  of  the  grand  jury. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  point  is  very  simple. 
The  grand  jury,  in  the  ultimate  operation  of 
the  system  as  we  understand  it,  means  for 
practical  purposes  there  is  always  avail- 
able a  legitimate  body  of  the  citizenry  of 
the  province  or  of  the  various  areas  within 
the  province  who  can  deal  with  something 


called  the  abuse  of  executive  power  when 
it  is  beyond  the  competence  of  this  lassembly 
to  do  it  or  when  it  is  beyond  the  com- 
petence of  the  elective  system  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  happen  to  believe  in  the 
supremacy,  if  we  want  to  talk  about  it  in 
those  terms,  of  the  legislative  assembly  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  \vithin  its  ov>na 
competence.  We  also  know  there  has  been 
an  immense  daily,  obvious  encroachment  by 
the  executive  council  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  on  the  rights  of  this  body.  This 
body  has  for  practical  purposes  become 
something  truncated— like  the  grand  jury 
has  been  truncated  in  its  operation  of  the 
system. 

We  have  very  few  rights.  We  never  alter 
anything.  We  have  certain  minor  crumbs 
tossed  to  us  by  the  member  for— I  am  talk- 
ing to  the  member  for  Grenville-Dundas  (Mr. 
Irvine).  We  are  representing  a  riding  like 
Riverdale  and  we  feel  we  have  completed 
our  role  in  the  legislative  assembly  because 
the  member  for  Grenville-Dimdas  has  allow- 
ed us  a  certain  minor  amendment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  achieve  most  of  mv  satis- 
faction by  playing  a  little  toy  game  of 
achieving  an  amendment  to  each  bill  as  it 
comes  through.  That  is  a  very  minor  opera- 
tion of  this  assembly. 

I  am  not  talking  about  something  that 
does  not  mean  anything.  I  am  talking  about 
the  fact  that  the  role  of  the  elected  members 
of  the  legislative  assembly,  in  the  face  of  the 
Tory  government,  is  negligible.  I  am  talk- 
ing about  the  fact  that  the  role  of  the 
municipal  governments,  of  the  elected  mu- 
nicipal members,  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
is  negligible  in  the  face  of  the  ever-in- 
creasing pressure,  basically  related  to  the 
development  of  corporate  pressure  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  to  the  development  of 
the  all-powerful  executive. 

Let's  get  it  clear.  I  opened  my  remarks 
by  referring  to  Stephen  Ward  who  com- 
mitted suicide  after  his  trial  in  England. 
What  is  forgotten  is  that  prior  to  the  time 
when  that  particular  scandal  broke— which 
destroyed  the  Conservative  government  in 
England— there  was  a  man  named  Lucky 
Williams— he  turned  out  to  be  unlucky— who 
came  from  one  of  the  islands  in  the  West 
Indies  and  who  happened  to  be  involved 
with  Christine  Keeler.  When  that  situation 
occurred  that  man  was  sentenced  to  jail  in 
England  for  an  oflFence  for  which  there  was 
no  evidence  because  there  was  the  element, 
the  minor  element  for  the  first  time,  of 
corruption  of  the  English  judicial  system. 
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I  say  this  very  advisedly,  and  those  who 
want  to  read  it  can  easily  read  it  because  the 
whole  transcript  of  the  trial  of  Lucky  Wil- 
liams, the  whole  transcript  of  the  trial  of 
Stephen  Ward  are  available  for  anybody  who 
wants  to  read  them.  Within  hours— and  I  say 
hours;  I  don't  mean  it  wasn't  days— the  Court 
of  Criminal  Appeals  in  England  in  the  most 
hasty  exercise  of  their  judicial  opinion,  and 
the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals  in  England  is 
something  the  Attorney  General  and  I  respect 
with  their  regard  to  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  individuals— where  was  Lucky  Wil- 
liams? He  was  out  of  prison;  he  was  a  free 
man  again.  Why?  Because  it  touched  upon 
the  abuse  of  executive  power.  The  authoritar- 
ian establishment  moved  in  and  they  couldn't 
for  one  single  moment  allow  that  man  to 
remain  in  jail  because  there  had  been  a  mis- 
carriage of  justice. 

I  am  not  suggesting  for  one  single  moment 
that  had  there  existed  in  England,  which  we 
all  look  to  as  an  example  of  the  system  of 
justice  we  are  talking  about— I  am  not  sug- 
gesting for  one  moment  that  necessarily  Lucky 
Williams,  from  the  Caribbean  Islands,  would 
not  have  been  released  and  the  preferment 
would  not  have  taken  place.  I  am  suggesting, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  at  least  there  was  the 
opportunity  for  a  group  of  citizens  in  Eng- 
land, and  knowing  England  as  we  know 
England,  we  believe  those  persons  would  not 
have  preferred  that  indictment  against  Lucky 
Williams  and  he  would  never  have  served  the 
time  in  jail  which  he  did  serve.  If  there  was 
ever  a  discreditable  operation,  it  was  the  haste 
with  which  the  Court  of  Criminal  Appeals 
moved  to  quash  that  whole  indictment  and  to 
release  that  man  for  the  stabbing  of,  or  the 
alleged  stabbing,  or  attempted  stabbing,  of 
Christine  Keeler. 

Let's  not  kid  ourselves.  That  is  what  we 
are  talking  about  in  this  bill.  We  are  not 
talking  about  all  the  nice  people  in  this 
assembly.  We  are  not  talking  about  people 
like  this.  We  are  talking  about  a  basic  ele- 
ment of  the  origins  of  the  democratic  process 
which  is  the  grand  jury.  Do  members  think 
for  one  single  moment  that  we  in  this  party 
are  going  to  stand  here  and  allow  the  min- 
ister to  substitute  something  called  the  visita- 
tion, which  has  something  almost  Anglo- 
Catholic  about  the  way  in  which  it  is  going 
to  operate?  I  am  as  good  a  Catholic,  as  good 
an  Anglican,  I  may  say,  or  as  good  an  Anglo- 
Catholic  as  my  friend  the  senior  lajonan  from 
the  Niagara  Peninsula  may  be,  who  is  the 
Attorney  General.  Does  he  think  for  one 
moment  that  we  are  going  to  allow  this  to  go 
through   this   assembly  without   dividing  the 


assembly  on  the  question  of  the  abolition  of 
the  grand  jury? 

I  like  that  nice  little  flick  because  the  one 
thing  the  Attorney  General  doesn't  like  is 
over-exposure  in  the  course  of  his  progress 
toward  the  leadership  of  the  Conservative 
Party.  We  all  know  the  Premier  (Mr,  Davis) 
is  fighting  his  last  hurrah.  We  know  after 
1975  we  will  still  be  here;  he  won't  be  here, 
but  somebody  else  will  be  and  the  low  profile 
of  the  Attorney  General  is  something  which 
really  bothers  us. 

We  thought  when  he  was  going  to  be  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Justice  and  the  At- 
torney General  we  would  find  there  was  some 
life  and  vitality  left  in  that  ministry.  After  all, 
he  no  longer  sits  down  here;  he  is  back  up 
on  the  left  hand.  He  is  back  up  on  the  left 
hand  but  one  of  the  Premier  of  the  province. 
When  is  he  going  to  show  that  he  has  any 
real  concern  about  we  are  about  in  the 
province? 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  go  back  now  to 
1792,  which  isn't  so  far  from  1776. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  he  is?  He  is  very  un- 
comfortable? I  can  understand  that,  yes.  If 
the  member  for  Timiskaming  (Mr.  Havrot) 
were  here  we  could  send  him  a  Tum  to 
quieten  his  stomach  down,  but— 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  probably  uncomfortable 
because  it  is  hard  for  him  to  adapt  to  so  late 
a  period  of  the  18th  century.  He  is  more 
comfortable  before  1066  with  all  that. 

Mr.  Renwick:  My  friend  from  Went  worth 
has  a  Tum;  would  the  minister  like  one? 

I  want  to  say  to  the  Attorney  General,  that 
this  road- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  that's  fine.  I  under- 
stand the  clown  who  sits  two  seats  to  the 
minister's  left  at  the  present— you  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  Treasurer  of  Ontario-who  has 
created  the  financial  disasters  for  the  prov- 
ince, I  want  to  protect  this  minister  against 
that  kind  of  disaster. 

When  we  talk  about  the  grand  jury,  I 
would  suggest  to  the  Attorney  General  that 
we  cannot  isolate  ourselves  from  the  United 
States  of  America  with  respect  to  the  use  and 
function  of  the  grand  jury. 

I  was  talking  about  this  matter  to  my 
friend,  my  colleague  from  Lakeshore,  and  we 
discussed  many  of  these  very  esoteric-yes, 
the  other  clown  has  come  in  to  sit  down  three 
seats  from  his  right. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  I  would  sug- 
gest the  hon.  member  concentrate  on  the 
principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  I  am  concentrating  on 
it;  all  I  want  is  the  Attorney  General  to 
concentrate  on  it. 

I  had  discussed  this  question  with  my 
colleague,  the  member  for  Lakeshore,  because 
it  raised  serious  problems  with  respect  to  the 
attitude  of  our  party  about  the  abolition  of 
the  grand  jury. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  United  States  of 
America,  despite  the  divergence  of  the  tradi- 
tions with  respect  to  the  administration  of 
justice,  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the 
political  process  in  the  United  States  is  in- 
capable of  dealing  with  the  abuse  of  execu- 
tive power.  I  think  that's  fair  to  say.  There 
are  too  many  conflicting  political  pressures 
acting  upon  the  judicial  process  so  far  as  the 
congress  of  the  United  States  is  concerned 
dealing  with  the  abuse  of  political  process. 

The  reason!  these  matters  are  before  judges 
such  as  Gesell  and  Sirica,  and!  that  in  die 
ultimate  analysis  the  justice  of  what  will  be 
done  in  the  United  States  dependis  on  those 
men;  the  only  reason  they  are  seized,  in  the 
terminology  of  the  law,  with  the  items  which 
are  before  them  is  as  a  result  of  grand'  jury 
action. 

Now  does  the  Attorney  General  imderstand 
that;  and  does  the  House  understand  it?  And 
will  the  public  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  ever 
understand!  it?  It  is  not  possible  at  this  late 
date  to  resurrect  the  legislative  assembly  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario  as  a  court.  We  be- 
lieve in  the  mythology  that  the  court  is  the 
last  resort,  and  that  it  is  a  court. 

'Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  pick  up  where  I 
ended  off,  it  is  ridiculous,  as  we  as  members 
of  the  select  committee  on  the  Ontario  Hydro 
building  found  out  last  summer,  to  suggest 
for  one  moment  that  we  would!  be  other  than 
ridiculous  in  reviving  and  resuscitating  some 
theory  that  this  particular  chamber  is  capable 
of  exercisinig  a  judicial  function  as  a  court. 

This  is  no  longer  the  high  court  of  parlia- 
ment. We  have  very  little  capacity  to  deal 
even  with  the  most  overt  discourtesies  to  this 
assembly,  andi  let's  forget  about  it.  When  I 
say  to  die  Attorney  General  that  this  govemi- 
ment  is  engaged  in  the  concentration  and'  the 
over-concentration  of  executive  power,  its 
members  are  no  different  from  any  other 
group  of  persons  who  have  power  to  exercise. 

I  am  one  who  believes  in  the  supremacy  of 
the  legislative  system  and  in  the  democratic 
process  but  if  there  is  an  abuse  by  the  execu- 
tive council  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  of  its 


powers,  the  response  will  not  be  through  this 
assembly.  The  response  will  be  through  the 
actions  of  citizens  who  are  responding  to  a 
derogation  of  their  rights.  The  way  in  which 
that  will  be  dealt  with  will  ultimately  be 
through  something  called  the  grand  jury. 

The  minister  shakes  his  head  because  the 
minister  doesn't  understand  what's  happening 
in  the  world.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  engage 
his  attention,  apart  from  his  partisan  concern 
of  what  he's  about— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  is  not  a  partisan 
issue. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes,  this  is  a  partisan  issue. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  may  debate 
it  on  that  basis  but  when  I  stand  up  I'M  de- 
bate it  as  a  matter  of  principle.  It  is  not 
partisan. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  I'll  accept  the 
Attorney  General's  word  that  we  will  debate 
this  as  a  matter  of  principle. 

I  come  back  to  the  proposition  of  what  is 
happening  in  the  United  States.  The  United 
States  adbpted  the  grandi  jury  system  from 
the  way  in  which  it  was  in  the  United  King- 
dom—or in  Great  Britain  or  England— in  1776. 
We  adbpted  it  as  it  was  in  1792;  he  and  I 
will  agree  there  wasn't  all  that  much  change. 
Okay?  All  right. 

The  only- 1  shouldn't  say  the  only  because 
one  never  knows  where  the  answer  to  the 
abuse  of  executive  power  will  come  from— one 
of  the  places  it  may  very  well  come  from  is 
the  grmid  jury.  The  minister  says  we  will 
phase  out  the  grand  jury.  The  minister  says, 
tor  the  inspection  of  public  institutions  in 
which  people  are  held  against  their  wiH  in 
our  society,  we  will  substitute  for  it  this 
Public  Institutions  Visitation  Act. 

I  simply  say  to  the  Attorney  General,  why 
destroy  an  institution  with  the  background, 
the  tradition  and  the  viability  of  the  grand 
jury?  Truncated,  disused;  but  there.  Why 
prevent  us  from  having  that  kind)  of  an  in- 
stitution available  to  us?  I  dlon't  know  what 
the  course  in  England  was  but  I  suggest  to 
the  Attorney  General  that  the  case  I  referred 
to  of  Lucky  Williams  is  a  very  good  example. 
I  would  suggest  there  are  many  more  in  the 
United  Kingdom  which  would  give  him  pause 
before  he  gave  way  to  the  pressures  from  the 
professionalized  community  to  abolish  the 
grand  jury. 

We  always  like  to  think  that  somehow  or 
other  we  are  refining  our  institutions  so  the)' 
are  more  able  to  deal.  But  do  the  members 
know  something?  We  don't  ever  refine  institu- 
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tions.  Institutions  are  basic;  they  are  related 
to  the  communit}'  as  such.  Whenever  anyone 
wants  to  refine  an  institution  one  can  be  sure 
there  is  someone  who  wants  to  take  away 
power  from  somebody  else  and  to  achieve  that 
kind  of  power  themselves.  There  has  not  been 
a  single  occasion  when  it  was  otherwise. 

This  government,  and  it  is  persistent  in 
moving  against  the  jury  system,  draws  off 
and  then  comes  back  with  a  different  version 
of  it;  and  it's  hidden  in  sections  of  the 
statute.  What  this  government  is  engaged  in 
is  playing  the  games  of  the  judiciary. 

The  judiciary  don't  want  the  grand  jury. 
The  judiciary  don't  want  the  petit  jury.  The 
judiciary  don't  want  the  preliminary  hearing. 
All  of  the  protections  which  protect  the  in- 
dividual citizen  against  the  encroachment  of 
the  criminal  law  and  of  the  statutory  offence 
operations  are  involved  in  this  immense  pro- 
fessionalization  which  is  involved  in  our 
system  of  justice. 

Our  system  of  justice  is  not  based  on  that. 
The  minister,  if  he  will  relax  and  think 
about  it,  knows  very  well  the  great  merit  of 
our  system  of  justice  has  to  do  with  the  exis- 
tence of  the  jury  system,  both  in  civil  trials 
and  in  criminal  trials  and  in  the  grand  jury 
system  of  presentment. 

If  anybody  reads  the  truncation  which  has 
taken  place  of  the  grand  jury  he  will  under- 
stand what  I'm  talking  about.  In  our  world, 
we  happen  to  think  of  the  grand  jury  as  only 
related  to  the  presentment  of  citizens  with 
respect  to  criminal  offences  on  indictment.  I 
think  that's  fair;  that's  by  and  large  what 
takes  place.  Then  there  is  this  sort  of  roving 
commission  which  they  have  to  go  on,  spor- 
adically, erratically  and  without  very  much 
professional  competence,  to  look  at  the  in- 
stitutions in  which  the  citizens  are  incarcer- 
ated in  the  Province  of  Ontario;  and  of 
course  to  the  the  extent  that  the  grand  jury 
exists  in  other  provinces  in  those  provinces. 

Does  the  minister  understand  that  the 
origin  of  the  grand  jury  was  involved  in  the 
presentment  of  people,  in  a  much  more  effec- 
tive way,  dealing  with  matters  related  to 
local  government;  dealing  with  matters  re- 
lated to  pollution  abatement;  dealing  with 
matters  related  to  nuisance;  dealing  with  all 
sorts  of  matters?  I'm  not  suggesting  fof  one 
moment  that  we  resuscitate  the  grand  jury 
in  all  its  full  force  and  splendour.  I  think 
there's  a  very  real  balance  to  be  achieved, 
but  let  us  not  suggest  for  one  moment  that 
he  can  abolish  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
one  of  the  basic  institutions  of  our  demo- 
cratic system  without  affecting  the  viability 
of  that  democratic  system. 


I'm  saying  to  the  minister,  Mr.  Speaker— 
I'm  delighted  I've  now  got  his  attention  on 
what  we're  talking  about— without  Judge 
Sirica  and  without  Judge  Gesell  in  the  United 
States  at  the  present  time— and  I'm  not  pre- 
judging the  issue;  I'm  talking  about  the  judi- 
cial process  in  the  United  States— without 
them  there  would  be  no  satisfactory  resolu- 
tion of  the  problem  of  the  abuse  of  the  execu- 
tive authority  as  against  the  citizen.  The  rea- 
son they  have  a  handle  on  the  system  is  be- 
cause of  the  vitality  of  the  grand  jury  system. 

The  minister  and  I  may  criticize  the  United 
States  in  many  ways  but  if  he  analyses  that 
process  which  is  taking  place— whether  we 
agree  or  disagree  with  what  took  place  in  the 
break-in  at  the  psychiatrist's  office  for— what 
was  his  name? 

An  Hon.  member:  Ellsberg. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —in  the  Ellsberg  case— 
whether  he  and  I  agree  or  disagree  about  the 
merits  of  that,  it  is  going  to  be  resolved  and 
the  decisions  are  going  to  be  made  with 
respect  to  the  viability  of  that  judicial  process, 
and  that  originated  in  the  grand  jury. 

It  is  no  longer  possible  for  us  in  Canada, 
let  alone  us  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  to 
suggest  for  one  single  moment  that  we  dare 
abolish  the  grand  jury.  The  grand  jury  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario,  regardless  of  the  statu- 
tory limitations  upon  it,  has  a  certain  vitalit>' 
of  its  own;  has  a  certain  relationship  to  the 
cultural,  legal  tradition  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario  which  is  of  immense  importance. 

It's  not  a  question  of  tidying  up  a  legal 
system.  A  legal  system  is  never  tidied  up. 
The  vitality  of  a  legal  system  depends  upon 
it  never  being  tidied  up.  It  depends  entirely 
upon  something  called  a  body  of  sworn  citi- 
zens who  are  required  to  discharge  certain 
defined  obligations. 

And  some  of  those  defined  obligations  are 
the  presentment  of  citizens  with  respect  to 
indictments.  Some  of  them  are  related  to  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  and  the  Criminal  Code  is  going 
to  abolish  the  preliminary  inquiry,  with  re- 
spect to  whether  or  not  persons  stand  trial. 
And  some  of  the  matters  are  related  to  the 
visitation  of  institutions. 

I'm  not  suggesting  for  one  single  moment 
that  the  grand  juries  have  not  performed 
their  functions  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  up 
to  now,  but  there  may  very  well  be  such  a 
great  vitality  left  in  that  institution  that  I 
will  not  allow  it,  and  my  colleagues  in  this 
party  will  not  allow  this  government  to  pass 
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that  kind  of  legislation  which  will  abolish  it. 
And  that's  what  this  government  is  about. 

You  cannot  subject  the  visitation  of  public 
institutions  in  which  citizens  of  this  province 
are  held  to  something  called  the  executive 
authority,  or  the  authority  given  to  the  judi- 
ciary. 

I  know,  and  I  share  with  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Justice  and  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, a  very  real  regard  for  the  judicial  system 
of  the  province.  The  provincial  court  system 
—sure,  there  are  immense  improvements  which 
can  be  made  with  respect  to  its  efiBciency.  I 
share  an  immense  regard  with  respect  to  the 
way  in  which  the  county  court  judges  deal 
in  the  matter  of  the  county  court  judges  crim- 
inal court  and  the  session  of  voyez  and 
terminae  or  jail  delivery,  which  we're  all  in- 
volved in. 

I  share  with  the  Attorney  General  the  im- 
mense regard  which  I  have  for  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Ontario,  with  respect  to  its  dealing 
with  criminal  cases  which  come  before  it.  I 
share  with  the  Attorney  General  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  scrupulous  care  with  which  the 
Ontario  Court  of  Appeal  deals  with  the  crim- 
inal appeals  which  come  before  it.  I  share 
with  the  Attorney  General  my  respect  for  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Canada,  with  respect  to 
the  questions  relating  to  criminal  matters 
which  come  before  it;  also  other  matters  re- 
lated to  the  deprivation  of  the  civil  liberties 
of  the  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

That  does  not  alter  for  one  single  moment 
my  recommendation  to  the  minister  that  he 
cannot  do  away  with  the  origin  of  the  system 
upon  which  all  of  those  judges  exercise  their 
decisions.  And  when  you  come  right  back 
down  to  it,  it  is  the  grand  jury.  Sure  there 
are  certain  cases  in  the  Criminal  Code  which 
are  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  provincial 
judges,  and  there  are  exclusive  jurisdictions 
about  which  indictable  and  non-indictable 
ofiFenses  will  go  forward  for  presentment  and 
so  on.  I  don't  pretend  to  be  an  expert  on  it. 

But  does  the  Attorney  General  understand 
that  you  cannot  take  away  the  fundamental 
base  of  our  judicial  system,  with  respect  to 
the  criminal  law  of  the  province,  the  crim- 
inal law  of  Canada— which  it  is,  of  course, 
because  that's  the  jurisdiction  in  which  it's 
effected  —  without  altering  the  process  by 
which  justice  is  done  in  the  province,  by 
which  justice  is  done  in  Canada. 

How  can  we  possibly  take  away  the  comer- 
stone  of  that  system  without  affecting  the  ulti- 
mate working  out  of  the  system?  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  used  earlier  in  the  evening— and  I  wish 
I  had  it  with  me  so  I  could  read  it  to  you; 


but  I  can't  find  it.  I  wish  I  could  read  to  you 
the  case  of  Lucky  Williams.  You  can't  pre- 
tend for  one  single  moment  that  if  there  had 
been  a  grand  jury  in  the  United  Kingdom  at 
the  time  that  that  preferment  of  that  indict- 
ment was  made,  in  all  likelihood  that  man 
would  have  gone  free. 

And  why  did  he  go  free?  He  went  free 
because  of  an  abuse  of  the  executive  power 
in  the  United  Kingdom.  We  all  know  because 
as  everybody  else  knows— I  forget  the  cabinet 
minister  who  lost  his  seat- 
Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  What, 
in  the  United  Kingdom? 

Mr.  Renwick:  In  the  United  Kingdom;  and 
the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  the  Macmillan 
government  came  down  to  defeat  because  of 
that  particular  scandal. 

Some  Hon.  members:  Profumo. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  Profumo  case,  yes. 
That's  right. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  It  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  grand  jury  at  all. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  I  can  well  understand 
that  my  friend  from  Downsview,  who  is  a 
devout  follower  of  Bentham  and  John  Stuart 
Mill  and  Austin,  would  never  understand  the 
vitality  of  the  grand  jury. 

Mr.  Singer:  Not  under  this  system  of  law 

anyway. 

Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  This  is  one  of  the 
few  evenings  when  I  am  not  going  to  allow 
myself  the  luxury  of  distraction  by  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh  dear;  I  am  hurt. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  saying  to  the  minister, 
and  I  am  saying  very  clearly  to  him,  that 
part  of  the  fallout  of  the  abuse  of  the  execu- 
tive power  in  the  government  of  Great  Britain 
which  brought  about  the  downfall  of  the 
Macmillan  government  was  the  abuse  by  Pro- 
fumo of  his  responsibilities  as  a  minister  of 
state,  which  brought  into  court  various  per- 
sons, including  Stephen  Ward  who  commit- 
ted suicide.  And  antedating  back  by  far,  but 
part  of  that  fallout,  was  a  man  named  Lucky 
Williams  who  was  sentenced  to  jail  and  was 
released  immediately  afterwards  by  the  court 
of  criminal  appeal.  In  my  judgement— and 
these  are  always  matters  of  judgement— he 
would  not  have  gone  to  jail  had  there  been 
a  grand  jury  system  in  effect  in  the  United 
Kingdom. 
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Now,  I  have  said  that  three  or  four  times, 
but  I  think  it  must  be  said  three  or  four 
times,  because  the  Juries  Act,  1974,  sounds 
very  irmocuous.  The  Tory  government  is 
introducing  the  updating  of  a  bill  related  to 
the  jury  system  in!  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  saying  this  immense  gradualism  couldb't 
possibly  adffect  anybody.  Then  somewhere  to- 
ward the  end  of  it  we  find'  that  for  practical 
purposes  they  are  redoing  institutions  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  which  they,  as  Tories, 
should  never  touch. 

I  am  simply  saying  again*— and  I  guess  I 
would  like  to  think  that  repetition  would  have 
some  effect— I  am  saying  that  what  happens 
in  the  United  States  should  be  a  lesson  to  us 
that  the  abuse  of  executive  power  in  the 
United  States  is  going  to  be  curtailed  and 
curbed  only  because  of  the  judicial  process, 
and  the  judicial  process  cani  only  operate  in 
the  United  States  because  of  the  existence  of 
the  kind  of  grand  jury  which  they  brought 
into  their  constitution  in  1776  and  that  we 
brought  into  our  constitution  in  1792. 

I  simply  say  that  we  in  this  party  will  con- 
tinue to  fight  against  any  so-call«l  erosion  of 
the  jury  system— petit  jury,  as  was  attempted 
by  his  predecessor,  the  former  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, the  former  member  for  SaiJt  Ste.  Marie; 
or  of  the  grand  jury  as  attempted  now— be^ 
cause  it  is  an  illegitimate  intrusion  on  the 
democratic  process  by  the  democratic  process 
by  the  executive  branch  of  the  government, 
aidied  and  abetted  by  the  judicial  branch  of 
the  government,  aided  and(  abetted  by  those 
sycophants  who  play  in'  that  particular  system 
—members  of  my  profession  who  support  that. 

il  have  not  heard  one  sintgle  voice  from  the 
Law  Society  of  Upper  Canada;  I  have  not 
heard  one  single  voice  from  the  Canadian  Bar 
Association;  I  have  niot  heard  on©  single  voice 
from  the  Advocates'  Society— although  they 
can  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  on  Sir  William 
Campbell's  house  just  outside  the  Canada  Life 
Assurance  building  in  downtown  Toronto— I 
haven't  heard  a  single  voice  raised  by  a  law 
professor  in  any  one  of  the  law  schoolS)  of 
the  Province  of  Ontario;  I  haven't  heard  a 
single  voice  raised  in  any  one  of  the  courses 
in  political  science  in  the  Province  of  On^ 
tario— 

Mr.  Singer:  The  member  doesn't  listeni  very 
well. 

Mr.  Renwick:  —about  the  abolition  of  the 
grand  jury.  I  listen. 

Mr.  Singer:  Not  very  well. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  as  well  as  he  talks. 


Mr.  Renwick:  All  right.  It's  very  nice  of 
the  member  for  Downsview  to  come  back  into 
the  House.  If  he  has  other  views  to  express, 
that's  very  fine. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  missed!  the  member  earlier  in 
the  evening. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  simply  saying  to  the 
Attorney  General  of  the  Province  of  Ontario 
that  if  he  persists  in  this  bill,  he  is  creating 
an  immense  void  in  the  democratic  process  as 
we  understand  it. 

The  member  for  Downsview  may  have 
better  evidence  than  I.  I  would  like  to  see 
tabled  in  this  Legiskture  all  of  the  corres"- 
pondence  or  other  articles  which  have  been 
levied  against  the  abolition  of  the  grand  jury. 

There  is  an  immense  conspiracy  to  eHmin'- 
ate  the  jury  system  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
There  is  a  continuing  conspiracy^always  very 
patemalistically  clothed,  always  very  attrac- 
tively disguised— to  reinstate  the  Family  Com- 
pact as  opposed  to  the  democratic  system  in 
which  we,  in  this  party,  believe. 

I  am  saying  to  the  minister,  if  he  has  any 
sense  about  what  we  are  about,  about  what 
the  people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  are 
about,  he  will  not  proceed  with  this  bill  at 
this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Downsview. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  1  have  listened 
with  some  very  fascinated!  interest  to  the  latter 
remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Rivendiale  and 
as  usual  he  waxes  eloquent.  He  draws  his 
parallels  and  as  his  witness,  non'-comparables. 

He  talks  about  Judge  Sirica  and  the  won- 
ders of  what  goes  on  in  the  United  States, 
and  he  knows  as  well  as'  we  all  know,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  he's  comparing  apples  to 
oranges.  Any  similarity  between  the  grand 
jury  system  and  its  inquisitorial  functions  and 
its  ability  to  gather  evidence  to  our  system 
is  not  even  coincidental.  It  just  doesn't  exist. 

iThe  member  for  Riverdale  waxes  elbquent, 
as  he  usually  does,  and  I  have  great  respect 
for  his  intellect,  but  he  was  waxing  elioquent 
just  in  the  last  few  moments  saying  he  has 
never  heard  any  objection.  I  ask  him,  Mr. 
Speaker,  where  he  has  been  for  the  last  10 
or  12  or  15  years  because  this  proposition— 
the  abandonment  of  the  grand  jury  system 
here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario— has  been  put 
forward  vociferously  in  this  House  for  at  least 
that  period  time,  and  he  and  his  colleagues 
have  joined'  in  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  they  haven't. 
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Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  yes.  Well,  I  am  glad  that 
the  leader  of  the  NDP  joined  in  here,  because 
I  have  in  my  hand- 
Mr.  Lewis:  No,  they  haven't. 

Mr.  Singer:  —Hansard  for  June  18  when 
the  bill  was  introdticed,  actually  when  the 
minister  gave  his  statement,  and  on  page  3300 
—no,  I  am  sorry,  3360— the  minister  was'  say- 
ing: 

The  bill  also  abolishes  the  grand  jury— thus  imple- 
menting a  recommendation  made  by  the  Ontario  Law 
Reform  Commission  in  its  report  on  the  administra- 
tion of  the  coiirts. 

Mr.  Singer:  Some  of  us  have  been  advocating  that 
for  over  10  years. 

Mr.  Lewis:  About  time. 

Now,  it's  very  interesting,  it's  very  interest- 
ing—and I  only  read  it  as  it  is  written. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  a  second  now.  On  a  point 

of  privilege- 
Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Caught  in  his  own 

trap. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  am 
not  caught  in  my  trap  because  I  noticed  that 
in  Hansard  at  the  time  and'  wondtered  about 
it. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  My  reference  to  "about  time" 
referred  to  the  paragraph  preceding,  about 
the  excusal  of  people  from  jury  duty. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  come  on. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  realize  that  it  appeared 
in  lousy  juxtaposition  to  what  the  member 
had  said,  but  I  recall  listening  to  what  the 
Attorney  General  had  said  about  jury  duty 
at  the  time  and  muttering  that  afterwards. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  trouble  his  biog- 
rapher is  going  to  have. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  a  strange  coincidence,  Mr. 

Speaker,  that   the   hon.    leader   of  the  NDP 

was  so  careless- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Very  aggravating. 

Mr.  Singer:  —because  he  is  one  who  guards 
so  carefully  the  printed  word  as  it  reflects  his 
thoughts. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  rule  I  do,  yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  strange  that  when  he  gets 
caught  out,  he  has  another  explanation.  Well, 
let's  read  a  little  further. 

The  Attorney  General  went  on  and  the 
other  interjection  that's  there  during  the  At- 


torney   General's    remarks    comes    from    the 
hon.  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  just  spoke  against  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  listened  carefully  and  I 
got  a  very  good  report  about  what  the  hon. 
member  for  Lakeshore  said.  I  was  assured  by 
my  colleagues,  whose  word  I  trust  and  ac- 
cept— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  is  a  dam  sight 
more  clever  than  I  am. 

Mr.  Singer:  —that  the  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  made  a  very  interesting  speech 
and  straddled  the  fence  completely.  When  he 
sat  down  he  said,  "I  left  it  open  to  you, 
member  for  Riverdale,  as  to  which  way  you 
want  to  go." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  "We  could  go  either 
way." 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  **We  could  go  either  way." 
It  is  interesting  to  read  the  interjections- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  didn't  hear  him  say  that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  knew  my  col- 
league had  some  misgivings. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  spoke  about  the  bill. 
He  didn't  speak  for  or  against  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  is  very  interesting  to  read 
the  interjection  made  by  the  hon.  member 
for  Lakeshore  which  does  something  less  than 
criticize  the  principle  the  Attorney  General 
had  just  introduced. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  I  came  down  on  the 
whole  against  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore  is  quoted  on  the  same  page  of  Hansard 
as  saying,  'Stanfield  is  a  grand  jury  man,  you 
know." 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  trouble  in  this  House, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  one  can't  even  try  to  be 
intelligent. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  hardly  indicated  violent 
animosity  to  the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  One  has  to  be  a  partisan, 
damn  fool  all  the  time.  Take  a  look  at  the 
member. 

Mr.  Singer:  In  case  the  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore  lost  the  context  I  will  repeat  it. 
At  the  bottom  of  page  3360  these  words  are 
attributed  to  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  One  can  even  find  worse 
words  than  that.  Look  at  the  estimates. 
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Mr.  Singer:  No,  I  don't  want  to  quote  him 
out  of  context.  I  want  to  quote  him  com- 
pletely, fairly  and  these  are  the  words  at- 
tributed to  the  hon,  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  member  has  no- 
Mr.  Lewis:  For  11  years,  God  help  me,  I 
have  never  spoken  against  the  grand  jury. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  don't  know  why  they  are  so 
concerned  about  my  quoting  their  own  words 
back  to  them,  Mr.  Speaker.  These  are  their 
comments  and  if  Hansard  is  wrong— and 
occasionally  it  is  wrong— they  should  have 
stood  in  their  place  on  a  point  of  privilege 
and  corrected  it.  However,  this  is  what  Han- 
sard attributes  to  the  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  This  is  part  of  the  dialetic 
of  history.  It  appears  to  be  a  contradiction; 
it  is  not  really  so. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  that  is 
exactly  right,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  fact  it  is  an 
Hegelian  dialectic  there. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Speaker,  when  the  House 
is  quiet  again  I  will  read  the  words  attributed 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  consomme  has  be- 
come vegetable. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  is  what  Hansard  says  at 
that  page:  "Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore): 
'Stanfield  is  a  grand  jury  man,  you  know.'" 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  was  just  ridiculing  Stan- 
field,  for  heaven's  sake. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  only  a  simple  man  and  I  don't  attach 
great  hidden  meanings  to  these  things  but 
one  would  have  thought,  having  known  the 
hon,  member  for  Lakeshore  for  many  years, 
that  if  he  had  violent  exception  to  the  new 
principle  being  introduced  by  the  Attorney 
General  he  would  have  done  something  other 
than  to  quote  Stanfield  as  the  person  whose 
view  might  have  been  favoured.  Obviously 
one  must  conclude,  knowing  the  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  as  I  do  and  most  of  us  do, 
that  he  was  in  agreement  with  what  the 
Attorney  General  said. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  Liberals  spend  most  of 
their  time  attacking  men  of  straw,  including 
Stanfield. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Now,  suflBce  that  for  the  day. 
The  leader  of  the  NDP  and  the  member  for 


Lakeshore  at  the  time  the  minister  made  his 
statement  seemed  to  accept  the  principle  he 
introduced. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Why  doesn't  the  member  stay 
on  something  like  the  principle  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  accept  that,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  it  is  an  advance  in  our 
legal  system,  I  don't  think  the  continuation  of 
the  grand  jury  system  adds  anything  to  our 
system  of  justice.  The  member  for  Riverdale 
can  wax  as  eloquent  as  he  wants  about  what 
Judge  Sirica  might  or  might  not  have  done. 
If  we  want  to  have  a  debate  about  Judge 
Sirica  at  some  time,  I  think  that  would  be  a 
very  enjoyable  thing.  There  are  a  lot  of 
people,  including  some  of  the  very  fine  writ- 
ers who  write  for  the  New  York  Times,  who 
question  what  Judge  Sirica  has  done  from 
time  to  time- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Shame. 

Mr.  Singer:  —about  his  use  of  various 
vehicles  of  the  system  of  administration  of 
justice  in  the  United  States  to  produce  what 
some  people  suggest  is  a  preconceived  result; 
and  to  use  people  and  to  use  plea  bargaining 
and  a  whole  variety  of  things,  including  the 
weapons  of  the  grand  jury,  to  get  confessions, 
to  get  people  who  are  charged  to  give  evi- 
dence one  against  the  other. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sirica  is  the  only  good  thing 
about  the  administration  of  justice,  for  heav- 
en's sake. 

Mr.  Singer:  This  situation  does  not  prevail 
in  Canada,  does  not  prevail  in  Ontario  and 
that  brings  us  back  to  the  point  that  the 
Attorney  General  is  now  introducing. 

Mr.  Levds:  It  does  prevail  in  a  perverse 
sort  of  way. 

Mr.  Singer:  As  I  say,  I  have  advocated 
this  idea  for  at  least  10  years,  probably  12 
years,  in  this  House.  I  have  advocated  this 
with  the  concurrence  of  my  colleagues;  with 
the  concurrence  of  many  members  of  the  bar; 
with  the  concurrence  of  many  members  of 
the  teaching  and  legal  profession,  and  now 
obviously  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Law 
Reform  Commission. 

I  think  what  we  are  doing  is  an  advance. 
I  don't  think  the  grand  jury  performs  a  useful 
function.  It  is  a  vehicle  whereby  the  Crown 
attorney  can  come  before  a  selected  group 
of  people  and  present  his  evidence  out  of 
the  presence  of  the  accused  and  out  of  the 


3728 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


presence  of  the  accused's  solicitor.  What  goes 
on  in  the  closed  room  where  the  grand  jury 
sits  is  a  mystery.  The  number  of  times  the 
grand  jury  chooses  to  ignore  the  recommenda- 
tion of  the  Crown  is  minimal.  The  fact  that 
it  takes  place  behind  closed  doors  makes  it 
suspect  to  me.  I  think  it  is  well  gone  and  it 
should  have  been  long  gone.  My  colleagues 
and  I  will  support  this  principle  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  address  themselves  to  this  bill?  If  not,  the 
hon.  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is 
fairly  significant  to  draw  the  attention  of  the 
House  to  the  fact  that  this  debate  is  a  very 
important  debate.  I  have  appreciated  it  very 
much  that  members  from  both  parties  have 
seen  fit  to  enter  the  debate  and  to  talk  in 
terms  of  the  principle  of  this  bill  in  the  detail 
they  have. 

I  would  like  quiedy  to  point  out,  simply 
as  a  matter  of  personal  interest,  that  the 
member  for  Riverdale,  who  seemed  to  be 
somewhat  concerned  about  the  facial  expres- 
sions of  the  Attorney  General  and  his  gestures 
and  who  was  concerned  with  respect  to  the 
lack  of  attention  or  the  degree  of  attention 
his  remarks  were  given,  is  not  even  in  the 
House  right  now  to  hear  the  response  of  the 
minister. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  was  called  out  to  make  a 
phone  call. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  can  only  say  that  one 
can  only  question  his  sincerity  in  raising  all 
these  questions  with  respect  to  the  biU. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Come  off  it! 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  he  is  not  here,  may  I— 

Mr.  Deans:  Considering  the  minister  drops 
around  one  day  a  week,  he  has  a  hell  of  a 
nerve. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —reply  to  the  comments 
that  have  been  made  with  respect  to  this 
legislation? 

In  the  first  place,  the  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  raises  a  fairly  important 
question  with  respect  to  the  adequacy  of 
compensation  to  jurors,  which  is  not  the 
subject  matter  of  the  bill  but  is  a  concern  to 
the  Attorney  General,  as  it  is  to  the  Solicitor 
General  (Mr.  Kerr)  with  respect  to  coroners. 
I  can  assure  him  that  the  Justice  policy 
field  is  giving  some  consideration  to  this 
matter  as  we  prepare  certain  considerations 
for  our  cabinet  colleagues  in  this  regard. 


The  member  for  Lakeshore  quite  properly 
raises  some  question  with  respect  to  the 
activities  of  juries,  insofar  as  viewing  certain 
scenes  and  seeing  certain  physical  locations 
with  respect  to  the  discharge  of  their  respon- 
sibilities. I  would  point  out  that  this  is 
covered  in  the  Judicature  Act  and  would 
not  be  the  subject  matter  for  this  particular 
type  of  legislation.  I  am  particularly  anxious 
to  address  myself  very  shortly  to  the  prin- 
ciples quite  properly  brought  before  the 
House  by  the  member  for  Riverdale  and 
the  comments  made  by  the  member  for 
Kitchener  and  the  member  for  Downsview, 
on  this  whole  question  as  to  the  role  and 
the  place  of  the  grand  jury. 

I  do  not  take  lightly  the  comments  that 
have*  been  made  because  I  think  they  are 
very  important.  I  would  think  that  we  should 
be  very  careful  there  is  no  misunderstand- 
ing with  respect  to  this  whole  question  of 
civil  rights  and  the  role  of  the  grand  jury. 
I  think  there  is,  as  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  points  out,  some  misunderstajiding 
about  the  role  and  the  function  of  the  grand 
jury  in  this  jurisdiction. 

I  say  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  to  the 
members  of  this  House,  all  of  whom  I'm 
sure  have  listened  to  this  debate  with  a 
considerable  amount  of  interest,  the  grand 
jury  in  our  system  never  was  constituted 
to  deal  with  the  abuse  of  executive  power. 
This  Legislatiu"e,  of  which  all  members  are 
a  part,  the  member  for  Riverdale  included, 
will  recall  that  in  1971  we  brought  in  the 
Judicial  Review  Procedure  Act  and  the 
Statutory  Powers  Procedure  Act  to  protect 
the  rights  of  our  people  from  such  abuse. 

The  authority  to  deal  with  such  abuse  on 
the  basis  of  this  rests  with  our  courts  of 
law  and  not  with  a  tribunal,  as  the  member 
for  Downsview  so  correctly  points  out— not 
with  a  tribunal  which  conducts  its  proceed- 
ings in  camera. 

I  think  we  would  address  our  first  com- 
ments to  this  question  of  the  abuse  of 
executive  power.  I  would  also  point  out  in 
our  system  the  grand  jury  has  never  been 
used  as  an  investigative  tool,  as  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  has  so  rightly  pointed 
out  to  the  House.  It  has  always  been  used 
to  assess  the  weight  of  evidence  and  to 
ascertain  whether  a  citizen  should  be  placed 
on  his  trial.  I  repeat  that  we  have  never 
used  a  grand  jury  in  this  jurisdiction  as  an 
investigative  body  as  it  is  used  in  the  United 
States.  And  so,  as  the  member  for  Downs- 
view  points  out,  to  compare  the  systems  is 
really  not  to  do  justice  to  the  argument  of 
the  principle  that  is  involved  in  this  bill. 
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We  leave  this  whole  question  of  investi- 
gation to  duly  constituted  police  authorities. 
Indeed,  if  we  wanted  to  go  to  some  par- 
ticular source  to  satisfy  ourselves  with 
respect  to  the  question  of  civil  rights  in  this 
province,  we  go  to  the  Royal  commission 
inquiry  into  civil  rights,  report  No.  1, 
volume  2,  which  deals  with  the  grand  jury 
and  which  ultimately  recommends  its  aboli- 
tion. 

I  would  think  that  any  commission  charg- 
ed with  the  responsibility  of  protecting  civil 
rights  would  have  to  be  listened  to  with 
some  particular  care  in  this  area  of  responsi- 
bility. Indeed,  if  you  look  at  page  772  of 
the  royal  commission  report,  dealing  as  it 
does  with  a  history  of  the  grand  jury,  the 
commissioner  points  out  that  by  the  year 
1351  the  trial  function  of  the  grand  jury 
had  been  transferred  to  a  second  jiuy,  as 
we  already  know,  known  as  the  petit  jury. 
And  its  investigative  function,  which  it 
earlier  may  have  had,  gradually  lapsed  into 
disuse  with  the  development  of  a  system  of 
public  prosecution  and  the  establishment  of 
police  forces. 

Mr.  Singer:  Did  a  fellow  named  McRuer 
write  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes.  That's  the  McRuer 
report  on  civil  rights. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore  is  quite  an  advocate  of  that  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  We  go  into  this  and  we 
find— of  course,  I  don't  wish  to  prolong  this 
particular  argument. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh  come  on,  the  member 
for  Downsview  has  heard  me  say  something 
else  on  occasion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  In  1933  the  bill  was 
introduced  by  the  then  Attorney  General  in 
England  to  abolish  the  grand  juries  in  Eng- 
land, at  which  time  he  said: 

We  all  recognize  that  in  this  particular 
age  we  can't  aflFord  to  pay  too  high  a  price 
for  sentiment;  the  conclusion  is  that  grand 
juries  are  not  serving  any  really  useful 
purpose,  and  are  at  the  same  time  very 
expensive. 

In  Canada— and  I  draw  attention  to  section 
507  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Canada  which 
supports  this  proposition— grand  juries  were 
abolished  in  Manitoba  in  1923,  in  British 
Columbia  and  Quebec  in  1932,  and  in  New 
Brunswick  in  1959— 

Mr.  Singer:  We  are  a  little  slow  in  Ontario 
but  eventually  we  catch  up. 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  And  so  the  report  goes 
on— and  this  is  embodied  in  the  Criminal 
Code.  I  certainly  don't  feel  there  has  been 
any  great  problems  with  respect  to  the  abuse 
of  powers;  there  being  other  methods  and 
other  ways  to  cope  with  that  particular  situa- 
tion. 

But  particularly  in  the  McRuer  report  on 
civil  rights,  he  points  out  at  page  781  that 
the  system  is  open  to  criticism  on  the  follow- 
ing grounds: 

1.  It  enables  the  private  prosecutor  to 
maintain  a  vexatious  prosecution  without 
the  consent  of  the  Attorney  General. 

2.  It  is  an  unnecessary  and  unwarranted 
trespass  on  the  time  and  convenience  of 
witnesses,  as  well  as  causing  them  in  many 
cases  substantial  economic  loss. 

3.  It  is  an  unwarranted  trespass  on  the 
time  and  convenience  of  members  of  the 
jury,  as  well  as  causing  them  in  many  cases 
economic  loss;  and  it  causes  delay  in  get- 
ting criminal  cases  tried. 

So  this  particular  statement  from  a  very  dis- 
tinguished jurist,  studying  as  he  did  the 
whole  question  of  civil  rights;  supported  later 
by  the  distinguished  members  of  the  Ontario 
Law  Reform  Commission,  who  set  out  in 
their  reports- 
Mr.  Singer:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
never  heard  of  any  of  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  -and  who,  in  fact,  rec- 
ommended the  abolition  as  well. 

I  want  to  underline,  however,  that  I  think 
a  debate  of  this  particular  nature  is  very 
important,  particularly  in  that  we  would 
understand  the  principle  of  this  bill.  I  would 
want  to  say  as  the  Attorney  General,  that 
I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  listen  to  the 
views  expressed  by  the  members  opposite  and 
to  perhaps  have  this  further  opportunity  to 
underline  the  reasons  based  in  principle  as  to 
why  we  would  proceed  in  the  way  we  are. 

We  are  preserving— as  I  pointed  out  at  the 
time  of  the  introduction  of  this  bill  and  Bill 
106— that  function  of  the  grand  jury  with 
respect  to  public  inspection.  This  will  be 
provided  for,  as  I  say,  in  Bill  106,  being  an 
Act  to  provide  for  the  inspection  of  public 
institutions  by  public  visitation;  which  I  am 
sure  will  look  after  the  public  interest.  I 
would  urge  the  members  of  the  House  to 
support  Bill  105. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  105. 
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The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for 
second  reading  of  Bill  105,  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 


Ayes 


Nays 


Beckett 

Bounsall 

Belanger 

Burr 

Bemier 

Cassidy 

Birch 

Deans 

Breithaupt 

Dukszta 

Brunelle 

Laughren 

BuUbrook 

Lawlor 

Campbell 

Lewis 

Deacon 

Martel 

Downer 

Renwick 

Drea 

Young— 11 

Eaton 

Evans 

Ewen 

Gilbertson 

Good 

Haggerty 

Havrot 

Henderson 

Hodgson 

(York  North) 

Irvine 

Kennedy 

Kerr 

Lane 

Lawrence 

Leluk 

MacBeth 

Maeck 

Mcllveen 

McNeil 

Meen 

Momingstar 

Newman 

( Windsor-Walkerville ) 

Nixon 

(Dovercourt) 

Nixon 

(Brant) 

Nuttall 

Paterson 

RiddeU 

Root 

Rowe 

Ruston 

Scrivener 

Singer 

Smith 

(SimcoeEast) 

Smith 

( Hamilton  Mountain ) 

Smith 

(Nipissing) 

Snow 

Spence 

Ayes 

Stewart 

Taylor 

Timbrell 

Turner 

Villeneuve 

Walker 

Wardle 

Welch 

White 

Winkler-58. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  "ayes" 
are  58  and  the  "nays"  11. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  declare  the  motion  carried. 

•Motion  agreed  to;  second!  readiingi  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  ShaH^  the  bill  be  ordiered  for 
third  reading?  Committee  of  the  wholfe 
House? 

Agreed. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  second  order. 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 


ONTARIO  GUARANTEED  ANNUAL 
INCOME  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  96,  An  Act  to 
ensiure  a  Guaranteed  Annual  Income  to  On- 
tario Residents  65  Years  of  Age  and  Over. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  96.  Any  comments, 
questions  or  amendments:  in  any  section;  and 
if  so,  which  section? 

On  section  1: 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, in  section  1,  subsection  (dO,  we  have  the 
basic  monthly  income  formula  spelled'  out. 
Could  we  now  have  the  equivalent  basic 
monthly  income  figures  for  those  on  FBA?  I 
think  this  is  the  first  matter  which  should 
concern  us  in  this  bill,  since  we've  not  had 
the  opportunity  to  equate  these  figures  with 
the  figiures  of  those  who  are  disablied  and 
blind,  and  it  would  be  impossible  for  us  to 
proceed  to  discuss  these  particular  figures  in 
the  absence  of  that  information.  That  is  my 
first  point,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  have 
those  figures, 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  ConMnunit\- 
and  Social  Services):  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  really 
not  sure  if  I  imderstood  the  member's  ques- 
tion. The  rates  for  GAINS  and  for  those  who 
are  blind  or  permanently  disabled  will  be  the 
same. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  They  will  be  the  same? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Yes. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairmani,  I  know  of 
ver\'  few  on  disability  pension  who,  as  single 
persons,  would  receive  $167.18  per  month. 
Do  1  take  it  that  under  this  GAINS  pro- 
gramme those  who  are  disabled  and  who  have 
been  receiving  $137  per  month  would  now 
be  increased  to  $216.67  under  this  formula? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  haven't 
got  the  figures  before  me,  but  about  30,000 
persons  who  are  now  under  the  Family  Bene- 
fits Act  will  be  transferred  to  the  GAINS  pro- 
gramme and  will  be  receiving  the  amount 
of  $217.67  per  month. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  this  particular  point? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  addressing  myself  at 
the  nwment,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  section  l(dXi). 
I  was  hoping  to  follow  the  formulta  through  in 
each  case,  Mr.  Chairman.  However,  if  some- 
one else  wishes  to  speak  on  that  particular 
{X)int— 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Go 
ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  it  is  in  order  for  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  George  to  proceed, 

Mrs.  Campbell:  We  arrive  at  the  position 
of  the  beneficiary,  and  that  would'  be  the 
FBA  beneficiary,  who  is  married  to  a  person 
entitled,  I  presume.  Would  that  mean  that 
the  eligibility  in  that  case  for  each  of  them 
would  be  the  same  as  in'  this  bill?  To  start 
with,  do  we  have  a  degree  of  disability? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
definition  for  disability  is  that  you  are  dis- 
abled if  you  have  a  major  physical  or  ipental 
handicap  that  severely  limits  you  in  carrying 
out  your  normal  living  activities.  Your  handi- 
cap must  be  permanent;  if  you  have  a  tem- 
porary disability  that  prevents  you  from  earn- 
ing your  living,  you  may  be  able  to  get  gen>- 
eral  welfare  assistance. 

Your  question  of  disability,  of  course,  has 
to  be  approved  by  the  medicali  ad^visory  board. 
This  is  a  committee  appointed'  by  the  Minister 
of  Community  and  Social  Services,  andi  has 
as  its  chairman  a  qualified  medical  prac- 
titioner. 

It's  quite  true,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  there 
are  a  certain  number  of  those  who  are  classi- 
fied as  permanently  unemployable.  Last  year, 
I  believe,  you  will  recall  that  we  transferred 
about  8,000  to  9,000  persons  from  the  Gen- 
eral   Welfare   Assistance   Act   to   the    Family 


Benefits  Act.  A  certain  number  of  those 
permanently  unemployable  persons  in  time 
will  be  transferred  to  the  GAINS  programme; 
but  this  should  take  several  weeks  before 
some  of  them  will  be  transferred. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 
for  this  interrogation  is  that  in  committee, 
when  the  minister  did  not  know  the  efi^ect  of 
GAINS,  he  said  that  each  case  would  have 
to  be  examined  individually.  In  view  of  the 
fact  that  this  programme  has  been  announced 
to  take  eflPect  as  of  July  1,  it  is  incumbent 
upon  us  at  least  to  know  exactly  what  the 
procedure  will  be  and  how  it  will  be  affected 
by  the  formula  spelled  out  in  the  bill  before 
us. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  now 
have  fairly  exact  figures  on  the  number  who 
are  presently  under  the  Family  Benefits  Act 
and  who  will  be  transferred  to  the  GAINS 
programme  on  July  1: 

Disabled  persons 

Single  persons  24,880 

Married  persons  2,670 

Total  27,550 

Blind  persons 

Single  blind  persons  810 

Married  blind  persons  90 

Total    900 

Dependent  fathers 

Disabled  dependent  fathers  3,200 

Blind  dependent  fathers  100 

Total  3,300 

Then  there  is  an  estimate  of  mothers  of 
1,500. 

Added  up,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  make  an 
estimated  total  of  33,250  who  are  presently 
under  the  Family  Benefits  Act  and  who  will 
come  under  the  GAINS  programme. 

Under  the  permanently  unemployable, 
there  are  probably  somewhere  around  10,000 
persons  who  are  presently  receiving  family 
benefits.  Out  of  that  10,000  there  will  be  a 
certain  number  whose  cases  in  time  vdll  have 
to  be  examined  individually.  For  instance, 
there  may  be  some  persons  who  have  some 
sort  of  disability  and  are  permanently  un- 
employable due  to  social  or  slightly  mental 
disorders.  They  will  have  to  be  examined 
individually  in  order  to  qualify  for  our  quali- 
fications. Our  qualifications  of  eligibility  as 
announced  are: 
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Disabled  or  blind  persons  who  are  not 
currently  eligible  for  family  benefits,  but 
whose  income  falls  below  the  new  levels, 
may  be  eligible  if  they  meet  the  following 
requirements:  Degree  of  disability  [Under 
degree  of  disability  there  will  be  certain 
numbers  who  will  have  to  be  examined 
indlividtially];  liquid  assets  test. 

I  would  like  to  speak  briefly  on  that.  As  the 
hon.  members  know,  at  the  present,  liquid 
assets  allowed  under  our  family  benefits  are, 
for  a  single  person  $1,000;  for  a  married 
couple  $1,500;  and  for  the  children,  for  the 
first  dependant,  I  believe,  $300  each.  We  are 
raising  that  for  a  single  person  to  $2,000;  a 
married  couple  $2,500;  and  then  the  depend- 
ants $500  for  the  first  child  and  then  $300  for 
the  others.  We  think  that  the  raising  of  the 
assets  wHl  be  of  substantial  benefit. 

As  you  know,  we  get  the  CIS  list  from 
Ottawa  of  the  groups  who  are  65  years  of 
age  or  over;  we  get  the  list  from  Ottawa  and 
they  are  on  an  income  test  basis.  It  is  our 
hope  that  in  time  that  for  those  who  are 
under  65,  the  blind  and  the  permanently 
disabled,  we  will  also  go  to  an  income  test. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  The  wealth- 
iest province  in  Canada  and  you  are  always 
saying  "in  time." 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Well,  in  order  to 
have  this  eflFective  as  of  July  I,  we  had  to 
do  it  this  way. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Stop  setting  the  objections 
and  set  the  pace. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.    Lewis:    Sorry,    I    will    only    take    a 
moment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  the  hon.  member 
for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  understand  some- 
thing, since  this  has  been  opened  up,  which 
has  been  confusing  me  mightily.  You  said 
you  had  24,880  people,  if  I  caught  your 
figures  correctly,  who  are  receiving  single 
disabled  pensions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  of  those,  I  presiune, 
10,000  of  them  are  permanently  unemploy- 
able? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd 
like  to  clarify  that.  This  list  that  I  read  out 
a  little  while  ago,  of  single  persons  per- 
manently disabled— 24,880  who  are  presently 


receiving  family  benefits— automatically  they 
will  be  imder  the  GAINS  programme  as  of 
July  1. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  reach  the  $217  level? 

Hon.   Mr.   Brundle:   That's  right,   exactly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  It's  that  category— and 
I'm  just  estimating,  Mr.  Chairman— of  about 
10,000  who  are  permanently  unemployable- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —but  who  are  not 
physically  disabled. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  understand.  So  that  24,880 
are  permanently  physically  disabled  and  re- 
quire raising  immediately  to  $217? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  you  to  explain  some- 
thing to  me,  and  perhaps  to  the  House.  I 
hold  no  brief  for  what  was  announced  in 
the  Legislature  as  a  minimum  monthly  in- 
come for  those  who  are  on  pension  from 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board.  I  want 
you  to  explain  to  me  how  a  single  person, 
permanently  disabled,  luiable  to  find  employ- 
ment, under  this  programme  gets  S217  a 
month;  and  a  single  person,  permanently  dis- 
abled, unable  to  find  employment,  gets  $260 
imder  the  Workmen's  Compensation  pro- 
gramme as  a  minimum  income. 

I  want  you  to  explain  to  me  ho\\'  we 
create  categories  of  people  in  Ontario  whose 
disabilities  are  similar,  whose  removal  from 
the  work  force  is  identical,  whose  inability 
to  function  is  permanent,  and  because  some 
happen  to  have  been  injured  in  one  way 
we  will  pay  them  only  $217  a  month,  and 
because  others  have  been  injured  in  another 
way  we  will  pay  them  $260  a  month- 
Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Both  of  which 
are  inadequate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Both  of  which  are  preposterous 
sums,  inadequate  sums;  but  leave  that  aside. 
So  that  the  people  who  happen  by  accident, 
and  in  this  case,  unhappily,  to  fall  within 
your  GAINS  programme  will  be  receiving 
$516  less  per  year  than  the  people  who  are 
permanently  disabled  under  the  workmen's 
compensation  plan. 

Explain  to  me  the  justice,  the  sanit>',  the 
rationale  for  penalizing  24,880  people  even 
to  that  extent.  For  these  people  $516  a 
year  is  a  hell  of  a  lot  of  money.  I  want  to 
know    why    you    have    this    perverse   double 
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standard    for    people    who    are    in    identical 
positions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd 
like  to  make  a  couple  of  comments  on  what 
the  hon,  member  has  raised.  First,  I'd  like 
to  say  to  him  that  the  amount  of  GAINS, 
which  is  $217.67,  plus  the  tax  credit,  comes 
to  an  average  of  about  $260  a  month. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  that's  a  red  herring. 
Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:   Let  me  finish- 
Mr.  Lewis:  All  right.  I'll  come  right  back 
to  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  With  the  tax  credit 
it  comes  to  about  $260. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  agree  with  the  hon. 
member  that  the  programme  has  to  be 
rationalized. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Of  course. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  why  we  have 
an  income  security  review.  I  agree  with  the 
hon.  member  that  a  person  who  breaks  a 
leg  at  work,  and  has  workmen's  compensa- 
tion coverage,  gets  a  certain  amount  of 
benefits.  But  as  soon  as  he  leaves  work  and 
comes  to  his  home  and  falls  down  the  steps, 
he  is  not  covered  by  workmen's  compensa- 
tion. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  right  and  it's  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  He  still  has  the  same 
number  of  dependants,  the  same  number  of 
childtren,  and  his  expenses  are  the  same. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  qualifies*  for  unemployment 
insurance— 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  why  the  member 
for  Scarborough  Centre  (Mr.  Drea)  and  all 
the  rest  of  us  are  working  towards  having 
a  more  rational  system. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  We'd 
better  bring  in  the  New  Zealand  plan  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  agree  there  are 
many  areas  that  have  to  be  rationalized. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay.  I  am  glad  you  agree. 

'Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Let  me  respond  to  you  by  point- 
ing out  that  because  these  permanently  dis- 


abled people  are  not  over  65,  they  are  under 
family  benefits;  therefore,  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  recipients  are  also 
eligible  for  the  tax  credit.  So  the  tax  credit  is 
a  red  herring.  They  are  both  eligible  for  it. 
It  therefore  rules  itself  out,  and  you  have  to 
agree  with  that. 

What  we  are  really  talking  about  is  the 
incredible  situation  that  you  have  now  estab- 
lished of  setting  a  minimum  monthly  income 
for  people  who  are  in  identical  circumstances, 
at  one  point  $217  a  month  and  at  another 
level  $260  a  month.  And  you  have  just  said 
that  they  have  the  same  dependants,  that 
they  have  the  same  needs  and  that  their  fam- 
ilies require  the  same  supports.  How  in 
heaven's  name  can  it  be  justified  or  defended 
that  you  give  one  group  $516  a  year  less? 

What  I  am  saying  to  you  is,  that  if  you  are 
serious  about  a  minimum  monthly  income, 
then  you  should  raise  everyone  to  the  $260 
minimum  that  you  are  in  the  process  of  legis- 
lating for  permanently  disabled  people  under 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  The  points 
you  make  are  right:  Whether  you  are  dis- 
abled on  the  job  or  oflF  the  job,  you  are  a 
human  being;  your  needs  are  identical.  Don't 
think  for  one  moment  that  we  credit  the  $260 
as  a  legitimate  figure.  But  if  that  is  not  a 
legitimate  figure,  how  illegitimate  is  $217? 

IWhy  should  these!  24,880  people  be  das- 
criminated  against  in  this  way?  It's  not  a 
small  matter;  it's  a  serious  matter.  It's  kind  of 
a  class  system  within  dependency.  You  are 
rating  d'ependency.  If  you  are  injjm^'  off  the 
job,  you  have  had  it;  you  get  $217.  If  you  are 
injured  on  the  job,  you  may  get  $260.  It's  an 
accident  of  fate  whether  or  not  you  are  en- 
titled to  a  minimum  income  that  is  less  than 
low. 

I  tell  you,  it's  mean,  it's  perverse  and  it's 
essentially  nasty  against  those  wh<Mn  it's 
directed.  For  goodness'  sake,  the  contradiction 
of  it  is  really  quite  dramatic.  You  are  bring- 
ing both  bills  in  simultaneously.  The  Minister 
of  Labour  (Mr.  MacBeth)  will'  be  bringing  in 
his  bill  tomorrow  or  Thursday.  This  bill  is 
being  debated  tonight.  In  one  you  establish  a 
standard  $43  a  month  below  the  other  for 
people  m  an  identical  situation.  I  say  to  you 
it's  indefensible. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  briefly— 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  (Samia):  The  situations 
aren't  identical. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  they  are. 
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Mr.  Bullbrook:  No,  they  aren't. 
Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  they  are. 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  No,  no. 

Hon.    Mr.    Brunelle:    The    hon.    member 
knows  that  the  benefits  under  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  say  we  should  pay  for 
the  first  situation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  but  the  amounts  should  be 
the  same. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
minister  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  benefits  under 
WCBO  are  based  on  the  empk>yer-employee 
relationship.  That's  entirely  different. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Oh,  nonsense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Now  the  hon.  Treas- 
urer ( Mr.  White ) ,  who  is  much  more  knowl- 
edgeable and  who  speaks  much  more  elo- 
quently, has  stated  before— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  What  do  you  mean,  we 
should  pay  for  it?  Because  industry  should 
pay  for  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —that  this  is  a  realiy 
positive  step,  and  we  agree, 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  not  a  positive  step. 

An  hon.  member:  Sure  it  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  At  the  same  time,  there 
is  an  income  security  revie\v;  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  income  security  is  undter  review.  But 
this  again,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  a  really  positive 
step. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  That  is  trying  to  equate  the 
responsdbility  on  society. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  This  GAINS  programme 
is  a  good  programme,  and  I  am  sure  that  the 
members  wil  favour  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  as  a  matter  of  fact- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Renwick:   You   can   always  count  on 
applause  when  you  are  under  atfaick.  It's  only 
when  you  are  wrong- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I'll  try  to  keep  on  the  subject 
that  was  raised  by  the  memfber  for  St.  George 


in  opening  up  this  area.  If  one  argues  that  the 
money  which  we  tithe  indtistry  for  in  order  to 
pay  for  workmen's  compensationi— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Now  you  are  talking  sense. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  understand  that— 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  There  is  a  difference, 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  there  is. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Sure,  there  is  a  difference. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  difference  in  the  method 
of  payment, 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  There  is  a  difference  to  the— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  it  may  be.  And  it  may  be. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Industry  doesn't  pay  it  now. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  no.  Please  don't  attribute 
that  to  me.  I  am  not  saying  that.  No,  no,  no. 
No,  I  am  not.  Now  let  me  say  what  I  said. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  You  do  when  you  equate 
them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  industry,  by  virtue  of  the  way 
in   which   you   take   money   from   companies 
dealing    with    the    Workmen's    Compensation 
Board- 
Mr.  Bullbrook:  Yes,  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —pays  ultimately  higher  levels 
based  upon  the  earnings  of  the  individual 
involved  at  a  given  time,  those  are  some  of 
the  things  we  have  to  cope  with  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If  you  want- 
Mr.    Lewis:    But    don't    tell    me    that    the 
minimum  should  be  different. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  If  you  want  to— 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  am  not  equating  that 
responsibility  with  society. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Well,  try  to  bring  them  to- 
gether. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Because  the  minimum  should 
be  the  same.  The  minimum  should  be  the 
same. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  They  are  two  different 
things. 

An  hon.  member:  Boy,  we  sure  have  two 
classes  of  people. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  mean  it  is  recognizable  that 
if  we  had  an  appropriate  workmen's  com- 
pensation scheme,  some  of  the  levels  of  in- 
come which  were  paid  would  clearly  be 
higher,  because  industry  wouldn't  get  away 
with  murder.  All  right? 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Exactly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  that  doesn't  justify  the  dif- 
ference in  the  minimums.  I  am  talking  about 
the  minimum  monthly  income.  And  you  don't 
introduce  a  minimum  monthly  income  for 
the  permanently  disabled  on  Thursday,  which 
is  one  level,  and  then  introduce  a  minimum 
monthly  income  for  the  permanently  disabled 
on  Friday,  which  is  another  level.  You  set 
your  minimum  at  a  base  level  which  is  ade- 
quate for  everyone  to  function  on.  If  you 
pay  more  ultimately  to  workmen's  compensa- 
tion recipients,  obviously  that's  legitimate. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  whole  blessed  sys- 
tem should  be  scrapped  and  you  should  have 
a  public  insurance  plan  for  sickness  and  dis- 
ability, whether  on  or  oflF  the  job,  which  pays 
people  an  appropriate  wage  or  pension  at  the 
point  of  injury  or  sickness— and  we  will  get 
rid  of  this  whole  nonsense  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  and  this  kind  of  legis- 
lation. 

But  there's  something  invidious  in  the  dif- 
ference in  minima.  I  understand  the  point 
that's  being  made  in  terms  of  how  much 
more  companies  can  pay  than  the  state  can 
pay.  I  appreciate  that.  But  the  minima  should 
be  the  same,  and  the  minima  here  are  $516 
a  year  less  for  those  who  are  on  the  GAINS 
programme. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  Are  you  saying  industry 
should  be  obliged  to  pay  the  same  as  the 
state- 
Mr.  Lewis:  I  am  saying  that  the  state 
should  be  obliged  to  pay  the  minima.  I  am 
saying  the  state  should  be  obliged  to  pay 
the  minima. 

Interjections  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Treasurer.  Order, 
please.  Order,  please. 

Hon.  J.  White:  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  AflFairs):  There  is  a  great 
deal  of  merit  in  the  hon.  member's  remarks. 
We  have  taken  a  very  great  step  toward  a 
more  suitable  minimum  and  a  minimum 
which  is  more  broadly  applicable  to  large 
numbers  of  our  citizens.  I  think  the  figure 
was  mentioned  of  $137  being  the  allowance 


for  a  single  disabled  person.  That  is  now 
going  to  about  $217. 

Now,  for  the  first  time,  a  person  under 
the  age  of  65  who  is  blind  or  disabled  gets 
the  same  minimum  benefits  as  those  over 
65.  We  have  therefore,  at  one  and  the  same 
time,  provided  additional  moneys  to  the 
blind  and  disabled  and  at  the  same  time  put 
them  on  the  same  footing  as  the  older 
people  who  previously  were  getting  a  very 
great  deal  more  in  the  way  of  support  from 
the  state. 

This  is  only  an  important  step  toward 
rationalizing  tiie  entire  system.  It  seems 
simple  until  one  gets  into  the  complexities 
and  then  one  learns  that  it  isn't  simple 
at  all.  The  reason,  in  fact,  that  this  bill 
was  put  into  standing  committee  was  so  that 
experts  of  one  kind  or  another  could  deal 
with  the  technicalities.  I  know  thafs  not 
the  point  at  issue  now,  except  to  say  that 
those  who  had  the  opportunity  of  attending 
the  standing  committee  meetiags  will  have 
some  appreciation  of  the  enormous  com- 
plexity,   mathematical    and    otherwise. 

Why  didn't  we  move  to  oppose  $260?  We 
didn't  have  the  money,  because  to  move  to 
a  full  $260  would  have  cost  us,  I  should 
think,  another  $100  million. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  come  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Because  we're  talking 
about  311,000  recipients.  You  see,  we  want 
to  get  these  people  under  65  on  the  same 
basis  as  those  65  and  over.  As  my  hon. 
friend  has  pointed  out,  there  was  a  great 
discrepancy  previously.  Now  that  discrep- 
ancy has  been  removed  and  we  can  reach 
for  a  rationalization  of  certain  other  pro- 
grammes, including,  I  have  no  doubt,  work- 
men's compensation. 

From  an  ethical  standpoint,  there's  no 
doubt  but  what  this  minimum  should  go 
right  across  the  board. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right.  Well,  an  ethical 
standpoint— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  this  bill  takes  the 
largest  step  toward  that  objective,  I  dare 
say,  of  any  legislation  here  in  a  generation 
or  more. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Okay.  But  I  want  to  point 
out  to  you,  don't  throw  $100  million  figures 
about  quite  so  loosely.  I  accept  what  you 
say— from  an  ethical  standpoint  it  should 
be  the  same  right  across  the  board.  It's 
easy  for  you  to  say  to  us,  "We  don't  have 
the  money."  It's  pretty  hard  to  explain  to 
somebody  on  GAINS  why  they're  receiving 
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$43  a  month  less  than  the  ethical  view 
which  you  believe  should  obtain.  We're 
paying  $65  million  for  this  programme,  and 
that  includes  all  of  those  over  the  age  of 
65.  If  you  subtract  all  of  those  over  the 
age  of  65  from  this  programme,  which 
occupies  the  biggest  percentage  of  the  $65 
million,  then  you're  probably  down  to— 

Mr.  L.  C.  Henderson  (Lambton):  Like  the 
federal  leader  of  the  New  Democrats? 

Mr.  Lewis:  —$15  million  or  $20  million 
for  the  disabled  portion  that  we  are  talking 
about,  and  I  want  to  remind  you  that  that  is 
under  the  Canada  Assistance  Plan,  where 
it  is  a  cost-sharing  programme  where  we 
would  receive  50  per  cent  back  from  the 
federal  government,  so  we  are  not  talking 
about  $100  million;  we  are  probably  talk- 
ing about  something  in  the  vicinity  of  $10 
million  to  $20  million  maximum,  and  HI 
tell  you,  considering  the  way  you  throw 
around  money  for  projects  like  Krauss- 
MaflFei,  it's  time  you  understood  that  the 
ethical  standards  you  pretend  to  observe 
should  obtain  for  these  24,000  people. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming);  You 
have  got  to  look  after  Saskatchewan. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  I  would  be  glad 
to  try  to  get  this  figure  computed,  but— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  would  appreciate  your  doing 
so. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —if  one  is  trying  to  in- 
crease from  $217  to  $260,  which  is  an  in- 
crease- 
Mr.    Deans:    It    would    cost    $14    to    $16 
million. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  would  cost  $14  million  to 
$16  million,  my  colleague  from  Wentworth 
says.  That's  $14  million  to  $16  million  in 
total. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  -of  $43,  and  having  in 
mind  that  there  would  be  some  sliding  off, 
I  suppose  the  average  might  be  approximate- 
ly $25.  I  guess  the  amount  of  money  in- 
volved is  $25  times  12,  times  11,000.  We 
can  try  to  work  that  out  now  and  Ill- 
Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  not  the  figure- 
Mr.  Deans:  You  are  talking  about  27,000 
people— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  I  am  talking  about 
having  the  disabled  on  the  same  basis  as  the 
elderly  for  the  first  time  in  this  province. 


Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  am  talking  about  dis- 
abled on  the  same  basis  as  all  other— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  know  you  are. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Nipis- 
sing  has  the  floor. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Sixty-five  million  dollars  for  all 
of  those  on  FBA. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nipissing 
has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —yet  $100  million  for  this  cate- 
gory of  the  disabled.  What  nonsense  is  that? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith  (Nipissing):  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  the  fact 
that  the  people  who  are  really  being  dis- 
criminated against  in  this  whole  thing  are  the 
permanently  imemployed.  The  minister  says 
that  some  of  them  are  going  to  be  reclassified 
as  disabled,  but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  that 
the  permanently  unemployed  are  going  to 
remain  at  $157  or  $167  per  month  for  a  single 
person.  These  people  are  usually  under  that 
category,  because  of  their  mental  disabilities 
or  their  mental  deficiencies. 

It's  real  discrimination,  because  people  who 
are  mentally  disabled  are  going  to  receive  an 
allowance  far  below  those  who  are  physically 
disabled.  That's  why  I  call  it  discrimination, 
but  I  don't  know  what  the  minister  calls  it. 
I  would  like  him  to  explain  to  the  House 
how  they  arrived  at  the  fact  that  these  10,000 
people  would  not  receive  the  same  benefits  as 
those  who  are  physically  disabled. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  to— I  am  sorry,  are  you 
going  to  answer?  Oh,  I  am  sotry.  I  didn't 
think  he  was  getting  up. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  an- 
nouncement of  the  provincial  Treasurer  in  the 
budget  was  that  the  blind  and  the  perman- 
ently handicapped  persons  who  are  perman- 
ently unemployable  would  be  under  the 
GAINS  programme. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Well,  they  are  not.  The 
blind  people  are  not  included  in  the  GAINS 
programme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  the  definition  of 
eligibility;  physically  handicapped  and  per- 
manently unemployable.  As  I  indicated 
earher— 

Mr.  Renwick:  Or  permanently  disabled. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Or  permanently  dis- 
abled. As  I  indicated  earlier,  the  second  cate- 
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gory   are   permanently   unemployable.   These 
could  be— 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  There  are  10,000;  many 
of  them  because  of  mental  disabilities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —for  various  reasons, 
for  social  problems  and  so  forth.  Some  of 
these  persons,  as  I  said,  will  have  to  be 
looked  at  individually  and  some  will  come 
under  the  GAINS  programme. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  The  whole  10,000  should 
come  under  the  GAINS  programme  because 
obviously  they  are  in  a  position  where  most 
of  them  cannot  be  employed  because  of  their 
mental  capabilities,  and  you  know  that  as 
well  as  I.  What  you  are  doing  is  you  are 
discriminating  against  those  people,  not  in 
favour  of,  but  as  compared  to  those  who  are 
physically  disabled.  I  thought  we  were  past 
that  in  this  province,  that  mental  disability 
was  a  reason  for  discriminating  against 
people.  In  effect  this  is  what  you  are  doing 
to  most  of  those  10,000  people.  You  are 
asking  them  to  live  on  $176  a  month  whereas 
all  the  physically  disabled  are  going  to  get 
$216.67. 

I  do  not  know  what  you  call  that  except 
discrimination  against  the  mentally  disabled. 
Most  of  those  people  are  in  that  category 
because  they  don't  have  the  mental  capability 
to  hold  down  permanent  jobs  and  you  know 
that  as  well  as  I.  We  had  that  discussion  in 
the  estimates  for  the  past  five  years  before 
you  finally  even  recognized  most  of  these 
people.  Why  those  10,000  people  are  not 
included  in  the  GAINS  programme  is  cer- 
tainly beyond  any  comprehension  I  have. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudburv 
East.  ^ 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  also 
bothersi  me  in  dealing  with  the  group  my 
friend  from  Nipissing  deals  with'  is  that  many 
of  them  are  in  room  and  board  situations.  It 
is  even  more  devastating  than  has  been  indi- 
cated here.  I  would  suspect  the  overwhelm- 
ing majority  of  that  group  get  about  $120  a 
month. 

I  tried,  if  you  recall,  during  the  estimates 
which  have  just  finished  to  find'  out  how  many 
of  the  unemployables  and)  so  on  were  getting 
maximum  benefits.  I  tried,  for  examplte,  to 
find  out  during  your  estimates  how  many  of 
the  handlicapped  were  on  full  benefits.  I  tried 
last  year  and  I  am  still  awaiting  the  reply. 

The  irony  of  it  is  that  when  those  of  us  in 
the  Legislature  contact  the  ministry  to  find 
out  how  it  is  determined  who  is  unemploy- 
able and;  who  is  disabled,  the  fine  line  that 


distinguishes  beine  unemployable  from  being 
physically  disabled  has  never  been  explained 
to  me  adequately  enough.  I  can  recall  two  or 
three  years  ago,  when  the  change  ultimately 
came,  even  your  colleagues  in  the  Tory  back- 
benches questioned  it  because  no  one  can 
get  a  handle  on  the  determination  of  what  is 
imemployabl'e  and  what  is  disabled. 

What's  the  difference?  If  a  man  can't  go 
out  andi  earn  or  if  a  man  can't  support  him- 
self, what's  the  difference?  What's  the  differ- 
ence between  unemployable  and  disabled?  I 
wish  somebody  would  explain  it  to  me  in 
language  I  can  understand  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  when  a  man  can't  get  out 
and  get  a  job  and  when  he  is  disabled.  What 
is  that  fine  line  which  separates  them?  The 
second'  point  I  want  from  the  minister  is  how 
many  people- 
Mr.  Henderson:  You  will  know  after  the 
next  election. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  will  never  know  what  it  is. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Go  down  and  drain  some  tiltes. 

Mr.  Martel:  Go  downstairs  and)  drain  the 
think  tank. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  Will'  the 
member  for  Lambton  stop  making  moronic 
statements? 

Mr.  Martel:  The  press  up  there  knows  all 
about  him.  You  are  an  expert  at  getting  more 
than  the  disabled  get,  I  can  assure  you. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  You  rip  off 
more  in  a  day  on  your  select  committee  than 
these  people  get  in  a  month. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  second  point  I  would  like 
the  minister  to  tell  me  is  how  many  of  the 
10,000  unemployable  are  getting  the  maxi- 
mum which  is  supposedly!— I  heard  a  different 
figure  tonight;  the  Treasiu*er  said  about  $135 
a  month,  plus  the  transportation,  being  raised 
to  $217.  The  Minister  of  Commimity  and 
Social  Services  likes  to  throw  arounid  the 
figure— he  was  so  embarrassed  last  year— but 
it  was  really  $170  the  disabled  were  getting; 
$155  and'  $15. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That  was  the  maximmn. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  the  maximum,  but  nobody 
gets  the  maximim:!  in  this  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  will  make  a  point  if  I 
may.  I  have  heard  it  said  it  was  $137.  I  was 
using  the  figure  utilized  by  the  member  for 
St.  George,  actually. 
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Mr.  Martel:  The  unfortunate  part  is,  as  we 
try  to  get  a  handle  on  the  total  number  of 
people  who  were  getting  the  maximum  bene- 
fits under  the  disability  allowances  last  year, 
we  couldn't  get  that  either  from  the  ministry. 
I  would  like  to  know  what  the  average  is,  at 
least,  for  the  unemployables.  I  would  suspect 
it  is  closer  to  $100  or  $125,  because  many  of 
them  would  be  under  the  room  and  board 
situation,  which  gives  them  a  straight  $100 
and  you  were  supposed'  to  make  an  increase  in 
January,  an  extra  allotment  of  a  couple  of 
bucks,  for  cigarettes.  I  am  still  awaiting  that 
announcement  as  well.  Possibly  the  minister 
could  answer  those  two  questions  to  start. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  these 
are  the  maximum  amounts  undter  family  bene- 
fits for  boarding  rates.  The  maximum  board- 
ing rate  is  $140  and  some  receive  travel  and 
transportation  of  $15,  making  a  total  of  $155. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  for  the  handicapped. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  As  the  hon.  member 
knows,  for  the  ordinary  needs  now,  the  maxi- 
mum is  $91  and  the  maximum  shelter  is  $64; 
plus  travel  and  transportation  to  those  who 
are  eligible,  making  a  total  of  $170.  That  is 
the  maximimi. 

As  to  the  average,  the  numbers  who  are 
under,  we  woiJd  be  pleased  to  get  those 
figures  for  the  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  minister  still  hasn't  an- 
swered the  other  part  of  the  question.  I 
would  like  an  explanation  of  the  diflFerence 
between  unemployable  and  disabled.  I  want 
the  minister  to  tell  me  what  the  difference 
is. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smitfi:  For  the  most  part  it  is  a 
matter  of  disability. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes,  I  want  to  hear  from  the 
minister  what  the  difference  is  between  dis- 
abled and  unemployable.  Neither  of  them 
can  work.  But  what  makes  it  so  that  one 
is  going  to  get  $217  and  the  other  is  going  to 
stay  at,  I  would  suspect,  an  average  of  $155, 
because  most  of  them  don't  get  the  maxi- 
mum? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Again,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  can  repeat  what  I  said  earlier.  If  you  are 
blind  or  disabled,  if  you  are  18  years  or 
older,  and  if  you  have  a  major  physical  or 
mental  disability- 
Mr.  Deans:  Stop  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No.  That  isn't  the  difference 
between  unemployable  and  disabled;  one  of 
mental  disability.  Isn't  that  a  difference? 


Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —that  severely  limits 
you  in  carrying  out  your  normal  living  activi- 
ties, and  it  is  considered  a  permanent  handi- 
cap—it has  to  be  reviewed  by  the  medical 
advisory  board— this  is  the  definition  of  a 
permanently  disabled  person. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  what's  the  difference?  One 
is  related  to  the  other. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Minister,  what  you  are 
saying  is  that  those  unemployable  people 
aren't  capable  of  going  out  in  the  work  force 
and  earning  a  living.  If  that  is  what  you  are 
saying,  all  10,000  should  be  included  in  the 
GAINS  programme  because  they  can't  go  out 
and  carry  on  in  a  normal  fashion.  They  can't 
go  out  and  support  themselves  and,  therefore, 
automatically  they  should  be  taken  into  the 
GAINS  programme  as  well. 

They  are  there;  most  of  them  were  on 
general  welfare  for  three,  four  or  five  years 
before  you  took  them  into  the  unemployable 
category  and  granted  them  FBA.  They  were 
already  on  welfare  for  four  or  five  years.  Are 
you  going  to  say  now  that  they  have  to  go 
back  and  start  the  whole  ball  game  over 
again  to  determine  whether  they  are  eligible 
for  that  part  of  the  GAINS  programme? 
That's  ridiculous.  They  have  been  through  it 
all. 

Most  of  them  haven't  worked  in  five  years 
and  you  know  it  because  I  don't  think  there 
is  a  case  that  you  took  over  last  year  that 
hadn't  been  on  general  welfare  for  at  least 
three  years.  I  am  saying  to  the  minister  there 
is  no  distinction  between  those  10,000  and 
the  24,000  you  mention.  They  are  incapable 
of  earning  or  carrying  on  in  a  normal  fashion 
and  they  should  be  included  in  the  GAINS 
programme  or,  as  the  member  for  Nipissing 
says,  you  are  discriminating  against  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  kind  of  cheating  at  the 
expense  of  those  who  have  mental  disabili- 
ties of  one  kind  or  another;  it  is  wretched 
little  cheating  at  the  expense  of  that  10,000. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George 
has  the  floor. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  opened 
this  matter  because  it  seemed  to  me  that  as 
we  try  to  relate  this  formula  to  those  who 
are  disabled,  we  are  going  to  find  we  cannot 
cover  the  situation  in  this  formula,  and  some 
of  that  has  already  been  raised  now. 

The  question  here  is,  there  is  no  provision 
in  this  bill,  as  it  is  before  us,  in  the  formula 
for  the  situation  which  was  raised  in  the 
estimates  by  me  and  which  was  to  be  an- 
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swered  when  we  came  to  the  discussion  of 
GAINS. 

It  relates  very  closely  to  something  else 
that  I  want  to  say,  I  raised  the  question  of 
the  mother  who  has  a  disabled  child  who 
will  presumably  be  under  this,  because  that 
child  is  over  20  years  of  age.  That  child 
presumably  would  be  entitled  to  GAINS.  But 
what  happened  before,  when  that  child  got 
an  increase?  Mother's  allowance  went  down. 

An  hon.  member:  Right.  Disgraceful. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  want  to  know  if  that  is 
going  to  prevail  in  this  programme.  You  have 
a  mother  who  is  on  duty  24  hours  a  day,  365 
days  a  year,  and  she  has  no  compensation. 
Basically,  as  I  would  see  it,  if  this  child  gets 
the  $216.67— and  she  needs  it— the  mother  is 
then  cut  back  on  her  FBA.  She's  not  dis- 
abled yet,  but  if  you  continue  the  way  you 
are  going  with  her  she  is  going  to  be  so 
crippled  from  wheeling  around  a  wheelchair 
every  day,  and  several  times  a  day,  that  she 
is  at  the  moment  going  to  be  left  with  less 
than  she  had  before. 

I  want  an  explanation  of  that  case.  I  want 
to  know  where  it  fits  into  this  kind  of  a 
formula,  because  it  isn't  provided  for  as  a 
formula  here.  I  also  want  a  clear  explanation 
as  to  why  we  always  take  the  position  that  if 
the  federal  government  gives  more,  we  will 
give  less.  Surely  if  ever  there  was  a  time, 
when  you  were  doing  a  programme  like  this, 
to  put  in  a  clause  to  protect  them  from 
having  to  give  back  portions  which  they 
may  get  from  the  federal  government,  the 
time  is  now  to  ensure  that  they  get  to  keep 
whatever  the  increases  are. 

I  have  to  say  in  this  House— and  I  wish 
I  didn't— that  when  I  started  in  this  business 
a  year  ago,  people  were  on  $131  a  month  on 
disability  pension.  That  has  been  increased 
for  these  people,  up  to  $137  in  my  riding. 
I  have  to  take  a  position  that  I  am  grateful 
that  at  least  they  are  getting  this.  I  am  not 
proud  of  taking  that  position,  but  when  I 
see  what  they  have  been  living  on  or  exist- 
ing on,  it  is  infinitely  better  than  what  they 
have  now. 

But  if  you  are  going  to  cut  back  every 
chance  you  get,  and  if  you  are  going  to 
penalize  the  people  in  the  cases  I  have 
suggested,  then  all  I  can  say  is  that  it  is 
heiartless  and  cruel.  You  have  announced  a 
programme  that  people  are  waiting  to  see 
begin  July  1.  I  think  we  had  better  know 
the  effect  on  these  people  too.  Please,  at 
this  point  in  time,  don't  start  trying  to  chop 
and  change  or  try  to  analyse  people  under 


some  kind  of  a  gigantic  microscope  to  see 
whether  or  not  they  fit,  because  they  have 
needs,  they  have  terrible  needs  and  you 
know  it,  Mr.  Minister.  You  know  it  and 
we  know  it.  I  would  like  an  answer  to  those 
questions,  since  they  don't  fit  into  this  for- 
mula as  I  see  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  dur- 
ing the  estimates  when  we  were  referring 
to  the  GAINS  programme,  I  mentioned  that 
there  was  no  doubt,  in  view  of  the  rising 
cost  of  living,  that  our  next  priority  would 
probably  he  to  provide  additional  assistance 
for  mothers  with  children.  I'd  like  to  say 
now  that  the  allowance  of  a  mother  who 
is  presently  receiving  family  benefits  will 
not  be  reduced  as  a  result  of  having  a  child 
or  children  who  are  under  the  GAINS  pro- 
gramme. I'd  like  to  repeat  that.  If  the 
mother  is  presently  receiving  family  benefits 
and  if  she  has  a  child  or  children  who  are 
eligible  for  GAINS  who  are  physically  dis- 
abled and  18  years  of  age,  her  allowance 
will  not  be  reduced. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  And  if  she  is  on  general 
welfare  assistance? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  think  the  same  would 
apply,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  she  was  under 
general  welfare  assistance.  But  there  are  very 
few.  As  the  hon.  member  knows,  those  who 
are  receiving  general  welfare  assistance  are 
on  the  average  short-term  recipients— about 
two  to  three  months.  If  they  are  long-term, 
then  they  come  under  the  Family  Benefits 
Act. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  just 
the  problem  with  this  whole  matter.  We 
have  no  assurajices  for  any  of  these  things. 
The  minister  thinks  this  is  the  way  it  will 
work.  Does  the  minister  not  realize  that  as 
we  go  into  our  ridings— any  one  of  us, 
whether  we  be  Conservative,  NDP  or 
Liberal— people  are  waiting  for  us  to  explain 
to  them  what  they  are  going  to  get  come 
July  1?  We  don't  know  and  you  don't  know, 
which  is  worse. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
hon.  member  can  tell  them  that  no  one  will 
be  adversely  affected  by  the  GAINS  pro- 
gramme. The  great  majority  will  be  re- 
ceiving more. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  great  majority  will 
receive  more  and  then  there  will  be  those 
who  won't  get  any  change  at  all.  We  com- 
prehend but  we  don't  understand.  I  sup- 
pose that  is  the  way  it  is. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  As  the  Treasurer 
mentioned,  there  are  somewhere  around 
311,000  elderly  and  at  this  time  about  32,500 
blind  and  permanently  disabled.  There  will 
be  probably  several  more  thousand  within 
a  few  weeks  who  will  be  transferred.  At  a 
rough  guess,  that  makes  about  360,000. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr,  Chairman,  then  I  can 
take  it  that  as  of  July  1  under  the  complex 
formula— and  I  have  to  say,  having  sat  in 
the  committee,  I  appreciate  the  complexities 
of  it  and  I'm  not  going  to  deny  that— all  of 
those  now  on  CIS  entitled  in  accordance 
with  this  will  automatically  get  a  cheque. 
But  are  all  of  those  who  are  on  FBA  in  the 
position  that  they  now  must  apply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  No. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Are  they  automatically 
going  to  go  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  No,  that  is  in  the  ad. 
I  hope  the  hon.  member  reads  the  ads  in 
the  newspapers. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
expect  to  get  the  policies  of  this  govern- 
ment from  advertisements  in  newspapers.  I 
expect  the  minister  to  give  it  to  me  in  this 
House. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  question  was 
answered  about  three  times  in  the  standing 
committee  when  you  were  there. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Tm  sorry,  I  missed'  the 
pearls  of  wisdom  from  the  Treasurer. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  question  you  are  now 
asking  was  answered  about  three  times  or  30 
times  in  the  standing  committee  a  few  d'ays 
ago  in  your  presence. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  at  no  time 
in  the  standing  committee  were  we  discussing 
the  FBA. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Oh,  yes,  we  were. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  Treasiuier  knows  that 
perfectly  well. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville): 
That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  went  through  all  the 
categories  time  and  time  again. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  We  did  not  touch  FBA  or 
the  drug  programme,  and  he  knows  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That's  right. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  We  dfocussed  food  for  the 
first  time. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  went  through  all  of  it. 
We  went  through  all  the  categories  time  and 
time  again. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  committee  did  not 
touch  FBA  or  the  drug  programme  and  you 
know  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That's  right. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Don't  tell  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  read  the  advertise- 
ment to  you. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  You  didft't  read  the  adver- 
tisement. You  simply  held  it  up  and  told  us 
to  advise  our  people  to  call  that  number.  Do 
you  know  what  happens  when  you  call  that 
number?  Have  you  called  it  to  find'  out  what 
land  of  nonsense  you  get? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  They  don't  know. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  You 
get  a  Tory  back-bencher  soliciting  fundb. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No,  they  don't  know.  Don't 
talk  to  me  about  reading  advertisements.  They 
are  as  misleading  sometimes  as  some  of  the 
things  you've  said  in  this  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  How  does  one  get  in- 
formation to  the  people  if  you  don't  put  it  in 
advertisements,  on  the  radio  and  so  forth? 
This  is  how  the  ad  reads:  "If  you  are  blind 
or  disabled  and  you  now  receive  assistance 
under  Ontario's  family  benefits  programme 
you  will  receive  your  benefit  cheque  each 
month  automatically.  You  do  not  have  to 
apply  for  it."  The  "You  do  not  have  to  apply 
for  it"  is  in  big,  black  letters. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Did  the  minister  put  it  in 
Braille  as  well? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  wanted  to  raise  it  in  the 
House  because  that  phone  number  is  phoney. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  The  regional  oflBce  ^id 
they  don't  have  any  part  of  the  programme 
there. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  a  $100  million  red  herring 
the  minister  pulled.  We've  just  done  the 
figures  for  you.  You  wait  until  the  member 
for  Wentworth  speaks. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  it 
that  having  established  the  first  question 
undter  the  first  formula  we  are  to  pursue 
through  all  of  the  rest  of  it  precisely  the 
same  formula  for  the  handicapped  as  we  have 
followed  for  those  who  are  over  65.  Is  that 
correct? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  are  £oll>owing  the 
same  formula  for  those  who  are  undter  65  as 
those  who  are  over  65.  Is  that  the  hon. 
member's  question? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I'm  talking  now  about  two 
people  who  are  both  entitled;  is  their  com- 
bined entitlement  to  be— if  they  receive 
$298.64  will  they  not  obtain  GAINS?  Is  that 
true,  under  FBA? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle:  On  an  annual  income 
it's  $2,600.  The  maximum  is  $2,600  of  in- 
come and  if  they're  over  that  they  are  not 
eligible  for  GAINS;  for  a  single  person. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  For  a  married  couple? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle:  For  a  single  pereon;  a 
married  couple  get  $5,200. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  asking  about  tihe 
married  couple.  What  is  the  maximum  for  a 
married  couple,  each  of  whomi  is  disablfedl  and 
entitled,  presumably,  to  GAINS?  Is  it  com- 
bined up  to  $5,200?  Is  $4,500  the  maximum 
or  what  is  the  eligibility? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  My  undlerstanding,  and 
I  can  be  corrected,  is  it's  $5,200;  $2,600  for 
a  single  person  and  double  for  a  married 
couple. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you  very  much.  I'm 
glad  that  is  confirmed;  is  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Again,  Mr.  Chairman, 
to  the  hon.  member,  it's  in'  the  ad. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  de- 
hghted  the  minister  is  saying  this  because  I 
think  we  found  that  in  certain  areas  it  is 
not  double  for  a  couple  65  or  over.  However, 
if  that  is  what  the  minister  is  saying  for  those 
who  are  on  disabihty  pensions  now  at  least 
that  is  a  clarification. 

I  presume  we'll  have  the  same— the  only 
cases  involving  a  married  couple,  where  the 
spouse  would  gaing  anything  at  all  in  this— 
I  don't  know  how  the  spouse  would  gain 
anything.  I'm  wondering  to  what  extent,  if 
the  spouse  is  on  general  welfare  and  the 
husband,  we'll  say,  is  on  disability,  what  will 
the  figures  be,  what  will  the  formula  be, 
having  in  mind  that  they  have  no  other  in- 
come whatsoever? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  don't  know  if  I'm 
answering  the  hon.  member's  question.  First, 
as  I  said  earlier,  a  single  person  is  allowed 
$2,600;  and  a  married  couple's  income  is 
$5,200.  And  you  are  asking  what  it  is  if  a 
person  is  under  GAINS  and  the  spouse  is 
receiving  general  welfare   assistance?  Again, 


her  welfare  assistance  is  calculated  as  income 
and  it  depends  on  the  amount.  If  his  maxi- 
mum is  $217.67  a  month,  then  12  times  that, 
whatever  that  is— it's  roughly  $2,600.  Then 
she  gets  $100  welfare  assistance  a  month, 
that's  $l,200-so  that's  $3,800.  They're 
allowed  up  to  $5,200.  There's  no  problem.  I 
don't  see  any  reduction. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Do  I  understand  from 
that,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  GAINS  pro- 
gramme under  FBA  makes  up  the  difference 
between  the  $3,800  in  the  case  put  and 
$5,200? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  they  are  both  on 
GAINS. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No,  I'm  talking  about  one 
on  GAINS  and  one  not. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  Treasurer  is  in  trouble. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Would  you  repeat  that 
again,  please,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.   B.   Newman:   One  is  on  GAINS  and 

one  is  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  One  is  on  GAINS- 
and  the  other  one? 

An  hon.  member:  On  welfare. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Is  on  general  welfare. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Is  on  general  welfare, 

yes. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  And  you  worked  it  out 
that— as  I  had  it  and  I  maybe  misunderstood 
you— if  their  combined  income  in  this  cir- 
cumstances came  to  $3,800,  my  understand- 
ing of  what  the  minister  said,  Mr.  Chairman, 
was  that  they  then  would  be  allowed  up  to 
$5,200.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
spouse  would  probably  be  under  family  bene- 
fits. If  I  can  give  you  this  example:  A  mar- 
ried disabled  person,  renting;  under  the 
family  benefits,  they're  presently  getting 
$275  a  month.  Under  the  GAINS  programme 
the  recipient,  the  one  who's  eligible,  he  or 
she  would  get  the  $216.67  and  the  spouse 
would  get  $105  making  a  total  of  $321.67. 

So,  in  this  particular  case  they  would  be 
better  off  by- 
Mr.  Martel:  But  there  has  been  a  cutback. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  They  would  be  better  off, 
I  presume,  if  they  were  both  disabled? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Sure,  then  they  could 
receive  more. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  If  they  were  both  dis- 
abled, definitely.  If  they  were  both  disabled 
then  they  get  the  maximum— 

An  hon.  member:  $5,200. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  They  get  $434  a 
month  if  they  were  both  disabled, 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Their  needs  are  the  same. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 
for  this  exercise  is  this— 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Don't  say  that;  that's  not 
right— unless  they  are  mentally  and  physically 
disabled. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —can  you  not  hear  what 
you  are  saying?  Can  you  not  hear  what  you 
are  saying  in  the  kind  of  discrimination  that 
you  show  in  these  cases?  Can  you  not  un- 
derstand that?  You  say  that  if  they  are  both 
disabled  they  can  have— and  I'm  delighted— 
up  to  $5,200.  I'm  delighted,  because  as  I 
have  the  figures  for  those  over  65  they  could 
have  up  to  $4,500— and  that  was  explained. 
I  am  glad  that  the*  disabled  can  have  up  to 
$5,200.  But  if  only  one  of  them  is  disabled, 
then  can  they  afford  to  live  on  $3,000? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  On  $3,800. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  All  right,  you  are  the 
mathematician.  On  $3,800.  I  am  corrected 
and  I  accept  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  $1,400  less. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  What  is  the  philosophy  of 
that?  Why  is  it  that  again  it  would  appear, 
from  what  I  see  in  this,  that  if  you  are 
over  65  you  are  better  off  than  if  you  are 
under  65  and  one  is  disabled  and  one  is  on 
another  form  of  welfare  assistance?  Isn't  it 
a  fact  that  what  we  have  been  crying  for  in 
this  Legislature  is  for  ain  imderstandmg  that 
of  the  people  who  have  been  disadvantaged 
the  worst  off  have  been  the  disabled?  These 
are  the  people  to  whom  you  cannot  say 
with  some  of  the  talk  that  I've  heard  in  this 
Legislature,  which  has  shocked  me,  "Get  to 
work,  you  are  a  bunch  of  bums."  You  can't 
say  that  of  the(m  surely  because  they  can't 
work.  Yet  you  still  keep  up  this  same  old 
discrimination,  as  I  see  it  from  what  the 
minister  is  telling  me. 

I  see  the  minister  has  now  received  some 
information  from  the  experts  over  here.  I 
would  be  delighted  if  they  will  clarify  what 
the  minister  has  said.  Hopefully,  it  won't 
come  out  the  way  he  said  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  hon.  member 
speaks  as  if  there  were  unlimited  resources. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh  hell! 

Mr.  Foulds:  Don't  start  that  argument. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  There  are  limited  re- 
sources. 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't  use  that  argument. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  GAINS  pro- 
gramme, as  the  Treasurer  mentioned,  is 
highlighting  the  needs  of  the  elderly,  the 
blind    and    the   physically   disabled   persons. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  what  GAINS  is 
all  about,  to  provide  special  assistance  to 
those   who   have   definite   recognized   needs. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Why  should  it  be  special? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  say, 
I  have  earlier  expressed  myself  as  having  to 
feel  somewhat  grateful  for  the  handicapped 
who  indeed  are  getting  a  better  break  than 
they  have  had  up  until  now.  But  surely  the 
minister  cannot  in  all  conscience  talk  to  this 
House  or  to  the  public  about  recognizing  the 
needs  of  the  handicapped,  if  indeed  he  is 
correct  that  we  are  still  going  to  differen- 
tiate holding  the  handicapped  at  a  lower 
rate  than  the  over  65s.  I  thought  that  that 
was  the  thrust  of  what  the  Treasurer  had 
said  and  that  that  was  the  thrust  of  what 
this  minister  had  said,  and  that  at  long  last 
we  were  recognizing  the  problems  of  the 
disabled  and  we  were  prepared  to— 

Mr.  Martel:  And  their  families. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —cut  the  differential. 

May  I  ask  a  question  at  this  point,  since 
I  think  it's  all  part  of  the  same  situation? 
We  have  maintained,  I  take  it  from  what 
the  minister  says,  some  differential  in  certain 
circumstances.  The  minister  advised  us  dur- 
ing the  estimates  that  there  was  serious 
discussion  between  his  ministry  and  the 
Housing  ministry  on  the  matter  of  clarifying 
the  problem  wherdby  the  disabled  on  less 
income  were  paying  more  rent  in  public 
housing.  Is  he  going  to  make  an  announce- 
ment now  that  that  differential  has  been 
clarified  and  that  they  will  not  be  in  a 
worse  position  on  that  point? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I'd  like  to  make  a 
couple  of  comments,  Mr.  Chairman.  During 
our  estimates.  I  said  it  appears  from  the 
letters  we  are  getting  and  the  letters  that  the 
members  are  getting,  the  persons  today  who 
are  having  a  really  di£Bcult  time  are  those 
with  families  with  children  and  that's  an  area. 

With  reference  to  housing,  as  the  hon. 
member  knows  and  as  I  mentioned  there  were 
discussions  going  on  between  the  Ministry  of 
Housing  and  the  federal  department  respon- 
sible for  housing  on  this  question  of  rent 
geared  to  income.  It's  a  very  complex  area. 
As  was  indicated  in  our  estimates,  the  rents 
in  OHC  have  been  frozen  since,  I  believe, 
March  of  1973  and  this  whole  question  of 
rent  and  prices  and  so  forth  is  one  that  the 
Ministry^  of  Housing  has  under  very  active 
consideration.  There  have  been  talks  within 
our  own  government  as  well  as  with  the  fed- 
eral government  and  I  believe  in  this  area  I 
will  leave  it  to  the  Minister  of  Housing  (Mr. 
Handleman ) . 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
just— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  I  may  just  interject 
for  a  moment,  the  hon.  member  took  ofFence 
earlier  at  the  suggestion  that  she  might  have 
read  the  adverts  to  inform  herself  about  cer- 
tain details  of  the  plan.  In  fact  it  wasn't 
necessary  because  as  shown  on  page  3266  of 
Hansard,  Friday,  June  14,  my  statement  in- 
cluded the  following: 

The  great  majority  of  the  elderly  who  are  entitled 
to  GAINS  are  already  receiving  the  federal  guaran- 
teed income  supplement.  Beginning  in  July  they  will 
automatically  receive  GAINS  cheques  which  will 
raise  their  incomes  up  to  the  guaranteed  levels.  They 
do  not  need  to  apply  for  it. 

Similarly,  the  blind  and  the  disabled  who  are 
presently  receiving  family  benefits  will  automatically 
receive  the  increased  benefits  under  the  Family 
Benefits  Act. 

The  drug  benefits  will  also  automatically  embrace 
those  who  receive  the  guaranteed  income  supplement, 
GAINS  or  provincial  family  benefits. 

And  so  on.  So  I  think  the  high  dudgeon 
displayed  earlier  is  not  entirely  appropriate. 

Let  me  try  to  recapitulate  the  situation. 
If  two  people  are  over  65  years  of  age,  they 
will  have  a  minimum  cash  income  of  $100  per 
week,  plus  tax  credits,  and  so  on.  If  two 
people  are  under  65  and  both  qualify  as 
disabled  or  blind,  they  will  receive  $100  a 
week  cash  money,  plus  tax  credits,  and  so  on. 
If  one  person  is  over  65,  he  will  receive  $50. 
If  the  spouse  is  between  60  and  65,  she  will 
have  a  certain  entitlement  under  the  widows' 
allowance  programme,  so  called.  If  a  person 
is  disabled  and  has  a  spouse  who  is  not  over 
65  and  who  is  not  disabled- 


Mrs.  Campbell:  What  about  if  she's  not  a 
widow  but  she's— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —that  person  will  qualify 
for  either  FBA  or  general  welfare  and  these 
benefits  are  being  kept  in  place  so  that  every- 
body among  these  311,000  people  or  there- 
abouts will  be  increased  very  substantially. 
In  so  doing  for  the  first  time  in  the  history 
of  this  province,  we  are  bringing  the  dis- 
abled and  blind  up  to  the  same  level  pre- 
viously enjoyed  and  to  the  new  level  now 
being  enjoyed  by  the  older  people  in  this 
province. 

The  reason  we  took  this  matter  into  the 
standing  committee  is  because  these  mathe- 
matical determinations  become  extremely 
complicated  and  we  had  a  great  raft  of  ex- 
perts who  could  sit  down  and  describe  the 
increase  in  benefits  in  given  circumstances, 
which  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  impos- 
sible in  this  setting. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that 
one  of  the  things  we  should  understand  for 
those  who  weren't  at  the  committee  was  that 
notwithstanding  that  statement  the  formula 
doesn't  provide  that  everyone  on  CIS  will  in 
fact  get  the  benefit  of  GAINS.  I  think  this  is 
part  of  the  problem  that  we  faced  in  that 
committee.  When  the  matter  came  up  and  it 
was  mentioned  just  in  those  terms,  we  did 
not  discuss  the  matter  of  the  unemployable, 
nor  did  we  get  to  grips  with  how  the  drugs 
would  work— and  we  still  haven't.  We  don't 
know  at  this  point  in  time,  notwithstanding 
some  of  the  statements  which  have  been 
made,  just  where  the  drug  programme  fits, 
what  will  be  the  responsibility  of  the  munic- 
ipality and  what  is  the  responsibility  of  the 
provincial  government. 

I  was  at  a  meeting  recently  when  I  stated 
that  the  matter  was  very  fuzzy  and  that  ac- 
cording to  the  statements  contained  in  the 
blue  book,  in  the  matter  of  the  Ministry  of 
Community  and  Social  Services,  the  drug 
programme  was  quite  unclear  and  it  was 
quite  possible  that  some  of  those  65  and 
over  would  be  receiving  drugs  via  the  munic- 
ipalities. 

1  was  corrected  on  that  occasion.  I  stated 
that  if  I  were  wrong  I  would  be  happy  to 
apologize  and  I  did  on  that  occasion.  But 
when  we  tried  to  check  with  Health  sub- 
sequent to  that  we  could  not  find  out  from 
that  ministry  the  answers  to  those  questions. 
Perhaps  now  while  we  are  in  the  mi<fet  of 
this  wholie  formula  picture  we  could  be  given 
that  information  at  the  same  time. 

I  would,  however,  also  like  to  point  out  that 
what  was  said  by  the  Minister  of  Commimity 
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and  Social  Services  on  the  matter  of  housing, 
appears  in  Hansard'  on  page  S-1334.  He  said: 

And  the  GAINS  legislation,  as  was  indicated,  defi- 
nitely will  be  introduced  this  week  and  it  will  be 
fully  discussed.  There  are  also  some  ongoing  discus- 
sions between  the  Ministry  of  Housing  and  our  min- 
istry, as  well  as  with  Treasury  and  Economics  and 
with  the  Ministry  of  Revenue.  The  Minister  of  Health 
is  also  involved  in  the  GAINS  programme.  The  pro- 
gramme has  to  be  rationalized.  I  think  you  are  in 
agreement  with  that.  If  I  understand  the  gist  of  your 
remarks,  Mrs.  Campbell- 
There  was  I  think  no  mention  at  that  point 
in  time  of  any  other  involvement  other  than 
that  as  set  out  in  Hansard.  Could  we  know 
either  from  you  or  from  somebody  who  has 
some  answers  on  the  matters  of  the  housing 
position  and  who  is  supplying  drugs  to 
whom  and  on  what  date? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  during 
our  estimates  when  the  hon.  member  raised 
the  question  about  GAINS,  it  was  quite  true 
that  my  understanding  was  the  GAINS  legis- 
lation was  going  to  be  introdticed  on'  a  cer^ 
tain  d'ay.  It  was  introdliced  a  few  days'  earlier. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  not  holding  the  minis- 
ter to  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  also  said  I  believe  that 
that  I  would  ask  the  mimster  responsible  for 
piloting  the  GAINS  bill  to  bring  it  to  the 
standing  committee  on  social'  devel'opment 
policy,  and  hopefully  the  variousi  ministers 
and  their  oflBcials  would  be  at  this  meeting. 

I  also  said  that  the  question  of  housing  was 
a  very  important  one.  It  had  implications  on 
GAINS.  ITiere  has  been  an  interdepartmental 
task  force  with  representatives  from  the 
various  ministries  dealing  with  this  question, 
and  it  specifically  comes  under  the  Minister  of 
Housing.  At  the  same  time,  as  the  hon.  mem- 
ber knows,  in  this  legislation  in  Bill  96  there 
is  no  reference  to  housing.  With  reference  to 
drugs,  I  think  all  the  hon.  members'  have  re- 
ceived copies  of  the  various  news  releases 
dealing  with  the  various  matters.  There  is  one 
specifically  under  drug  benefits. 

Mr.  Martel:  It  doesn't  say  who  is  going  to 
pay  for  it.  fe  GWA  paying  or  is  the  Health 
ministry  paying  or  who  is  paying  for  it?  Out 
of  whose  budget  is  it  coming? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  We  have  the  Minister 
of  Health  here.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  under- 
standing is  this  programme  will  be  admin- 
istered by  the  Ministry  of  Health  and  that 
powers  will  be  issued.  It  will  be  effective 
Sept.  1.  All  those  who  are  recipients  of  the 
GAINS  programme  will  receive  a  card  and 
will  be  covered  for  prescribed  drugs. 


Mr.  Martel:  But  it  will  come  out  of  the 
Ministry  of  Health  estimates  for  payment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Y^,  that  is  right,  ex- 
cept for  those  who  are  under  the  General 
Welfare  Assistance  Act.  The  mimicipalities 
will'  have  no  part  in  the  dirug  programme 
under  GAINS.  That  will  be  under  the  Minis- 
try of  Health. 

Mr.  Martel:  Thank  God. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Thank  good- 
ness for  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  general  welfare 
assistance  recipients  will  be  dealt  with 
through  the  regular  procedure  under  the 
mimicipal  administrators. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  the  member  for  St. 
George  finished? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  For  the  moment,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nipissing. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  I  just  have  one  or  two 
questions  I  want  to  ask  on  the  drugs.  We 
might  as  well  cover  it  now,  because  the 
Minister  of  Health  is  here  and  I  want  to 
catch  him  before  he  leaves. 

Under  this  programme  the  cheapest  dnig 
on  the  list  will  be  dispensed  by  the  pharma- 
cist, whereas  under  the  Parcost  programme 
the  ministry  would  not  allow  that  to  pass  as 
an  amendment  put  forward  at  that  time.  So 
what  we  are  going  to  have  is  two  classifica- 
tions of  drugs  in  this  province;  one  for  those 
who  go  in  and  buy  their  drugs— they  won't 
be  allowed  to  have,  under  the  Parcost  pro- 
gramme, the  cheapest  product  which  has  been 
placed  on  the  list— but  under  this  programme 
the  people  who  are  covered  are  going  to  be 
forced  to  take  the  cheapest  drug  on  the  list. 

I  would  like  one  of  the  ministers  to  explain 
to  me  why,  if  you  are  over  65,  you  have  to 
take  the  cheapest  drugs,  or  if  you  are  dis- 
abled, you  have  to  take  the  cheapest  drugs, 
or  if  you  are  in  some  other  way  a  recipient 
of  GAINS,  why  you  have  to  take  the  cheap- 
est drugs,  whereas  all  the  other  people  in 
the  province  are  given  the  opportimity  to  dis- 
cuss it  with  their  pharmacist  and  not  get  the 
cheapest  drugs  on  the  programme? 

Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health):  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  am  rather  surprised  that  the 
member,  who  obviously  knows  something 
about  drugs,  would  equate  cheapest  with 
quality. 
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Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  You  did  in  your  Act,  and 
you  wouldn't  accept  the  amendment  that  I 
put  forward  to  force  them  to  dispense  the 
cheapest  drugs. 

Mr.  Laughren:  You  wouldn't  accept  the 
Manitoba  plan. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  I  don't  but  you  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Again,  you  are  a  member 
of  an  organization  which  was  very  interested 
in  this  issue. 

Mr.  Laughren:  You  can't  have  it  both  ways, 
Frank.  You  talk  out  of  both  sides  of  your 
mouth.  It  is  your  legislation  that  separates 
the  quality  from  the  cheapest  price,  not  his. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  We  are  only  identifying 
things  of  equal  quality  in  the  Parcost  drug 
index.  Do  you  agree  with  that  statement? 
Interchangeable  quality? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Yes,  well,  it  is  more  than 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  They  are  interchangeable, 
therefore  they  are  equivalent  in  their  thera- 
peutic value. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  The  price  that  is  charged 
for  them  is  a  function  of  the  independent 
manufacturer's  opinion  of  the  value  of  his 
product.  When  the  government  is  paying  for 
them  I  think  the  government  has  a  right  to 
demand  that  the  lowest-cost  interchangeable 
product  be  supplied,  and  we  are  doing  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Why  not  make  it  manda- 
tory? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Why  is  that  not  appli- 
cable when  the  general  public  is  paying  for 
them?  That's  the  amendment  that  I  put  for- 
ward when  you  put  the  bill  through  the  com- 
mittee in  place  of  the  minister,  who  was  ill 
at  the  time,  and  you  refused  to  accept  that 
amendment. 

Mr.  Laughren:  You  used  the  opposite 
argument  then.   It  is  a  double- think. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  So  you  can't  use  that 
same  argument  you  used  then  the  other  way 
round  now.  You  were  either  right  than  or  you 
are  right  now.  So  it  is  another  case  of  you 
saying,  "We  will  use  the  cheapest  drug  for 
these  people,  but  for  those  who  can  aflFord 
better—"  and  you  are,  in  effect,  by  not  ac- 
cepting that  amendment  at  that  time  saying 
there  is  a  better  drug. 


Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  But  the  hon.  member 
keeps  on  trying  to  imply  that  cheapest  means 
poorer. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  No,  you  do. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  No  I  do  not.  I  quite 
agree  that  if  we  call  something  interchange- 
able in  the  Parcost  drug  index,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  patient  it  can  be  used  with 
equal  therapeutic  value 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  If  that's  the  case,  why 
didn't  you  accept  the  amendment  at  that 
time? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  For  the  simple  reason 
that  the  people  who  are  in  the  business,  and 
you  are  one  of  them— 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  I  am  not  any  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Well  you  were;  perhaps 
that's  why  you  can  now  talk  with  such  fer- 
vour. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  I  have  been  out  for  three 
years,  since  before  Parcost  came  in. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  The  fact  remains  that 
there  were  inventory  problems,  and  you  are 
aware  of  those  inventory  problems,  and  that 
not  everyone  has  at  all  times  got  the  lowest- 
cost  Parcost  item  in  his  index.  There  is  no 
incentive  for  a  Parcost  druggist  to  sell  you 
something  that  is  not  the  lowest,  because  he 
adds  a  fixed  fee  to  the  cost  of  the  drug.  Is 
that  correct? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Therefore,  it's  not  a 
question  of  making  more  money  on  a  prod- 
uct listed  at  a  higher  price  in  the  parcost 
index. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  No,  that  is- 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  It  is  a  question  of  hying 
to  have  in  stock  those  things  which  phy- 
sicians specify  on  a  non-interchangeable 
basis.  Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  You  are  wrong  on  the 
profits. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  we  have  discussed 
drugs.  It  really— 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  He  asked  me  some  ques- 
tions and  I  am  answering  his  questions. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  (d). 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  First  of  all- 
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Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  You  might  as  well  en- 
joy the  role.  It  is  usually  us  who  have  to 
answer  the  questions. 

Mr.  J.  P.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  I'll  bet 
he  does  a  better  job. 

Mr.  R.  S.  Smith:  First  of  all,  you  are 
wrong  in  saying  there  is  not  a  difference  in 
the  profit,  because  the  drug  companies  have 
made  a  farce  of  the  index  by  offering  dif- 
ferent Idnds  of  deals  on  different  kinds  of 
drugs.  You  know  that  as  well  as  I.  They 
have  tried  to  undermine  your  whole  pro- 
gramfme  with  different  costs  from  what  are 
published  in  the  index. 

The  point  I'm  trying  to  make  is  why  did 
you  not  accept  the  amendment  to  have  the 
pharmacist  go  to  the  cheapest  drug  on  the 
index  which  is  interchangeable  and  which, 
I  say,  is  just  as  good  as  any  of  the  brand 
name  products  if  it  is  on  the  index? 

I  accept  your  index.  I  accept  that  pro- 
gramme as  being  a  good  programme  except 
that  now  you  come  along  and  you  are  apply- 
ing different  principles  to  these  people.  You 
say  it  causes  problems  for  the  pharmacist  in 
his  stocking  of  these  drugs.  What  is  this 
going  to  do?  The  same  pharmacists  are  going 
to  have  to  fill  these  same  prescriptions  un- 
der this  GAINS  programme  unless  you  are 
going  to  stipulate  which  ones  are.  You 
should  go  back  to  your  parcost  programme 
and  accept  the  amendment  offered  at  that 
time.  Then  we  would  be  back  on  an  equal 
footing,  with  equity  for  all  people. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Nickel 
Belt 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Between  this  minister  and  the  provincial 
secretary  beside  him,  they  are  going  to  con- 
vert me  from  an  avowed  socialist  to  a  doc- 
trinaire one  if  they  keep  up  with  these  kinds 
of  policies. 

I  really  don't  understand  why  the  minister 
insists  on  segmenting  the  disadvantaged  in 
the  province.  Does  the  minister  really  un- 
derstand? I'll  go  back  to  what  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  referred  to  earlier. 
Does  he  really  understand  the  difference 
between  physically  disabled  and  mentally 
disabled?  If  he  would  spend  an  hour  talking 
with  some  of  the  Workmens'  Compensation 
Board  people  who  have  told  people  who 
were  injured  on  the  job  that  they  are  not 
eligible  for  workmen's  compensation  benefits 
because  of  something  called  functional  over- 
lay, he  would  understand  how  inequitable 
it  is  to  make  a  distinction  between  those  who 


are  disabled  on  the  job  and  those  who  are 
disabled   for   whatever   reason. 

Surely  the  minister  can  see  that  here 
we  are  in  1974  still  segmenting  people  who 
are  disabled  whether  they  be  mentally  dis- 
abled, as  the  member  for  Nipissing  said; 
or  whether  they  be  physically  disabled  as 
a  result  of  an  injury  on  the  job;  falling 
somewhere  between  so  that  no  one  can 
classify  what  kind  of  disability  they  have. 
It's  completely  beyond  me  how  the  minister 
can  sit  there  and  see  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  levels  of  benefits  of  those  two 
classifications  of  disabled  and  liv^e  \^^th  this 
kind  of  legislation. 

Mr.  Martel:  Even  his  medical  staff  can't 
tell  the  difference. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  really  do  see  the  fine 
hand  of  the  provincial  secretary  in  this 
legislation  as  she  has  yet  to  be  identified 
with  a  progressive  piece  of  legislation.  I 
would  suggest  the  minister  prepare  his  own 
legislation  from  this  point  on. 

I  admit,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  approach 
this  problem  wdth  a  different  viewpoint 
from  the  one  of  the  member  for  Samia,  foi 
example,  but  I  would  like  an  explanation 
from  the  minister  as  to  how  he  can  justify 
that. 

He  didn't  respond  to  the  member  for 
Scarborough  West  properly  when  the  mem- 
ber asked  him  how  he  made  a  distinction 
between  these  kinds  of  disabilities.  He  didn't 
resjKwid  to  the  member  for  Nipissing. 

How  do  you  justify  this  to  the  person  who 
is  refused  workmen's  compensation  benefits 
and  therefore  falls  back  as  a  disabled  per- 
son under  GAINS,  and  realizes  how  much 
less  he  is  getting  per  month  than  he  would 
have  been  if  he  had  been  accepted  as  a 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  recipient? 
What  are  you  going  to  tell  that  man? 

Mr.  Martel:  You  have  936  cases  of— 

Hon.  Mr.  Bnmelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  there  are  a  certain  number 
who  are  mentally  handicapped  who  will  be 
eligible  under  GAINS.  As  I  indicated  earlier 
there  is  quite  a  sizable  number  who  also 
will  be  eligible  for  GAINS. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
see  now  as  your  social  poHcies  unfold,  that 
it's  a  matter  of  time  until  you  say  to  the 
Minister  of  Labour:  "Look,  let's  sit  dbwn  and 
let's  put  OUT  programmes  together.  Let's  pro- 
vide the  kind  ot  social  insurance  that  will 
make  sure  that  anyone  who  is  injured,  regard- 
}ess  of  where  they  are  injured,  will  be  pro- 
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vided  with  the  kind  of  benefits  to  which  they 
are  entitled." 

It  is  not  a  good  enough  argument,  or  a 
good  enough  rebuttal  for  you  to  say  to  me: 
"Then  there  is  the  whole  problem  of  who  pays 
those  injured  on  the  job." 

The  employer  has  already  been  assessed 
the  penalty  for  his  accident  rate.  That's  no 
problem.  That  would  not  have  to  be  changed. 
And  then  you  could  assess  a  premium— pos- 
sibly vmder  the  consolidlated  revenue  fundi— 
but  that  is  not  the  problem.  It  is  done  in  other 
jurisdictions  and  it  could  be  dbne  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario. 

Every  time  you  try  to  change  social  legis- 
lation in  one  area  or  another,  either  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  or  in  Com'- 
munity  and  Social  Services,  you  run  headlong 
into  those  problems.  You've  simply  got  to 
move  to  a  comprehensive  social  programme 
of  insurance.  Would  you  not  agree? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  we'd  be 
pleased  to  give  consddteration  to  the  mem- 
ber's comments.  Again,  Yd  like  to  reiterate 
that  the  word  "disabled"  includtes  the  handi- 
capped, physically  as  well'  asi  mentally. 

Mr.  Martel:  Oh  come  on— what's  unemploy- 
able then? 

Mr.  Deans:  There  are  a  few  occasions  in 
the  House  when  I  hardll|y  trust  myself  to 
speak  to  you— and  this  is  one  of  them.  Be- 
cause to  be  quite  honest  with  you,  if  I  were 
to  be  asked  by  someone  to  describe  the  dif- 
ference between  what  I  am  politically  and 
what  I  believe  in  ideologically^  and  what 
Conservatives  are,  Fd  have  to  say  that  it  is 
all  contained  in  the  attitudte  of  the  govern- 
ment toward^s  the  people  of  the  province  who 
are  least  ahle  to  take  care  of  themselves. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  highest  benefits  in 
the  world^what  are  you  talJang  about? 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  fine,  the  highest  benefits 
in  thei  world.  I'm  always  pleased'  to  have  your 
interjections,  because  they  are  so  damned 
meaningless  when  it  comes  to  talking  about 
the  needs  of  people  in  the  province.  You 
always  equate  everything  you  do  against  what 
other  people  do  around  the  world.  Why  in 
heaven  s  name  can't  you  deal  with  the  needs 
of  the  people  of  this  province  as  they  Hve  in 
this  province  in  the  society  you  create  by  your 
government  policies? 

Why  can't  you  begin-  by  recognizing  that 
you  don't  have  the  right  to  establish  a  second 
class  citizen  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  on 
the  basis  of  something  over  which  they  had 
absolutely  no  control?  When  are  you  going  to 


come  to  the  realization  that  it  is  fundament- 
ally wrong? 

And  it  is  also  inmioral  the  way  this  govern- 
ment looks  at  people  who  may  have  been 
bom  with  a  disability,  or  who  may  have  had 
over  the  course  of  a  Mfetime  evolve  within 
them  some  physical  or  mental  disability  which 
deprives  them  of  the  opportunity  to  take  part 
in  the  development  of  the  province  by  way 
of  work. 

When  are  you  going  to  understarnd  that  it 
is  an  obligation  of  society  to  providfe  people 
who  are  physically  and  mentally  unable  to 
look  after  themselves  with  a  reasonable 
standard  of  income,  that  will  assure  them  of 
a  fair  chance  to  hve  a  dtecent  life  without 
having  to  grovel  aroimd  under  your  thumb? 

(This  is  what  makes  me  so  blooming  an- 
noyed about  the  way  you  come  into  the  Leg- 
islature amd  the  way  you  cope  with  these 
kinds  of  things. 

'You  talk  about  a  number  of  people  in  this 
province— a  very  small  number  of  people  in 
this  province— who  fall  into  the  category  of 
being  either  disabled  or  unemployable.  And 
the  number  is  something  close  to  35,000,  by 
the  minister's  own  statement;  34,800.  You 
talk  about  providing  them  vdth  an  income 
level  of  $217  a  month. 

!Now,  I  ask  ^ayone  of  you:  Where  does  a 
person  go  in  this  province  in  the  year  of  1974 
to  find  anything  resembling  a  decent  standard 
of  living  on  $217  a  month? 

As  my  feadler  said  some  time  ago,  even  by 
the  standards  that  you  establish  undter  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  standards 
which  are  totally  inadequate  to  begin  with, 
nevertheless  standards  which  your  government 
adopted  as  being  a  reasonable  minimum  for 
persons  on  a  disability  pension,  you  agree  that 
a  figure  of  $260  is  the  minimum  required  to 
live  in  this  province. 

And  to  provide  for  the  34,000  or  35,000 
people  who  fall  into  an  almost  identical 
category  the  kind  of  increase  from  the  $217 
that  you  are  about  to  provide  to  the  mini- 
mum level  which  you  claim  through  your 
Ministry  of  Labour  is  the  minimum  require- 
ment in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  would  cost 
you  not  $100  million,  not  $50  miUion— it 
would  cost  you  $12  million  for  the  whole 
year.  Damn  it  all,  you  waste  $12  million;  you 
lose  it  inyour  estimates  and  you  couldln't  even 
find  it.  There's  hardly  an  estimate  of  a  major 
ministry  of  government  that  couldn't  findl  $12 
million.  And  when  you— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  would  increase  the— 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  sorry. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  Your  $12  million  divided 
by  311,000  people  would*  be  less  than  $40  a 
year. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want  you  first  of  all  to  put 
aside  the  311,000.  We'll  talk  about  them  in  a 
moment.  We'll  talk  about  the  311,000  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth  lost  a  decimal  point. 

Mr.  Deans:  Let's  begin  to  talk,  first  of  all, 
about  the  people  who  are  disabled  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario;  and  they  number  24,880 
by  the  Treasurer's  own  figures.  The  number 
of  single  disabled  persons  number  24,880  by 
his  own  figures. 

What  is  so  holy,  what  is  so  bloody 
righteous,  about  being  injured  in  an  indus- 
trial accident?  What  is  it  about  an  individual 
that,  because  he  got  injured  in  an  industrial 
accident,  he  is  therefore  considered  by  this 
government  to  be  more  valuable;  that  his 
needs  are  greater  than  a  person  who  happens 
to  be  bom  with  a  disability  that  made  him 
permanently  disabled? 

What  is  it  about  that  classification  of  per- 
son that  makes  this  government  believe  that 
his  need  requires  a  higher  level  of  income? 
Or  in  the  reverse,  what  it  is  about  the  person 
who  is  bom  either  with  a  physical  or  mental 
disability  which  makes  him  unemployable, 
that  leads  this  govemment  and  this  minister, 
the  Treasurer,  to  believe  that  the  person 
somehow  or  other  is  able  to  live  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  on  less  money  per  month  than 
is  required  for  a  person  who  is  totally  dis- 
abled in  his  place  of  work? 

It's  about  those  that  I'm  talking  about  now. 
We'll  talk  about  the  others  in  a  minute.  And 
we'll  talk  about  the  money  for  the  others  in 
a  minute.  But  to  provide  for  the  35,000  peo- 
ple who  fall  into  that  category— 35,000  by 
the  Treasurer's  own  admission;  35,000  by  the 
statement  of  his  Minister  of  Community  and 
Social  Services— would  cost  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  recognizing  that  50  per  cent  of  it  is 
paid  for  out  of  federal  funds,  $12  million 
additional  dollars  just  to  put  the  disabled  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  on  an  equal  footing 
right  across  the  province. 

I  can't  for  the  life  of  me  understand  how 
the  government  can  be  so  obtuse,  how  it  can 
be  so  cruel  as  to  believe  that  it  is  possible  to 
classify  people  differently  even  though  their 
disability,  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  is  the 
same  disability.  How  can  this  govemment  and 
this  Treasurer  sit  and  say:  "It's  because  we 
don't  have  the  money  that  we  haven't  done 
it"?  If  he  is  saying  to  me  that  this  province 
can't  afford  $9  million  a  year,  or  $12  million 


a  year  in  order  to  provide  $260,  which  in 
itself  is  inadequate;  if  he  is  telling  me  that 
this  province  can't  find  $12  million  a  year  to 
provide  these  34,000  or  35,000  people  with  a 
minimum  income  of  $260,  then  I  can  only 
suggest  that  it's  because  of  mismanagement 
and  stupidity  on  the  part  of  the  Treasurer. 

Mr.  T.  P.  Reid  (Rainy  River):  The  prior- 
ities are  wrong. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  can  be  no  other  reason. 

If  he  wants  to  go  on  to  talk  about  the 
others  I'd  be  delighted  to  do  that,  too.  I 
happen  to  believe,  in  looking  at  the  responsi- 
bilities of  govemment,  that  the  first  priority 
is  to  ensure  that  the  wealth  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  is  used  to  offset  the  costs  that  are 
placed  against  the  disadvantaged  in  the  prov- 
ince. I  happen  to  believe  that  the  first  pri- 
ority is  people  and  that  it's  necessary  for  a 
govemment  to  recognize  that  it  doesn't  bloody 
well  have  to  build  Krauss-Maffei  trains  down 
at  the  CNE.  It  doesn't  have  to  build  exhibi- 
tions of  the  type  at  Ontario  Place.  It's  not 
absolutely  necessary  for  us  to  have  science 
centres.  We  don't  have  to  go  ahead  and  build 
the  unneeded  Amprior  dam. 

Mr.  Lewis:  For  $80  million. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  don't  have  to  spend  money 
on  many  of  the  things  it  is!  being  spent  on.  If 
you  ordered  your  priorities  propedy,  you 
could  find  the  $100  million  that  you  needr- 
even  five  times  the  $100  million  that  you  need 
—if  you  truly  believed  in  trying  to  assure  the 
peoplfe  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  a  reason^ 
ablte  standard  of  living. 

'You've  admitted  by  the  very  introduction 
of  this  Act  that  there  are  literally  tens  of 
thousands  of  people  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario whose  income  levels  are  not  adequate 
to  meet  their  need's.  You've  admitted  by  the 
introduction  of  this  Act  that  it  is  desirable  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  to  establish  some- 
thing called  a  guaranteed  annual  income. 
And  you've  admitted  by  your  own)  statements 
that  there  are  many  thousands  of  people  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  who,  through  no 
fault  of  their  own,  don't  have  an  income  sufiB- 
cient  to  meet  their  needs. 

iWhen  are  you  going  to  admit  that  what 
you  have  brought  forward,  by  way  of  a  pay- 
ment to  those  people,  is  a  disgrace?  When 
are  you  going  to  a<foiit  that  the  reason  you're 
not  paying  those  people  an  income  level  suffi- 
cient to  meet  their  needs  is  because  you 
damned  well  don't  want  to— and  not  because 
you  can't? 

When  are  you  going  to  admit  that  your 
priorities  are  more  in  the  line  of  fancy  build^- 
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ings  and  developments,  rather  than  in  ensur- 
ing people  of  an  income  level  sufficient  to 
meet  the  needs  that  are  established  by  the 
policies  of  the  Ontario  government?  Those 
are  the  things  you've  got  to  face. 

You  can  siit  there  and  tell  me  that  you 
don't  have  the  capacity  to  make  the  pay- 
ments, but  I  don't  believe  it.  Or  you  can  sit 
there  and  tell  me  that  you're  w^orldnig  towards 
it,  but  ril  be  old  with  a  grey  beard'  to  my 
kniees  before  it  ever  happens.  And'  most  of 
the  people  who  might  ever  have  benefitted 
from  this  programme  will  be  diead  and'  buried 
by  the  time  you  get  around  to  it. 

'You  might  tell  me  that  some  day  there'll 
be  an  irrtegration  of  the  policies  in  ordfer  that 
in  fact  there  will  be  some  kind'  of  reasonable 
annual  income  for  people  in  the  province  who 
can't  make  it  on  their  own.  But  frankly  I  don't 
believe  that  either,  because  I  see  no  evidence 
of  any  action  by  the  government  to  imple- 
ment that  kind  of  policy. 

iFrankly,  I  don't  understand,  just  as  I  didn't 
understand  it  in  December  of  last  year,  how 
)'Ou  can  justify  paying  one  group  of  dis»- 
abled  $260  a  month  and  another  group  of 
disabled  $217  a  month.  I  don't  undlerstand 
how  you  can  rationalize  that.  I  don't  under- 
stand how  you  can  sit  down'  with  your 
authorities  under  the  galery  and  come  up 
with  some  reasonable  explanation  that  would 
satisfy  any  sensible  person  as  to  how  you 
have  decided  that  because  a  man  has'  muscular 
dystrophy,  multiple  sclerosis,  some  degenera- 
tive back  disease  or  is  bom  with  a  mental 
deficiency,  he  is  only  entitled  to  $217,  while 
someone  else  who  has  a  piece  of  brick  fall  on 
his  head  at  work,  or  who  slips)  andi  breaks 
his  back  or  gets  his  arm  caught  in'  a  machine, 
and  is  equally  disabled,  is  entitled  to  $260  a 
month.  I  don't  understand  it. 

If  it  were  on  the  basis'  of  cost,  then  I 
suggest  to  you  that  that's  am  unreal  argument. 
Because  $12  million  to  this  government  is  not 
a  significant  amount  of  money.  For  the  life 
of  me,  I  just  can't  see  how  in  heaven's  name 
you  can  come  forward  and'  ask  this  Legisla- 
ture to  adiopt  this  GAINS  programme  on  be- 
half of  people,  when  you  know  damned  fine 
that  it's  totally  inadequate  and  a  farce. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
just  like  to  make  a  comment  on  the  hon. 
member's  remarks.  I  think  the  hon.  member 
for  Wentworth  may  have  been  out  of  the 
chamber  when  I  responded  to  his  leader's 
comments. 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  I  was  here.  I  heard  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  are  attempting  to 
rationalize  the  entire  system.  It's  tremendously 


complicated,   and  it's  going  to  take  a  long 
time. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  right.  We'll  all  be  dead 
before  you  get  around  to  it.  It  doesn't  work. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  will  be  solved  in  part 
by  bringing  to  Ontario  the  tax  credit  system 
which  now  has  very  important  contraints  im- 
posed, not  unreasonably,  by  Ottawa.  I  think 
I  heard  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George  say 
when  she  was  elected  18  months  ago  or  there- 
abouts that  at  that  time  a  disabled  person 
was  receiving  $117. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  said  $131. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Now  that  is  $217.  This  is 
a  very  large  increase.  The  cost  of  these  par- 
ticular benefits,  not  only  those  shown  in  the 
bill,  but  those  shown  in  the  bill  and  collateral 
improvements  under  the  FBA  regulations  and 
under  the  new  drug  plan,  cost  $98  million. 

This  is  not  all  that  we  have  added,  how- 
ever. We  have  added  tens  of  millions  of 
dollars  in  tax  credits,  40  per  cent  of  which 
go  to  the  elderly.  The  disabled  and  blind 
receive  a  disproportionately  high  amount  also 
because  of  the  inverse  relationship  to  income, 
which  is  an  important  feature  of  the  tax 
credit  system. 

At  the  same  time,  we  have  had  more  or 
less  independent  increases  to  other  measures. 
I  suppose  the  entire  enrichment  has  cost  more 
than  $200  million. 

I  want  to  repeat  for  the  benefit  of  my  col- 
leagues here  in  the  chamber  the  fact  that  a 
marri(ed  couple,  both  in  receipt  of  GAINS, 
will  now  receive  not  only  $433.33  per  month, 
but  the  pensioner  tax  credit,  the  sales  tax 
credit,  the  property  tax.  credit^ 

Mr.  Deans:  So  will  other  people  who  are 
not  receiving  GAINS. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —the  free  health  pre- 
miums and  the  free  prescription  drugs;  to 
bring  the  total  value  to  $492.21  a  month, 
which  is  to  say  $5,906.52  a  year.  I  guess  that 
is  the  highest  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  that's  right.  You  said  that 
on  second  reading.  We  know  those  figures. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It's  not  the  end.  It's  the 
beginning- 
Mr.  Deans:  Tell  me  about  the  difference 
between    the    disability    pension    and    work- 
men's compensation. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  -of  a  brave  new  attempt 
to  channel  very  substantial  new  resources 
into  these  particular  groups  and  other  groops 
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of  low-income  citizens  within  our  community. 
The  tax  credit  scheme  is  extremely  impor- 
tant in  the  total  picture. 

I  was  overseas  visiting  fiscal  agents  in  four 
capitals  of  Europe  a  month  or  so  ago.  At  that 
time  the  Observer  ran  an  interesting  edi- 
torial, the  heading  of  which  is  "Tax  Revolu- 
tion." I  won't  read  it  all.  I  have  provided  a 
copy  to  my  friend  from  Lakeshore.  I  would 
like  to  read  one  or  two  paragraphs. 

It's  a  pity  that  Mr.  Barber's  imaginative 
scheme  for  tax  credits,  arguably  the  most 
far-reaching  change  in  social  security  and 
personal  taxation  since  Beveridge,  has  now 
become  a  source  of  party  contention.  It  is 
not  of  the  essence  of  the  scheme  that  it 
should  be  so.  After  all,  the  original  idea 
for  what  was  called  negative  income  tax 
belonged  to  Mr.  Douglas  Houghton  in  the 
early  days  of  Mr.  Wilson's  government— 

In  fairness,  Milton  Friedman  was  about  20 
years  before  that,  I  suppose. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Milton  Friedman's  negative 
income  tax  wasn't  the  same.  Their  definition 
of  tax  credit  is  something  you'll  never  under- 
stand. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  were  the  first  in  the 
world  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Both  Tawney  and  Brian  Abel- 
Smith  worked  out  the  scheme  before  you 
even  heard  about  tax  credits.  They  were 
British  socialists. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Aside  from  the  theory, 
we  were  the  first  in  the  world  to  do  it 
though.  We  were  the  first  to  do  it,  the  mem- 
ber for  Lakeshore  and  L 

Mr.  Lewis:  Silly  little  bits  and  pieces  of 
fragmented  tax  credit. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Go  on,  don't  be  silly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  call  it  guaranteed  income. 
This  isn't  a  guaranteed  income.  This  is  a 
method  of  subsistence  for  the  crippled,  under- 
privileged and  disabled. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Try  to  keep  your  control. 
The  session  is  almost  over. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  a  real  problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Settle  down.  Take  a  little 
Valium  or  something. 

Interjections  bv  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Whenever  you  think  you  have 
a  group  that  is  dissenting,  you  slap  on  a  tax 
credit. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  To  continue  with  the 
editorial: 

After  all,  the  original  idea  for  what  is 
called  negative  income  tax  belonged  to 
Mr.  Douglas  Houghton  in  the  early  days  of 
Mr,  Wilson's  government,  though  it  was 
never  put  into  effect. 

With  that  background  there  must  be  a 
hope  that  the  Labour  Party  will  confine  its 
opposition  to  the  detailed  figures  of  the 
tax  credits  offered  and  the  means  of  paying 
for  them.  For  the  principle  makes  very 
sound  sense,  etc. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  should  think  so.  Every  time 
you  get  antagonism  you  throw  in  a  tax 
credit. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  have  put  more  and 
more  money  into  it  each  year  since  1969 
so  that  now  it's  costing  something  over 
$300  million,  if  my  memory  serves  me  cor- 
rectly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  right,  $300  million  for 
the  i>oor  and  $202  million  for  the  mining 
industry.  There's  equity. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  point  I  am  trying 
to  make,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  this;  the  world  is 
full  of  injustice,  as  Mr.  John  F,  Kennedy 
said.  I  think  probably  this  jurisdiction  has 
fewer  injustices  than— 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —many  or  most.  Some- 
times I  think  it  has  fewer  injustices  than  any 
other  jurisdiction  anywhere.  We  are  channel- 
ling enormous  additional  resources  and  we 
are  providing  probably  the  highest  standard 
in  the  world  for  these  large  numbers  of 
citizens. 

My  hon,  friends  opposite  who  are  so 
quick  to  suggest  enormous  increases  in  ex- 
penditures of  every  kind  are  the  same  ones 
to  run  through  the  streets  crying  havoc  when 
anybody  tries  to  touch  a  tax  of  any  kind.  I 
am  not  deeply  impressed  by  the  sincerity  of 
certain  of  the  late  night  passionate  outcries 
I  hear  around  here, 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville  is  next, 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to  make  a  few  comments  on  the  bill  and 
show  the  minister  how  his  press  release  has 
a  tendency  to  mislead,   I  understand  it,  but 
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an  individual  reading  it  for  the  first  time  or 
hearing  it  on  the  air  is  misled  by  the  com- 
ments of  the  minister  and  his— 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  government  by  headline. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —Ontario  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  Act.  I  am  reading  from  the 
June  13,  1974,  press  release  from  the  Min- 
istry of  Revenue.  Under  the  heading  of 
"Eligibility'  Residents"  it  is  couched  in  very 
nice  terms;  but  reading  it  for  the  first  time 
you  assimie  you  draw  your  certain  con- 
clusions: 

An  eligible  person  is  a  person  who  is 
over  age  65,  is  resident  in  Ontario,  and 
who  meets  one  of  the  following  con- 
ditions: 

1.  Is  resident  in  Ontario  on  June  30, 
1974,  and  is  receiving  the  guaranteed 
income  supplement  under  the  federal  Old 
Age  Security  Act  from  the  Ontario 
regional  oflBce  of  the  Department  of 
National  Health  and  Welfare  of  the  gov- 
ernment of  Canada. 

It  says  who  "is  receiving  the  guaranteed  in- 
come supplement"  so  any  individual  receiv- 
ing a  guaranteed  income  supplement  auto- 
matically assumes  he  is  going  to  benefit  by 
the  GAINS  programme.  Old  age  security 
provides,  with  the  guaranteed  supplement— 
that's  the  maximum  supplement— a  total  in- 
come of  $192.18  so  that  person  would  be 
entitled  to  $24.49  to  make  his  total  income 
for  a  HKMith  to  $216.67.  According  to  the 
press  release  it  covers  anyone  who  receives 
a  guaranteed  income  supplement.  The  per- 
son who  gets  an  income  supplement  assumes 
he  also  is  going  to  get  the  $24.49,  but  that 
is  not  so.  Anyone  who  receives  old  age 
security,  plus  the  guaranteed  income  supple- 
ment, if  that  totals  $167.18  or  less,  does  not 
get  any  benefit  by  GAINS.  I  understand 
why  he  doesn't  get  benefit  by  GAINS. 

An  hon.  member:  But  the  people  don't. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  But  the  public  does  not 
understand  that.  They  assume  if  they  are 
getting  the  supplement,  they  are  auto- 
matically going  to  get  $24.49. 

A  married  couple,  if  they  receive  a  com- 
bined total  of  old  age  security  and  guaran- 
teed income  supplement  of  $298.64  or  less 
than  that  amount,  virill  not  benefit  by  GAINS; 
they  will  not  benefit  by  GAINS  if  they 
receive  $298.64  or  less.  If  they  receive  more 
than  that  amount,  they  will  benefit. 

The  public,  hearing  this  for  the  first  time, 
assume  if  they  are  on  the  supplement  pro- 
gramme,   they   are   going   to   be   entitled   to 


$24.49  and  it's  not  so  at  all.  I  don't  say 
it  is  intentional  at  all  but  you  are  mislead- 
ing the  public.  What  you  should  be  print- 
ing in  the  press  are  the  actual  figures  below 
which  the  individual  will  not  receive  any 
supplement.  Over  that  amoimt,  he  will  get 
supplement.  I  think  you  should  print  it  for 
both  the  single  individual  and  the  married 
individuals. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted  to  make  two  com- 
ments on  a  portion  of  the  bill  later  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  are  certainly  attempt- 
ing to  make  this  clear  and  I  think  we  are 
succeeding.  My  hon.  friend  is  drawing  atten- 
tion to  some  words  contained  in  brackets  in 
the  adverts,  which  may  not  have  been  in  the 
original  press  release. 

The  data  put  out  by  the  Minister  of  Reve- 
nue (Mr.  Meen)  on  June  13  says:  "Payments 
are  to  be  made  to  every  eligible  person  and 
the  criteria  for  eligibility  are  given  on  the  pre- 
ceding page  of  a  guaranteed  annual  income 
increment  sufiBcient  to  provide  an  income  of 
$2,600  a  year  to  each  unmarried  resident  of 
Ontario,  and  a  combined  income  of  $5,200 
to  each  married  couple  resident,  where  both 
spouses  are  qualified  for  their  annual  guar- 
anteed income."  Toward  the  bottom  it  says, 
"As  previously  stated,  payments  are  to  be 
made  to  every  eligible  person  of  a  guaranteed 
annual  income  sufficient  to  provide  an  income 
of  $2,600  .  .  .  ",  etc. 

These  are  the  best  words  that  communi- 
cators can  choose  and  I  frankly  caimot  im- 
prove upon.  There  may  be  some  confusion  in 
the  minds  of  elderly  people.  I  myself  had 
two  or  three  phone  calls  last  weekend,  and 
the  best  that  one  can  do  imder  these  circum- 
stances is  to  run  through  the  illustration  with 
them. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Suppose  they  can't  read 
the  ad? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  adverts  contain  tele- 
phone numbers  and  the  people  operating  that 
service  can  become  more  and  more  proficient 
in  informing  the  citizen  of  his  entidement,  so 
I  appreciate  the  remarks  made  by  the  hon. 
member.  All  I  can  say  is  that  we  are  doing 
our  very  best  to  meet  his  request  of  us. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  If  I  may  continue  on  this 
with  the  minister,  a  phone  number  is  listed 
on  the  press  release  that  you  have.  I  made 
two  calls  to  that  office;  I  could  get  no  one 
who  could  explain  it  to  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well,  I  think  that  I 
covered  that,  though. 
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Mr.  B.  Newman:  Well,  you  see,  Mr.  Min- 
ister, I  have  checked  with  members  of  the 
Legislature.  Who  is  going  to  benefit  from 
GAINS?  The  first  comment  is,  anyone  who 
gets  the  supplement. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That's  right. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  the  first  com- 
ment: If  you  get  the  supplement  you  benefit 
from  GAINS.  But  that  is  not  so  at  all.  If  you 
get  $167.18  or  less  total  old  age  security  and 
supplement,  you  are  not  eligible  for  GAINS. 
If  you  get  more  than  that,  you  can  benefit 
by  GAINS;  but  you  will  only  benefit  to  the 
extent  where  your  combined  incomes  will 
total  $216.67.  Sixty-four  thousand  people 
won't  get  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Scarbor- 
ough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  put  a  question  to 
the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Serv- 
ices. I  would  like  to  have  him  clear  some- 
thing up  very  specifically  and  in  detail— this 
category  of  10,000  people.  I  would  like  to 
have  that  on  the  record  and  sorted  out.  These 
10,000  people  you  describe  as  unemployable, 
is  that  correct? 

Hoi*.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Yes;  I  said,  Mr.  Chair- 
man,; that  there  is  sort  of  an  estimate.  There 
are  about  10,000  persons  who  are  unemploy- 
able, and  that  may  be  a  high  figure.  It  is 
probably  closer  to,  I'm  advised,  6,000,  who 
are  classified  as  permanently  imemployable. 
I  would  like  to  add  to  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  like  to  say,  as  I  said  earlier,  that 
many  of  that  number  will  become  eligible 
for  GAINS. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  all  should  be  eligible. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Many  of  that  number 
will  become  eligible  for  GAINS.  We  intend 
to  review  our  existing  regulations,  and  this 
can  be  done  administratively,  and  to  relax 
them.  Out  of  that  number  there  are  some, 
when  we  use  the  words  "permanently  unem- 
ployable," who— 

Mr.  Martel:  They  have  not  worked  for 
four  years  at  least. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —through  assistance, 
retraining  and  other  progranmies,  could  be 
gainfully  employed.  They  are  not  100  per 
cent  unemployable,  but  they  are  unemploy- 
able at  the  present  time  for  a  certain  length 
of  time. 


Mr.  Martel:  They  have  been  on  general 
welfare  for  three  years  before  they  become 
unemployable. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  But  hopefully  we  in- 
tend to  relax  our  regulations  and  to  try  to 
transfer  those  who  are  unable  at  any  time  to 
obtain  employment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  respect  the 
process  of  retreat  that  is  occurring— if  not 
retreat,  at  least  revision.  You  read  earlier 
from  a  document  which  had  10,000  on  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
to  be  correct,  what  I  read  to  the  hon.  member 
was  the  number  of  persons  who  are  presently 
under  FBA  and  who  wifli  be  automatically 
transferred  to  the  GAINS  programme  jmdi— I 
am  going  by  memory  at  this  time— tiiere  are 
about  34,800,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes.  Okay,  1  accept  that.  Then 
you  said  you  thought  there  were  10,000.  Now 
)ou  say  there  were  6,000,  so  you  were  only 
40  per  cent  out.  Well,  a  little  here,  a  little 
there;  one  can't  expect  a  man  to  be  complete 
master  of  his  portfolio  and  to  know  that  it  is 
6,000  and  not  10,000. 

(Norw  you  say  that  the  6,000  are  not,  in  fact, 
permanently  unemployable— the  term  you 
originally  used.  You  now  say  that  at  some 
point  you  hope  they  may  be  re-emplo)'able. 

Explain  to  us,  tell'  the  Legisliatiire,  with 
what  disability  are  these  6,000  people  pos^ 
sessed?  What  is  the  nature,  on  balance,  of 
the  disability  which  allows  you  to  categorize 
them  as  permanently  unemployable  until  you 
relax  your  regulations?  How  would  ;^'ou  de- 
scribe that  disability? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  As  I  indicated'  earlier, 
I  haven't  the  regulations  in  front  of  me,  but 
the  definition  of  a  permanent  disabled  per- 
son- 
Mr.  Lewis:  Not  disabled,  unemployable, 
this  6,000  group. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  I  haven't  got  the  regu- 
lations ini  front  of  me  of  what  our  definition 
is  of  a  permanently  unemployable  person,  but 
it  is  a  person  who  has  been  out  of  employ- 
ment for  a  considerable  length  of  time. 

Mr.  Lewis:  My  impression  and!  my  recoK 
lection,  refurbished  and  assisted  by  my 
colleague  from  Sudbury  East  —  who,  for- 
tunately, is  a  master  of  his  field  —  is  that 
they  would  have  to  be  on  general  welfare 
allowance  for  something  like  three  years 
before  they  were  categorized  as  permanently 
imemployable  within  the  family  benefits  pro- 
gramme. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Outstanding  in  his  fieM? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Pardon?  Were  you  saying  that 
the  member  for  Sudbmy  is  outstanding  in  his 
field?  That's  also  accurate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Out;  standing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  but  I  think  he  is  right  in 
this,  that  you  have  had  people  who  are  per- 
manently unemployable  on  general  welfare 
assistance  for  three  years,  and'  I  presume  your 
mentors  under  the  gallery  are  at  this  very 
moment  about  to  give  you  a  dJefinition  of  the 
phrase  "permanently  unemployable"  and  I 
am  going  to  wait  for  it.  You  wil  see  it  is  on 
its  way.  The  paper  is  even  now  in  the  hands 
of  my  friend  and  yours. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Those  who  are  categor- 
ized as  permanently  unemployabl^e— 

Mr.  Martel:  You  can't  retrain^  them  if  they 
are  permaniently  unemployable. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Go  ahead, 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  There  are  various  types 
of  disability.  The  main  differenlce  between;  a 
disabled  and  a  permanently  imemployable 
person  is  one  of  degree.  It  is  a  very  grey  area. 
As  I  said  earlier,  it  is  our  intention  to  relax 
our  present  regulations  andl  to  transfer  a  cer- 
tain number  of  those  who  are  now  classified 
as  permanently  unemployable  into  the  per- 
manently-disabled classification  and  they  will 
be  eligible  for  GAINS. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  take  you  a  little 
further,  because  this  is  important.  It  is  cer- 
tainly important  to  the  6,000,  I  diare  say.  Can 
the  minister  explain  to  me  the  grey  area?  Are 
you  able  to  convey  in  words'  the  diff^erence 
between  a  permanent  physical  disability  and 
a  permanently  unemployed  person?  Are  you 
able  to  convey  that  in  wordis  for  the  Legislla- 
ture  so  that  we  understand  why  24,000 
people  are  included  and  6,000  people  are 
potentially  excluded? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  permanently  diis^- 
abled  persons,  physically  and  mentally,  have 
a  degree  of  permanency  to  their  disability, 
and  that  is  on  a  medical  judgement. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right, 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  other  category, 
the  permanently  unemployable,  as  I  said 
earlier,  is  a  grey  area,  and!  some  may  have 
just  a  very  slight  disability.  It  could  be  a 
social  disorder.  Some  could  be  classified  sort 
of  as  an  alcoholic  who  has  been  unemploye'd 
for  quite  a  length  of  time,  but  that  person 


could  be  rehabilitated,  and  it  has  been  shown 
that  it  is  possible  to  rehabilitate  the  person. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It's  funny  that  you  should  use 
the  adjective  "permanent"  then.  You  might 
think  you  would  use  the  adjective  "tem- 
porarily unemployable"  if  rehabilitation  was 
in  mind. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Yes,  temporary  is  a 
better  word. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  may  be  a  better  word,  but 
from  my  years  in  this  Legislature  I  know 
that  "permanently  unemployable"— 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  what's  on  the  form, 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right;  that's  what's  on 
the  form  they  fill  out.  It  categorizes  a  group 
of  people  whom  you  regard  as  permanently 
subject  to  a  given  social  allowance  ad  in- 
finitmn.  But  your  description  of  these  per- 
manently unemployable  people  is  interesting. 
I  take  it  they  are  permanently  unemployable 
largely  because  of  a  psychological  difficulty 
of  one  kind  or  another, 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr,  Chairman,  al- 
though industry  will  not  employ  a  great 
majority  of  those  persons,  I  know  the  hon. 
member  has  heard  a  lot  about  the  com- 
munity employment  programme,  which  is 
being  considered  by  one  of  the  federal-pro- 
vincial working  groups.  As  a  result  of  such 
a  community  employment  programme,  I  am 
sure  that  a  certain  number  of  those  persons- 
Mr.  Laughren:  I  don't  think  the  provin- 
cial secretary  wiU  approve  that  programme. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —would  much  prefer 
to  work  if  they  could.  There  could  be  a 
certain  number  who  could  be  gainfully  em- 
ployed and  who  would  be  earning  a  much 
higher  income  than  they  would  be  under 
the  GAINS  programme.  So  we  are  going  to 
make  every  effort  to  try  to  rehabilitate  those 
who  can  be  gainfully  employed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate 
what  the  minister  is  saying,  but  as  I  under- 
stand it,  the  people  he  regarded  as  per- 
manently unemployable  until  midnight  to- 
night, when  the  definitions  and  rules  sudden- 
ly change,  are  really  permanently  unem- 
ployable. 

These  are  people  whose  degree  of  diffi- 
culty, largely  emotional  and  psychological, 
to  adjust  to  the  society  around  them  is  so 
pronounced  and  so  acute  that  the  rehabili- 
tation to  which  the  minister  refers  is  im- 
possible. They  also  have  a  range  of  physical 
problems    which   add   to   that,    and    I    think 
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some  of  them  have  a  degree  of  mental  in- 
capacity—if I  can  be  careful  how  I  put  it- 
Mr.  Martel:  And  age.  Many  of  them  are 
elderly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  age.  But  I  mean  a  degree 
of  mental  incapacity  in  the  sense  of  those 
who  would  be  considered  in  areas  of  mar- 
ginal retardation,  as  compared  to  those  who 
would  be  in  the  areas  of  marginal  mental 
illness.  All  in  all,  you  have  6,000  people 
who  are  in  a  very  difficult  situation;  and  to 
pretend  that  any  substantial  number  of 
them  will  be  returned  to  the  work  force,  is 
a  debating  device.  It  is  not  reality.  It's  a 
ruse.  Coming  from  a  compassionate  human 
being,  it  is  a  kind  of  wish— but  it  isn't  going 
to  happen;  you  know  it  and  I  know  it.  But 
for  these  6,000  people,  the  world  has  closed. 
Why  they  should  not  be  included  in  this 
programme  is  something  I  simply  do  not 
comprehend. 

I  must  say  that  I  appreciated  the  way 
the  member  for  Nipissing  injected  himself 
into  the  debates  of  this  House  again;  that 
was  a  pleasure.  I  also  appreciated  the  way 
he  leaped  right  in  on  this  point.  Because, 
unwittingly  perhaps,  but  destructively  none- 
theless, you  are  isolating  the  most  vulner- 
able category  within  the  vulnerable  category 
and  excluding  them  from  the  benefits  granted 
in  this  legislation.  And  that's  crazy,  abso- 
lutely crazy. 

You  have  a  given  number  of  people  who 
are  virtually  defenceless.  They  are  all  ex- 
periencing an  acute  level  of  disability.  Then 
you  take  that  relative  handful  of  6,000, 
whose  disability  is  so  pronounced  they  may 
never  again  enter  the  work  force  for  their 
entire  lives,  and  on  them  you  visit  a  par- 
ticular prejudice.  So  you  have  one  gradation 
of  disabled  in  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board;  another  gradation  of  disabled  who 
are  entitled  to  $217,  or  $43  a  month  less; 
and  yet  another  gradation  of  disabled  called 
the  6,000  untouchables.  They  are  the  up- 
rooted and  disinherited  of  Ontario  who, 
usually  because  of  acute  emotional  prob- 
lems, however  they  are  measured  or  de- 
scribed, are  classed  as  permanently  un- 
employable. 

For  them,  you  cannot  even  make  the 
gesture  of  including  them  in  your  programme 
with  no  questions  asked.  For  them,  you  will 
subject  them  to  a  one-by-one  needs  test, 
means  test,  individual  investigation— the  en- 
tire, crummy  humiliating  procedure  which 
has  categorized  this  ministry  for  God  knows 
how  long. 


The  provincial  Treasurer  said  the  other 
day  with  great  gusto  and  bravado  we  are  get- 
ting rid  of  the  categorical  programmes.  What 
was  most  objectionable  about  the  categorical 
aid  programmes  in  their  heyday  under  Louis 
Cecile  and  Jimmy  Band  was  the  investigation 
of  individual  cases.  That  was  what  was  most 
objectionable.  It  is  the  humiliation  to  which 
people  are  subject  as  the  workers,  well  in- 
tentioned  or  otherwise,  march  into  their 
homes  and  make  the  appraisals  of  their 
families.  For  these  6.000  people,  who  are 
the  most  vulnerable,  you  are  doing  that  again. 

That's  just  nuts.  I'm  sorry  I  can't  provide 
an  expletive  that's  a  little  fresher  or  a  little 
more  refined,  but  it  just  makes  no  sense  at  all. 
There  is  the  old  phrase  about  grinding  the 
faces  of  the  poor.  You  choose  to  grind  the 
faces  of  the  poor  and  the  disabled,  which  is 
a  special  perversity. 

If  the  figure  has  diminished  to  6,000  on  one 
hand  in  the  course  of  45  minutes,  and  if  the 
figure  is  accepted  from  you  at  24,000  on  the 
other,  and  if  we  are  talking  about  30,000 
people  at  an  additional  $500  a  year,  then  we 
are  talking  about  a  total  programme  of  $15 
million,  50  per  cent  of  which  is  refundable 
from  the  government  of  Canada.  This  means 
that  for  three-quarters  of  a  year  the  entire 
programme  would  cost  $7.5  million  and  for 
one  full  year  it  would  cost  $10  million. 

Can  you  as  a  man  of  conscience  sitting  be- 
side your  colleague  the  Provincial  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  (Mrs.  Birch)  refuse 
to  allow  the  addition  of  $7.5  million  for  these 
30,000  peoole,  the  single  most  vulnerable 
group  in  the  province  of  Ontario?  Does  it 
make  a  smidgen  of  sense  to  von?  Does  it  not 
appear  as  it  is  crude,  miserable  and  brutish? 

Why?  Why  when  vou  cut  back  do  vou 
have  to  visit  it  on  the  most  vulnerable?  I 
have  never  understood  that.  The  $80  million 
for  the  Amprior  dam  won't  create  a  single 
job,  and  nobody  bats  an  eye.  Nobody  bats 
an  eve  at  the  escalation  in  costs  for  Krauss- 
Maffei,  documented  in  the  House  day  after 
day.  Nobody  bats  an  eye  at  the  amount  of 
money  that  we  spend  everywhere.  Nobody 
bats  an  eye  at  the  debates  today  that  we  have 
on  the  increases  in  the  regional  government 
costs,  whether  it's  Oxford  or  Durham  or  York 
or  Muskoka  or  Niagara. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Take  the  $2  million  away 
from  the  racehorses. 

Mr.  Lewis:  This  amount  of  money  for  these 
people?  Don't  flaunt  your  programme.  Don't 
boast  about  your  programme  to  us.  Let  the 
Treasurer  choke  on  the  words  which  describe 
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it  as  the  most  eflFective  programme  or  the 
most  generous  programme  in  the  world. 
You've  managed  to  isolate  this  group  in  a 
way  which  I  just  don't  understand.  I  can't 
comprehend  it.  Maybe  you  made  the  battle 
before  Treasury  Board.  I  don't  know  where 
the  guillotine  comes  down.  But  I'm  telling 
you  what  you  are  doing  to  these  6,000  people 
is  criminal,  because  they  have  no  recourse 
at  all. 

I  remember  the  cry  of  the  Canadian  Asso- 
ciation of  Mental  Health  in  the  1960s  when 
they  talked  about  pennies  for  the  mind. 
Pennies  for  the  mind  was  their  slogan  when 
they  were  fighting  for  money  for  mental 
health  when  nobody  was  giving  it  on  any 
front.  It  is  exactly  your  attitude  tonight; 
pennies  for  the  mind. 

The  trifles  for  the  physically  disabled  are 
bad  enough,  but  pennies  for  the  mind  just 
won't  wash.  You  shouldn't  allow  this  bill  to 
go  through  this  way.  You  shouldn't  allow 
the  regulations  to  be  changed  on  July  1  this 
way. 

This  is  discrimination  of  the  most  un- 
acceptable variety  against  the  most  vulner- 
able people  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  You 
can  afford  every  penny  that's  required  to 
bring  them  up  at  least  to  the  pathetic  levels 
of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  recip- 
ients. I  plead  with  you  to  think  about  that 
before  July  1. 

You  can't  amend  it  tonight  as  it's  not  even 
in  the  bill.  I  understand  that.  The  bill  deals 
only  with  a  guaranteed  income  for  those 
over  65.  But  I  point  out  to  you  what  you  are 
doing.  You  would  never  do  it  to  middle-in- 
come earners,  to  high-income  earners,  to  min- 
ing companies,  to  manufacturing  corporations 
or  to  healthv  people  in  Ontario.  There  is  no 
greater  relish  for  contemporary  Toryism  than 
to  foist  your  most  destructive  attitudes  on 
that  little  group  who  are  most  vulnerable.  I'm 
asking  the  Treasurer  to  recant  on  this 
instance. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Sud- 
bury East. 

Mr.  Mart  el:  I  just  want  to  make  a  couple 
of  points  on  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  the  min^ 
ister.  The  minister  knows  full!  well  that  the 
group  that  our  leader  speaksi  about  has  been 
tested  at  least  twice;  they  went  through  the 
general  welfare  many  years  ago.  Most  of  them 
have  been  there  four  or  five  years. 

They  ran  the  gamut  of  all  the  testing  that 
was  necessary  and  about  a  year,  or  a  year  and 
a  half  ago,  he  announced  that  he  would 
transfer  some  9,000  or  12,000  of  these  people 


from  general  welfare  to  FBA.  And  to  qualify 
for  FBA,  of  course,  they  went  through  the 
whole  means  test  and  the  determination  by 
the  doctors  as  to  whether  they  were  going  to 
fit  under  the  definition  of  the  imemployable. 

At  that  time  we  argued  that  the  determina- 
tion of  the  unemployable  was  nearly  impos- 
sible to  undierstand.  The  minister  tried'  to  ex- 
plain it  in  committee  and  ran  into  such  a 
thrust,  his  owni  party  incltided,  that  he  tried 
to  get  a  broader  determination  of  what  un- 
employable meant. 

tin  fact,  what  unemployable  means  is  that 
these  people,  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  physical, 
some  of  them  mental— or  go  back  to  the  phys- 
ical. There  are  probably  some  of  the  936 
cases  that  are  on  FBA  today  that  are  from  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board.  I  wondler 
how  many  of  the  6,000  are  made  up  of  the 
936  cases  of  people  who  are  on  FBA  as  a 
result  of  ind'ustrial  accidtents,  but  who  are 
determined  to  be  unemployable  and'  not  dis- 
abled. 

It's  kind  of  sick.  We've  gone  over  this  in 
conunittee,  not  so  much  this  year  but  in  years 
gone  by.  The  minister  tried  to  explain'  it  then, 
as  he  has  tried  desperately  tonight,  and  he 
admitted  several  years  ago  there  was  such  a 
fine  line  that  it  should  be  eliminated. 

In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are  moving 
into  a  GAINS  programme,  surely  to  God!  now 
is  the  time  to  eliminate  that  fine  line,  Mr. 
Minister,  and!  take  those  people  who  have 
been  through  it  twice  alrea<Jy  and  destroy  the 
fine  line.  He  knows  and!  I  know  that  out  of 
that  group  of  6,000,  he  couldlrt't  retrain  50 
of  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  right.  That  is  the  truth. 

Mr.  Martel:  Many  of  them  are  aged.  They 
are  over  55  or  over  60.  Part  of  the  reason 
they  can't  be  retrained'  is  that  their  age  is 
against  them.  Many  are  illiterate.  The  poverty 
report  of  Canada  says  that.  Many  of  them  are 
separated  from  their  families.  All  of  these 
things,  wheni  you  put  them  altogether,  make 
that  group  permanently  unempl^able.  That's 
what  is  on  the  form.  It's  put  in  such  a  des- 
picable pfece  on  the  form  as  well,  Mr.  Minis- 
ter, as  to  be  misleading.  I  forget  the  form 
number,  but  it's  near  the  top— and'  so  the 
doctor  usually  fills  it  out.  I  have  talked  to 
doctors  over  and  over  and  over  about  this, 
saying:  "Please  go  down  to  point  4  to  the 
dlisabled." 

When  the  doctor  realizes  that  he  has  been 
taken  in  by  "unemployable"  as  item  3  and  he 
doesn't  go  the  full  route  to  item  4,  he  knows 
full  well  that  for  any  number  of  reasons  that 
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person  is  not  going  back  to  work.  What  the 
dioctor  usually  checks  off  is  the  third  one  in 
the  cohnnn.  I've  asked  the  minister  before  to 
reverse  them.  Because  if  the  form  items  are 
reversed,  then  most  doctors  would  put  down 
that  the  person  is  disabled.  It's  just  the  order. 
You  know  it;  I've  sent  dozens  of  cases  to  you 
about  it.  The  doctor  doesn't  want  to  adtnit  he 
read  the  form  carelessly;  he's  in  a  hurry.  He's 
got  too  many  forms  to  fill  out  as  it  is.  We 
know  that  whole  group  is  out  of  it.  Let's  stop 
playing  around  . 

The  secondl  point  I  want  to  make  is  about 
the  disabled  and  those  with  families.  You've 
chisellted  them,  as  usual.  Take  a  look  at  a 
disabled  person.  Under  the  existing  l^egisla- 
tion,  before  this  is  implemented,  he  could 
get  possibly  $170.  He'll  get  $216.17,  a  raise 
of  $46.  Every  handicapped  person  in  the 
province,  whether  he  has  a  family  or  not,  be- 
lieves he  is  going  to  get  at  least  $46.  What 
happens  to  the  man  who  has  a  family?  Your 
ovm  example  points  it  out  pretty  clearly.  You 
have  here  a  married,  disabled  person-  with 
two  childiren  who  gets  $367;  he'll  go  to  $401. 
Do  vou  know  what  the  increase  is  for  that 
family?  It's  $34. 

(It's  the  same  for  a  family  with  one  child 
but  the  increase  isn't  as  great.  Tm  not  sure 
what  you've  done.  I'm  not  sure  how  you 
came  to  that  except  )X)u  must  have  watered 
ckywn  either  the  amount  the  wife  was  receiv- 
ing in  her  portion  of  the  ordlnaiy  needis  or 
taken  the  kids  into  consideration  as  well. 
They  don't  get  the  same  increase  as  would 
a  person  who's  totally  d'isabled'  and  living 
alone. 

J've  had  a  number  of  these.  In  fact,  I  men'- 
tioned  this  to  the  minister  and  his  staff  long 
before  this  material  came  to  us  because  it 
wasn't  ready  when  the  estimates  started.  I 
indicated  at  that  time  it  was  my  imderstand- 
ing  that  the  disabled  family— and  I  heard  the 
Treasurer  say  tonight  that's  the  group  we 
want  to  help  the  most— if  you  want  to  help 
them  the  most,  you  don't  chisel  the  ordinary 
needs  of  the  rest  of  the  family.  You  can  in- 
crease to  $217  but  to  reduce  the  ordinary 
needs  of  the  rest  of  the  family  by  $10  or  $12 
is  the  lowest,  I  think,  you  could  possibly 
weasel  around.  And  you've  done  it. 

It's  the  same  in  every  piece  of  legislation. 
I've  been  critic  for  three  years'  and  I've  never 
seen  a  thing  that  was  straightforward  by  this 
ministry.  Not  once.  Not  a  single  solitary  once 
have  I  seen  a  thing  that  has  been  annoimced 
that  could  bear  scrutiny.. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Right.  Exactly. 


Mr.  Martel:  Not  once.  Last  faM  we  had'  an 
announcement  of  a  five  per  cent  increase. 
Everybody  took  for  granted  it  was  a  five  per 
cent  increase  in  family  benefits  but  it  wasn't 
a  five  per  cent  increase.  It  was  a  five  per 
cent  increase  in  the  FBA.  If  there  was  a  com- 
pensation pension  involved  or  a  payment  in- 
volved there  could  be  no  increase,  or  only 
five  per  cent  on  the  FBA  portion  but  not 
five  per  cent  across  the  board,  as  everyone 
was  led  to  believe.  Every  single  solitary 
announcement  that's  ever  come  out  of  this 
ministry  has  been  distorted,  deceitful  and 
perpetrated  on  the  people  who  can  least 
afford  that  type  of  distortion  of  fact.  I  have 
pleaded  with  this  minister  for  three  years- 
Mr.  Lewis:  He  deserves  this. 

Mr.  Martel:  —instead  of  couching  every- 
thing in  language  that  looks  so  good,  why 
don't  you  be  factual  instead  of  misleading 
people?  You  met  the  handicapped  man  who 
called  me  months  ago  when  he  first  heard 
about  it  and  was  told  by  his  field  worker 
he  wouldn't  get  the  full  benefits.  And  it  was 
true.  It  was  only  months  after  the  five  per 
cent  increase  that  I  became  aware  that  it 
wasn't  five  per  cent  across  the  board.  Or  last 
year  when  we  raised  it  supposedly  for  every- 
one, we  in  fact  left  25  per  cent  off.  Now 
why  is  it  that  when  we  deal  vdth  poor  people 
we  can  act  in  such  a  perverse  maimer? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Think  how  bad'  it  would  be 
without  a  humane  provincial  secretary. 

Mr.  Martel:  Yes.  I  just  say  to  the  minister, 
everything  you  do  with  re'^>ect  to  the  poor 
is  couched  in  the  way  it  is  because  you  are 
so  ashamed  that  you  do  so  little.  You  can't 
come  out  four-square;  you  just  couch  it  every 
time  to  look  good,  but  you  are  so  ashamed 
you  can't  be  frank. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Which  one  of  you  isi  in- 
fluencing the  other? 

Mr.  Martel:  So  I  ask  the  minister,  will  you 
eliminate  that  thin  line  between  imemploy- 
able  and  disabled,  because  they  have  all  been 
tested,  and  to  review  each  case  individually 
is  going  to  cost  as  much  as  it  does  to  operate 
the  bloody  programme? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Right.  Right  on. 

Mr.  Martel:  And  secondly,  from  here  on 
in,  would  you  make  your  armouncements 
factual? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is 
the  hon.  member's  interpretation.  Our  an- 
nouncements have  been  factual  and  they  have 
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been  objective  and  they  have  been  well  re- 
ceived. On  this  question  that  you  have  been 
quoting,  nowhere  in  figures  that  you  have 
shown  that  are  in  our  news  release,  nowhere 
is  there  any  less  amount  than  there  are  now. 
As  I  indicated  earlier,  they  have  all  been  in- 
creases, there  are  no  reductions.  And  on  this 
question  of  this  very— 

(Mr.  Martel:  No  one  said  there  were  lesser 
aniounts, 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  —complex  area  of  the 
degree,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  we  will  be 
relaxing  our  regulations  and  there  will  be 
quite  a  large  number  who  will  be  trans- 
ferred. This  will  be  done  within  the  next 
few  weeks. 

iMr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want 
to  sum  up,  if  I  may,  my  concerns  on  this 
matter.  When  we  had  the  discussion  in  the 
committee  at  a  time  when  the  minister— I 
think  he  would  agree— was  not  really  in  a 
position  to  fully  discuss  the*  GAINS  pro- 
gramme. I  think  that  is  fair.  One  of  the 
things  he  said,  according  to  Hansard,  and 
this  is  June  10,  page  S-1293- 

Mr.  Deans:  Come  on,  Osie,  wake  upl 

Mrs.  Campbell:  —in  answer  to  a  question 
from   me:    "It  will   be  those  who   are   con'- 

sidteredl— " 

Mr.  Foulds:  Look  alive,  Osie. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  "—physically  blind  and/or 
physically  disabled  and  permanently  unem- 
ployable." Coupling  that  statement— and  I 
expressi  my  coneem  about  that  statement, 
because  it  was  in  answer  to  my  question 
as  to  whether  there  would  be  a  considteration 
of  degrees  of  disabihty.  I  don't  think  the 
Treasturer  has  understood,  because  he  hasn't 
realized  that  there  has  been  quite  a  spread 
in  payments  to  those  who  are  on  FBA  and 
regarded  as  disabled;  so  I  can  und'erstand 
his  not  grasping  it.  But  I  am  talking  now 
to  one  who  does  understand  that  that  is  so. 

Following  that,  and  there  was  a  good  dfeal 
in  between,  we  came  back  to  the  question, 
and  if  I  may  again  put  the  question  I  asked: 
"Well  again,  I  am  uneasy  with  the  answer  to 
a  question:  Will  all  of  those  who  are  in 
receipt  of  disability  assistance  under  FBA 
be  entitled  to  the  income  of  $50  a  week— or 
whatever  it  is— will  they  all'  be  entitled?" 

The  answer  which  the  minister  gave  was: 
"Each   case  will  be   looked   at   individually. 


We  have  that  information  on  file  now.  We 
have  this  our  FBA  filfe." 

And  when  I  asked  about  the  matter  of  an 
application,  the  Treasurer  thought  that  I 
should  gain  the  information  from  the  adver- 
tisement, but  again,  of  course,  he  was  not 
aware  of  this  interchange. 

Much  has  been  said  about  this  6,000  or 
whatever  they  are  and  I  have  a  deep  con- 
cern about  them  but  I  also  want  specific 
assurance  that  no  longer  are  we  talking  about 
degrees  of  disability.  I  don't  want  to  have 
any  misunderstanding  about  that  and  I  do 
want  to  know  that  what  the  minister  said 
tonight  as  I  got  it— I  want  to  be  clear  on 
this  — is  that  it  is  only  those  6,000  — only 
6,000— who,  I  take  it,  are  going  to  be  looked 
at  individually? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  That's  right. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  It  won't  matter  really 
whether  you  are  at  $131  and  you  don't  need 
a  special  diet  and  you  get  $15  for  transporta- 
tion instead  of  $30.  Those  people  who— 
let's  put  it  this  way— are  diabetic  and  who 
really  do  come,  according  to  my  experience, 
at  the  lowest  ebb  of  this  disability  assistance, 
will  they  be  entitled  to  GAINS? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
indicated  earlier,  the  lowest  cases  that  would 
be  looked  at  individually  are  tliose  6,000 
and  it  will  be  on  the  degree  of  disability; 
hopefully  there  will  be  quite  a  large  number. 
We  will  be  relaxing  our  definition  of  eligi- 
bility. It's  those  who  will  not  be  under 
GAINS  and  who  are  diabetic— as  the  hon. 
members  know,  I  mentioned  this  during  our 
estimates;  we  have  doubled  the  amount  they 
were  entitled  to. 

I  believe  it  was  $12  and  that  is  being 
raised  to  $24  for  the  diabetics;  there  were 
three  categories  under  special  diets.  Their 
entitlement,  previous  to  this  month,  has  been 
doubled  but  they  may  not  be  eligible  for 
GAINS,  those  who  are  diabetic.  It's  the  de- 
gree of  disability.  I  am  not  a  medical  person 
and  I  can't  tell  you  who  will  be  and  who 
won't  be  but  they  definitely  will  be.  There 
is  quite  a  large  number  who  will  be. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry 
to  labour  the  point.  The  hour  is  growing  late 
but  you  see  it  is  this  kind  of  answer  which 
gives  me  my  greatest  concern.  We  are  look- 
ing at  degrees  of  disability  and  yet  the  Treas- 
urer says  anyone  on  FBA  disability  will  not 
have  to  apply.  He  said  it  tonight  in  this 
House.  You  and  I  know,  Mr.  Minister,  that 
that  is  not  true.  You  know  that  these  people 
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will  have  to  apply  and  be  scrutinized  one 
by  one  and  they  are  not  going  to  get  it  by 
July  L 

I  have  said,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  do  look 
at  costs  but,  believe  me,  in  this  I  wonder  if 
we  can  possibly  understand.  This  govern- 
ment has  had  a  history  of  raising  people's 
expectations  only  to  destroy  them.  It  may  be 
that  you  have  some  forgiveness  in  some  of 
these  areas  but  when  you  take  the  disabled 
people  and  you  then  say  with  your  great 
policy  statements,  with  your  advertising,  as 
the  Treasurer  said  tonight  "All  our  FBA 
disability  doesn't  need  to  apply,  it  will  be 
automatic."  What  do  you  think  those  people 
think?  They  take  you  at  your  word.  You  have 
raised  their  expectations.  They  will  be  look- 
ing for  that  cheque  as  of  July  1.  And  it 
wasn't  true.  It  was  not  true.  To  me  it  is 
unforgivable,  totally  unforgivable,  to  do  this 
to  people  who  have  been  living— or  I  won't 
call  it  that— existing  on  a  pittance.  The 
crumbs  from  the  table. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  have  been  before,  so 
tonight  I  am  in  the  same  position.  I  cannot 
vote  against  this  bill  for  die  sake  of  those 
who  will  get  something  out  of  it.  But  I  can 
say  to  you  that  then  I  have  to  face  my  people 
and  say,  "Oh,  well,  you  didn't  count.  You 
weren't  in  that  statement.  I  suggest  you 
apply,  but  I  don't  think  that  you  are  going 
to  get  it." 

Let  me  say  this,  if  you  want  to  take  it, 
the  degree  of  disability  coupled  with  per- 
manent unemployability,  you  can  take  some- 
body who  may  be  at  this  point  in  time 
medically  terminal  to  whom  you  can  say, 
"Oh  boy,  we  can  help.  If  we  can  find  a 
kidney  you  won't  be  permanently  unemploy- 
able." 

I  recognize  that  that  is  carrying  it  to  the 
extreme— and  I  don't  believe  that  you  will 
do  that.  But  in  order  to  try  and  get  through 
to  you  just  as  people  are  expecting  what 
you  are  doing  to  them,  I'm  taking  a  bizarre 
land  of  case. 

I  am  sick,  very  heartsick  that  this  is  now 
dear  to  me  that  probably  those  who  have 
been  getting  along  on  $137— and  I'm  not 
going  to  be  eligible  at  all  for  this— so  maybe 
those  who  are  at  the  top  of  the  disability 
schedule,  to  whom  you  won't  have  to  pay 
very  much,  maybe,  they  will  be  looked  after. 
How  can  you  do  this?  How  can  you  in  con- 
science do  this  to  those  people? 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  by  all 
the  rules  around  here,  nothing  that  I  say  or 
anyone  else  can  say,  is  going  to  change  any- 
thing. In  the  normal  course  I  would  be  very 


critical  of  this  minister,  but  from  the  state- 
ment he  made  in  the  estimates  I  recognize 
the  fact  that  he  did  not  know  what  the 
GAINS  programme  was  all  about;  not  that 
he  intentionally  tried  to  mislead  us.  As  I 
say,  yes,  there  will  be  people  who  will  be 
getting  more— the  Treasurer  said  that  those 
that  I  talked  about  on  $131  will  be  up  to 
$216.67. 

Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  that  is  not  so 
then  I  trust  that  it  will  be  the  very  last  time 
that  there  will  be  a  statement  made  to  raise 
the  expectations  of  people,  only  to  dash 
them  to  the  ground.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Section  1(d)  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further 
comments,  questions  or  amendments  on  a 
later  section,  and  if  so,  what  section?  The 
member   for   Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  I  wanted  to  talk  on  sec- 
tion 1(h). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  1(h)? 
The    member   for    Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wanted 
to  talk  on  1(h)  (ii),  sections  (A)  and  (B), 
on  residency. 

One  of  the  aspects  that  does  disturb  me 
is  that  an  individual,  according  to  this,  after 
five  consecutive  years  immediately  prior  to 
his  date  of  application,  could  be  eligible  to 
receive  GAINS.  I  am  interested  in  hearing 
from  the  minister  as  to  what  type  of  re- 
quirements they  are  going  to  impose,  and 
what  the  individual  will  have  to  present, 
so  that  we  don't  have  individuals  from  for- 
eign jurisdictions  taking  advantage  of  the 
GAINS  programme?  In  the  second  portion, 
the  residency  apparently  is  only  one  year 
for  an  individual  who  has  resided  in  Canada 
or  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  for  20  years 
after  the  age  of  18;  so,  in  other  words,  at 
the  age  of  39  or  40,  he  could  have  left  On- 
tario, gone  into  a  foreign  jurisdiction,  been 
disabled,  would  move  back  into  Ontario,  and 
after  one  year  be  eligible  for  the  full  dis- 
ability benefits  under  the  GAINS  program- 
me. It  does  disturb  me  that  we  are  making 
it  extremely  easy  and  that  there  may  be  an 
influx  of  people  into  Ontario  who  could 
qualify  under  these  two  counts. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  can  understand  my 
hon.  friend's  apprehension,  because  we  have 
the  highest  such  benefits  in  the  world  and 
there  may  be  some  people  moving  in  here 
from  places  like  Michigan— 
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Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy ) :    British   Columbia. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —British  Columbia,  Sas- 
katchewan and  Manitoba. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Oh,  they  will  flock 
in  from  Manitoba— and  England. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  While  I  am  up,  I  was 
iust  reading  earlier  tonight  that  the  popula- 
tion of  Ontario  could  double  by  the  year 
2001.  It  is  a  CP  despatch  of  Friday,  June 
21:  "Ontario  may  have  twice  the  population 
of  Quebec  in  the  year  2001,  and  Saskatche- 
wan only  half  its  present  population." 

So  we  do  run  the  risk,  I  have  no  doubt, 
in  having  one  of  the  best  educational  systems 
anywhere,  one  of  the  best  health  systems 
anywhere,  one  of  the  best  welfare  systems 
anywhere,  and  without  doubt  the  best  gov- 
ernment that  Ontario  has  even  seen— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Despite  a  weak  op- 
position. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  All  due  to  the  Treasurer's 
policies. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —that  one  would  expect 
some  number  of  people  to  flow  into  our 
province  from  other  jurisdictions.  There  will 
have  to  be  proof  offered,  however,  that  they 
have  been  here  for  five  years.  After  a  person 
has  been  in  this  province  for  20  years  he 
should  be  able  to  come  back  and  have  a 
shorter  requirement  for  these  benefits,  and 
I  think  one  year  is  not  unreasonable.  I  can 
assure  my  hon.  friend,  however,  that  we 
will  make  sure  people  from  Detroit  don't  go 
to  Windsor  and  five  days  later  try  to  claim 
this  benefit.  I  do  promise  him  we  will  be 
alert  to  that  kind  of  thing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Do  you  have  any  more  inter- 
esting clippings  in  your  desk? 

Mr.  Martel:  You  must  have  a  bag  full  of 
clippings  over  there. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  there 
any  way  that  the  ministry  could  check  on 
foreign  income,  because  an  individual  could 
be  receiving  social  security  benefits  in  the 
US  and  not  declaring  them  and  be  receiving 
GAINS  programme  benefits? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  will  check  for  this  of 
course.  The  hon.  member  asked  a  question 
in  committee  a  few  days  ago  about  whether 
or  not  US  social  security  income  was  taxable, 
and  I  have  since  found  out  that  it  is  taxable. 
I  have  likewise  found  out  that  benefits  such 
as  we  have  here  are  made  available  to  Cana- 


dians who  move  to  the  United  States.  There 
are  certain  minimum  provisions  under  the 
social  security  Act  under  which  Canadians 
can  qualify  after  a  period  of  residency  of 
five  years,  I  think  perhaps  it  is— or  some 
number  of  years— so  it  flows  both  ways. 

Section  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Sudbury  East  on  section  4? 

Mr.  Martel:  Section  4. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
Section  4?  All  right. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to 
move  an  amendment  to  section  4. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  want  to  move  a  new  sub- 
section 4(6),  I  guess. 

Mr.  Martel  moves  that  a  new  subsection, 
6,  be  added  to  section  4  of  the  bill,  to  read 
as  follows: 

When  the  federal  government's  quarter- 
ly adjustment  produces  an  increase  in  the 
guaranteed  income  supplement,  the  prov- 
ince will  pass  the  amount  of  the  increase 
on  to  those  who  are  eligible  for  any  income 
supplement  under  this  Act. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  In  other  words  the 
GAINS  benefits  will  be  more  than  $216.67 
a  month? 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  right.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
think  I  mentioned  earlier  that  there  is  al- 
ways something  perverse  in  the  announce- 
ments with  respect  to  benefits  received  by 
people  in  need.  If  I  understand  this  bill  cor- 
rectly the  government  carries  it  on  in  this 
bill  as  well. 

The  federal  portion  of  the  guaranteed  in- 
come supplement  is  looked  at  quarterly  and 
there  could  be  increases  made.  As  those  in- 
creases are  made,  as  I  understand  it,  rather 
than  passing  them  on  to  the  recipients  under 
the  GAINS  programme  it's  the  province's  in- 
tention to  lower  its  contribution  towards  the 
GAINS  programme.  Yes,  it  will  guarantee 
$216.67,  or  whatever  it  is,  per  person,  but  it 
will  not  pass  on  the  federal  money  to  the 
recipients;  rather  it  will  cut  back  its  share, 
Ontario's  share.  In  effect,  if  we  had  a  raise 
next  month  of  $1  in  the  guaranteed  income 
supplement,  people  on  GAINS  in  Ontario, 
instead  of  going  to  $217.67,  would  have 
the  same  $216.67  because  the  Ontario  govern- 
ment  would   not  pass   that   $1   on  to   those 
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people— if    I    understand    it    correctly    and    I 
think  I  do. 

I  find  it  strange  that  the  Treasurer  of 
Ontario— and  I  think  it's  still  the  same  man 
who  had  this  document  prepared,  "The  On- 
tario Proposals  for  Amending  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan"  by  the  Hon,  John  White, 
Treasurer  of  Ontario,  and  the  Hon.  Rene 
Brunelle,  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
Services.  On  page  4  they  are  advising  the 
federal  government  what  it  should  do. 

In  April,  1972,  the  federal  government 
introduced  a  cost  of  living  escalator  clause 
in  the  old  age  security  and  guaranteed 
income  supplement.  It  is  logical  and  equit- 
able to  extend  the  same  principle  to  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan.  If  this  is  not  done, 
Canada  Pension  Plan  benefits  will  steadily 
erode  in  relationship  to  other  programmes 
and  objectives  of  the  plan  will  not  be 
achieved. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Who 
was  it  who  said  that? 

Mr.  Martel:  The  Treasurer  and  the  Minis- 
ter of  Community  and  Social  Services  and  it 
was  presented  by  the  minister.  Here  we  have 
them,  with  the  very  sector  they  are  talking 
about,  they  will  chisel  in  Ontario  and  not 
pass  it  on. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  happens  to  those  pen- 
sions? Are  they  eroded?  I  ask  the  Treasurer 
of  Ontario,  if  he  doesn't  oass  on  the  buck  or 
the  buck  and  a  half,  what  happens  to  the 
statement,  "If  this  is  not  done,  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan  will  steadily  erode  in  relation- 
ship to  other  programmes"?  We  could  sub- 
stitute for  Canada  Pension  Plan  and  say,  "If 
this  is  not  done,  the  guaranteed  annual  in- 
come to  Ontario  residents  65  years  of  age  and 
over  will  steadily  erode  in  relationship  to 
other  programmes  and  the  objectives  of  the 
plan  will  not  be  achieved." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  It  cost  them  less  and  that 
is  what  they  are  all  laughing  about. 

Mr.  Martel:  How  in  God's  name  can  the 
minister  go  traipsing  oflF  to  Ottawa  and  make 
the  specious  statements  to  convince  the 
federal  government;  and  I  understand  they 
did?  They  went  along  with  it.  They  are 
going  to  pass  on  these  increases.  And  here 
is  Ontario  which  introduces  a  pension  plan, 
after  all  of  this  sanctimonious  garbage  that 
they  presented  in  Ottawa,  which  here  in 
Ontario,  in  their  own  area,  rather  than  see 
the    income    supplement    passed    on    to    the 


residents  under  the  GAINS  programme,  they 
will  see  it  frozen  and  cut  Ontario's  share 
of  the  contributions. 

It's  not  even  this  government's  money,  for 
God's  sake.  The  commitment  was  made  com- 
mencing July  1.  We're  not  asking  the  gov- 
ernment to  spend  a  cent  more.  All  we're 
asking  the  government  to  do  is  follow  what 
it  recommended.  Why  the  duplicit>?  Why 
won't  it  pass  on  the  federal  money  directly 
to  those  people,  as  BC  is  doing? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  no.  "Duplicity"  is  parlia- 
mentary. It  is  a  perfectly  appropriate  phrase 
to  describe  what  is  going  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  On  the  advice  of  my  col- 
league, who  is  an  expert  in  such  matters,  I 
object  to  the  use  of  the  word  "duplicity"  as 
being  unparliamentary. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Lewis:   I'm  sure  the  minister  would. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  will  let  that  pass  I've  got  a 
few  names  saved  up  for  these  chaps. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  word  "duplicity"  is  a 
descriptive  phrase  to  describe  the  shenani- 
gans over  there,  and  I  don't  think  it  should 
be  withdrawn  for  a  moment. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the  Treas- 
urer really  saying  that  he  can  go  to  Ottawa 
on  one  hand  and  tell  them  they  must  pass 
the  money  on  or  it  will  erode— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  When  the  member  sits 
down  I  will  explain  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  give  us  excuses. 

Mr.  Martel:  —or  it  will  erode  the  pro- 
grammes and  the  objectives  of  the  program- 
mes; and  then  in  Ontario  take  another  po- 
sition? He  simply  can't  do  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  Tell  us  about  the  tax  credits. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Give  us  speech  4C  on  indexing; 
Economics  1-A. 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  the  minister  pull 
out  a  clipping  and  tell  us  how  wonderful 
he  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wliite:  No;  settle  down  just  for 
one  minute.  It  won't  take  long. 

Mr.   Lewis:   Don't  tell  us  to  settle  down. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  we  bad  adopted  the 
indexing  system,  which  the  opposition  now 
recommends;  and  indeed  which  the  mem- 
ber's amendment  will  cover- 
Mr.  Deans:  If  he  had  an  adequate  level 
to  begin  with. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  -the  $137  referred  to 
in  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George's  remarks 
would  have  gone  up  about  15  per  cent,  to 
about  S157.  But  of  course  we  didn't  index. 
We  accepted  the  responsibility  for  moving 
these  amounts  up  in  keeping  with  not  only 
increased  standards  but  increased  compre- 
hension of  appropriate  quality  of  life;  so  we 
brought  it  up  not  the  15  per  cent,  we  have 
gone  up  58  per  cent. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  should  have 
the  comprehension  of  the  appropriate  quality 
of  life.  He  who  dines  at  the  Westbury  should 
talk  about  the  increased  comprehension  of 
appropriate  quality  of  life  for  people  on 
$270  a  month. 

Come  on;  what  a  bunch  of  gobbledegook. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  have  gone  up  58  per 
cent,  and  we  have  looked  into— I've  got  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  hon. 
minister  has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I've  got  the  floor.  I've 
been  very  quiet.  I  am  going  to  insist  on  my 
rights  here,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  insists  on  his 
rights.    His   rights  are  in  verbal  gymnastics. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  we  had  locked  our- 
selves into  this  automatic  formulation  called 
indexing  15  months  ago,  the  disabled  person 
for  whom  we  have  great  concern,  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  and  myself,  would 
now  be  getting  $157;  but  the  fact  of  the 
matter  is  he  is  going  to  get  $217. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  is  the  Treasurer  talking 
about? 

Mr.   Deans:    Except  that  the  level   of  in- 
come 15  months  ago  was  totally  inadequate. 
If  they  had  been  paid  an  adequate  income 
then- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  He  would  have  received 
a  15  per  cent  increase,  and  under  the  Act 
it  has  gone  up  58  per  cent.  Now  if  the  mem- 
bers of  the  NDP  are  still  convinced,  or  some 
of  them  any  way- 


Mr.  Lewis:  Add  it  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Certainly  the  member  for 
Windsor-Walkerville  pointed  out  the  defi- 
ciences  in  indexing. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  stop  it.  You  know  what 
we  are  talking  about.  You  make  the  English 
language  obscene. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  One  would  expect  the 
GAINS  programme  to  be  increased  very  sub- 
stantially and  in  advance  of  any  indexing 
system.  I  contrast  that  with  the  efi^orts  we 
made,  starting  in  1961  or  1962,  to  get  the 
universal  old  age  system  indexed,  as  indeed 
we  did.  We  succeeded  in  that  undertaking 
a  couple  of  years  ago  after  trying  for  a  de- 
cade. I  have  no  objection  to  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Why  don't  you  pass  it  on? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  For  those  people,  like  my 
own  mother,  who  have  incomes  of  their  own, 
I  don't  object  to  having  that  indexed.  But 
I'm  telling  you  with  respect  to  these  lower- 
income  groups  we  have  to  do  better  than 
the  indexing,  and  better  we  will  do. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  you  are  not  doing  better. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  better  we  have  done. 
This  is  just  the  beginning. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  not  doing  better. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  you  establish  a  reasonable 
level  to  begin  with,  then  indexing  works  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  St.  George. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wasn't  even 
finished  when  the  Treasurer  just  jumped  up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  I  think  you  didn't 
hear  that  the  member  for  St.  George  had  a 
point  of  clarification. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
if  it  isn't  appropriate  that  at  least  we  have 
visible  attention  in  this  House.  When  he  gave 
the  example  of  the  $137,  did  the  Treasurer 
not  hear  the  question  put  to  the  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  which  indi- 
cated that  those  who  were  at  the  lowest  end 
of  the  disability  would  not  necessarily  re- 
ceive the  GAINS  programme?  Therefore, 
would  he  please  correct  his  statement  that, 
indexing  or  not,  they  may  not  be  any  better 
off? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That  matter  has  been 
dealt  with  thoroughly  by  a  man  who  has  the 
responsibility  and  the  confidence  to  deal  with 
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it.  We  are  talking  about  the  disabled  as  such. 
The  person  who  had  been  receiving  $137 
when  you  yourself  were  elected  will  now  be 
getting  $217  for  an  increase  of  58  per  cent. 
There  are  some  marginal  cases  which  will  be 
looked  at.  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  minister 
is,  as  always,  trying  to  develop  a  better  over- 
all system  as  part  of  his  income  maintenance 
review. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  will  probably  make  an 
appropriate  quality  of  life  be  comprehended 
by  those  who  live  on  $217  a  month.  What  a 
spinner  of  phrases  you  are. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Sudbury 
East. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Treasurer 
should  talk  to  his  colleague,  because  I  agree 
that  both  the  federal  and  the  provincial 
government  made  a  mistake  when  they  as- 
sumed that  the  consumer  price  index  was  the 
sort  of  thing  one  attaches  those  unfixed  in- 
comes to  in  order  to  give  them  an  escalator 
clause.  When  you  index  in  that  way  it  doesn't 
bear  any  real  effect.  It  doesn't  indicate  the 
effect  on  people  on  fixed  income  and  the  in- 
flationary causes  of  it.  We  know,  if  one  uses 
the  consumer  price  index  alone  to  determine 
what  the  escalator  clause  will  be,  that  those 
on  fixed  incomes  are  going  to  take  a  real 
shafting. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Withdraw  your  amend- 
ment then. 

Mr.  Martel:  No.  I  leave  my  amendment 
because  it  is  going  to  raise  it.  That's  the 
point  I  want  to  come  to.  His  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Services, 
during  the  estimates  that  just  finished  up  a 
week  ago  indicated  he  would  instruct  his  re- 
search department  to  look  into  the  real  effects 
of  inflation  on  those  people  who  are  on  fixed 
incomes  to  determine,  not  the  average  be- 
cause that  is  what  the  consumer  price  index 
is  all  about,  but  the  real  effects  of  inflation 
on  those  on  fixed  incomes.  The  Mim'ster  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  agreed  to 
do  that. 

I  presume  by  now  he's  ordered  tfiat  study 
to  have  been  started  and  that  we  have  this 
amendment  in  now,  while  that  study  is  being 
done,  so  that  people  who  are  on  fixed  in- 
comes will  not  fall  so  far  behind  as  the  cost 
of  living  continues  to  rise. 

Knowing  that  the  consumer  price  index 
isn't  the  appropriate  vehicle,  surely  to  God 
this  province  is  big  enough  to  pass  on  the 
$1,  the  $1.50  or  the  98  cents  whenever  it 
occurs. 


Mr.  B.  Newman:  It  might  give  an  extra 
quart  of  milk. 

Mr.  Martel:   You  can't  be  that  destitute- 
Mr.  Deans:  Oh,  yes. 

Mr.  Martel:  —that  you  couldn't  pass  on 
that  extra  buck  a  month  as  the  consumer 
price  index  rises.  I  shouldn't  say  a  buck  a 
month;  it  could  be  a  buck  every  three 
months— or  98  cents. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  they  could  be  that  des- 
titute. 

Mr.  Martel:  But  with  the  minister's  prom- 
ise to  have  inflation  looked  at— 

Mr.  Deans:  You  make  Scrooge  look  like 
a  big  spender. 

Mr.  Martel:  —in  terms  of  how  it  affects 
those  on  fixed  incomes,  as  opposed  to  the 
effect  of  the  consumer  price  index,  because 
it  deals  in  averages— surely  there  is  some  way 
these  people  on  fixed  incomes  could  keep  up 
with  inflation.  Surely  the  Treasurer  is  not 
saying  that  he  can't  accept  that,  particularly 
when  he  and  the  Minister  of  Community  and 
Social  Services  go  to  Ottawa  on  bended  knee 
and  make  the  point  over  and  over  again  in 
their  documentation. 

You  can't  have  it  both  ways.  You  won't 
introduce  it  in  the  workmen's  compensation 
pensions,  over  which  this  province  has  sole 
jurisdiction.  You  won't  introduce  it  in  family 
benefits.  You  won't  introduce  it  in  GAINS. 
But  you  can  go  down  to  Ottawa  and  scream 
blue  murder  to  have  it  in  Canada  Pension 
and  in  the  old  age  pension. 

Mr.  Deacon:   That's  hypocritical. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  say  it's  not  duplicity?  I 
suggest  it's  even  worse  than  that. 

An  hon.  member:  Shame. 

Mr.  Martel:  And  I  would  ask  the  Treas- 
urer to  accept  this  amendment  to  at  least 
help  these  people  keep  close  to  the  effects 
of  inflation  on  them.  Don't  be  so  chiselling 
that  you  can't  pass  on  that  little  amount  to 
them.  I  say  to  the  Treasurer  that  the  BC 
government  is  doing  that.  They  have  found 
a  way  of  passing  it  on;  they  are  doing  so— 
and  they  have  been  doing  so  for  a  good 
number  of  months  now. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North. 
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Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  say 
just  a  word  on  this.  I  think  two  points  should 
be  made. 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't  tell  me— 

Mr.  Good:  The  payments  made  by  the 
provincial  government  in  this  programme  will 
vary  from  a  minimum  of  $2.50  a  month  to 
$20.49  a  month,  as  the  programme  now 
stands,  to  yield  a  maximum  of  $216.67. 

What  is  being  discussed  here,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  not  the  provincial  government  index- 
ing their  payment.  We're  asking  that  the 
provincial  government  not  gamer  to  them- 
selves the  indexing  of  the  federal  govern- 
ment's payment  of  the  old  age  pension  and 
the  guaranteed  income  supplement.  There 
should  be  some  feeling  of  compunction  over 
yonder,  when  they  want  to  gamer  to  them- 
selves federal  money  that  is  earmarked  by 
federal  statute  and  federal  law  to  the  old 
age  pension  recipients  of  this  province. 

Every  time  the  federal  payment  goes  up 
by  $2.50,  it  means  there  will  be  fewer  people 
on  your  list  of  270,000  who  will  receive 
benefits  under  the  GAINS  programme.  So 
every  time  the  federal  payment  goes  up, 
you're  not  only  going  to  be  saving  yourself 
money  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  money 
required,  but  you  will  also  be  cutting  others 
from  the  programme.  I  think  that  is  uncon- 
scionable. I  think  it's  a  matter  of  conscience- 
Mr.  Deans:  That's  why  they  don't  do  any- 
thing about  it. 

Mr.  Good:  —that  this  should  be  so  geared 
—that  one  level  of  government  can  take 
money  earmarked  by  another  level  of  gov- 
emment  and  take  it  unto  themselves.  I  think 
you've  got  to  think  about  it  on  that  basis. 
I   think  it's  absolutely  intolerable. 

Mr.   Chairman:   The  hon.  Treasurer. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  were  a  number  of 
speakers  on  second  reading  pointing  out  the 
deficiencies  in  indexing. 

Mr.  Deacon:  We  are  not  asking  you  to 
index  anything. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  There  were  those  mem- 
bers of  the  opposition  who  pointed  out  that 
elderly  people  in  general  may  have  some- 
what higher  increases  in  costs  than  the  av- 
erage citizen.  We  did  try  to  determine  this 
by  communicating  with  Statistics  Canada. 
They  are  doing  some  research  on  the  subject 
but  have  not  as  yet  anything  helpful  by  way 
of  data  along  the  lines  of  a  package  of  goods 


and  services  for  older  citizens;   or,  for  that 
matter,  disabled  and  blind  citizens. 

To  utilize  tie  CPI,  which  other  members 
point  out  is,  in  one  way  or  another,  unsatis- 
factory, I  think  is  just  lidling  the  least  for- 
tunate into  a  false  sense  of  secmity  and 
dulling  our  own  sense  of  compassion  by 
handing  over  these  matters  to  some  form 
of  formulation. 

Even  sophisticated  recipients  of  index 
benefits,  such  as  the  French  public  service, 
are  now  on  strike  because  they  don't  like 
the  index. 

Mr.  Deans:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Right  now,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  in  France- 
Mr.  Deans:  What  do  you  want  us  to  do, 
solve  that  problem  too? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —there  is  a  strike  among 
certain  units  of  the  French  public  service 
because  they  don't  like  the  index.  Why 
would  they  like  the  index? 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  will  take  a  chance  on  the 
senior  citizens  not  wanting  the  index. 

Mr.  Deans:  Even  if  the  senior  citizens 
went  on  strike— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  When  it  represents,  at 
best,  a  theoretical  appreciation  of  an  average 
person's  consumption.  I  know  the  gentleman 
next  to  me,  who  has  very  fine  tastes  con- 
sumes quite  a  difFerent  selection  of  goods 
and  services  from  those  I  do. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  consumes  far  more  than 
that. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  the  only  direction 
you  could  have  pointed. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  didn't  mean  to  speak 
about  that. 

At  any  rate,  indexing  isn't  good  enough 
in  my  opinion. 

Mr.  Martel:  No,  but  you  could  pass  on— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  given  the  reason 
I  thought  the  universal  scheme  shoidd  be 
indexed  and  I  won't  repeat  that,  I  think. 
I  remind  the  hon.  members  that  if  we  bad 
indexed  the  disabled  people's  allowance  15 
months  ago,  at  the  time  of  byelections— that 
would  have  been  a  temptation,  no  doubt,  in 
those  frantic  days  when  we  were  trying  to 
save  that  riding— the  recipients  today  would 
be  getting  $157  instead  of  the  $217  which  we 
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proposed.   This  programme  is   going  to  cost 
us  $75  million  this  year- 
Mr.    Deans:    That's   false.    That's   a   cra2y 
argument  based  on  secret  logic. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —and  that  is  on  the 
assumption  there  will  be  increases  in  the 
OASGIS.  The  $75  million-or,  had  it  been 
for  a  full  12  months,  $100  million-is  based 
on  the  supposition  that  our  increment  to 
reach  this  particular  minimum  inconne— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —for,  indeed,  that  is 
what  it  is,  although  not  as  yet  imiversal, 
would  decrease.  To  that  substantial  increase, 
of  course,  as  I  mentioned  earlier— the  Ontario 
tax  credit  system  was  increased  from  $305 
to  $375  million— the  free  prescription  drug 
programme  will  cost  $20  million  in  this  fiscal 
year.  We  are  transferring,  on  an  annual 
basis,  something  over  $200  million  as  I  had 
oocasion  to  mention  earlier. 

These  are  the  reasons,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  think  we  are  unwise  to  index.  I  think 
we  are  unwise  to  wash  the  federal  indexing 
through  our  GAINS  programme. 

Mr.  Martel:  We  are  not  asking  you  to 
index. 

Mr.  Deacon:  We  are  not  asking  you  to 
index. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  think  we  have  to  have 
the  integrity  and  the  compassion  to  take 
a  look  at  this  guaranteed  annual  income 
with  some  regularity,  or  if  I  may  use- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  not  a  guaranteed  annual 
income. 

Hon.     Mr.    White:    —the    words    in    my 
budget- 
Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  a  guaranteed  annual  social 
allowance.  It  is  not  an  income.  It  is  a  sub- 
sistence level  social  allowance. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —the  guaranteed  income 
levels  will  be  escalated  periodically  in  order 
to  maintain  the  purchasing  power  of  bene- 
fits over  time. 

Mr.  Deans:  When  it  is  politically  appro- 
priate. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Also  said  in  the  budget 
was  that  the  GAINS  programme  will  be 
broadened  to  other  groups  as  resources  be- 
come available. 


Mr.  Martel:  You  wonder  why  Ottawa 
doesn't  want  to  talk  to  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Whie:  Now  we  have  a  broad- 
ening of  the  base  possible  in  a  way  that  in- 
dexing wouldn't  permit.  We  have  an  en- 
richment in  the  minimimi  which  the  indexing 
itself  might  prevent,  and  that's  the  reason 
we  are  doing  it  this  way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  remember 
yesterd'ay  we  had  some  debate  about  the 
extended'  hours,  because  the  dtebate  really 
doesn't  become  too  logical.  I  real'ly  am  more 
convinced  than  ever  of  that  after  listening 
to  the  Treasurer.  He  is  a  man  in  the  past 
whom  I  have  I'eamed  to  respect  on  many 
occasions  for  his  logic,  but  tonight  is  cer- 
tainly not  one  of  those  occasions. 

What  we  are  trying  to  get  across  to  the 
minister  is  that  he  has  no  responsibility  as 
far  as  indexing  is  concerned.  All  we  are  ask- 
in-g  him  to  do  is  not  to  profit  by  the  federal 
indexing  at  the  expense  of  the  other  people; 
other  people  who  really  can't  afford  it— the 
poor  people  we  are  trying  to  help. 

There's  no  need  for  the  Treasurer  to  inter- 
fere with  the  increases'  that  Ottawa  is  making 
available  to  these  people.  By  adlc^ting  this 
amendment,  we  would  not  be  interfering. 
And  if  the  Treasurer,  in  his  wdsdom,  comes 
up  with  a  better  plan,  so  that  Ontario's  pro- 
gramme is  not  indexed,  but  there  is  a  much- 
improved  approach  to  it— fine^but  don't  inter- 
fere now  with  what  Ottawa  has  madtei  avail- 
able to  these  people.  Don't  profit  by  that. 
Surely  the  Treasurer  doesnTt  mean  to  profit 
at  the  expense  of  these  people.  Do  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
pointed  out,  we  are  spending  something  over 
$200  million  in  these  new  programmes  this 
year.  Now,  that's  a  strange  concept  of  profit. 
Is  that  the  way  they  do  it  on  Bay  St.? 

Mr.  Deacon:  It's  $200  million  this  year; 
but  next  year  it  maybe  only  $100  million. 

Mr.  Martel:  Come  on,  the  Treasurer  can't 
have  it  both  ways. 

(Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  we  had  a  year  ago 
indexed  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
pensions,  the  recipients  would  have  gone  up 
by  about  12  per  cent,  I  suppose.  Instead, 
these  receipients  are  going  to  go  up  by  a 
maximum  of  60  per  cent.  And  here,  again, 
I  want  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  fact  that 
the  indexing— which  is  supposed  to  be  a  con- 
tinuing  purchasing   capability— is  fault)-.    Be- 
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cause,  as  the  member  for  Sudbua^  East  said^ 
the  CPI  is  not  an  appropriate  indfex.  And 
reasons  have  been  advanced  in  an  earlier 
stage  of  this  debate  as  to  why  it  isn't  appro- 
priate. 

Mr.  Deacon:  You  should:  not  steal  from 
these  people. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Just  a  minute;  just  a 
minute.  I  have  got  the  floor  for  a  minute. 
So  there  isn't  an  appropriate  index,  although 
Statistics  Canada  are  apparently  trying  to  in- 
vent one.  Much  more  important  in  my  way  of 
thinking  is,  having  introduced'  an  index, 
having  introduced  a  formula,  the  diecision- 
makers— whether  it  be  the  members  of  the 
House  of  Commons  or  the  mandarins  that 
were  tucked  away  in  the  dark  little  comers  of 
those  antique  buildings— must  not  lose  sight  of 
the  fact  that  not  only  do  living  costs  increase, 
as  reflected  in  one  or  another  ind'ex,  not  only 
do  different  people's  costs  vary  asi  their  own 
consumption  of  good's  and*  services  varies  from 
the  norm,  but  we  are  increasing  our  standard 
of  living  each  year.  And  that  increase— which 
is  not  included  in  the  formul^a  at  all,  at  all--is 
very  easily  overlooked;  and  to  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  has  been  largely  overlboked  in 
those  areas  where  indexing  is  the  custom. 

We  are  quite  prepared  to  increase  these, 
as  my  budget  said  explicitly.  And'  we  are 
going  to  increase  them,  and  those  increases 
will  reflect  the  increasing  costs  of  living,  the 
increased  quality  of  living,  the  increased  com- 
passion among  our  people— because  if  one 
moves  too  far  too  fast  on  certain  of  these 
measures— 

'Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  -there  is  a  counter  re- 
action vi^ich  makes  continuing  reform  vir- 
tually impossible.  We  have  seen  that  hap- 
Een  with  respect  to  tax  reform  emanating 
om  the  federal  government.  Mr.  Carter 
was  too  ambitious.  Mr.  Benson  was  too  am- 
bitious. And  we  ended  up  with  no  reform 
at  all.  Now,  we  are  moving  this  ahead  very, 
very  quickly.  And  I  have  no  d^oubt  we  can 
do  so  in  the  futiu-e.  But  this  is  the  way  to 
do  it.  I  ami  perfectly  sure  of  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  you  are  certainly  not 
too  ambitious  anyway. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  When  liie  minister  makes 
mention  that  he  has  no  intention  of  index- 
ing or  of  providing  additional  benefits  to  the 
senior  citizen,  in  other  words  he  is  going  to 
reduce  his  contribution  by  the  extent  to 
which  the  federal  government  increases  theirs. 


So  what  you  are  saying  then  is  that  we 
should  allow  the  senior  citizen,  who  is  on 
guaranteed  supplements  income  and  who  is 
eligible  for  the  GAINS  programme,  to  dimin- 
ish his  cost  of  living  by  the  2%  per  cent  or 
so,  or  three  per  cent,  that  the  cost  of  living 
rises  each  quarterly  period.  You  want  them 
to  decrease  their  cost  of  living. 

Mr.  Good:  That's  what  he  said. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  That  is  what  you  are 
trying  to  tell  us,  rather  than  maintain  that 
same  cost  of  living  by  your  contribution  re- 
maining the  same  or  increasing  as  the  federal 
contribution  increases. 

Mr.  Good:  You  have  to  come  back  and 
make  a  new  deal  every  year  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Well  the  indexing  system 
reflects  certain  increases,  as  we  have  all  said 
more  than  once.  It  is  done  retrospectively, 
in  that  there  is  a  lag  between  the  collection 
of  data  and  publishing  of  results  and  the  im- 
plementation of  the  increases.  Our  system 
on  the  other  hand,  which  has  several  advan- 
tages I  mentioned  already,  is  prospective.  So 
looking  ahead  we  have  established  that 
$5,200  for  a  married  couple  is  the  minimum 
we  think  is  appropriate,  although  my  hon. 
member  for  Wentworth  would  like  to  see 
that  less  than^ 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't;  don't. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  is  going  to  get 
himself  in  hot  water  and  he'll  keep  us  here 
for  another  hour. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Don't, 
don't. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  hon.  member  doesn't 
want  to  see  the  couple  get  quite  double  the— 

Mr.  Deans:  You  are  making  a  big  mistake, 
dammit;  I  knew  you  were  too  stupid  to  keep 
your  mouth  shut. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  vdthout  Port- 
folio): Withdraw. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  wasn't  what  I  said  and 
you  know  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Withdraw. 

Mr.  Deans:  Withdraw?  I  demand  that  the 
Treasurer  withdraw  a  statement  which  he 
knows  is  untrue. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  wish  you  would  watch 
your  language. 
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Mr.  Deans:  I  demand  that  the  Treasurer 
withdraw  a  statement  which  he  knows  is 
untrue. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'll  do  a  little  research 
here. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well  you  do  your  research;  and 
while  you  are  doing  it  I  demand  that  you 
withdraw  that  statement  because  you  know  it 
is  untrue. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I'll  just  have  to  prove  my 
point  here. 

Mr.  Good:  Here  we  go  again. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  sick  and  tired  of  having 
you  lie  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Withdraw. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  111  prove  that  it  is,  be- 
cause I  corrected  him  the  last  time. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  fed  up  with  it. 


Mr.  Deans:  It  is  true. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  I  wouldn't  make  it  about 
anyone  else. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  you  give  me  a  moment 
I  will  find  the  record  from  Hansard,  if  you 
give  me  just  one  moment. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  going  to  take  a  little 
adjournment  while  the  Treasurer  looks  it  up. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  will  wait  while  the  Treasurer 
looks  it  up. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  will  ask  the 
member  to  withdraw  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  withdraw 

it- 
Mr.   Chairman:   Let  me  finish.  He  should 

withdraw  that  remark.  He  knows  this. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  cannot  withdraw  it,  sir.  I 
corrected  it  once  before. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  fed  up  with  you  Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Get  out. 


too. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  are  you  ever  getting 
some  lines  in  there  tonight,  Don. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in   favour    of   Mr. 
Martel's  resolution- 
Mr.  Lewis:  You  cut  that  out. 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Martel:  It's  called  dissembling,  is  it? 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
I  think  the  chairman  should  ask  the  member 
to  withdraw  that  statement. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  saying  he  lied;  and  he 
did. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  Because  he  said  that  I  was  for 
making  it  less,  and  I  corrected  him.  Then 
he  objected  that  he  had  made  a  mistake. 
And  he  has  repeated  the  same  thing  again 
knowing  full  well  that  it  was  untrue. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  The  member  is  per- 
sisting. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  an  incredible 
accusation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  You  know  it  was  untrue. 


Mr.  Deans:  Will  you  agree  to  wait  till  the 
minister  puts  it  on  the  record? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  can  under- 
stand the  misunderstanding  because  of  the 
hour,  but  I  would  ask  the  member  to  with- 
draw those  words  because— 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order,  sir,  he 
made  the  same  statement  before  and  I  cor- 
rected it.  Surely  to  God  I  am  entitled  to  have 
the  truth  told  for  once. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  may  have  been  some 
confusion  in  the  interpretation. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  was  no  confusion,  it  was 
deliberate. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  member 
for  Wentworth  knows  it  is  wrong  and  he  must 
withdraw. 

Mr.  Deans:  But  it  is  equally  wrong  to  tell 
an  untruth  in  the  House. 

Mr.  Martel:  Surely,  Mr.  Chairman,  you 
should  wait  for  the  minister. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  Will  the  minister  then  put  his 
statement  on  the  record?  And  if  I  was  wrong 
in  saying  that  he  lied,  then  I  will  withdraw. 
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An  hon.  member:  You've  asked  the  mem- 
ber to  withdraw  and  he- 
Mr.   Lewis:   Oh,   you   are  all  a  bunch  of 
punch-drunk  nitwits  over  there. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  think  we 
should   control   ourselves   a  little  bit. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  am  sure  the 
hon.    minister  will  clarify  what  was  meant. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  will  be  pleased,  when  he 
clarifies  it,  to  withdraw  it  if  I  was  out  of 
order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  withdraw  the 
use  of  the  word  nitwits.  I  didn't  like  the 
sound  of  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  I  would  ask 
the  member  for  Wentworth  to  withdraw  the 
word. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  An  important  member  of  the 
galler>'  is  listening.  You  know  that  and  I 
know  that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  called  them  a  btmch  of  be- 
dizened dolts  and  I  don't  withdraw  that. 

Mr.    Deans:    I    withdraw   the   use   of   the 

word,  but  not  because  I  don't  believe  it. 

Now  put  it  on  the  record;  because  the 
Treasurer  knows  what  I  said.  What  I  said 
was  it  is  time  he  understood  that  while  it 
may  cost  $5,200  a  year  for  a  couple  to  live, 
it  does  not  necessarily  cost  half  of  that  for 
a  single  person  to  live,  and  that  the  single 
allowance  should  be  more  than  half  the 
double  allowance.  That's  what  I  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  what  I  am  saying 
too.  You  don't  want  a  married  couple  to 
get  twice  as  much  as  a  single  person. 

Mr.  Deans:  Oh  come  on  now! 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  can  understand  him  losing 
his  temper.  You  are  acting  like  such  an  oaf. 
Is  it  1:30  in  the  morning  that  turns  you  into 
a  pumpkin? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  That's  what  the  man  said. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  Don't  talk  to  me,  talk  to  him. 
It  is  a  bloody  lie  and  you  know  it  is. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  going  to  read  any 
more  from  holy  writ  there;  or  are  you  looking 
for  anything  specific? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  am  just  looking  for 
what  the  hon.  member  said  a  moment  ago. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  told  you  what  I  said  a  mo- 
ment ago,  and  I  will  say  it  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  If  you  viewed  these  problems 
a  little  less  from  the  outlook  of  the  financial 
analyst  and  a  little  more  from  the  point  of 
view  of  compassion,  which  word  you  use  so 
easily,  we  might  resolve  the  problems  in  this 
bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  It  is  the  highest  in  the 
world. 

Mr.  Lewis:  You  talk,  if  I  can  quote  you, 
about  not  moving  too  fast  so  that  there  won't 
be  a  counter-reaction.  It  has  been  five  years 
since  we  asked  you  to  provide  a  minimum 
monthly  income  in  Ontario;  so  don't  talk 
to  us  about  guarantees  in  your  budget  to 
raise  it  six  or  12  months  hence.  It  took  you 
five  years  to  get  this  far. 

What  my  colleague  from  Sudbury  East 
has  put  by  way  of  amendment  is  one  of  the 
most  sensible  amendments  that  has  ever  been 
brought  to  the  House.  All  he  is  saying  is  the 
additional  federal  money  which  arrives 
quarterly  over  and  above  the  basic  pension 
should  be  added  to  the  total  amount.  He  is 
not  justifying  the  consumer  price  increase; 
he  is  not  legitimizing  it.  He  is  just  saying 
it  won't  cost  Ontario  a  penny  more  if  a  given 
amount  of  money,  roughly  10  to  12  per 
cent  a  year  to  reflect  the  cost  of  living  across 
the  board,  is  added  onto  the  basic  pension. 

What  could  be  more  sensible,  logical,  or 
compelling  than  that?  To  try  to  obfuscate 
it  with  all  kinds  of  intellectual  clap-trap 
and  sophistic  economic  rubbish  about  in- 
dexing is  to  make  of  the  word  compassion 
nonsense. 

Mr.  Good:  These  are  the  people  for  whom 
it  was  intended. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  money  is  coming  federally. 
It  is  there  for  you  to  izse.  It  is  obviously 
something  which  you  should  pass  on.  The 
unwillingness  you  have  to  make  a  marginal 
increase  for  individuals  and  families  in  this 
society  and  your  willingness  to  give  special 
compensation  to  your  corporate  friends  are 
never  more  vividlv  demonstrated  than  in  this 
bill. 

Could  I  tell  you  an  ironic  note,  Mr.  Chair- 
man?   The    Chairman    of    the    Management 
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Board  tabled  an  answer  to  a  question  of  mine 
just  today.  I  want  to  read  the  question  and 
the  answer,  because  in  the  context  of  this 
bill  it  is  just  one  of  those  extraordinary 
ironies  that  only  occurs  once  in  a  while. 

I  asked  of  the  ministry:  "1.  How  many 
companies  made  claims  for  the  five  per  cent 
investment  tax  credit  in  1971-1972?  2.  What 
was  the  total  amount  of  investment  tax  credit 
claimed  in  1972-1973?"  Let  me  give  you  the 
answer  to  No.  1. 

"The  investment  tax  credit  programme 
commenced  April  26,  1971.  For  the  period 
April  27,  1971,  to  March  31,  1972,  there  were 
15,535  corporations  which  claimed  the  five 
per  cent  investment  tax  credit."  I  presume, 
therefore,  for  a  similar  yearly  period  in  1973 
that  would  double. 

"2.  The  total  amount  of  investment  tax 
credit  claimed  for  the  period"— now  listen  to 
this-"April  1,  1972,  to  March  31,  1973,  was 
$73,758,923."  At  a  time  when  corporate  pro- 
fits were  going  up  60  per  cent  a  year,  you 
provided  a  tax  credit  to  them  of  $73  million. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Stick  to  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I'm  coming  back  to  it.  If  we 
have  to  sit  to  1:30,  you  must  expect  it. 

But  to  provide  for  senior  citizens  of  Ontario 
you  can  find  only  $65  million  in  this  pro- 
gramme. Now  you  explain  to  me  the  equity 
in  that.  At  a  time  when  corporate  profits 
have  never  been  accelerating  more  dispro- 
portionately or  more  dramatically  in  this 
country  you  have  on  record  a  tax  credit  of 
$73  million— $73  million  thrown  away  to  the 
corporations,  courtesy  of  the  taxpayers)  of  On<- 
tario.  But  for  the  disabled,  the  handicapped, 
and  the  aged,  you  can't  provide  that  equiva- 
lent amount  in  1974. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  can't  even  pass  on  the 
federal  money. 

Mr.  Lewis:  So,  15,000  corporations  can  get 
$73  million  by  way  of  straight  rip-off  from 
you  people  by  snapping  their  fingers,  but  for 
the  aged,  the  handicapped  and  the  disabled 
there  is  no  such  money.  When  my  colleague 
asks  you  to  add  in  the  10  to  12  per  cent  a 
year  which  comes  by  way  of  increase  to  the 
consumer  price  index,  costing  Ontario  no 
money  but  provided  federally,  you  can't  find 
it  in  your  compassionate  heart  to  permit  the 
transfer.  Well  the  legislation  is  an  ass  in  that 
respect. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  nonsense. 


Mr.  Lewis:  And  that's  exactly  what  it 
means. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  would  just  like  to  meet 
the  several  points  that  have  been  raised  here. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Even 
half  a  loaf  is  better  than  no  loaf  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  First  of  all,  the  member 
for  Wentworth  said  on  June  20  on  Hansard 
page  3457  the  following  paragraph: 

Just  as  it  doesn't  take  twice  as  much  for  two  to 
live— in  other  words,  it  doesn't  cost  exactly  twice  as 
much  for  two  to  live— it  obviously  costs  more  than 
half  as  much  for  one  to  get  by.  What  I  am  saying 
is  one  doesn't  pay  half  the  rent  because  there  is  only 
one  or  twice  the  rent  because  there's  only  two. 

This  is  very  lucid  prose  Are  you  ready  for 
it? 

What  I  am  saying  is  the  old  method  of  calculating 
these  things  on  a  single  person  and  then  doubling  it 
for  two  people  is  wrong. 

So  obviously  he  doesn't  want  it  doubled 
for  the  couple. 

Mr.  Deans:  On  a  point  of  order,  I  then 
went  on  to  say: 

If  it  costs  $433.33  for  two  people  to  live  in  a 
society  like  ours,  it  doesn't  cost  only  $216.67  for  one 
person  to  live. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now  you  just  resign.  It  would 
benefit  your  whole  party,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
if    you    resign    now    instead    of    in    1975. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  have  explained  that  a  number 
of  times. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  The  member  is  the 
biggest  rip-off  this  country  has  ever  seen. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  the  Treasurer  is  too  obtuse 
to  understand  it,  then  God  help  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  not  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Any  rate,  you  do  agree 
that  you  said  then  and  say  now  that  the 
couple  shouldn't  get  twice  as  much  as  a 
single  person. 

Mr.  Deans:  No. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  never  said  that  at  all. 

Mr.  Deans:  No.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point 
of  order— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  There  is  no  point  of 
order. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  wouM  like  fco  move 
along. 


JUNE  25,  1974 


3769 


Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  want,  sir,  to  refer  you  back 
to  the  same  Hansard.  I  can't  find  the  area  it 
was  said  in,  but  I  will  find  it  for  tomorrow. 
I  want  to  say  that  I  do  not  agree  that  it 
doesn't  cost  twice  as  much  for  two.  Let  me 
just  get  it.  Okay,  I've  got  it.  It  just  takes 
me  a  moment  to  find  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  We'll  find  out.  On  the  same 
point  of  order,  on  the  same  statement  made 
by  same  minister,  this  is  why  I  say  he  lied. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  There  is  no  lying.  He 
was  reading  your  own  words. 

Mr.  Deans:  Hear  me  out.  This  is  why  I 
say  he  lied.  On  page  3478,  I  answered  the 
same  silly  charge.  I  said  this: 

No.  On  a  point  of  order,  I  am  not  going  to 
stand  for  that.  No,  sir.  I  did  not  suggest  at  any 
time  that  the  married  should  receive  less  than 
double.  I  said  that  it  took  more  than  half  of  the 
married  rate  for  a  single  person  to  survive,  and 
that  is  considerably  different. 

I  made  that  correction  of  the  same  stupid 
statement  by  the  same  silly  minister  on  June 
20  on  page  3478  of  Hansard.  I  object- 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  —to  having  the  minister  make 
the  same  statement  again. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  object  to  you,  too, 
making  the  same  silly  comments. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Order,    please.    Those    in 
favour  of  Mr.  Martel's  motion- 
Mr.  Lewis:  No,  the  minister  is  on  his  feet. 
Do  you  think  because  it's  1:30— Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  move  the  committee  rise  and  report. 

iHon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No  way. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  everyone  is  talking 
in  circles  on  this  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
want  to  quibble  about  it  as  long  as  my  hon. 
friend  accepts  this  assertion;  what  he  is  say- 
ing is  the  old  method  of  calculating  these 
things  on  a  single  person  and  then  dbubling 
it  for  two  people  is  wrong.  I  understand 
what  he's  saying,  but  I  think  the  couplfe 
should  get  twice  as  much  as  a  single  person. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  are  never  going  to  get  out 
of  here. 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  We  are 
just  going  to  read  old  Hansards. 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  Now  Yd  like  to  naove 
along  to  what  the  leader  of  the  NDP  was 
dealing  with.  He  has  sought  out  information 
for  a  tax  credit  scheme  for  business  that 
would  have  been  introduced  in  the  budget  of 
1971. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  the  figures  were  for  1972- 
1973. 

(Hon.  Mr.  White:  At  that  time  the  country 
was  threatened  not  with  inflation  but  with 
unemployment;  that  was  the  principal  concern 
as  the  hon.  members  will  recall.  The  then 
Treasurer  (Mr.  McKeough)  introdliced  that 
measure  to  encourage  investment,  which  of 
course  is  classic  economic  theory,  to  fill'  in 
the  gaps  and  even  out  the  peaks. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  a  handout  by  you  to 
your  friends. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  was  a  straight  Tory  contri- 
bution to  the  corporate  sector,  that  is  what 
it  was.    It  was   a  straight  contribution. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  what  was  the  con- 
sequence? The  consequence  was  that  our  un- 
employment in  the  couple  of  years  that  fol- 
lowed went  down  to  something  like  3.6  per 
cent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  gave  you  $5  million 
and  you  gave  them  $75  million. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  couldn't  point  to  one 
single  job.  You  couldn't  identify  one  single 
new  job;  not  one. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Exactly;  $73  million 
worth  of  capital  was  put  into  the  system. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  couldn't  identify  a  single 
new  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  the  result  was  the 
lowest  unemployment  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  result  was  the  highest 
profit  margins  for  corporations  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  in  history. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  point  out  to  you  that 
the  $200  million- 

Hon.    Mr.    McKeough:    The    Waflfle    are 
so  much  more  honest  than  you  people.  At 
least  they  say- 
Mr.  Deans:  Honesty?  You  don't  even  know 
the  meaning  of  the  word. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  You  can't  bait  me,  my  friend 
at  2  in  the  afternoon,  or  at  2  in  the  morning. 
You  are  not  credible,  so  relax. 

Mr.  Deans:  When  you  are  talking  about 
honesty  talk  to  your  colleague. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  remind  you  that  the 
$200  million  which  we  are  expending  in  the 
new  programme,  the  heart  of  which  is 
GAINS,  is  only  a  portion  of  the  total.  I 
remind  you  that  we  are  increasing  the  tax 
credits  from  $305  to  $375  million. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  finished? 

Mr.  Martel:  It  is  federal  money;  pass  it  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  see  the  policy  field 
headW  by  the  hon.  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Socia)  Development  is  going  up  to  some- 
thing over  $600  million.  I'm  not  going  to 
have  these  large  amounts  of  money— I  sup- 
pose approximating  $1  billion  in  this  present 
fiscal  year,  including  this  very  large  enrich- 
ment—compared to  a  deliberate  policy  in- 
stituted early  in  1971,  designed  to  minimize 
unemployment,  which  history  has  proved  to 
be  very  effective. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  recall 
the  budget  of  1971,  which  some  of  us  re- 
member well,  the  appropriation  which  you 
set  aside  by  way  of  tax  credit  was  $125 
million  in  the  first  year  and  $125  million  in 
the  second  year.  TTie  programme  was  such 
a  flop  on  every  count  that  you  ended  up  re- 
turning $73  million  over  the  two  years  in- 
stead of  $0.25  billion  you  intended.  The 
$73  million  turned  out  to  be  a  complete 
and   total   handout  to   the   corporate  sector. 

You  are  not  able  to  this  day  to  give  an 
estimate  of  the  jobs  created.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  first  paragraph  of  your  response 
to  me  on  this  question  says:  "It  is  impossible 
to  obtain  an  exact  figure  on  the  number  of 
new  jobs  created  as  a  result  of  the  invest- 
ment tax  credit  incentive."  It  was  never 
meant  to  create  jobs;  it  was  meant  to  pla- 
cate your  friends  in  the  corporate  sector. 

You  used  the  rationale  in  your  answer  to 
me  them  and  tonight  that  because  employ- 
ment went  down  in  Ontario,  it  had  something 
to  do  with  the  tax  credit.  I  concede  employ- 
ment went  down;  it  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  tax  credit. 

That  aside,  Mr.  Chairman— 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  had  a  great  deal 
to  do  with  the  drop  in  unemployment. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  both  engaged  now? 
Well,  what  a  charming  pair  you  are. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  the  Treasurer  and  the  ex- 
Treasurer. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  On  a  point  of  order, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  would  be  the  first 
to  say  the  reduction  in  unemployment  was 
not  wholly  attributable  to  my  iDudget  of  the 
spring  of  1971. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  you  are  a  modest  fellow. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  One  must  give  a 
great  deal  of  credit  to  the  fact  that  in  the 
fall  of  1971  the  socialists  were  licked  again. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
done  a  little  calculation.  It  created  50,000 
new  jobs.  That  is  my  calculation. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Are  you  both  pleased  with  that 
searing  repartee  at  20  to  2  in  the  morning? 
What  a  demolition  job  you  are  doing. 

The  Treasurer  is  a  funny  guy— he's  a  funny 
guy.  It's  a  good  thing  he's  resigning,  because 
there  wouldn't  be  a  Tory  left  in  Ontario 
come  the  next  election.  Not  one. 

I  want  to  tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  all 
of  this  stuff  and  bother  tonight  about  not 
having  enough  money  to  provide  an  adequate 
income  level  and  to  allow  for  the  indexing 
is  put  to  the  lie  by  the  emergence  of  figures 
which  showed  just  how  much  largesse  he 
gave  to  his  friends;  and  even  if  that  weren't 
a  factor,  except  that  it's  a  useful  ironic  juxta- 
position, the  truth  is  that  he's  always  so  mean 
and  so  short  and  so  ungiving  when  it  comes 
to  these  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  is  just  perfect. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  mean  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  comparisons.  You  never  cut  back  this 
way  on  other  projects.  You  don't  cut  back 
this  way  when  you're  dealing  with  physical 
objects;  with  building  programmes;  with  the 
healthy  or  wealthy.  You  only  do  it  when  you 
deal  with  the  vulnerable,  which  is  what  we 
were  showing  you  before. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  would  be  all  right  if  it 
was  for  the  Robarts  library. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  From  the  Robarts  library  to 
any  other  testament  at  all,  it  doesn't  bother 
the  Treasurer  a  twig,  not  a  tinker's  damn,  to 
give  all  the  money  in  the  world;  but  when 
it  comes  to  passing  on  a  few  dollars  to  the 
senior  citizens  from  the  federal  government, 
he  won't  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Highest  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  can't  do  it.  When  it  comes 
to  providing  6,000  people  who  are  perman- 
ently unemployable  with  a  guarantee  that 
they  will  get  $217  a  month  he  can't  do  it. 
When  it  comes,  in  other  words,  to  extending 
themselves  to  those  who  need  it  most  the 
government  can't  do  it,  but  for  those  who 
need  it  least— ready,  aye,  ready. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Highest  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  why  the  legislation  in 
that  sense  is  despicable.  That's  why  we  made 
the  fuss  about  the  bill  earlier.  That's  why  we 
want  this  motion  to  pass;  and  we  ask  him  to 
think  about  it  seriously,  because  it's  not  cost- 
ing the  government  a  penny. 

The  Treasurer  doesn't  have  to  give  us  his 
virtuous  sense  of  perfection  either.  He  doesn't 
have  to  give  us  his  halo  about  the  guarantee 
in  the  budget  of  increasing  it  incrementally 
later  on.  It  took  him  iive  years  to  get  this 
far  and  he  is  already  behind. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Lewis:  What  guarantees  do  the  senior 
citizens,  disabled  or  handicapped  of  Ontario 
have  that  they'll  get  anything  commensurat'^ 
with  the  increase  in  the  cost  of  living?  I'll 
tell  you,  Mr.  Chairman— no  guarantees.  The 
only  hope  they  have  is  that  the  provincial 
election  in  1975  may  be  a  suflBcient  catalyst 
for  him  to  seek  their  votes— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  For  heaven's  sake. 

Hon.    Mr.    Irvine:    They'll   get   rid   of  the 

member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —by  some  absolutely  con- 
scienceless offers  here  and  there,  but  only 
in  the  way  of  attracting  votes.  Wait  and  see— 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Thirty-one  years  of  com- 
plete integrity,  that's  their  guarantee. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  the  minister  won't  be 
Treasurer.  That  was  his  last  budget;  we'll 
wait  and  see  what  the  next  one  is  like. 

I  know— he  doesn't  like  his  budgets  to  be 
toyed  with.  He  likes  to  have  them  seen  as 
hallowed  instruments  and  every  programme— 


Hon.  Mr.  White:  No,  it's  socialists  I  don't 

like. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Treasurer  doesn't  like 
socialists  either  There  he  is,  eh? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  do  you  win  by  it? 

Mr.  Deans:  We  want  him  to  feel  comfort- 
able, we  don't  want  him  to  accept  us. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  won't  tell  him  how  I  feel 
about  Tories.  I  won't  even  tell  him  how 
Patrick  Lawlor  feels  about  Tories— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  hope  not. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —because  I  don't  have  the 
wealth  of  expressions  he  has. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
should  probably  have  the  vote  on  this  cost  of 
living  indexing. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Good  idea. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  I'll  never  understand  why 
he  won't  simply  pass  it  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Because  we're  going  to 
do  better  than  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh  yes.  As  the  government  has 
done  in  the  past. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Lewis:  They  demonstrated  in  January 
on  the  steps  of  the  Legislature.  The  senior 
citizens  demonstrated  in  January,  in  the  mid- 
dle of  winter,  just  as  the  workmen's  com- 
pensation recipients  come  on  their  crutches 
and  with  their  braces  to  the  steps  of  the 
Legislature  to  beg  the  government  for  money. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Some  guarantee. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  my  colleague  said,  if  ever 
there  was  an  issue  where  the  socialists  stand 
on  one  side  and  you  unrepentant  Tories  on 
the  other.  It's  ridiculous;  it  is  ridiculous. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Treas- 
urer has  given  answers  on  the  question— 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  like  to  see  the 
Treasurer  live  on  $217  a  month. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  wouldi  like  to  see  the 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  getting  $217;  and 
he  probably  will'  be  in  a  couple  of  years. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  On  this  proposed^  amend- 
ment, the  Treasurer  has  given  some  answers, 
and  at  the  risk  of  repetition  I  want  to  make 
it  clear  to  him  that  I  don't  think,  with 
respect,  he  understands  the  position.  I'd  like 
to  be  sure  he  does. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Oh,  yes.  I  imdterstand  it, 
thank  you.  Don't  repeat  it  on  my  account. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  he  understands  it  all  right. 
If  he  sees  someone  who's  defenceless,  he 
kicks  them  just  once  again.  That's  kind  of  a 
mean,  thumbnail  description  of  his  under- 
standing. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  minister  has  repeatedly 
used  the  example  of  the  person  with  a  dis- 
ability getting  $137.  I  put  it  to  him  that  it 
is  now  quite  clear  that  persons  on  the  lowest 
scale  of  disability— lowest  because  they  dbn't 
need'  special  diet  or  because  they  only  get 
$15  for  transportation;  I  want  him  to  thor- 
oughly understand  this— those  persons  will 
not,  in  all  likelihood,  get  one  cent  more. 
Those  persons,  in  all  likelihood,  will  not  be 
eligible  for  GAINS. 

•This  is  what  is  killing  me  in  this  House. 
With  all  the  rest  that  everybody's  been  say- 
ing and  all  the  talk  about  compassion,  it  is 
the  person  who  is  much  higher  up  in  the 
income  scale  as  a  disabled  person  who  will 

f;et  it.  I  would  ask  that  the  Treasurer  at 
east  check  with  the  minister  behind  him, 
or  any  of  the  oflBcials,  as  to  whether  that  is 
not  true.  Ajud  I  say  to  him,  please  don't  keep 
making  that  statement  in  this  House,  because 
with  the  greatest  respect,  he  is  misleading 
himself,  if  not  the  House,  in  beMeving  what 
he  is  saying. 

It  is  quite  clear  those  people  will  not— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  member's 
remarks  were  appropriate  on  an  earlier  sec- 
tion. They  really  have  nothing  to  do  with  this 
motion— 

iMrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  speak- 
ing to  the  argument  that  the  Treasurer  has 
used.  You  didin't  stop  the  others  when  they 
were  talking  about  corporate  taxes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  hon. 
member  is  back  on  section  1(b). 


Mrs.  Campbell:  I  am  not  back  on  section  1. 
I  am  talking  to  the  Treasurer  about  his 
expressed  reasons  in  the  whole  discussion  of 
indexing. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Well  we're  dealing  with 
Mr.  Martel's  motion. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That's  the  case  the  Treas^ 
urer  put;  and!  I'm  sure  he  will  agree  that  that 
is  true. 

Now  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wouldi  ask  you  if 
you  would  be  kind  enough  not  to  put  the 
motion  at  least  until'  you  have  read  it  to  us. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  have  read'  it.  Those  in 
favour  of— 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Will  you  please  read  the 
motion? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Martel  had  moved'  that 
a  new  subsection  6  be  added  to  section  4  as 
follows: 

WTien  the  federal  government's  quarterly 
adjustment  produces  an  increase  in  the 
guaranteed  income  supplement,  the  prov- 
ince will  pass  the  amount  of  the  increase 
on  to  those  who  are  eligible  for  any  in- 
come supplement  under  diis  Act. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Martel's 
motion  to  add  a  new  subsection  6  to  section 
4,  which  was  negatived  on  the  following 
vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes**  are  12;  the  "nays'*  43. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Chairman,  on 
a  point  of  order.  I  think  the  record  should 
note  that  there  are  five  Liberals  here  and 
seven  NDP. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  record  already  shows 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Because  from  the 
result  of  that  vote  you  would  have  thought 
they  might  have  just  stayed  away  com- 
pletely. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please,  the  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  On  a  point  of  order. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  I  think  that  the  margin  of 
victory  is  positively  unfair,  and  I  want  you 
to  know  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  Any  further 
comments,  questions  or  amendments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  On  that  point  of  order, 
I  would  like  to  suggest  that  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  and  the  Minister  of  Energy  settle  this 
argument  the  next  time  they  have  diimer 
together. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  because  I  have  to  pay  the 
next  time.  No  way, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please. 

Any  further  comments,  questions  or  amends- 
men  ts  on  any  other  section  of  the  bill?  If  not, 
shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  96  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one  bill 
without  amendment  and  asks  for  leave  to 
sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  adjournment  of  the  House  I  think 
I  should  ask  that  the  House  be  prepared  to 
deal  with  any  item  standing  in  committee  of 
the  whole  House. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  The  minis- 
ter has  been  saying  that  for  months. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Organized 
confusion. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  is  the  member's 
interpretation  of  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  will  announce  the 
other  items,  if  the  members  care  to  jot  them 
down,  which  we  will  deal  with  tomorrow; 
and  not  necessarily  in  the  order  that  I  call 
them. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Items   18,   19,  20,  21, 

An  hon.  member:  Bingo! 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  -28,  12,  13,  14  and  33. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy):  Doesn't  matter.  They  are  not  here 
anyway.  They  are  not  here  anyway. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

(Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Before  you 
place  the  motion,  pltease— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  WinHer  moves  the  adl- 
joummelit  of  the  House.  Carried? 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Come 
on! 

Ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  a  mimite.  Jesus,  don't  do 
that. 

ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  ad- 
journment of  the  House.  Carried? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned  at  2:30  o'clock,  a.m. 
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LEGISLATIVE  ASSEMBLY  OF  ONTARIO 


The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 

Prayers. 

Mr.   Speaker:   Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions. 

The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

STORMONT  BY-ELECTION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to  ask 
the  House  leader,  in  the  absence  of  the  Pre- 
mier (Mr.  Davis)  and  the  Deputy  Premier,  if 
he  is  aware  of  any  plans  to  introduce  amend- 
ments to  the  Legislative  Assembly  Act  which 
would  make  it  possible  to  have  a  by-election 
this  fall  in  the  Stormont  constituency,  which 
has  been  vacant  now  for  a  few  weeks  but 
which  surely  should  be  filled  with  a  by-elec- 
tion this  fall. 

Is  the  minister  aware  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Legislative  Assembly  Act  prohibit  call- 
ing a  by-election  during  a  session  of  the 
Legislature?  According  to  the  best  advice 
available,  just  because  we  rise  for  the  sum- 
mer does  not  mean  that  the  session  has 
been  interrupted  by  prorogation,  and  there- 
fore the  law  would  prohibit  calling  the  by- 
election. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
really  not  aware  of  what  the  government's 
intentions  are,  but  since  we  are  anxious  to 
have  that  seat  filled  over  here,  I  imagine  that 
we  will  call  it  as  soon  as  we  can. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Well,  since  the  minister 
is  leaving  some  impression  that  it  is  going  to 
be  a  Conservative,  let  me  ask  him  if  he 
doesn't  believe  that  that's  something  that  we 
should  leave  up  to  the  electors  of  Stormont? 
Since  we  do  not  want  to  leave  them  unrepre- 
sented, will  the  minister  undertake  before  the 
House  closes  either  to  make  a  statement  him- 
self or  advise  the  Premier  that  we  want  this 
accomplished  before  the  House  closes  or  rises 
for  a  summer  recess? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
not  for  one  moment  doubt  the  judgement  of 
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the  electors  in  that  constituency  and  I  am 
sure  they  stand  firm,  but  I  will  endeavour 
to  seek  that  information  and  inform  the 
House. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Not  the 
way  they  are  talking  against  the  Premier  on 
the  hustings  right  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That's  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  talking. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  the  electorate  who  are 
saying  that  in  the  federal  election. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Let  the 
minister  go  ahead  and  call  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


SEATBELTS 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions if  he  can  give  us  any  further  informa- 
tion about  this  seatbelt  legislation  that  has 
been  discussed  ever  since  the  Speech  from 
the  Throne  many  weeks  ago,  since  one  of  his 
ofiBcials  is  reported  as  having  given  details 
of  the  legislation,  indicating  that  policemen 
would  be  exempt  but  pregnant  women  would 
not?  Can  the  minister  affirm  that  that  is  a 
part  of  the  policy  of  legislation  which  he  in- 
tends to  introduce  into  this  House,  and  if 
the  plaiming  has  gone  to  the  staff  where  his 
officials  are  talking  about  the  details  of  it, 
maybe  he  had  better  put  it  on  the  table  so 
we  can  all  have  a  look  at  it? 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  What 
about  a  pregnant  policewoman? 

Hon.  J.  White  (Treasurer  and  Minister  of 
Intergovernmental  Affairs):   Exempt. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am 
not  aware  of  any  comments  that  have  been 
made  by  officials.  We  have  been  discussing 
the  possible  contents  of  the  legislation.  There 
are  certain  exemptions  that  would  be  con- 
sidered at  the  time  that  legislation  would  be 
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introduced,  but  I  certainly  haven't  discussed 
the  possibility  of  exempting  policemen  and 
not  exempting  pregnant  women. 

A  very  interesting  point  has  been  raised 
by  one  of  the  members  opposite.  We  would 
have  to  look  into  that  situation  involving 
pregnant  pohcewomen  if  such  an  exemption 
was  being  considered.  We  have  not  really 
got  down  to  preparing  the  legislation  in  that 
sort  of  detail.  Obviously  some  official  is  talk- 
ing about  discussion  that  has  been  held  in  a 
very  general  way. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Has  the 
minister  previously  made  it  clear  that  the 
government  does  intend  to  go  forward  with 
that  legislation,  or  is  it  still  subject  to,  let's 
say,  the  latest  reports  of  the  opinion  polls? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  in  the 
process  of  attempting,  as  I  have  said,  to  pre- 
pare that  legislation.  It  will  be  presented  for 
government  consideration  and  a  decision  will 
be  made  at  that  time,  of  course. 

Mr.  J.  Riddell  (Huron):  Supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  In  view  of  the  recent  accidents  that 
have  been  occurring  in  connection  with  school 
buses,  would  the  minister  considter  bringing  in 
amendments  to  the  Highway  Traffic  Act 
making  it  mandatory  for  seatbelts  on  school 
buses  to  protect  those  children  and  also  those 
adiilts  who  are  injured'  as  a  result  of  bus 
accidents?  I  think  the  most  recent  was  the 
one  in  Lindlsay  where  a  number  of  senior 
citizens  were  thrown  out  of  the  seats  and  the 
seats,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  came  loose  from 
the  frame.  Would  he  consider  bringing  in  an 
amendment  making  mandatory  seatbelts  in 
school  buses  before  school  begins  in  the  fall? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Spedker,  the  possi- 
bility of  seatbelts  being  placed  in  school  buses 
is  certainly  being  looked  at.  In  fact,  we  are 
looking  at  the  possibility  of  having  them  in 
all  buses,  not  only  school  buses.  The  hon. 
member,  who  I  know  has  an  interest  in  school 
bus  legislation,  I  think  is  also  very  well  aware 
that  there  is  going  to  have  to  be  a  very 
drastic  ch^ige  in  the  type  of  bus  being  used 
for  school  bus  purposes,  because  to  put  seat- 
belts  in  them  right  now,  I  don't  think  they 
would  really  be  effective.  We  are  looking  at 
that  very  point  that  the  buses  are  not  really 
up  to  the  standard  they  should  be  to  trans- 
port youngsters  safely. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  should  adopt 
the  hon.  member's  private  legislation. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Supplementary 
question:    Notwithstanding  the  minister's  in- 


tention perhaps  to  change  the  type  of  bus, 
what  is  he  going  to  do  to  ensure  that  there 
is  adequate  and  regular  inspection  of  the 
school  buses  that  are  already  on  the  road?  I 
think  the  minister  is  aware  of  one  of  the 
situations  that  I  am  talking  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  sort  of 
inspection  is  being  carried  out  and  will  be 
stepped  up.  I  know  from  some  of  the  reports 
I  have  read  just  recently  that  we  have  been 
taking  school  buses  o£F  the  road  that  have  not 
met  the  specffic  standards. 

This  has  been  a  problem,  but  the  inspec- 
tion of  school'  buses  has  been  stepped  up  and 
intensffied  to  make  sure  these  vemcles  are  in 
as  safe  a  condition  as  possible,  under  the 
existing  standards. 

Mr.  Deans:  One  final  supplementary,  if  I 
may.  Is  it  true  that,  although  a  bus  may  well 
be  designated'  as  a  school  bus,  it  doesn't  fall 
vdthin  the  regulations  for  school  buses  if  its 
use  is  solely  for  chartered  trips  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  not  inspected'  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  reall)' 
can't  answer  that  v^dth  any  degree  of  accuracy. 
That  may  well'  be.  These  are  some  of  the 
problems  that  we  are  trying  to  overcome  as 
we  are  looking  at  seatbelt  legislation  that 
possibly  would  include  buses  of  all  kinds.  We 
are  also  considering  amendknents  to  the  school 
bus  legislation  to  do  what  we  can— and  verv^ 
sincerely  do  what  we  can— to  make  the  buses 
that  transport  children  to  and  from  school 
safer  and'  offer  more  protection  to  the  young 
peopte  who  are  riding  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 


ACTIVITIES  OF  WESTERN  GUARD 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  ask  the  Attorney  General  if  he  can  give 
any  information  to  the  House  as  to  the  pro- 
ced^ures  that  have  been  used  to  prosecute 
members  of  the  so-called  Western  Guard  and 
other  neo-fascists  who  have  been  active  in  the 
Toronto  community.  I  undterstand  that  there 
have  been  arrests  made  in  the  last  day  or 
two;  but  is  it  possible  to  use  the  federal  anti- 
hate  legislation— which  is  in  general  terms— 
rather  than  the  legislation  that  specffically 
refers  to  damage  of  property  or  personal 
injury? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  draw  the  attention  of  the  hon.  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  to,  I  think  it  is  section  281 
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of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Canada,  which  in- 
corporates the  points  that  he  is  making 
reference  to.  There  is  an  offence  there  with 
respect  to  activities  that  incite  people  along 
the  lines  to  which  he  makes  reference. 

I  know  of  no  cases  on  the  matter  at  the 
moment.  Of  course,  it  requires  the  consent  of 
the  Attorney  General  before  any  matters  are 
proceeded  with  there;  but  it  is  section  281 
of  the  Criminal  Code. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does 
the  Attorney  General  think  that  the  usage  of 
the  more  general  parts  of  the  statutes,  that  is, 
bodily  injury  and  property  damage,  to  arrest 
these  people  who  have  been  breaking  up 
meetings— for  example,  Oxfam  at  the  Univer- 
sity of  Toronto,  CITY  Television,  the  Sikh 
Temple,  where  it  is  alleged  they  were  par- 
tially or  totally  responsible— is  the  minister 
contemplating  using  section  281,  with  the 
more  general  powers,  to  bring  this  group 
under  some  more  direct  control? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it 
would  be  fair  to  say  at  this  point  that  by 
virtue  of  the  meetings  I  have  had  with  the 
province's  multicultural  council,  and  certain 
investigations,  we  are  giving  some  considera- 
tion to  what  the  various  possibilities  are  of 
proceeding  on  the  basis  of  the  strength  of  the 
evidence  which  we  have. 

I  simply  draw  the  attention  of  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  to  section  281,  because  it 
is  the  section  of  the  Criminal  Code  about 
which  there  has  been  something  written  in  the 
last  couple  of  days— and  there  are  some  prob- 
lems with  respect  to  establishing  the  intent. 
I  think  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  raises  a 
very  interesting  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  one  would  have  more  success  in  confining 
this  whole  thing  to  the  question  of  property 
damage.  But  I  think  the  multicultural  council 
has  really  invited  us  to  give  some  considera- 
tion to  the  broader  issue  as  to  the  relation- 
ship between  the  activity  and  how  it  might 
incite  people  with  respect  to  hatred  and  that 
type  of  conduct. 

I  think  it  is  sufiBcient  to  say  at  this  stage 
that  the  whole  matter  is  under  investigation 
in  my  ministry, 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Has  it  occurred  to  the  minister 
to  examine  the  extraordinary  slowness  with 
which  charges  are  laid  by  ihe  police  in  in- 


stances of  this  kind  for  anti-social  behaviour, 
which  borders  on  the  crypto-fascist,  as  com- 
pared with  the  breathtaking  speed  with  which 
charges  are  laid  against  trade  unionists  on  a 
lawful  picket  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could 
speak  perhaps  in  this  general  way,  the  hon. 
member  would  be  the  first  to  appreciate  that 
to  proceed  with  respect  to  the  gathering  of 
evidence  to  substantiate  a  charge  under  281 
requires— 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  hate  literature  part  of  it  is 
much  more  complex,  I  appreciate  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  am  sorry,  I  have  inter- 
preted the  hon.  member's  question  to  have 
relation  to  that. 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  am  referring  to  assault 
charges— simple  assault  charges— and  how  long 
in  this  case  it  takes  to  resolve  CITY  Tele- 
vision and  CTV. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Having  had  that  clarifica- 
tion, it  will  be  difficult  for  me  to  give  a 
general  answer.  It  would  depend  on  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  particular  case. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementar>-:  Is  the 
minister  rather  hesitant  to  use  the  powers 
under  section  281  because  he  feels  that  it  is 
unworkable,  that  it  would  not  stand  up  in 
court?  Or  does  he  feel  that  it  might  be  an 
unwarranted  intrusion  that  he  personally  could 
not  support?  What  is  the  matter  that  is  under 
concern? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  case 
there  is  any  misunderstanding,  I  would  have 
absolutely  no  hesitation  in  proceeding  under 
section  281,  provided  I  was  satisfied  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  place  before 
a  court. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  much  tougher. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  that  the  hon. 
member  will  appreciate  that  with  reference  to 
this  whole  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  and  the  establishment  of  the 
case  with  respect  to  intent,  I  suppose  the 
very  reason  why  the  Attorney  General's  con- 
sent is  necessary  is  to  ensure  that  in  fact  we 
are  moving  in  line  with  the  intent  of  this 
section.  A  very  important  principle  is  involved 
with  respect  to  what  in  fact  would  form  a 
prima  facie  case  here. 
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GOVERNMENT  ADVERTISING  AGENCY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  of  Industry  and  Tourism  if  he  can 
give  us  a  little  more  information  on  his 
announcement  of  the  establishment  of  some- 
thing he  chooses  to  call  an  in-house  advertis- 
ing service  to  place  all  of  the  government  ads, 
which  surely  must  involve  a  very  large  ntim- 
ber  of  dollars  in  the  buying  of  time  and 
space. 

Would  the  minister  not  consider  having 
some  sort  of  a  procedure  whereby  this  could 
be  done  without  paying  a  percentage  to  an 
outside  agency  for  buying  the  space,  since 
most  of  it  seems  to  be  fairly  institutional  type 
of  advertising  that  appears  regularly  in  the 
weekly  and  ethnic  press,  indicating  the  sen- 
sitivity and  concern  of  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment in  all  fields  of  human  activity? 

Hon.  C.  Bennett  (Minister  of  Industry  and 
Tourism):  Mr.  Speaker,  the  agency  of  record 
that  is  reported  in  the  morning  newspaper 
has  been  under  consideration  for  a  period 
of  time  by  the  government.  It  is  to  co- 
ordinate the  purchasing  activities  of  the  gov- 
ernment as  far  as  advertising  media  are 
concerned,  whether  it  be  newspaper,  radio, 
television  or  special  periodicals,  so  tiiat  we 
gain  the  maximum  discount  for  the  volume 
of  linage  or  time  purchased  from  a  par- 
ticular corporation. 

While  we  have  not  made  a  firm  decision 
as  to  who  will  be  the  agent  of  record,  he 
will  be  an  overall  agent;  and  agencies  that 
are  responsible  to  each  minister  will  report 
to  the  agency  of  record. 

May  I  comment  on  the  commission  factor? 
Whether  or  not  we  as  a  government  buy 
the  advertising  in-house,  the  linage  and  the 
cost  of  the  linage  will  remain  the  same.  I 
recognize  that  a  bona  fide  advertising  agency 
is  paid  a  commission  directly  by  the  third 
party— the  newspapers,  radio,  television  or 
the  special  publications.  So  tiiere  is  no  ad- 
vantage to  us  in  retaining  this  service  in- 
house;  we  acquire  the  expertise  from  outside 
and  the  commission,  as  I  have  already  indi- 
cated, is  paid  oflF  the  bill  by  the  party  we 
pay  it  to. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  minister  says  he  has  not  yet 
made  a  firm  decision.  I  thought  he  was 
calling  for  submissions,  if  not  tenders,  from 
a  number  of  agencies.  Has  he  made  a  partial 
decision?  And  if  so,  who? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
have    made    no    decision.    Nine    firms    have 


been  invited  to  submit  their  proposals  in 
regard  to  becoming  the  agency  of  record 
for  the  government  of  Ontario.  Some  have 
indicated  clearly  to  us  that  they  are  not 
interested  at  this  time  because  of  volume 
of  work  they  are  presently  doing  for  other 
corporations. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Is  the  government  also  looking  at 
the  creation  of  a  government  body  that 
would  have  the  status  of  an  advertising 
agency  and  therefore  could  ensure  that  the 
discounts  available  to  media  buyers  would 
come  into  public  pockets  rather  than  into 
the  hands  of  an  advertising  agency? 

Mr.  Deans:  They  could  always  hire  Ward 
Cornell. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
member  had  been  listening,  I  believe  he 
would  have  picked  that  up  from  my  remarks. 
That  is  the  reason  we  are  establishing  the 
agency  of  record.  One  agency  will  purchase 
all  the  linage  or  time  from  the  news  media 
and  will  get  the  maximum  volume  discounts 
that  possibly  will  come  to  the  government. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  will  they  be  passed  on 
to  the  government? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Obviously,  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  agency  of  record  works  for  the  govern- 
ment; it  does  not  work  for  itself.  Any  volimie 
discoimts  that  are  obtained  are  obviously 
for  the  client— and  we  are  the  client. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  The  minister 
must  be  aware  of  the  fact  that  it  is  standard 
practice  in  industry  for  all  agencies  to  com- 
pete for  contracts.  Over  the  years  we  have 
heard  the  same  bit  of  garbage  from  his 
department- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  question  is,  why  does 
the  government  end  up  giving  the  same 
firm  the  contract?  If  it  is  a  competitive  bid 
deal,  which  is  standard  practice  in  the  USA 
and  Canada,  why  does  the  government 
always  end  up  with  the  same  firm  getting 
the  deal? 

An  hon.  member:  TTiat's  the  second  time 
he's  said  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  just  cannot  believe  the 
minister's  statement  that  no  agency  wants  the 
deal.  What  agencies  are  refusing  the  busi- 
ness? Will  the  minister  tell  me  that? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  already 
have  indicated  quite  clearly  that  there  are 
nine  firms  which  have  been  requested  to 
submit  proposals  as  to  taking  over  the  agency 
of  record  for  the  Province  of  Ontario.  One  or 
two  have  already  indicated  to  us  that  they 
are  not  interested  because  of  the  volume  of 
work  they  presently  have  on  their  books.  The 
others  are  making  proposals  and  will  submit 
them  to  the  ministry  for  review  at  which  time 
I  shall  report  the  position  to  cabinet  for  a 
decision. 

May  I  also  indicate  to  the  members  of  the 
House  the  agency  of  record's  fee  will  be  de- 
ducted from  the  fee  which  would  have  been 
retained,  or  maintained,  by  the  agency  which 
works  for  the  responsible  ministry.  It  is  not  a 
second  fee.  In  other  words,  if  the  agency 
working  for  my  ministry  should  obtain  a 
10  or  15  per  cent  commission  from  the  news- 
papers in  Toronto  or  Ontario,  1.5  or  two  per 
cent  of  that  commission  will  be  paid  to  the 
agency  of  records  for  the  work  it  will  do  in 
placing  the  ads  and  making  sure  they  are 
located  or  placed  in  the  right  spots  and  the 
volume  discounts  are  acquired  by  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary  again,  Mr. 
Speaker:  I  do  not  believe  the  minister's  state- 
ment that  any  agency- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Question,  please. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Will  he  tell  me  what  agency 
in  Ontario  or  Canada  will  work  for  1.5  per 
cent?  Name  one. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  minister  have 
any  further  response? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Will  he  answer  the  question? 
Will  he  name  one  agency? 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not  in 
a  position  to  name  one  agency  for  the  very 
simple  reason  that,  if  the  member  has  been 
listening,  their  responsibility  is  not  that  of 
designing  and  developing  advertising  for  the 
province. 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  doesn't  matter  a  damn. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  Mr.  Speaker,  since  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce  seems  to  know  so 
much  about  it  maybe  he  should  be  in  the 
business. 

Mr.  Sargent:  That  is  my  business. 

Hon.  Mr.  Bennett:  There  are  a  lot  of  them 
that  are. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  indicated  very  clearly  that 
the  agent  of  record  will  be  working  for  one 


to  1.5  per  cent  of  the  commission  factor 
obtained  by  the  other  agencies.  Their  job  is 
not  to  develop  a  full  advertising  programme; 
their  job  is  to  see  that  the  advertising  for  this 
province  is  placed  in  the  proper  media  and 
that  we  obtain  maximum  discounts  for  the 
linage  or  time  that  we  purchase. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The    hon.    Leader    of    the 
Opposition? 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West  is 
next. 


PRIVATE   INVESTIGATOR'S  ACTIVITIES 

Mr.  Lewis:  Could  I  ask  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral—I'm sorry  to  interrupt  him— whether  his 
attention  has  been  drawn  to  an  article  in  The 
Canadian  of  mid-June— this  month— dealing 
with  a  licensed  private  investigator  named 
Morris  Boychuk,  operating  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  who  indicates,  in  the  course  of  the 
article: 

While  he's  on  the  job  he  watches  for 
employees  who  are  stealing  from  the  com- 
pany, slackers,  time-card  cheaters  and 
people  who  drink  on  the  job.  A  restaurant 
chain  had  him  report  on  which  workers 
were  trying  to  bring  a  union  into  the  com- 
pany, then  the  president  fired  them. 

Does  he  recognize  that  that  is  in  violation  of 
the  laws  of  the  province  and  could  he  imder- 
take  an  investigation  into  these  categorical 
assertions  as  they  are  related  in  this  article? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  article 
has  not  been  brought  to  my  attention  but  I 
will  look  into  the  matter  to  which  the  hon. 
member  makes  reference. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you  very  much. 


OIL  PRICES 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Energy  a  question?  In  light  of  the  hearings 
now  taking  place  in  the  Province  of  Nova 
Scotia,  afiirming  their  legislation  on  the  right 
of  their  public  utilities  board  to  scrutinize  oil 
company  prices;  in  light  of  the  feeling  of  the 
oil  companies  that  such  legislation  is  now 
being  considered  in  other  provinces,  which 
was  asserted  again  on  CBC  this  morning,  has 
he  such  draft  legislation  in  mind?  Is  it  his 
intention  to  move  in  the  direction  of  the  Nova 
Scotia  experience? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy):  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 
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Mr.  Lewis:  OhI  Then  the  various  reports 
which  have  suggested  that  Ontario,  or  the 
Minister  of  Energy,  is  considering  such 
scrutiny  or  controls  of  the  oil  companies,  that 
kind  of  intimation,  implicit  and  explicit  is 
wrong,  I  take  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  we're 
considering  a  great  number  of  things  but  I 
have  nothing  to  annoimce  to  the  House  at 
this  moment. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  A 
supplementary:  In  many  previous  replies  to 
similar  questions  the  minister  has  said,  "I'm 
not  considering  it  now."  What  does  that 
mean?  Might  he  consider  it  next  week  or 
next  month?  Is  it  on  his  docket  for  considera- 
tion at  the  appropriate  time  whenever  that 
happens  to  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Yes,  at  the  appro- 
priate time,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  E.  Bullbrook  ( Samia ) :  By  way  of  a 
supplementary:  Does  the  minister  consider  the 
follow-the-leader  price  policy,  as  disclosed 
before  those  hearings  yesterday,  ru  the  best 
interests  of  the  consumers  of  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  in  the  context  of  his  responsibility  as 
the  Minister  of  Energy? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I'm  afraid  I  did  not 
see  the  report  to  which  the  hon.  member 
made  reference.  I  assume  it  was  about  the 
hearings  yesterday  in  Nova  Scotia,  but  I 
didn't  see  the  paper  this  morning. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  a  supplementary, 
how  would  the  minister  pronounce  upon  the 
assertion  by  Gulf  that  they  have  to  raise  their 
prices  to  meet  the  identical  prices  set  by 
Imperial,  because  if  they  maintain  them  at  a 
lower  level  Imperial  would  lose  money  and, 
therefore.  Gulf  has  to  maintain  them  at  an 
equal  level?  Does  he  not  think  that  that  is  a 
price  fixing  of  the  kind  that  justifies  Ontario 
stepping  in  in  defence  of  the  consumer? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
want  to  see  the  context  in  which  it  was  said, 
and  I  have  not  seen  it.  I  would  simply  say 
if  it  is  a  matter  of  price-fixing,  then  it  is 
clearly  a  matter  which  should  be  investigated 
under  the  Combines  Act. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the 
fact  that  the  majority  of  the  oil  companies 
are  American-owned  here  in  this  country  and 
that  the  policy  trend  in  the  States  now  is  to 
take  off  the  depletion  allowances  allowed  to 
the  oil  companies  where  they  have  such  gross 
fantastic  profits,  does  the  minister  recommend 


following  the  same  patterL  to  cancel  deple- 
tion allowances  to  these  oil  companies? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  doubt 
very  much  if  this  is  supplementary-  to  the 
question.  I  would  simply  say  that  by  a  com- 
bination of  one  method  or  another,  not  includ- 
ing depletion  allowances,  had  Mr.  Turner's 
recent  budget  been  enacted,  it  would  have 
cost,  for  example,  in  Saskatchewan  or  Alberta 
something  like  $1.07  to  produce  a  barrel  of 
oil  for  which  the  producer  would  have  re- 
ceived $1.  It  would  not  be  necessary  under 
those  circumstances  to  change  any  depletion 
allowances  because  nothing  would  be  there  to 
deplete.  I  think  obviously  there  has  to  be  a 
balance  and  a  reasonable  rate  of  return  in 
the  industry  if  we  are  to  find  the  oil.  I  would 
only  say  this,  that  Mr.  Turner's  budget  went 
far  too  far  in  the  other  direction. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  further  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  has  been  a  reason- 
able number  of  supplementaries.  The  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Sargent:  This  is  right  to  the  point,  Mr. 
Speaker.  It  is  very  important  to  the  Canadian 
taxpayer  to  find  this  out. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  have  been  a  reason- 
able number  of  supplementaries.  All  questions 
are  important  in  this  period.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber for  Scarborough  West. 

Mr.  Sargent:  You  just  don't  care,  do  you? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West.  There  have  been  a  reasonable 
number  of  supplementaries. 


CENTRALIZATION  OF  EDUCATION 
IN  LANARK  COUNTY 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  Education.  Given  the  amount  of  cor- 
respondence and  material  he  has  received 
from  Lanark  county  dealing  with  the  centrali- 
zing tendencies  of  the  school  board,  includ- 
ing material  from  various  home  and  school 
associations,  is  he  prepared  to  take  another 
look  at  what  is  occurring  in  that  county  or 
the  general  centralizing  experience  as  it  is 
shared  around  Ontario?  Is  he  prepared  to  take 
a  stand  on  what  is  happening  in  Lanark? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
As  I  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  from  the  correspon- 
dence that  I  have  had  with  some  of  the  people 
there,  it  again  boils  down  to  the  question  of 
whether  you  give  a  board  local  autonomy. 
Boards   have    certain   powers   that   the\'   are 
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given  under  our  legislation  to  provide  accom- 
modation. I  certainly  assume  and  hope  that 
all  boards  consult  very  freely  and  fully  with 
the  people  in  their  communities  and  then 
make  the  decisions  that  they  feel  are  best 
for  their  areas.  We  give  them  this  right  as 
they  are  elected  by  the  people.  We  expect 
them  to  uphold  that  right  and  to  do  the  best 
things  for  their  communities.  It  seems  that 
e\'ery  time  a  problem  arises,  somebody  ex- 
pects someone  down  here  can  solve  it.  And 
the  way  of  solving  it  usually  is  to  do  some- 
thing that  the  board  won't  do,  which  again 
interferes  with  the  local  elected  people.  I  am 
very  loath  to  do  that  on  a  lot  of  occasions. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
In  view  of  the  concern  expressed  in  that 
county  and  elsewhere  in  the  province  about 
reviving  or  maintaining  the  quality  of  rural 
schools  rather  than  forcing  kids  to  go  into 
the  towns  and  the  cities,  is  the  minister  tak- 
ing action  to  look  into  the  problems  of  what 
is  happening  to  rural  schools  and  how  the 
larger  ones  can,  in  fact,  be  sustained  rather 
than  depleted  as  is  the  case  now? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  have  learned  from  long 
experience,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  there  are  always 
two  sides  to  every  story.  I  am  sure  that  if  I 
were  to  talk  to  the  Lanark  board  about  this, 
they  would  present  some  very  good  arguments 
on  both  sides  that  what  they  are  doing  is  not 
interfering  with  the  quality  of  education  or 
destroying  the  rural  school  setting.  It  may  be 
for  some  people  down  there.  If  we  believe  in 
the  idea  of  at  least  giving  boards  a  certain 
degree  of  autonomy,  and  I  am  not  going  to 
say  they  have  complete  autonomy  but  a  cer- 
tain degree  of  autonomy,  we  certainly  have 
to  let  them  handle  things  in  this  manner. 
They  are  closer  to  the  people  than  anyone  up 
here  and  most  of  us  in  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would)  ask  the  Minister 
of  Education,  if  he  feels  so  strongly  and  if 
he  reiterates  that  stand  so  frequently,  why  is 
it  that  when  the  board  of  education)  from  the 
Nipissing  area,  North  Bay,  sent  him  their 
resolutions  requesting  permission  to  put  in  a 
compul^ry  course  in  Canadian'  history,  he 
turned  them  down?  Why  wouldn't  he  alltow 
them,  who  are  closer  to  the  needtei  of  their 
own  community,  to  put  forward!  a  course  in 
Canadian  history  without  vetoing  what  the 
local  board  wanted'  to  db? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  putting  in  a 
course  in  Canadian  history  and  encouraging 
students  to  take  it  can  be  dtone  under  our 
existing  procedtues.  There  is  no  need'  to  ask 
for  any  compulsory  regulations  or  for  me  to 
say  something  to  do  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  did  ask  the  minister 
and)  he  did  refuse  the  coxnse. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  can't  recall  the  actual 
course,    Mr.    Speaker,   but,   of   course,    com- 
pulsory- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  was  Canadian  history, 
grade  12. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  now 
insisting  that  two  courses  in^  Canadian  studies 
are  mandatory  for  the  secondiary  school  grad^ 
uation  diplbma. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  in  grade  12. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Yes,  and  for  the  secondiary 
school  gradtiation  diploma. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  The  member  is  a  little  out 
of  touch,  I'm  afraid. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Not  at  all.  It's  in  five 
grades.  They  want  it  in  grade  12.  The  minis- 
ter doesn't  know  what  he's  talking  about. 

'ilnterjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Ordter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  If  you  read  the  directions, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it  says  that  in  order  to  get  a 
secondary  school  graduation  diploma  you  re- 
quire two  courses— two  courses  are  mandatory 
—in  Canadian  studies.  It  doesn't  say  what— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  want  an  additional 
one  in  grade  12. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Well,  it  dk)esn't  say  what 
grades  they  have  to  be.  On  the  course  in 
gradie  12— the  credit  in  grade  12— if  they  want 
to  invite  their  studtents— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Just  let  them  do  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —to  take  that  course, 
they're  free  to  do  it.  But  we're  not  going  to 
make  that  compulsory  or  give  them  tiie  right 
to  make  it  compulsory  for  the  secondaiy 
school  graduation  diploma. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  turned  it 
down. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  No. 


Mr.  Sargent:  Right.  Right. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  turned  them  down. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  My  friendl  knows  that 
undter  HS  1— What  we  have  said  is— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  selective 
in  his  autonomy  statements. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  member  mustn't  get 
excited  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Well,  I  admitted  that  a 
few  minutes  ago.  And  my  friend  over  there, 
of  course,  believes  that  we  down  here  should 
set  exactly  what's  done  in  every  high  school 
and  not  let  the  local'  boards  do  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  they  should  be 
teaching  Canadian  history  in  grade  12.  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  think  they  should  be 
teaching  Canadian  history  in  grade  12— 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  French,  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  We  made  two  courses  in 
Canadian  studies  mandatory  for  any  student 
in  this  province  to  get  the  secondary  school 
graduation  diploma. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  mimster  is  trying  to 
have  it  both  ways. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  As  far  as  I  am  con- 
cerned, the  Nipissing  Board  of  Education 
has  got  what  it  wants.  All  it  has  to  do  is 
say,  "There's  the  course;  take  that  course." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  if  they  don't  think 
so? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur  has  a  supplementaiy. 

Interjections  by  hon.  membeis. 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  If  I  could  get  back  to  a 
supplementary  on  the  original  question:  Does 
the  minister  not  realize  Qiat  his  grant  struc- 
ture in  fact  discriminates— well,  first  of  all, 
severely  limits  the  autonomy  of  the  local 
boards?  And,  secondly,  doesn't  he  realize  it 
discriminates  against  the  continuation  of  a 
strong  curriculum  in  the  rural  school  areas, 
because  his  busing  formula  is  so  extra- 
ordinary that  it  is  cheaper  to  bus  the  stu- 
dents than  maintain  the  facilities  in  the  local 
rural  areas? 

Mr.  Lewis:   That  is  a  very  good  point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  don't  accept  that,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  it  is  true. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  If  I  could  also  return  to  the 
original  question:  Woidd  the  minister  look 
at  the  $50,000  overrun  in  the  project  to 
which  the  parents  in  Lanark  county  are 
objecting,  given  the  fact  that  despite  his 
lofty  words  about  autonomy  the  chief  reason 
for  the  project  is  to  help  the  town  of  Perth 
provide  a  new  swimming  pool,  rather  than 
provide  educational  facilities? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  No,  I  don't  think  that's 
right,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  question  of  the  Treasurer, 
which  I'll  probably  regret  but  I  want  to 
ask  it  anyway.  To  the  Treasurer— may  I? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Excuse  me. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  it 
may  be  the  first  intelligent  answer  I  get 
from  the  Treasurer  this  session,  considering 
who's  on  his  right  in  this  instance. 


BANK  RATE 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  want  to  ask  when  the  Treas- 
urer is  going  to  make  a  formal  statement 
of  public  complaint  on  behalf  of  the  con- 
sumers of  Ontario  against  the  incessant  rise 
in  the  bank  rate  interest,  which  is  creating 
enormous  credit  problems  for  people,  de- 
stroying the  mortgage  market,  adding  to 
bank  company  profits  which  do  not  need 
further  increments- 
Mr.    MacDonald:   And   is   inflationary. 

Mr.  Lewis:  —and  inflationary  to  boot?  And 
surely  the  Treasurer  of  Ontark)  has  a  right 
at  this  point— indeed,  an  obligation— to  enter 
in  and  indicate  his  personal  displeasure  and, 
in  fact,  to  try  to  file  an  intervention  with 
Ottawa  in  the  process? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  hon.  minister 
like  to  answer  that  statement? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  this,  as  in  other 
modern  states,  100  per  cent  of  the  monetary 
power  rests  with  the  national  government. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Oh,  that's  just  not  so. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  And  the  national  gov- 
ernment in  effect  establishes  the  interest  rate, 
not  only  for  its  own  securities  but  for  every 
security  in  the  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  it  doesn't. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all. 
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Hon.  Mr.  White:  Now,  the  federal  govern- 
ment has  increased  its  expenditures  by  as 
much  as  26  per  cent  this  year. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  And  the 
province  has  too. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  They  are  going  to  have 
to  borrow  $2  billion  in  new  money  to  sup- 
port this. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Treasurer  is  really  frus- 
trated at  being  kicked  off  the  CBC,  isn't 
he? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  As  they  go  to  the  market 
for  these  moneys,  the  Bank  of  Canada  is 
required  to  buy  whatever  quantity  of  bonds 
is  necessary  to  stabilize  an  interest  rate  at  a 
certain  amount. 

Mr.  Sargent:  They  don't  go  to  Germany, 
either. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  In  the  recent  issue  of 
$600  million  the  Bank  of  Canada  gave  an 
undertaking,  which  was  sought,  to  pick  up 
as  much  as  $300  million.  Of  course,  what 
happens  is  that  the  bonds,  having  been  pur- 
chased, are  put  in  the  vaults  of  the  Bank 
of  Canada.  The  Bank  of  Canada  makes  an 
entry  in  the  government  of  Canada's  account 
and  the  government  of  Canada  thereupon 
writes  cheques  on  that  account,  increasing 
the  money  supply. 

Parenthetically,  the  money  supply  was  in- 
creased in  the  first  three  months  of  this  year 
at  an  annual  rate  of  35  per  cent.  The  interest 
rates  established  for  every  type  of  risk  and 
every  form  of  debenture  in  this  country  are 
established  by  the  federal  government.  When 
Mr.  Coyne  and  Mr.  Fleming  got  into  their 
altercation  some  years  ago— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Our  policies  are  complementary 
to  that.  The  Treasurer  has  the  right  to  say 
something  about  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —the  Bank  of  Canada 
held  a  policy  which  was  directly  contrary  to 
the  fiscal  policy  of  the  government  of  Canada. 
When  Mr.  Rasminsky  succeeded  Mr.  Coyne, 
it  was  specifically  agreed- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order! 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  -by  both  Mr.  Fleming 
and  Mr.  Rasminsky  that  the  federal  govern- 
ment,   in   the   final    analysis,    had   complete 


responsibility  and  control  over  monetary 
policy,  which  is  to  say,  the  rate  of  interest 
across  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  no  further  questions? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er. The  minister's  lecture  in  economics  prob- 
ably presages  his  return  to  the  University  of 
Western  Ontario.  Is  he  not  willing  to  do 
anything  on  behalf  of  the  consumers  of  this 
province,  given  the  fact  that  the  prime  rate 
by  the  banks  and  the  rates  they  charge  to 
consumers,  are  not  directly  controlled  by 
Ottawa  and  certainly  are  reflected  in  the 
very  large  increase  in  bank  profits  over  the 
last  year  or  two? 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Now  let  me  give  lecture 
No.  2.  Not  only  has  the  federal  government, 
here  as  elsewhere,  100  per  cent  of  the  mone- 
tary power  but  the  Constitution  of  Canada  in 
section  91  explicitly  gives  the  federal  govern- 
ment complete  control  over  banking. 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  not  asking  the  minister 
to  roll  it  back;  we  are  asking  him  to  inter- 
vene. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  If  the  federal  government 
will  attend  to  its  responsibilities  as  defined 
under  section  91  and  leave  us  to  deal  with— 

Mr.  Lewis:  We  are  asking  the  minister  to 
fight  for  the  consumers  of  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  —our  responsibilities,  as 
defined  under  section  92,  it  will  be  a  much 
more  orderly  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  let  the  consumers  be 
fleeced. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  didn't  stop  the  minister 
from  commenting  on  the  CBC. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  further  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Will  the  minister  advise  the 
House,  if  Ontario  is  40  per  cent  of  the 
Canadian  economy,  why  can't  we  demon- 
strate the  clout  we  have  by  going  to  Tmdeau 
or  government  and  saying,  "If  you  can  give 
concessions  in  the  form  of  interest  to  home- 
owners, like  Trudeau  is  offering  now"— why 
in  the  hell  doesn't  this  government  do  some- 
thing like  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  Why  don't  we  do  some- 
thing— 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Something  intelligent  for  a 
change. 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  We  do  make  representa- 
tions to  Ottawa  on  a  wide  variety  of  matters, 
including  housing,  if  this  is  the  point.  Unfor- 
tunately, the  old-fashioned  men  with  the  old- 
fashioned  minds  who  are  dominating  the 
Ottawa  scene— I  mean  members  of  the  cabi- 
net and  their  senior  advisers— won't  pay  any 
heed  to  the  provinces  of  this  country. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kent. 

Mr.    R.    D.    Kennedy    (Peel    South):    Mr. 
Speaker- 
Mr.   Speaker:   I'm  sorry;  was  it  a  supple- 
mentary? 

Mr.  Kennedy:  No,  it  is  a  new  question, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  We'll  recognize  the  hon. 
member  next.   The  hon.   member  for   Kent. 


FEES  FOR  TRUCKS  ON  INDIAN 
RESERVES 

Mr.  J.  P.  Spence  (Kent):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Communications.  Is  it  true  that 
Indian  band  councils,  if  they  piu"chase  a  truck, 
pay  the  regular  truck  fee?  I  am  told  that  one 
Indian  band  council  pays  $383  for  a  truck  to 
be  used  on  the  reserve,  whereas  town  coun- 
cils or  other  municipalities  pay  a  $2  hcence 
fee  on  the  trucks  owned  by  them  which  they 
use  in  their  municipalities. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  inci- 
dent the  hon.  member  is  referring  to  I  think 
is  with  reference  to  a  fire  truck  on  a  par- 
ticular Indian  reserve.  That  matter  was 
brought  to  my  attention;  I  have  asked  oflBcials 
of  the  ministry  to  look  into  that  situation 
and  if  the  circumstances  as  they  were  related 
to  me  are  correct,  I  think  it  is  improper  and 
that  the  licence  fee  should  be  refunded  to 
the  Indian  band.  They  should  not  pay  any 
more  for  municipal  vehicles  than  regular 
municipalities  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Peel 
South. 


MOVE   OF   AECL  TO  QUEBEC 

Mr.  Kennedy:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Energy,  Mr.  Speaker:  I  was  wondering 
if  the  minister  had  any  information  as  to 
Atomic  Energy  of  Canada  moving  from  Sheri- 
dan  Park   to   Quebec,   presumably   complete 


with  employees?  I  have  heard  this  rumour. 
Could  he  comment  on  this?  Has  the  minister 
heard  anything  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Mr.  Speaker,  yes,  I 
have  heard  something  about  it.  The  Province 
of  Quebec  and  Hydro  Quebec  are,  I  think  it 
is  fair  to  say,  away  behind)  the  Province  of 
Ontario  and  Ontario  Hydro  ini  terms  of  nuclear 
technology  and  techniques.  I  think  AECL 
feels  that  perhaps  some  of  the  design  staflF 
should  be  located  in  Montreal  by  way  of 
bolstering  the  nuclear  technology  in  that 
province. 

iSpecificaHy,  I  think  that  the  design  work 
for  the  600  megawatt  units,  which  will  be 
put  into  the  export  field,  may  well  be  done 
in  Montreal.  But  the  dfesign  work  for  the 
larger  units,  which  wiU  probably  come  on 
stream  here  in  the  late  Eighties  or  Nineties, 
will  probably  be  done  at  Sheridan. 

I  don't  have  all  the  details  andl  I  have  no 
idea  how  much  staff  it  is  contemplated 
moving,  or  suggesting  to  them  that  they  be 
moved.  Certainly  Ontario  and  Sheridan  spe- 
cifically have  benefitted  greatly  by  having  the 
design  capabiHty  in  the  province  where  the 
action  has  been. 

I  would  think  that  it  would  be  unwise  for 
the  government  of  Canada  to  tinker  with 
what  has  been  a  very  satisfactory  relationship 
and  a  very  fruitful  relationship  in'  terms  of 
the  proximity  of  AECL  design'  staff  and  On- 
tario Hydro's  operations  people  and  engineers. 
I  think  it  would  be  imwise,  as  I  say,  to  tinker 
with  it.  Some  movement  may  be  desirable. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Supplementary:  lis  it  within 
the  realm  of  the  Energy  ministry,  then,  to 
consult  with  the  federal  government  and  have 
input  into  this  decision— if  there  is,  indeed,  to 
be  one— and  could  the  minister  obtain  further 
infoimatian  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  shall'  most  certainly 
do  so,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  do  consult  with  the 
government  of  Canada  from  time  to  time.  We 
are  not  always  listened  to,  but  we  persevere. 

We  wouM  expect  that  in  two  weeks'  time 
we  will  be  listened  to  very,  very  well. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  minister  doesn't  believe 
that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  are  stiU  waiting  for  the 
NDP  breakthrough— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  the  member  shouldn't 
hold  his  breath.  This  man  over  here  will  be 
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elevated  by  then.   On  the  other  hand,  that 
member  will  diescend— 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 


SUNSET  MOBILE  HOMES 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  regarding  the  Sunset  Mobile 
Homes  near  Tecumseh:  Is  the  manister  aware 
of  the  defective  and  inadequate  sewage  dis*- 
posal  system  that  has,  during  the  past  several 
months,  become  increasingly  imbearable  for 
the  residents  to  stomach? 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment): Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  aware  of  the 
situation.  These  mobile  homes  do  operate  on 
septic  tanks  and  a  lagoon  system,  which  has 
not  been'  satisfactory  to  the  ministry,  and  they 
have  now  brought  in  consultants.  I  think  it  is 
James  F.  MacLaren  Ltd.  These  consultants 
have  been  studying  the  situation  and  will  be 
meeting  with  our  people  on  this  Friday  to  try 
to  get  me  matter  resolved. 

Mr.  Burr:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 


STUDY  OF  VINYL  CHLORIDE 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment:  Is  the  minister  aware  of  the 
emergency  temporary  measures  taken  in'  the 
US  to  reduce  the  standard  for  vinyl  chloride 
to  50  parts  per  mil'lion,  when  our  standard 
here  is  still  200  parts  per  million?  And  is  he 
also  aware  of  the  exact  findings  which  have 
now  attributed  many  deaths  from  cancer  of 
the  liver  to  overexposure  to  vinyl  chlbridte  by 
workmen  working  with  plastic  and  things  of 
that  nature? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
aware  of  the  tests  that  are  going  on  down 
there.  We  have  our  people  working  on  it  at 
the  present  time.  Our  criteria  change  quite 
regularly  as  we— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  Minister  of  Health 
(Mr.  Miller)  is  not  aware  of  it. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Our  criteria  do  change. 
I  can't  give  you  the  exact  criteria  count  right 
now,  but  certainly  we  are  studying  this 
matter  on  a  very  intensive  basis  now  as  a 
result  of  the  inquiries  we  had  several  weeks 
ago. 


Mr.  Good:  A  supplementary:  What  is  the 
minister  doing  about  industry  in  Canada 
to  rid  them  of  this  very  serious  problem, 
which  evidently  was  not  made  known  until 
very  recently,  and  is  now  causing  a  great  con- 
cern among  people  associated  with  it.  I  don't 
think  aU  firms  have  been  alerted  as  yet  to 
the  effect  that  other  methods  must  be  used 
to  handle  this  material  in  a  certain  manner. 
Is  the  minister  doing  anything  to  tell  the 
industry  that  he  may  have  to  reduce  the 
vinyl  chloride  standard? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Owe  staflF  are  working 
on  this  and  have  checked  all  industries  that 
are  now  making  vinyl  chlorides  in  the 
province. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  B.F.  Goodrich  in  Niagara 
Falls? 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  are  only  three  minutes 
remaining.  I  think  we  should  restrict  the 
supplementaries  to  one,  A  new  question? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 


KINGSTON  TOWNSHIP  SERVICES 

Mr.  Cassidy:  A  question  of  the  Treasurer: 
Is  the  Treasurer  aware  of  the  impasse  tiat 
has  now  been  created  in  the  Kingston  area 
and  in  Kingston  township,  in  particular,  by 
the  OMB  decision  to  reverse  the  township 
plans  to  bmld  its  new  waterworks?  What  is 
the  government  going  to  do  in  order  to  get 
serviced  land  available  so  that  housing  can 
continue  in  the  Kingston  area  in  view  of  that 
situation,  which  was  contributed  to  by  the 
cabinet? 

Hon.  Mr.  White:  I  have  read  materid 
on  this  subject.  I  am  sorry  to  say  I  don't 
know  what  the  solution  is  to  the  housing 
matter.  I  don't  know  whether  my  colleague 
cares  to  comment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  could  I  redirect 
the  question  to  the  Minister  of  Housing 
then?  There  is  a  serious  problem  there  in 
terms  of  shortage  of  lots. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): There  certainly  is,  Mr.  Speaker.  What 
we  are  trying  to  do  is  to  work  with  the 
Ministry  of  the  Environment  to  see  what  we 
can  do  about  providing  the  necessary  ser- 
vices. Obviously  they  have  been  delayed 
now  by  the  decision  which  supported  the 
ratepayers'  group  in  that  area. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Is  it 
true  that  that  decision  has  been  repeatedly 
delayed,  going  back  to  about  1968,  and  that 
it  seems  it  is  going  to  be  necessary  for  the 
Ministry  of  the  Environment  or  the  Ministry 
of  Housing  to  go  in  there  in  order  that 
the  land  can  be  serviced,  because  Kingston 
township  has  assiduously  worked  through 
the  ministry  as  it  changed  from  one  indi- 
vidual to  another  to  fulfil  all  of  the  require- 
ments, and  now  it  has  been  reversed  by  the 
Municipal  Board  hearing?  Surely  there  has 
got  to  be  something  done  to  correct  the 
situation  in  Kingston  township?  What  is  the 
minister  going  to  do  about  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think 
the  question  might  be  more  properly  referred 
to  3ny  colleague,  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Or  the  Treasurer.  They 
have    been    his    regulations   over   the   years. 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  I  am  not  person- 
ally familiar  with  the  law  and  apparently 
the  very  intricate  history  of  this  matter, 
having  become  familiar  with  it  only  re- 
cently. As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  the  OMB 
has  acted  expeditiously  in  recent  months  to 
try  to  come  to  a  decision  one  way  or  the 
other. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  we've  had  a  supple- 
mentary and  a  redirected  question.  The  hon. 
member  for  Windsor- Walkerville   is   next. 


OIL  SPILL  TESTS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment.  Was  the  min- 
ister made  aware  of  the  proposed  oil  spill 
tests  to  be  conducted  by  both  the  US  and 
Canadian  governments  in  Lake  St.  Clair  in 
the  month  of  August? 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  was  not 
made  aware  of  this  until  I  received  a  phone 
call  on  Sunday  from  someone  down  in  that 
area.  At  this  point  in  time  with  the  infor- 
mation that  I  have,  I  would  certainly  be 
opposed  to  it.  But  to  make  sure  exactly  what 
is  happening,  we  have  subsequently  ar- 
ranged a  meeting  with  Environment  Canada, 
I  believe  it  is  for  July  10,  to  discuss  this 
whole  matter  with  them.  I  was  not  aware  of 
it  until  it  was  brought  to  my  attention. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 


POSSIBLE  ELEMENTARY  TEACHER 
SHORTAGE 

Mr.  Foulds:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Education,  if  I 
can  lure  him  from  the  precincts  under  the 
gallery  there.  What  steps  is  the  minister  tak- 
ing to  avoid  a  shortage  of  elementary  school 
teachers  this  fall,  the  strong  possibility  of 
which  was  mentioned  by  H.  A.  Blanchard, 
director  of  teacher  education  for  his  minis- 
try? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  based  on 
the  number  of  students  who  are  enrolled  and 
have  graduated  from  the  elementary  teacher 
training  institutions,  the  statistical  projects 
show,  if  you  take  that  number  of  graduates, 
they  will  not  be  enough  to  fill  the  available 
vacancies  that  are  going  to  be  coming  up. 

There  are,  as  my  friend  knows,  a  large 
number  of  qualified  teachers  out  who  are  not 
teaching  at  the  present  time.  The  number  of 
those  who  will  be  available  to  fill  those  jobs, 
of  course,  is  the  unknown  factor  in  this  whole 
situation.  I  think  that  the  other  thing  is  that 
many  of  the  secondary  school  teachers  who 
have  been  taking  secondary  teacher  training 
have  been  taking  the  elementary  school  op- 
tion. They  will  be  available  if  there  are  no 
positions  in  secondary  schools  for  the  ele- 
mentary school  panels. 

While  the  figures  at  this  point  in  time  show 
that  there  could  be  a  shortage,  I  don't  think 
there  will  be  a  real  shortage  this  year,  but 
we  are  certainly  studying  very  carefully  the 
projections  in  the  few  years  ahead. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  questions  has 
been  exceeded. 
Petitions. 
Presenting  reports. 

Mr.  Bales,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Morrow  from 
the  standing  procedural  aflFairs  committee,  re- 
ported the  following  resolution: 

Resolved:  That  supply  in  the  following 
amount  and  to  defray  the  expenses  of  the 
Office  of  the  Speaker  be  granted  to  Her 
Majesty  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  March 
31,  1975: 

Office  of  the  Speaker 

Office  of  the  Speaker 
programme    $6,364,500 
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Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure  there  can  be  no 
question  about  that  report. 

Motion. 

Introduction  of  bills. 
Orders  of  the  day. 

MUNICIPAL  FRANCHISES  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  97,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Municipal  Franchises  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kitche- 
ner. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  order,  before  the  mem- 
ber for  Kitchener  speaks,  could  the  House 
leader  indicate  to  us  what  his  intentions  are 
this  morning?  Last  evening  some  of  us  re- 
vised plans  for  this  morning  based  on  the 
information  he  gave  at  adjournment  when 
he  indicated  he  would  be  going  right  into 
committee,  not  into  second  readings.  Could 
he  tell  us  what  it  is  his  intention  to  cover 
in  the  next  couple  of  hours? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
following  the  balance  of  what  I  called  last 
evening,  I  think  this  morning  I  would  call 
first  items  16,  21,  22,  23  and  29. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary,  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  And  20. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  my  friend  says 
20;  and  item  20. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  the  balance  of  what  the  House 
leader  called  last  night— last  night  the  Act  to 
amend  the  Planning  Act  was  one  of  the  things 
he  had  hoped  to  call  and  he  also  referred  to 
going  into  committee.  We  are  not  in  com- 
mittee right  now.  We  are  being  asked  to  do 
bills  which  are  after  the  things  one  would 
have  thought  he  had  called  last  night.  I  don't 
know  where  on  earth  we  stand  and  I  am  not 
sure  if  he  does  but  could  he  not  be  more 
clear? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
He  doesn't  mean  item  29,  does  he? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  I  don't  think  so;  I  think 
he  meant  item  20.  If  I  understand  it  we  are 
going  from  16  to  21,  22,  23  and  20.  We  are 
staying  on  second  readings  this  morning?  Is 
that  his  intention? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  these  are  rela- 
tively— 


Mr.  Lewis:  And  if  we  complete  them,  does 
he  intend  to  go  into  committee? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  these  are  all  the  second 
readings  he  intends  to  call  this  morning? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  was  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  97.  The  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North. 

xMr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker  I  understand  this  amend- 
ment allows  either  a  municipality  or  the  sup- 
plier of  gas  going  through  a  municipality  to 
make  application  to  the  Energy  Board  for 
hearings  for  rights  to  either  extend  or  renew 
existing  rights  between  a  supplier  and  a 
municipality.  We  see  no  objection  to  this 
bill  and  will  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  say  it's 
darned  annoying,  the  way  the  business  oiF  this 
House  is  carried  out.  I  am  looking  for  my 
copy  of  the  bill  on  which  I  had  one  or  two 
notes  and  I  will  probably  have  to  do  it  oflF 
the  top  of  my  head. 

It  appears  to  be  a  routine  bill  but  there  is 
something  curious  about  it  which,  given  the 
circumstances  of  this  House,  I  haven't  been 
able  to  look  at.  Why  is  it  that  long-distance 
gas  pipelines,  which  are  the  particular  things 
referred  to  in  this  amendment,  when  they  are 
put  through  a  municipality  do  not  require 
approval  from  the  Energy  Board  or  the  Mu- 
nicipal Board  if  they  are  going  to  be  there  for 
longer  than  three  years,  but  may  require  that 
approval  after  they  are  in  the  ground  when 
the  licence  for  them  to  be  there  expires?  If 
the  Speaker  would  permit  that  as  a  question, 
maybe  I  could  comment  on  it  after. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio ) :  I  would  like  to  refer  that  to  the  Min- 
ister of  Energy,  if  I  could. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  ot 
Energy):  Sorry,  I  didn't  follow  that.  Indeed, 
I  will  try  and  answer  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  put  it  as  a  question, 
Mr.  Speaker.  As  I  understand  the  bill,  which 
seems  to  come  under  everybody's  responsi- 
bility over  there— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  is  not  part  of  the 
bill,  that  point. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  As  I  understand  it  the  bill— 
if  I  had  a  copy  of  the  darned  thing  it  would 
be  helpful— the  sections  inserted  refer  to  the 
end  of  the  term  of  a  right  referred  to  in 
clause  (a),  (b)  or  (c)  of  subsection  1  of 
section  6  that  is  related  to  gas.  Those  sec- 
tions are  exemption  sections  in  the  Municipal 
Franchises  Act  and  they  exempt  from  the 
normal  procedures  the  installation  of  a  long- 
distance pipeline  for  oil  or  for  gas. 

In  this  particular  case,  as  I  understand  it, 
that  exemption,  insofar  as  it  relates  to  a 
long-distance  gas  pipeline  or  a  gas  pipeline 
which  comes  in  from  a  distance  and  is  carry- 
ing gas  to  a  wholesale  distributor,  is  waived 
when  it  comes  to  the  expiration  of  the  fran- 
chise. At  that  point  either  party  may  apply 
for  renewal  or  extension  of  the  term  of  the 
right.  Presumably,  therefore,  if  there  was  no 
application  the  right  expires;  there  is  no 
automatic  renewal.  Presumably,  also,  the 
Energy  Board  might  be  called  upon  to  hear 
things  over  which  it  had  no  jurisdiction  at  the 
time  of  the  long-distance  pipeline  was  origi- 
nally installed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could 
reply  to  that,  I  still  say  that  isn't  part  of  the 
bill.  This  refers  to  a  municipality  and  a 
franchise  granted  to  a  company  in  regard  to 
the  distribution  of  certain  energy.  The  Minis- 
ter of  Energy  may  wish  to  reply  further. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  I  would  just  add 
to  that,  to  the  member,  it  is  not  the  subject 
of  this  bill.  This  bill  simply,  as  the  member 
has  said,  provides  a  way  to  settle  unsettled 
matters,  namely,  by  letting  them  go  to  the 
board. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  want  to 
go  into  this  tediously  but  it  is  one  of  those 
routine  bills  which  is  presumably  passed  to 
the  minister  by  his  people.  If  I  can  read 
section  6  of  the  Act,  paragraphs  (a),  (b)  and 
(c),  the  approvals  of  franchises  must  normally 
be  made  by  the  OMB  or  the  Energy  Board  as 
the  case  may  be. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  correct. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  that's  correct.  Then  it 
says  that  subject  to  section  2,  and  except  as 
therein  provided,  this  Act  does  not  apply  to  a 
bylaw  granting  the  right  of  passing  through 
the  municipality  for  the  purposes  of  continu- 
ing the  line,  work  or  system  that  will  be 
operated  for  another  municipality;  the  second 
one  is  related  to— the  marginal  note  says  gas 
transmission  lines— and  those  are  long-distance 
transmission  lines  that  are  not  involved  in 
retail  distribution;  and  the  third  one  is  works 


required  for  the  transmission  of  oil,  gas  oi 
water  not  intended  for  use  in  the  munici- 
pality; again  long-distance  gas  transmission 
lines;  fourthly,  a  temporary  line— where  there 
is  a  temporary  line  the  Energy  Board  does 
come  into  play. 

Where  it  is  a  permanent  long-distance  gas 
line,  as  I  understand  it,  the  approvals  of  the 
mimicipal  bylaw  permitting  the  line  do  not 
have  to  go  before  the  Energy  Board  or  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board.  That  is  exempt. 
However,  what  the  amendment  says  is  that 
renewals  of  that  approval,  renewals  of  that 
bylaw,  renewals  of  the  term,  may  go  before 
the  Energy  Board  at  the  request  of  either  the 
municipality  or  the  franchisee  where  it  is  a 
gas  transmission  line.  I  hope  the  minister  is 
with  me  that  far. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  question  one  has  to  ask 
—I  know  it  is  a  small  point— is  why  is  it  the 
municipalities  are  allowed  by  bylaw  without 
approval  from  government  authority  to  grant 
the  franchise  for  a  long-distance  gas  trans- 
mission line  in  the  first  place  but  are  being 
required,  under  the  terms  of  these  amend- 
ments, to  go  before  the  Energy  Board  in  the 
case  of  renewal  of  that  particular  franchise 
for  a  long-distance  gas  transmission  line? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  is  exactly  the 
point.  As  long  as  they  have  agreed  there  is 
no  problem;  they  agreed  in  the  first  place 
when  the  franchise  was  granted.  This  has 
been  the  story  all  over  the  province.  This 
amendment  simply  allows  that  when  there 
isn't  agreement  one  can  get  it  before  the 
Energy  Board  but  there  is  no  need  to  take 
everything  before  the  Energy  Board  obvi- 
ously. If  there  has  been  agreement  on  the 
franchise,  as  there  normally  is,  there  is  no 
problem.  But  if  there  is  a  disagreement,  this 
provides  an  avenue  of  getting  it  aired  before 
the  appropriate  group. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  means,  in  other  words, 
that  not  only  is  there  power  to  go  before  the 
Energy  Board,  but  the  Energy  Board  has  also 
the  right  to  overrule  the  decision  of  the 
municipality  in  this  particular  case,  if  the 
municipality  gave  the  right  in  the  first  place. 
Is  that  correct? 

If  it  gave  the  right  in  the  first  place,  then 
the  Energy  Board  has  the  right  to  order  the 
municipality  to  continue.  Okay.  That  was 
the  clarification  I  was  looking  for,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  it  does  appear  to  be  rather  a 
routine  kind  of  thing.  It  would  help  an  awful 
lot  if  explanations  for  these  things  were  put 
forward  rather  than  our  having  to  spend  six 
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or  seven  minutes  of  time  in  the  Legislature 
in  the  last  couple  of  days  trying  to  get  an 
explanation  from  the  government. 

Mr.   Speaker:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments on  this  bill? 

Mr.    Cassidy:    Well,    maybe    the    minister 
wants  to  comment  on  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No  further  comments,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

* 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  97,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Franchise  Act. 


PUBLIC  INSTITUTIONS  INSPECTION 
ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  106,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Inspec- 
tion of  Public  Institutions  by  Public  Visitation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kitch- 
ener. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  hope  that  my  brief  remarks  this 
morning  on  this  bill  will  not  bring  forward 
the  same  debate  that  we  had  last  evening  on 
its  predecessor.  Bill  105. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  That  is  a 
faint  hope. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  We  had  suggested  last 
evening  that  this  bill  coming  as  the  neces- 
sary corollary  to  the  results  of  the  new 
Juries  Act  would  be  acceptable  to  us.  I  am 
pleased  to  note  there  is  going  to  be  con- 
tinuing inspection  of  public  institutions  be- 
cause I  believe  that  this  is  a  necessary  civilian 
involvement  in  the  administration  of  justice. 
It  is  true,  as  the  member  for  Riverdale  (Mr. 
Renwick)  said  last  night,  that  the  functions 
of  the  grand  jury,  while  they  had  changed 
over  the  years,  had  included  a  visitation  of 
jails  and  other  places  where  persons  were 
incarcerated,  and  on  the  ancient  traditions  of 
habeas  corpus  at  least  made  sure  that  the 
persons  who  were  there  had  their  trials  set 
or  were  there  because  of  the  result  of  some 


decision  of  the  court  rather  than  the  whim 
of  some  local  noble  or  monarch. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  comment  with 
respect  to  the  payment  of  fees  following 
the  same  remarks  that  the  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  (Mr.  B.  Newman)  made  last 
night.  It  would  seem  to  us  that  in  order  to 
encourage  persons  to  accept  this  responsibil- 
ity of  service  we  would  have  to  be  at  least 
fair  in  the  payment  of  the  necessary  daily 
fees.  We  can  always  say,  of  com^e,  that  it 
is  a  citizen's  duty  to  carry  on  this  kind  of 
work  without  any  fee,  but  that  is  easy 
enough  for  those  of  us  who  are  in  this 
Legislature  to  say  when  we  are  remunerated 
quite  handsomely  for  the  work  which  we 
are  exi)ected  to  do  in  the  Legislature. 

Mr.  J.  E.  BuUbrook  (Samia):  Speak  for 
yourself. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  For  a  citizen  who  is  in- 
volved with  the  loss  of  wages  and  has  much 
more  of  a  problem  of  daily  living  expenses 
than  some  of  us  might  have,  it  would  seem 
to  us  to  be  fair  that  changes  in  these  fees 
are  made  so  that  no  one  loses  financially 
for  the  acceptance  of  this  public  duty. 

We  agreed  that  the  programme  which  is 
set  up  should  be  adequate.  We  hope  that 
the  minister  wiU  review  it  to  ensure  that  the 
benefits  which  were  formerly  obtained  by 
the  grand  jury's  visitation  of  these  various 
institutions  will  continue  so  that  the  policies 
are  firmly  set  as  to  the  encouragement  of  this 
kind  of  civilian  review  of  public  facilities. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  logic,  if  logic 
has  any  role  in  this  somewhat  irrational  as- 
sembly, would  dictate  to  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party,  having  taken  a  stance  last  even- 
ing with  respect  to  grand  juries  generally, 
that  we  caimot  support  the  bill.  I  would 
think,  though  that  we  will  probably  not  drive 
it  through  to  a  division,  just  as  a  gesture 
and  time-consuming  way,  and  not  because 
our  viscera  isn't  stirred  with  respect  to  the 
matter. 

What  we  wanted  was  an  adumbration  or 
an  expansion  of  the  grand  jury  concept; 
therefore,  it  would  be  necessary  if  it  had 
any  validity  at  all,  to  preserve  its  extant 
position  and  to  simply  give  it  much  wider 
powers  than  it  has  at  present,  first  of  all, 
as  a  way  of  citizen  participation,  as  we 
pointed  out,  and  because  it  does  perform 
some  kind  of  valid  function.  We  are  coming 
back  to  that  in  committee,  and  we'll  have  an 
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opportmiity  to  discuss  that  particular  bill  a 
little  more— but  not,  I  hope,  at  undue  length. 
As  far  as  this  bill  is  concerned,  this  is  a 
kind  of  stop-gap  measure,  a  form  of  Pablum 
fed  to  the  general.  The  minister  has  to  do 
something  to  make  a  substitution,  I  suppose, 
if  he's  going  to  abolish  the  functions  of  the 
grand  jury.  He's  buttressed  and  fortified,  if 
he  needs  be,  by  the  recommendation  of  the 
Law  Reform  Commission  in  part  1  of  its 
magnificent  report  with  respect  to  the  courts. 
At  page  359  they  say: 

The  grand  jury's  right  of  inspection  of 
institutions  maintained  in  whole  or  in  part 
by  public  funds  is  set  out  in  section  46 
of  the  Jurors  Act. 

Grand  jurors  are  not  assisted  in  their 
inspections  by  independent  experts  and 
accordingly  one  or  two  days  spent  at  an 
institution  will  not  reveal  underlying  seri- 
ous defects  or  problems  that  would  escape 
a  more  or  less  formal  inspection  by  un- 
trained men. 

If  that  applies  with  resi)ect  to  the  operations 
of  grand  juries,  surely  it  applies  equally 
within   the   dimensions   of  this   legislation. 

Where,  oh  where,  in  the  terms  of  this  bill 
has  the  minister  provided  that  they  may 
have  access  to  people  who  may  clue  them 
in?  In  other  words,  if  the  reason  that  the 
Law  Reform  Commission  gave  for  the  aboli- 
tion of  this  particular  function  of  the  grand 
jury  is  as  they  have  stated,  the  minister  has 
done  nothing  to  rectify  it;  yet  he  comes  for- 
ward with  the  thing  in  its  stripped  form  and 
without  the  proper  instrumentalities  to  carry 
out  the  very  role  and  function  that  he  seeks 
to  devolve  upon  them. 

I  find  that  a  lacuna,  to  say  the  least,  and 
perhaps  even  an  oversight.  Perhaps  the  mm- 
ister  would  give  some  thought  to  rectifying 
that,  x)articularly  within  section  5,  where  the 
various  powers  that  they  do  have  are  set 
forth,  to  the  derogation  of  the  remarks  that 
I  have  just  quoted  into  the  record. 

Section  4  of  this  bill  carries  this  over  into 
the  area  which  the  Law  Reform  Commission 
discusses  on  page  360  under  the  heading  of 
"Instrument  of  Jail  Delivery."  It  says: 

The  third  function  of  the  grand  jury  is 
to  investigate  and  interrogate  prisoners  in 
an  effort  to  determine  whether  or  not  any 
persons  in  custody  are  being  held  improp- 
erly or  for  an  imwarranted  length  of  time 
pending  their  trial. 

I  won't  read  the  whole  paragraph.  As  the 
minister  well  knows,  they  make  a  recommen- 
dation under  this  head  that  the  sheriff,  going 


before  a  judge  at  the  inception  of  the  ses- 
sions, make  complete  disclosure  of  who  is 
held  in  custody,  for  how  long  and  why.  They 
seem  to  think  that  that  rectifies  the  situation. 

The  minister  therefore  circumscribes  the 
obligations  of  this  particular  panel  which,  by 
the  way,  is  grandiosely  called  a  public  insti- 
tutions inspection  panel.  I'm  sure  none  of  us 
will  remember  the  precise  designation,  and  I 
was  hoping  we  might  get  something  more 
tied  around  the  tongue  in  future  reference  to 
this  particular  group. 

In  section  4(2)  it  says,  "The  panel  shall 
inspect  all  institutions  in  the  county  or  dis- 
trict in  which  persons  are  being  held  in  cus- 
tody," but  they  are  not  given  explicitly,  nor 
have  we  any  legislation  before  us  transferring 
to  the  sheriffs  all  the  responsibility  in  this 
regard.  Perhaps  it's  forthcoming;  perhaps 
that's  what  the  minister  has  in  mind.  But  even 
if  he  had  that,  I  would  have  misgivings  with 
respect  to  it,  again  stating:  Why  not?  Why  is 
this  when  they  have  the  powers  under  section 
5,  to  enter  any  public  institution  at  reason- 
able times,  having  given  notice  first?  The 
panel  may  inspect  all  parts  of  the  premises, 
and  any  documents,  records,  etc.,  and  they 
may  interrogate  any  person  in  them.  Well, 
why  not  have  that  added  faculty  or  facility? 

I  think  we  should  have  it;  with  the  history 
of  what  has  happened  with  incarcerated 
people  sitting  for  prolonged  times  in  our 
various  jails,  particularly  the  Don,  and  being 
brought  to  trial  in  an  imtoward  way,  without 
having  given  proper  surveillance  at  all— eight 
months  there  on  occasions.  And  that  hasn't 
been  overriden;  that  hasn't  been  obviated  in 
any  way,  as  far  as  I  can  see. 

I  am  sure  if  we  went  down  there  today  we 
could  find  a  case  of  prolonged  incarceration 
without  adequate  justification;  no  doubt  about 
that  at  all.  In  many  of  the  jails  in  this  prov- 
ince such  is  the  case.  And  this  is  a  severe 
reprimand  to  this  ministry  and,  particularly, 
to  the  ministry  of  Correctional  Services,  that 
this  should  be  allowed  to  happen. 

Therefore,  since  we  are  jealous  of  the  rights 
of  our  citizens— and  not  the  least  those  who 
are  subject  to  penal  penalty— why  not  just 
preserve  this  extra  notch  in  the  coil  and 
allow  this  panel  to  make  interrogation  of  this 
particular  aspect  of  the  matter,  too?  Sure,  let 
the  sheriff  do  it  and  take  it  before  the  judge. 

I  get  the  feeling  that  that  is  a  ritualistic 
performance— that  that  is  a  merely  formal 
regard— that  there  isn't  enough  compunction 
about  it;  and  that  a  grand  jury  composed  of 
fellow  citizens  would  have  more  empathy, 
more  sense  of  the  afflction  that  may  be  in- 
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volved  in  a  particular  situation  with  some- 
body in  the  jail.  When  they  come  across  a 
case  of  this  kind,  as  I  see  it,  they  have  no 
particular  role  or  function  to  play;  that  juris- 
diction is  being  lifted  from  the  grand  jury 
and  not  even  disposed  of  in  terms  of  the  new 
panel  that  is  being  set  up.  In  that  regard,  I 
think  this  legislation  may  be  somewhat  de- 
fective, too,  and  I  would  ask  the  minister  to 
give  that  a  good  deal  of  thought. 

As  for  the  rest,  the  empanelling  of  the 
individuals  involved  is  done  in  accordance 
with  the  manifold  provisions  that  we  saw  last 
night  as  to  the  machinery  of  empanelling. 
They  are  selected  out  through  the  county 
court  system— not  through  the  Supreme  Court 
but  through  the  county  court  judges  of  the 
province  sitting  in  their  respective  jurisdic- 
tions, to  set  these  seven  people  in  motion  and 
to  give  them  powers  to  look  at  these  institu- 
tions imder  direction  and  to  report  back. 

I  think  that  the  clause  in  there  with  respect 
to  extensions  of  time  is  all  to  the  good— 
whenever  I  see  those  clauses  nowadays  with 
the  warping  and  the  woofing  of  contemporary 
conditions,  the  extension  of  time  concepts  are 
entering  more  and  more  into  the  ministry's 
legislation.  And  the  more  the  minister  does 
that  with  respect  to  all  court  matters,  and 
not  to  bring  the  full  coerciveness  of  the  law 
with  respect  to  mere  limitations  on  to  the 
heads  of  individuals  in  any  aspect  of  jurisdic- 
tion of  life,  all  to  the  good  and  highly 
beneficial. 

Now,  as  I  say,  we  have  these  somewhat 
severe  misgivings  about  the  legislation-I  think 
well  taken  on  the  basis  of  the  report  itself 
and  our  personal  knowledge  of  what  goes  on 
with  respect  to  grand  juries  and  the  dis- 
placement under  this  particular  head.  And, 
therefore,  I  say  we  express  our  dissent  as  it  is 
presently  sketched  and  etched,  but  I  don't 
think  we  are  going  to  pursue  it  very  much 
more  deeply. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak  to  this?  The  member  for 
Windsor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  intend  to  reiterate  the  remarks 
I  made  when  we  discussed  the  Attorney 
General's  estimates  this  year,  when  we  dis- 
cussed them  the  year  before,  and  the  year 
before  that,  and  that  concerns  the  pay  for 
jurors. 

My  colleague,  the  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener, mentioned  it  today.  A  year  ago,  I 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  then  minister 
the  problem  of  a  gentleman  by  the  name  of 


Robert  Bailey  who  was  called  up  for  jury 
duty.  He  wasn't  instructed  suflBciently,  as  far 
as  I'm  concerned,  and  as  a  result  his  job  was 
in  jeopardy  because  his  employer  assumed 
he  was  goldbricking  because  he  was  not 
present  on  the  job. 

The  man  kept  himself  off  welfare  by  work- 
ing as  a  waiter  in  a  tavern  and  because  he 
wasn't  present,  his  employer  actually  threat- 
ened to  dismiss  him.  The  amount  the  man 
was  making  was  just  enough  to  keep  hfrn  oflF 
welfare.  The  fact  that  he  had  to  accept  jury 
duty  and  receive,  I  think  it  was,  some  $6  a 
day  was  a  real  hardship  to  him.  I  don't  think 
anyone,  in  today's  world,  should  be  required 
to  present  himself  for  jury  duty  and  be  paid 
such  an  infinitesimal  simi.  I  think  it  should 
be  in  keeping  with  the  times.  I  don't  pretend 
to  know  what  the  amount  should  be  but  it 
should  be  substantially  more  than  the  minis- 
ter has  indicated. 

If  I'm  not  mistaken,  during  the  discussions 
of  the  minister's  estimates,  there  was  no 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  government  to 
increase  jury  fees  during  this  budget.  The 
government  is  thus  going  to  penalize  anyone 
who  accepts  jury  duty  from  now  until  the 
next  budget,  come  next  February,  March  or 
April,  and  it  is  going  to  punish  them  sub- 
stantially. I  don't  think  that  is  fair  at  all 

It  is  all  well  and  good  for  one  who  works 
for  Chrysler,  Ford  or  General  Motors,  one 
of  the  big  three,  where  the  union  contract 
compensates  for  or  allows  the  company  to 
make  up  for  his  loss  of  pay.  But  one  who 
does  not  work  in  a  union  shop,  who  works  in 
a  service  industry,  who  could  be  classified 
today  as  the  working  poor,  is  being  taken 
advantage  of  by  the  system  by  not  being  paid 
a  substantial  amount,  a  living  amount,  for 
taking  care  of  his  democratic  right  by  being 
a  member  of  a  jury. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak?  The  hon.  member  for  Samia. 

Mr.  Bullbrook:  I  would  like  to  ask  quickly, 
if  the  Attorney  General,  under  the  section 
that  obliges  the  judge  to  point  out  to  the 
panel  their  duties,  might  entertain  the  possi- 
bility of  him  also  pointing  out  their  powers  to 
them?  I  think  it's  very  important  that  they 
understand  what  their  powers  are  under  sec- 
tion 5. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  one 
or  two  observations.  If  I  might  speak  to  the 
point  raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Samia, 
that's   very  reasonable.   I  think  it  would  be 
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wise,  particularly  since  we're  going  into  this 
new  arrangement,  for  section  5  to  be  quite 
clearly  understood  by  the  panel. 

At  this  stage,  too,  in  speaking  to  the  points 
raised  by  the  hon.  member  for  Kitchener  and 
the  hon.  member  for  Windsor-Walkerville, 
consistent  with  the  points  raised  last  evening, 
I  concur  with  the  principle  that  we  should 
not  have  people  exercising  their  civic  duties 
under  great  financial  hardship.  I  appreciate 
the  fact  that,  as  part  of  our  system,  we  do 
expect  people  to  serve  on  juries.  It's  a  system 
which  we  treasure  and  which,  of  course,  is 
something  very  important  to  us. 

As  I  indicated  last  evening,  the  whole 
question  of  fees  is  under  review.  In  speaking 
to  the  estimates,  of  course,  when  I  was  asked 
in  my  estimates  whether  or  not  there  was 
anything  in  those  estimates  for  an  increase 
in  fees  during  the  current  fiscal  year,  I  had 
to  quite  honestly  say  there  was  not.  The  mat- 
ter is  under  review  and,  as  I  mentioned  last 
night,  the  Solicitor  General  (Mr.  Kerr)  is 
quite  interested  in  this  as  well,  as  it  in- 
volves coroners'  juries. 

The  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore  has  raised 
some  points  with  respect  to  the  principle  of 
this  bill.  Certainly  I  don't  argue  the  im- 
portance of  the  matters  which  he's  raised. 
However,  I  would  feel  that  an  appreciation 
and  an  understanding  of  this  bill,  in  simple 
terms,  is  that  twice  a  year,  on  the  first 
Monday  in  May  and  November,  or  as  close 
to  those  dates  as  possible,  in  every  county 
or  district  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  such 
a  panel  is  brought  together  and  is  instructed 
with  respect  to  what  it  should  do.  Under  sub- 
section 2  of  section  4,  it  must  inspect  all 
institutions  in  that  county  or  district  in  which 
persons  are  being  held  in  custody  for  the 
purpose  of  a  judicial  proceeding.  The  work 
has  to  be  completed  within  two  weeks  or  any 
extension  granted  by  a  judge.  They  can  in 
the  course  of  their  duties  interrogate  anyone 
who  is  there.  They  must  at  the  completion 
of  two  weeks  or  at  the  expiration  of  the 
extended  time- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Does  the  minister  think  they 
will  be  paid  any  more  attention  to  than  the 
present  grand  juries? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —submit  this  report  in 
open  court,  having  been  empanelled  in  open 
court.  I  think  the  points  generally  raised  by 
the  member  for  Lakeshore  are  encompassed  in 
the  principle  of  this  bill.  As  the  member  for 
Kitchener  has  pointed  out- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Not  the  main  point. 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —and  also  in  my  opinion, 
when  one  understands  that  they  have  the 
power  to  go  into  any  institution  funded  partly 
or  in  whole  by  public  funds,  this  may  well 
broaden  the  types  of  institutions  into  which 
this  panel  will  go  and  will  concern  itself  with. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  the  grand  jury  could 
do  that  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  only  hope  that  with 
this  new  legislation  and  on  the  basis  of  the 
principle  which  it  sets  out  we  will  see  this 
as  a  very  important  vehicle  for  civihan  in- 
volvement insofar  as  our  public  institutions 
are  concerned. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  it 
goes,  might  the  minister  consider  having  the 
bill  go  to  committee  in  order  that  the  point 
raised  by  my  colleague,  the  member  for 
Samia,  could  be  dealt  with,  in  that  we  might 
choose  to  amend  it  to  state  that  the  judge 
shall  instruct  the  panel  in  its  duties  and 
powers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  it  will  have  to  go 
to  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Conunittee  of  the  wfa(^e? 
Agreed. 


LORD'S  DAY  (ONTARIO)  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  110,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Lord's  Day 
(Ontario)  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  very 
minor  change  to  the  Lord's  Day  (Ontario) 
Act  dealing  with  the  permission  for  agricul- 
tural exhibitions  on  Sundays  where  the  muni- 
cipality has  so  decided  so  that  they  can  be 
open  at  12  o'clock  noon  rather  than  1:30 
p.m. 

I'm  aware  that  a  number  of  the  agricul- 
tural organizations  within  the  province  have 
been  interested  in  this  amendment  and  we 
certainly  can  support  it.  In  my  own  consti- 
tuency and  that  of  the  hon.  member  for 
Waterloo  North  the  Central  Ontario  Exhi- 
bition has  been  operating  and  was  one  of 
those  which  has  requested  this  change. 
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I  think  that  in  the  traditions  of  our  com- 
munities it  is  prudent  not  to  have  these  exhi- 
bitions open  before  12  o'clock  on  a  Sunday. 
I  think,  however,  after  that  hour  it  is  reason- 
able, as  the  times  generally  change,  to  al- 
low this  extension.  As  I  have  said,  we  will 
support  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  argue 
vehemently  in  its  favour. 

Mr.  Speaker:  With  such  unanimity  the 
motion  is  for  second  reading  of  Bill  110. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 


THIRD  READING 

The  following  bill  was  given  third  reading 
upon  motion: 

Bill  110,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Lord's  Day 
(Ontario)  Act. 


JURIES  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  105,  the  Juries 
Act,  1974. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  Bill  105,  anyone  like  to 
speak  on  section  1? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

On  section  2: 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  On  sec- 
tion 2,  the  amendment  there  is  one  that  has 
caused  great  altercations,  fuming,  foaming  at 
the  lips  and  various  forms  of  dervish  dancing 
in  this  House  on  previous  occasions.  You  have 
amended  the  (b)  clause  of  that  away  from  a 
British  subject.  Why? 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  and  Attorney  General):  I  think  it  is 
generally  consistent  that  we  would  want  a 
Canadian  citizen  to  serve  on  a  jury.  I'm 
sorry,  I  don't  quite  understand  the  question. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  right, 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Do  you  feel  we  should 
add  a  British  subject? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Last  year  in  Bill  166  which 
came  before  this  House  in  1973  you  made 
manifold  amendments  to  this  particular  sec- 
tion  at  that   time.   You  amended   section   2, 


repealed  it  and  substituted  therefor,  "Sub- 
ject to  sections  3  and  4,  every  person  who 
(a)  resides  in  Ontario;  (b)  is  a  Canadian 
citizen  or  other  British  subject"— then  the 
matters  of  18  years  and  69  years  were  intro- 
duced for  the  first  time  at  that  time  and 
retained  in  the  present  legislation  before  us. 
You  simply  dropped  the  words  "or  other 
British  subjects"  and  I  would  seek  to  solicit 
some  kind  of  information  on  that  point  from 
you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  We  felt  in  this  particular 
circumstance  that  we  would  restrict  jury  duty 
in  this  jurisdiction  to  Canadian  citizens. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  not  deeply  concerned. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Chairman,  it's  interesting  to  watch  the  con- 
sistency of  this  inconsistency.  I  am  particu- 
larly delighted  that  the  hon.  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas  (Mr.  Irvine)  is  in  his  place 
to  listen  to  this  brief  exchange  as  we  recall 
what  happened  when  we  were  dealing  earlier 
with  a  certain  bill  that  dealt  with  changes  to 
the  Municipal  Elections  Act. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  you  will  appre- 
ciate the  franchise  is  one  matter;  this  is  jury 
duty. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
principle  is  the  same  in  both  instances. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  felt  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral might  say  something  like  diat.  I  felt  you 
might  agree  to  carve  up  this  situation  into 
various  small  pieces.  However,  we  certainly 
agree  that  Canadian  citizenship  is  an  im- 
portant factor— perhaps  the  most  important— 
of  those  three  terms  of  eligibility  to  sit  on  a 
jury.  This  is  entirely  consistent  with  our  view 
that  citizenship  should  be  developed  and 
strengthened. 

I  hope  the  government  will  take  upon 
itself  some  attempt  to  review  all  of  the  stat- 
utes where  these  four  magical  words  appear 
so  that  we  could  be  consistent  in  this  matter. 

I  know  the  hon.  minister,  the  member  for 
Grenville-Dundas,  has  undertaken  to  give 
some  consideration  to  a  general  review  of  this 
whole  term  within  our  legislation— not  so  that 
anyone  is  harmed  by  it  but  so  that  we  be- 
come more  positive  in  our  approach. 

I  am  content  that  these  words  do  not 
appear  in  the  Juries  Act.  I  hope  that  may 
lead  to  dealing  with  this  matter  in  a  positive 
way  in  other  statutes  as  well. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  2,  the  member 
for  Lakeshore. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  one  other  point  here— why 
69  years  of  age?  In  the  Juries  Act  previously, 
in  a  different  section,  the  first  clause  of  that 
exempted  from  jury  duty  every  person  of  70 
or  more  years  of  age.  What  has  Methuselah 
to  do  with  this  legislation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Of  course,  I  think  you 
have  to  read  the  whole  clause,  which  says  in 
the  year  preceding  that  for  which  the  jury  is 
selected  a  person  had  not  attained  69  which, 
I  suppose,  would  still  preserve  the  idea  that 
he  wouldn't  be  serving  after  he  was  70. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  is  a  minor  point;  let's  get 
on  with  the  job. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  2  carry? 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, on  section  3— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  a  minute,  we  will  cany 
section  2  and  then  we  will  go  on  to  section  3. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Okay. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 
On  section  3: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Huron-Bruce. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  On  section  3,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  want  to  mention  to  the  minister  this  matter 
of  exemptions  under  the  terms  of  this  par- 
ticular Act.  I  can  see  a  need  for  certain 
eJcemptions  although  I  gather  that  the  Mc- 
Ruer  report  reconmiended  there  be  no  ex- 
emptions, if  I  recall  correctly. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  There 
shouldn't  be  any. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  would  start  oflF  from  that 
base!.  I  really  believe  there  shouldn't  be  any 
exemptions.  You  have  put  them  into  this  bill 
and  I'm  curious  as  to  why  certain  people- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Don't  you  think  lawyers 
shoiJd  be  exempt? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  don't  think  they  should.  Why 
should  they? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  they  should  be  exempt 
from  everything. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Why  should  they?  Do  you 
think  they  should  be  exempt  from  paying 
income  tax,  too? 

An  hon.  member:  They  don't  pay  any 
anyway. 


Mr.  Lawlor:  That  wasn't  one  of  the  things 
I  was  thinking  of. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  question  the 
minister's  thinking  in  this  particular  regard. 
For  instance,  I  don't  really  think  a  sound 
case  can  be  made  for  exempting  a  medical 
practitioner  or  a  veterinary  surgeon.  You  may 
say  they  are  looking  after  the  sick,  that  it's 
a  very  vital  occupation.  Well,  so  are  physio- 
therapists, chiropractors  and  many  other  peo- 
ple. You  can  say  that  farmers  should  be 
exempt  too,  because  they  are  producing  food 
for  the  people  of  the  world;  but  I  don't  think 
they  should  be  exempt,  and  they  are  not 
exempt  here. 

I  ask  the  minister  to  take  another  look  at 
it.  I  don't  see  why  senators  or  members  of 
the  House  of  Commons  should  be  exempt.  I 
start  from  the  proposition  that  no  one  s'hould 
be  exempt;  so  I  am  wondering  why  the 
minister  disregarded  the  recommendations  of 
Mr.  McRuer  in  this  resi>ect. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  On  that  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  suppose  you  know  that  since  all  of 
us  are  exempt  in  this  ability  to  serve  on  the 
jury  of  the  Province  of  Ontario,  one  almost 
would  think  that  those  who  are  the  greatest 
defenders  of  the  jury  system  are  those  who 
cannot  serve  on  it  and  that,  indeed,  the  per- 
sons who  have  to  serve,  whether  they  wish 
to  or  not,  depending  upon  the  choice  on  the 
panelling,  are  the  ones  who  have  the  least 
to  say  about  it. 

We  seem  to  be  in  a  rather  curious  position 
here.  We  defend  the  jury  system  as  the  great 
cornerstone  of  the  law-making  process  in  the 
British  tradition,  but  all  of  us  who  think  so 
highly  of  the  system  couldn't  possibly  serve 
on  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  move  an  amendment  to  a  clause  here  in 
just  a  moment.  What  has  been  said  about 
excluding  everybody  seems  to  me  to  be 
rationally  impossible.  Lawyers  have  to  be 
excluded.  Their  wives  certainly  don't.  Are 
the  wives,  at  the  breakfast  table,  supposed 
to  pick  up  by  osmosis  all  the  lore  and  the 
lingo  that  goes  with  the  profession? 

We  know  that  the  lore  and  the  lingo, 
such  as  it  is,  might  very  well  override  more 
rational  minds  in  a  jury  room  and  detract 
from  the  objectivity.  These  usually  tend  to 
be  dominating  or  domineering  personalities, 
and  I  think  the  jury  system  could  be  well 
saved  from  that  i)articular  form  of  dereliction. 
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Certainly  judges  can't  sit  on  juries,  again 
because  of  their  supposed  mastery  of  the 
law  and  the  weight  they  would  have  to  bear 
on  any  assembly  of  laymen  in  a  jurisdictional 
quarrel  and  in  litigious  matters.  It's  inadmis- 
sible, but  again  I  don't  see  why  the  wives 
of  judges  might  not  be  able  to.  When  I  have 
pleasant  conversations  with  the  wives,  it  is 
never  about  matters  judicial,  thank  heavens. 
We  talk  about  Bela  Bart6k  and  things  of 
that  kind.  I  think  that  would  make  them 
well  qualified  to  serve  as  members  of  a  jury. 

As  for  the  rest,  you  have  included  some- 
thing that  has  never  been  included  previ- 
ously, as  far  as  I  can  see;  in  other  words, 
ministers  of  religion.  I  can  see  why  people 
in  monasteries,  hermetically  sealed  from  the 
world  by  their  wish  and  the  only  ones  who 
are  acting  as  the  fulcrum  of  our  salvation, 
as  far  as  I  can  see,  might  be  relieved  of  jury 
duty. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  They  have  enough  work 
at  hand  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  right.  Praying  for  your 
and  my  soul  is  a  full-time  occupation.  I 
wouldn't   want   them    to    do    anything    else. 

The  bin  says:  "Every  ordained  minister, 
priest  or  clergyman  under  any  form  of  pro- 
fession or  of  any  faith  of  worship,  licensed 
to  perform  marriages."  That  leaves  out  the 
Scientologists,  of  course.  I  don't  know.  In 
any  event,  I  don't  think  that's  right.  What  is 
the  raison  d'etre  for  that  particular  move  in 
subsection  8?  Perhaps  as  we  go  on,  the  min- 
ister can  direct  his  mind  to  that  particular 
point. 

What  I  am  after,  and  what  I  spoke  of  last 
night  in  passing  and  in  part,  is  paragraph  5 
of  subsection  1,  having  to  do  with  legally 
qualified  medical  practitioners— I  take  it  that 
that  phrase  is  defined  in  the  new  Health 
Disciplines  Act  going  through— and  veterinary 
surgeons.  I  think  my  message  was  adequately 
conveyed  on  that  occasion.  I  said:  "Do  all 
or  do  none.  If  you  are  going  to  do  it  this 
way,  then  include  the  chiropractors.  If  you 
are  not  going  to  do  it  this  way,  then  of 
course  exclude  them." 

I  gave  some  indication  that  this  was  delib- 
erately done  by  a  predecessor  of  the  minis- 
ter's in  office,  having  given  it  advertence. 
You  know,  he  didn't  do  it  lightly,  because  he 
amended  the  Act  specifically  in  this  regard. 

With  all  the  arguments  with  respect  to 
physiological  knowledge  with  the  disciplines, 
the  only  argument  you  can  use  for  excluding 
them  is  that  they  do  possess  a  peculiar  degree 
of   skill   and   a   comer   on   the  market   with 


respect  to  the  very  types  of  injuries  which 
may  be  under  discussion  and  may  be  the 
very  point  in  the  litigation.  It  would  be 
improper  for  one  member  of  the  jury  to  have 
such  an  overpowering  knowledge  of  any  par- 
ticular discipline,  particularly  if  it  were 
pivotal  to  the  whole  operation.  And  that  is 
the  reason  behind  it  as  put  to  me,  and  I 
verily  believe  it. 

The  chiropractors  do  have  an  extensive 
training  in  this  regard  and  also,  certainly 
commensurate  with  veterinary  surgeons,  if  I 
may  say  so,  they  may  also  be  as  provocative, 
as  overweening,  or  just  simply  as  knowl- 
edgeable in  a  way  that  the  average  man  on 
the  street  is  not,  with  respect  to  the  very 
point  at  issue,  and  thereby  provide  an  undue 
bias,  an  overweight,  in  the  course  of  the  so- 
called  objective  to  the  jury  dehberations. 

Therefore,  it  is  for  the  same  reason  as  you 
have  gone  to  the  trouble  of  specifically  assert- 
ing this  clause  against  the  weight  of  McRuer, 
and  against  what  your  ministry— not  you;  I 
don't  think  you  were  there  at  the  time— ^but 
against  what  yoinr  ministry  had  informed  the 
chiropractors'  association  at  an  earlier  time 
that  you  wouldn't  do. 

A  week  ago  when  the  bill  came  out  I 
learned  they  were  astoimded  to  find  that— I 
don't  think  we  could  go  to  the  length  of  say- 
ing a  breach  of  faith— but  certainly  there  was 
a  profound  misunderstanding  in  this  regard. 
They  thought  they  were  outside  on  the  basis 
that  also  the  others  were  in  the  same  position 
too;  and  they  are  not— and  you  haven't  made 
provision  for  them. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  move 
that  paragraph  5  of  section  3,  subsection  1, 
be  amended  by  placing  the  word  "chiroprac- 
tor" after  the  word  "practitioner''  in  the  first 
line. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George 
would  like  to  speak  to  this  before  we  put  the 
amendment. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, just  briefly,  there  has  been  some  dis- 
cussion about  the  matter  of  wives  serving  on 
juries— wives  of  judges,  wives  of  lawyers,  and 
so  forth.  It  is  interesting  that  one  presup- 
poses that  the  spouse  in  such  cases  will 
always  be  a  wife.  I  think  perhaps  the  day  will 
come  when  the  member  for  Lakeshore  may 
be  making  a  speech  hoping  that  the  husbands 
of  judges  and  the  rest  shall  be  allowed  to 
serve. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  speak  to 
this  matter  because  I  have  had  personal  ex- 
perience of  this  sort  of  situation.  At  one  time 
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the  legislation  stated  that  wives  of  lawyers 
could  not  serve.  It  did  not  say  husbands  of 
lawyers  could  not  serve.  Therefore,  I  was 
personally  in  the  position  of  having  a  husband 
serving  on  a  jury.  And  it  is  a  matter  of  deep 
concern  to  me  that  this  should  be  allowed 
to  happen.  It  is  a  fact  that  a  husband  who  is 
unfamiliar  with  the  law  will  be  inclined  to 
come  home  and  ask  questions.  He  does  not 
feel  that  he  is  discussing  the  matter  in  oppo- 
sition to  his  oath;  he  is  asking  for  clarifica- 
tion. It  is  very  diflBcult  to  sit  and  say,  "We 
cannot  discuss  the  matter.  ** 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Or  the  judge  sitting  at  the 
breakfast  table:  "Dear  husband,  no,  we  can't 
talk  about  it." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  On  top  of  that,  I  can  re- 
call very  well  one  case  where  the  same  juror 
made  the  statement  to  me:  "You  know,  I 
was  going  to  ask  the  question  today,  'How 
much  insurance  did  the  man  have?* "  I 
couldn't  even  comment  on  that  until  after  the 
matter  was  over.  But  I  think  it  does  place 
some  onus  on  a  laviyer  in  those  cases.  I  think 
it  is  ridiculous,  with  respect,  to  suggest  that 
the  spouse  of  a  judge  or  of  a  lawyer  should 
serve  on  a  jury.  I  think  there  is  too  much 
of  the  inner  discussion,  quite  apart  from  that 
specific  case  going  on.  I  do  not  think,  with 
respect,  that  justice  is  served  by  having  either 
spouse  serve  on  juries.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Did  the  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  want  to  speak  on  this? 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wanted 
to  support  the  amendment  of  my  friend,  the 
member  for  Lakeshore.  As  far  as  chiroprac- 
tors are  concerned,  which  is  the  substance  of 
his  amendment,  I  think  you  either  exclude 
them  or  you  exclude  all  of  these  people  in 
the  health  field— medical  practitioner,  veteri- 
nary siu-geon  and  so  on.  If  you  exclude  one, 
then  you  should  exclude  them  all.  If  you 
include  one,  then  you  should  include  them 
all.  I  would  certainly  support  that  particular 
amendment. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  What  are  you 
going  to  pay  them?  That  is  all  I  want  to 
know. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  point  came  up 
earlier  in  the  discussion  and  these  fees  are 
now  under  review. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  can  you  amend  the  Act, 
until  you  know  what  the  fees  are? 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  Act  doesn't  cover 
the  question  of  fees.  The  Act  only  talks 
about  the  methods  of  collection,  how  the 
sheriff  calls  the  rolls  and  so  on.  Tl^  regu- 
lations would  cover  the  fee  situation. 

Mr.  Sargent:  What  had  the  minister  thought 
that  the  fee  should  be? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  This  is  presently  before 
us  now  in  our  policy  field  and  we  are  mak- 
ing some  recommendations  in  this  regard.  I 
cannot  indicate  at  this  stage  what  they  will 
be,  but  certainly  we  are  talking  in  terms  of 
an  increase. 

Mr.  Sargent:  How  much  is  in  the  budget? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  In  the  current  fiscal  year 
there  is  nothing  for  an  increase. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Are  you  suggesting  this? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  anybody  else  like 
to  speak?  The  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is 
no  question  in  my  mind  but  that  we  would 
share  some  concern  with  respect  to  section  3. 
Certainly  the  points  that  have  been  raised 
illustrate  the  problems  which  we  experienced 
in  the  rewriting  of  the  bill  as  to  who  would 
be  in  and  who  would  be  out.  I  think  the 
House  is  entitled  to  have  some  general  in- 
dication as  to  what  the  principles  are  bdiind 
section  3. 

The  occupational  groups  who  generally, 
would  be  made  ineligible  under  this  particu- 
lar bill,  are  those  who  are  responsible  for 
governing  the  country  or  the  province,  most 
of  whom  would  not  be  likely  available  for 
service  in  the  county  or  district  in  which  they 
usually  reside.  Obviously,  if  they  are  called 
to  where  the  Parliament  is  or  where  the  Legi- 
slature is,  they  are  not  readily  available  in 
the  constituency  from  which  they  come.  Then 
there  are  those  whose  presence  might  unduly 
afi^ect  the  proper  deliberation  of  the  jury  by 
their  knowledge  of  the  law  and  who  might 
be  perceived  as  having  a  professional  rela- 
tionship with  the  counsel  of  the  parties— that 
is,  judges,  barristers  and  solicitors,  students 
of  law  and  their  spouses. 

I  appreciate  the  comments  of  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  because  I  think  that 
what  we  are  anxious  to  ensure  is  the  appear- 
ance of  objectivity.  One  wouldn't  question 
this  matter,  but  certainly  in  the  public  mind, 
in  the  lay  mind,  there  would  always  be  this 
concern  for  the  appearance  of  objectivity. 
Then,  there  are  persons  who  would  be  per- 
ceived as  having  a  bias  against  an  accused 
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or  in  favour  of  the  Crown  in  a  criminal 
trial.  That  refers  to  persons  engaged  in  the 
enforcement  of  law  and  their  spouses. 

Then,  finally,  to  comment  particularly  on 
the  remarks  of  the  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore,  there  are  those  whose  religious  train- 
ing and  religious  background  might  not  per- 
mit them  to  make  a  determination  of  the 
legal  culpability  of  an  accused  or  those  who 
by  reason  of  their  religious  vows  might  be 
forbidden  to  participate  in  a  secular  trial- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  I  would  have  thought  that 
might  make  them  peculiarly  sensitive. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —or  who  by  reason  of 
their  living  outside  the  secular  conmiumty 
might  appear  incapable  of  applying  its  stand- 
ards—that is,  ordained  clergymen  and  clois- 
tered members  of  religious  orders. 

In  a  general  way  there  can  be  very  legiti- 
mate disagreement  with  respect  to  these  prin- 
ciples, and  I  would  be  the  first  to  admit  it. 
I  may  also  be  the  third  to  admit  that  once 
you  get  into  any  question  of  determining 
exemptions  you're  bound  to  get  into  the  type 
of  discussion  we've  had  this  morning.  If 
somebody  is  exempted  you  can  make  just 
as  valid  a  case  for  somebody  else  and  that's 
why  I  share  these  particular  principles. 

I'm  going  to  be  very  frank  and  apart  from 
the  veterinary  surgeon  inclusion  in  this  bill, 
I  would  fX)int  out  that  these  particular  groups 
or  ocnipations  referred  to  in  section  3  are 
generally  exempted  by  most  common-law 
jurisdictions  throughout  the  world,  except  in 
the  case  of  BC  which  does,  as  a  matter  of 
practice,   exclude  them  by  their  practice. 

What  this  new  Act  attempts  to  do,  how- 
ever, is  to  minimize  the  exemptions.  I  would 
say,  with  the  greatest  of  respect  to  the  mem- 
ber for  Huron-Bruce,  that  I  do  not  find 
myself  in  conflict  with  McRuer  on  this  par- 
ticular point  and  I  think  an  examination  of 
those  reports  woidd  indicate  that.  I've  been 
attempting  to  get  the  particular  volume  but 
McRuer  would  not  include  in  jury  duty,  for 
the  same  reasons  I  give,  the  groups  related 
to  the  administration  of  justice. 

However,  that  aside,  I  think  what  we're 
trying  to  accomplish  is  to  ensure  a  wide 
cross-section  of  the  public  being  represented 
on  OUT  juries.  The  simplest  way  to  do  this 
was  to  minimize  the  list  of  exemptions— about 
which  there  can  be  valid  differences  of 
opinion,  let  me  admit— to  go  through  the  new 
selection!  procedures  which  the  Act  provides 
for  and  to  provide  wide  powers  of  discretion 
in  the  sheriff  and,  ultimately,  the  judge  to 


either  defer  or  excuse  people  from  jury  duty. 
In  other  words,  as  I  said  in  the  statement 
introducing  this  bill,  an  agriculturist  called  to 
come,  say,  at  the  very  busy  time  of  harvest, 
could  legitimately  ask  that  his  service  be 
deferred  to  a  more  convenient  time  and  so 
on.  One  could  give  ample  examples  of  this. 
What  I'm  pleading  for  in  this  case  is  not 
to  broaden  the  exemptions  by  statute  any 
further  but  to  rely,  as  a  matter  of  practice, 
on  the  good  judgement  of  our  sheriffs  and 
the  county  court  judges,  who  have  wide 
powers  in  this  Act,  to  defer  and/or  excuse. 
For  those  reasons  and  with  that  modification 
I  can't  accept  the  amendment.  I  do  so  in 
the  spirit  that  the  professional  group  re- 
ferred to  in  the  amendment— indeed  all  others 
not  referred  to  in  the  amendment— simply  on 
receipt  of  the  first  notice  -will  be  able  to 
indicate  to  the  sheriff  at  the  time  of  receipt 
of  the  notice  reasons  why  he  or  she  should 
be  excused  or,  indeed,  his  service  be  de- 
ferred. I  think  that  particidar  broadening 
of  discretion  in  those  oflBcials  in  many  ways 
would  acconmiodate  the  concerns  which  have 
been  expressed  by  the  hon.  members  on  this 
section  this  morning. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Just  cwie  point  on  saying  that 
the  judges  have  very  wide  powers  of  excuse; 
the  grounds  for  excuse,  as  I  understand  them, 
are  illness  or  hardship.  Has  hardsh^)  been 
defined?  I  don't  mean  in  your  legislation  but 
in  the  law  having  to  do  with  the  excusing  of 
jurors? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  If  so,  I'm  not  familiar 
with  it,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  c^  the  opinion  that  it 
is  very  difficult  to  get  excused  by  a  judge. 
Sending  somebody  to  a  sheriff  to  have  him 
taken  off  the  roll  on  the  basis  of  hardship, 
the  hardship  must  be  hard  indeed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  may 
well  be  the  practice  under  the  present  legis- 
lation. It's  not  the  intention  under  the  new 
legislation. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Nobody  but  you  and  I  know 
that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  it  agreeable  with  the 
House  that  we  stack  this  resolution? 

Agreed. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  haven't  any  more  amend- 
ments. Has  the  minister?  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
don't  know  what  we're  stacking. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Just  a  minute.  I'm  wrong. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  I  don't  think  there  is  any- 
thing to  stack  on  it,  so  to  speak. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  This  could  be  the  bottom 
of  the  pile. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  This  is  the  bottom  of  the  pile 
but  it  remains  the  top. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  agree.  All  those  in  favour 
of  Mr.  Lawlor's  amendment  to  section  3,  sub- 
section 1,  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  section  3 
will  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Section  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  so  far  as  I 
am  aware,  there  are  no  other  amendments 
that  we  have  to  the  bill  unless  my  friend 
from  Lakeshore  has  certain  items.  If  not,  I 
presume  the  bill  can  be  reported. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  I  have  a  few  more  points, 
if  I  may  have  the  floor.  First  of  all,  I  do  want 
to  advert  to  section  6— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  6? 
The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

On  section  6: 

Mr.  Lawlor:  On  subsection  8,  were  the 
Indian  bands  and  the  Indians  previously 
caught  within  the  jury  system?  If  not,  then  I 
commend  you  for  having  done  so  on  this 
occasion.  My  feeling  is  that  they  probably 
were  not  given  that  status  and  recognition, 
which  is  deserving  of  anyone. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That  was  last  year. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  In  last  year's  amendments, 
eh?  I  didn't  check  that. 

Section  6  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  go  on  then 
to  section  15  for  a  brief  explanation- 
Mr.    Chairman:    Does    everything    before 
section  15  carry?  Carried. 

The  member  for  Lakeshore. 
On  section  15: 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  does  section  15  mean? 
It  reads:  "Where  the  same  day  is  appointed 
for  holding  the  court  of  general  sessions  of 
the  peace**— that's  the  criminal  side— "and  the 
sittings  of  the  county  court"— which  I  think  is 
the  civil  side,  although  that  may  not  be  clear 
either,  because  the  sittings  of  the  county 
court   may   involve   both;    but   coimty   court 


sittings  called  general  sessions  of  the  peace 
are  specifically  criminal— "the  sheriflF  may  re- 
turn the  same  panel  to  the  precepts  for  the 
panels  of  jurors." 
What  does  it  mean? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  simply  means  that  the 
sheriflF  uses  the  same  panel  for  both. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Are  certain  individuals 
selected  from  that  panel,  six  individuals  here 
and  six  there?  In  other  words,  in  that  context 
the  panel  would  be  suflBciently  large  to  pick 
two,  three,  four  or  more  juries.  Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  If  they  were  needed. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Okay. 

Section  15  agreed  to. 

Mr.  I  Deans  (Wentworth):  What  is  the 
bill? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  The  bill  number  is  105.  Yes, 
bear  with  me— oh,  by  the  way,  who  is  David 
Booth? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  What  section  is  that  in? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  section? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Thank  you,  Mark.  Page  12. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Page  12. 

Mr.   Lawlor:    He's   enormously  prominent, 

carried  through  the  legislation- 
Mr.  Chairman:    Section  27?  Is  everything 

prior  to  that  carried? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  that's  section  30. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  down  to  section  30. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Everything  before  section 
30  carried  then? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes.  That's  my  litde  joke  for 
the  day,  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  the  next  thing  has  to  do— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  You  must  admit  it's  more 
original  than  John  Smith. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  can't  stand  anything  else 
but  Richard  Rowe.  You  know,  dear  Richard 
played  a  prominent  part  in  my  life. 

Let's  get  over  to  section  43— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  everything  prior  to  sec- 
tion 43  carried? 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  everything  prior  to  sec- 
tion 43,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 
On  section  43: 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Section  43  is  completely  new, 
I  believe. 

You  haven't  sought  in  previous  legislation, 
as  far  as  I  know,  to  define  the  range  of 
contempt  without  reasonable  excuse  for  a 
juror  failing  to  show  and  stay  when  he  gets 
there  or  to  perform  his  functions  when  he  is 
there.  Did  you  feel  that  a  contempt  citation 
was  really  in  order  in  this  particular  regard? 
Is  it  not  first  of  all  inherent  in  the  common 
law  that  it  should  be  so?  Why  do  you  spell  it 
out?  What  is  the  penalty?  Are  you  leaving  it 
completely  to  the  common-law  jurisdiction— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —as  to  how  he  is  going  to 
penalizf  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  will  be  completely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  might  send  a  juror  up  for 
a  longer  period  of  time  than  the  accused  in 
this  particxilar  case. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  We  would  have  to  rely 
here  on  good  judicial  judgement,  I  think. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  have  an  implicit  faith  in 
these  things. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  If  I  might  just  digress  for 
a  moment,  it  is  my  understanding  that  David 
Booth  has  been  mentioned  in  this  type  of 
legislation  since  at  least  1859. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Oh,  I  don't  doubt  David's 
longevity,  I  just  don't  particularly  go  for  his 
name. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  By  virtue  of  this,  he 
would  not  be  eligible  for  jury  duty  now. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Are  you  telling  me  with  re- 
spect to  the  questions  up  to  section  43  that 
I  am  answering  all  my  own  questions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  You  are  doing  pretty  well. 
Mr.  Lawlor:  In  other  words- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —the  answer  to  the  second 
question  is  that  you  are  spelling  out  in 
statute,  in  explicit  terms,  contempt  things  that 
were  always  assumed  anyhow.  Is  that  the 
answer?  I  wonder  why  the  section  is  in  there, 
in  other  words? 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  we  are  just  spell- 
ing it  out  to  be  very  clear  as  to  what  is 
available  to  the  courts  if  a  person  declines  or 
refuses  to  respond  to  the  summons  for  jury 
duty  without  a  reasonable  excuse. 

Mr.  Deans:  Could  I  ask  a  question? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  section  43  carried? 

Mr.  Deans:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  know  some  people  in  Hamil- 
ton who— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Have  you  got  an  ongoing 
quarrel  with  my  colleague? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Never. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Will  you  never  let  him  speak? 
He's  got  the  rights  of  every  other  member 
of  this  House.  It  was  the  last  thing  last 
night  and  the  first  thing  this  morning.  You 
mustn't  exercise  this  kind  of  selectivity. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Chairman  is  always 
kind  to  the  hon,  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  but  you  and  I  were  bud- 
dies out  on  the  hustings;  come  on. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  This  isn't  the  York  county 
council. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  I  was,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mr.  Chairman:  You  can  say  that  again. 

Mr.  Deans:  —in  the  heat  of  battle  with  my 

colleague- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  I  can  say  for  your  benefit 

that  it  isn't,  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order.  Tlie  hxm.  member 
for  Wentworth  has  the  floor, 

Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you;  once  out  of  every 
twice  isn't  too  bad,  is  it? 

I  want  to  talk  to  the  minister  about  some 
people  in  Hamilton  who  have  some  contempt 
for  the  system,  with  regard  to  jury  duty.  This 
seems  to  be  as  good  a  place  as  any  to  do  it. 
Had  they  been  able  to,  they  would  have  got 
up  and  walked  out  of  the  court  in  the  city  of 
Hamilton  because  of  intolerable  conditions 
inflicted  upon  them  as  a  result  of  their  hav- 
ing been  called  to  serve  on  a  jury  in  the 
cause  of  justice. 

I  sent  the  minister  a  letter  from  one  of  the 
people   and   it   was   a   reflection  of  a  large 
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body  of  opinion.  I  think  it  was  shared  by 
every  single  person  who  was  called  upon  to 
appear  in  the  courthouse  to  be  made  into  a 
jury  and  to  hear  a  case.  I  don't  know  what 
you've  done.  Frankly,  I  haven't  had  the 
opportunity,  since  I  was  meeting  with  the 
Ministry  of  Health  this  morning,  to  take  part 
in  the  debate  on  this  bill. 

I  want  to  tell  you  that  the  conditions  which 
were  inflicted  upon  the  people  who  were 
called  to  serve  about  two  weeks— maybe  three 
or  four  weeks  ago  now— in  a  hearing  in  the 
city  of  Hamilton  courthouse  were,  to  say  the 
least,  intolerable.  They  were  not  a  reflection 
of  good  behaviour  on  the  part  of  the  court 
toward  the  citizens  of  the  province.  There 
was  not  adequate  space  for  them.  There  were 
no  adequate  meals  provided  for  them  and 
they  felt  some  considerable  contempt  for  the 
process.  I  think  they  might  have  walked  out; 
I  think  they  might  even  have  refused  to  go 
back  in  at  one  point  because  they  were  so 
upset  and  that  might  have  been  good  reason 
for  them  not  serving. 

I  want  to  suggest  to  the  minister  that 
regardless  of  what's  written  in  a  bill,  or 
regardless  of  what  the  law  may  prescribe 
should  occur,  there's  no  doubt  that  the  atti- 
tude of  the  court  officers  toward  people  who 
are  called  to  serve  as  jurors  is  something 
which  should  be  a  reflection  of  government 
policy  or  ministry  policy.  The  minister  is 
going  to  have  to  make  it  abundantly  clear  to 
court  officers  that  jurors  are  to  be  treated 
with  respect.  They  are  to  be  treated  humane- 
ly; if  they  are  required  to  remain  for  long 
periods  of  time  their  physical  comfort  has  to 
be  looked  after;  they're  not  to  be  herded 
into  rooms  which  are  inadequate,  without 
accommodation  for  them  to  sit,  for  hours  on 
end  like  cattle. 

From  this  point  on,  if  citizens  are  going 
to  be  called  to  serve,  the  Ministry  of  Justice 
should  inform  the  courts  within  its  jurisdic- 
tion it  will  not  tolerate  the  kinds  of  conditions 
which  were  required  to  be  tolerated  by  those 
people  called  to  serve  in  Hamilton. 

I  think,  for  the  majority  of  people,  to  be 
called  to  serve  on  a  jury  is  a  traumatic  ex- 
perience. To  have  to  go  into  court,  for  most 
people,  is  a  traumatic  experience.  I  don't 
think  many  people,  frankly,  look  forward  to 
it.  They're  afraid  of  it  but  they  have  respect 
for  the  judicial  system,  they  have  respect  for 
the  justice  of  the  province  and  for  the  laws 
of  the  province.  They  go,  maybe  a  little 
imwillingly,  but  they  go  nevertheless  and 
they  take  their  job  very  seriously,  as  they 
should,  and  they  try  to  do  it  to  the  best  of 


their  ability,  given  that  it  is  not  something 
for  which  a  person  could  be  professionally 
equipped,  nor  should  it  be. 

But  I  think  that  we  have  an  obligation  to 
remove  or  to  lessen  to  the  absolute  minimum 
whatever  hardships  are  inflicted  on  juries.  I 
ask  the  minister  if  he  will  make  sure  that 
correspondence  goes  out  to  every  single  court 
officer,  and  to  every  single  judge  to  ensure 
that  there  will  be  some  change  in  the  attitude 
of  the  court  toward  the  juries,  to  ensure  that 
they  are  not  treated  the  way  these  people 
were  treated  some,  as  I  say,  three  or  four 
weeks  ago. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appre- 
ciate very  much  the  comments  that  have  been 
made.  As  the  hon.  member  knows,  he  has 
drawn  these  particulars  to  my  attention  and 
they  are  being  looked  into.  I  couldn't  agree 
with  him  more  with  respect  to  the  general 
attitude  of  those  with  whom  the  jurors  come 
in  contact,  and  matters  of  physical  arrange- 
ments, and  I  can  assure  the  hon.  member 
that  on  the  basis  of  his  letter  we  will  make 
it  our  business  to  go  into  that  particular 
situation  and  indeed  find  some  way  to  gen- 
eralize the  results  of  that  investigation. 

I  would  like  to  make  just  one  brief  refer- 
ence, since  we  are  still  on  section  43,  to  the 
comments  of  the  hon.  member  for  Lakeshore, 
so  that  there  vdll  be  no  misunderstanding.  I 
should  draw  his  attention  to  the  fact  that 
section  43  is  really  the  old  sections  89  and 
91  of  the  present  Jurors  Act  combined.  The 
penalty  even  in  those  sections  was  primarily 
at  the  discretion  of  the  courts,  so  we  are 
simply  treating  the  whole  situation  in  section 
43  as  the  facts  are. 

The  general  approach  is  that  it  is  an  offence 
against  the  administration  of  justice,  and 
therefore  we  leave  it  to  the  court  to  decide 
what  the  fine  will  be.  But  I  think  I  shouild 
underline  once  again  that  section  43  is  a 
combination  of  those  two  older  sections  of 
the  present  Act. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  have  one 
further  question  arising  out  of  the  legislation 
itself,  if  you  will  bear  with  me.  It  came  up 
during  a  second  reading  last  evening  when  I 
asked  whether  the  view  of  the  jurors  would 
be  retained.  The  minister  referred  me  to  the 
Judicature  Act.  I  have  leafed  through  the 
Judicature  Act.  Could  you  clue  me  in  as  to 
precisely  what  that  section  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Pardon- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  Giving  the  jurors  the  right  to 
a  view. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Rather  than  holding  up 
the  committee,  I  can  get  that  information  to 
the  hon.  member.  Would  the  hon.  member 
be  satisfied  with  that? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That  will  be  satisfactory.  I 
expect  you  to  complete  my  education. 

Section  43  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  further  section 
that  anyone  would  like  to  discuss  before  sec- 
tion 53?  Shall  the  bill  now  be  reported? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  you  have  left  out  the 
chiropractors. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  the 
bill  being  reported  say  "aye."  All  those  op- 
posed say  "nay." 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Nay. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  my  opinion  the  "ayes" 
have  it. 

Bill  105  reported. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  succeeded  again. 


PUBLIC  INSTITUTIONS  INSPECTION 
ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  106,  An  Act 
to  provide  for  the  Inspection  of  Public  In- 
stitutions by  Public  Visitation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  whether  there  are  any  other  comments 
on  this  bill,  but  I  would  like  to  move  an 
amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch  moves  that  subsection  5 
of  section  2  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  add- 
ing after  "duties"  in  the  first  line  "and 
powers." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  on 
section  2?  Section  2,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Subsection  2  of  section  4. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Subsection  2  of  section  4. 
On  section  4: 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Would  the  Attorney  General 
give  any  consideration  to  giving  them  slightly 
wider  powers,  not  only  to  inspect  the  in- 
stitutions in  which  people  are  held  in  custody 
but  to  clear  for  themselves  the  reason  and 


the  length  of  time?  Has  he  great  reservations 
about  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
in  section  5  the  expression,  "may  interrogate 
any  person  on  the  premises,"  carries  with  it 
all  those  implications.  The  Act  doesn't  restrict 
what  the  questions  of  the  persons  are  going 
to  be. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  No,  but  is  it  your  intention  to 
follow  the  Law  Reform  Commission  in  this 
particular  regard  and  place  that  responsibility 
solely   on  the  shoulders   of  the  sheriff? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Section  4,  subsection  2, 
makes  it  mandatory  that  all  institutions  in  the 
cxninty  or  district  in  which  persons  are  being 
held  in  custody  be  inspected. 

Interjections   by   hon.    members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  minister 
has  the  floor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  The  word  there  is 
"shall,"  so  they  must  go  into  all  those  in- 
stitutions. Then  section  5  gives  them  their 
powers  when  they  are  in  those  institutions. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  as  I  read  the  section  and  read  it  in  the 
light  of  the  Law  Reform  Commission  report 
and  the  specific  recommendations,  you 
drafted  this  legislation  aimed  at  a  particular 
point,  namely,  the  point  of  the  inspection 
of  institutions.  The  third  function  of  a  grand 
jury  is  general  jail  delivery.  And  that  was 
reserved  in  the  thing  to  the  sheriflF.  As  I  read 
this  thing,  you  haven't  there  the  amplitude 
of  power.  That  is  not  their  function  to  per- 
form, to  see  that  people  are  not  improperly 
held  in  custody  for  an  unwarranted  length 
of  time  pending  trial. 

If  that  is  encompassed  in  the  legislation, 
fine.  I  find  it  very  palatable.  But  it  may  be 
deliberately  not  encompassed,  as  I  read  it. 
When  you  spoke  a  moment  ago,  you  gave 
me  pause.  It's  possible,  I  suppose,  if  you 
throw  the  net  wide  enough  here  that  they 
might  be  able  to  perform  that  function.  On 
the  other  hand,  I  want  your  intentions  be- 
cause you  are  the  master  of  this  legislation. 
You  may  be  bringing  in  in  the  fall  an 
amendment  to  the  Sheriffs  Act,  widening 
their  powers  or  giving  them  extra  respon- 
sibilities in  this  regard.  I  want  to  know  what 
your  intentions  are. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  think  actually  we 
would  expect  the  sheriff  as  part  of  his  ad- 
ministrative responsibilities  to  continue  to 
perform  that  function. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  And  you  don't  expect  this 
particular  entity  to  do  so  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  before 
I  answer  that,  I  am  very  anxious  to  under- 
line once  again  that  there  are  no  restrictions 
by  section  5  as  to  the  interrogation  of  anyone 
in  these  premises.  But  the  specific  function 
to  which  the  hon.  member  makes  reference 
will  continue  to  be  part  of  the  administrative 
duties  of  the  sheriff. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  you  don't  exclude  this 
possibility,  this  power,  this  function,  from— 
what's  this  marvellous  institution  called?— the 
public  institutions  inspection  panel,  if  you 
don't  exclude  that  from  their  power,  then  I 
think  you  should  be  more  explicit  in  what 
you  do  intend  in  this  regard. 

They  give  a  certain  inspection.  They  go 
into  a  jail.  They  ask  how  the  food  is  and 
whether  the  cockroaches  are  crawling  up  the 
inside  or  the  outside  of  a  wall  or  what  the 
general  disposition  of  bedding  happens  to  be. 
They  are  not  asking  nor  is  there  attention 
directed  nor  is  there  any  explicit  mandate 
given  by  the  judge  Or  anybody  else  in  the 
course  of  this  legislation  that  they  may  also 
take  a  little  interest  in  the  prisoners  them- 
selves as  to  whether  they  are  being  properly 
held  in  custody.  And  that's  what  I  want. 
That's  what  you  are  not  conceding  me.  You 
are  plajdng  your  games  again  with  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  No,  that's  not  true. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  And  I  don't  like  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  would  appreciate  your 
dislike  if  I,  in  fact,  was  doing  that  and  I'm 
not  doing  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  simply  point 
out  to  you  that  there  is  no  amendment  of 
the  responsibilities  of  the  sheriff  in  regard  to 
the  specific  matters  to  which  you  first  started 
to  make  reference  when  you  discussed  this 
particular  section. 

It's  quite  clear  that  every  panel  makes  an 
inspection,  prepares  a  report  indicating  the 
conditions,  and  so  on.  That's  why  I  draw 
your  attention  to  subsection  3  of  section  4 
as  to  what  will  be  in  the  report.  There  is 
certainly  no  attempt  by  this  legislation  to  be 
restrictive,  but  rather  to  give  this  panel  the 
powers  as  are  set  out  in  section  5. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  All  right,  we  will  bring  an  end 
to  it.  I  want  to  say  something  dire  in  closing 
which  will  set  your  heart  in  perturbation. 
Next  spring  when  you  and  I  meet  eyeball  to 
eyeball  on  estimates,  I  am  going  to  bring  this 
up  and  just  see  what  the  first  panels  have 


done  in  this  particular  regard.  And  if  it  isn't 
satisfactory,  I  want  to  extract  from  you  on 
that  occasion  a  promise  to  give  them  these 
wider  powers. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  I  appreciate  the  notice. 

Section  4  agreed  to. 

Bill  106,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  reports  one  bill  without 
amendment  and  one  bill  with  certain  amend- 
ments and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  105,  the  Juries  Act,  1974. 

Bill  106,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Inspec- 
tion of  Public  Institutions  by  Public  Visita- 
tion. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  31st  order  con- 
currence in  supply  for  the  Office  of  the 
Provincial  Auditor. 


CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY,  OFFICE  OF 
THE  PROVINCL^L  AUDITOR 

Hon.   Mr.    Winkler  moves  concm-rence  in 
supply  for  the  Office  of  the  Provincial  Auditor. 
Resolution  concurred  in. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  32nd  order,  con- 
currence in  supply  for  the  Management 
Board. 


CONCURRENCE  IN  SUPPLY, 
MANAGEMENT  BOARD 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  concurrence  in 
supply  for  the  Management  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  item  be  concurred 
in?  The  member  for  Wentworth. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  have  a  couple  of  remarks  I  want  to  make 
on    the    concurrence    and    I    want    to    refer 
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specifically  to  the  function  undertaken  by 
the  Chairman  of  the  Management  Board 
(Mr.  Winkler)  with  regard  to  the  imple- 
mentation of  what  is  called  the  second 
report  of  the  Ontario  commission  on  the 
Legislature. 

Unfortunately,  that  report  came  out  the 
day  after  we  dealt  with  the  Management 
Board  estimates,  and  therefore  we  weren't 
able  to  get  the  kind  of  clarification  on  the 
report  that  we  might  normally  have  expected 
to  get.  And  since  it's  a  responsibility  of  the 
Chairman  of  the  Management  Board,  I  would 
like  to  put  to  him  now  some  of  the  ques- 
tions that  we  have  with  regard  to  that  in 
order  that  we  might  clearly  understand  what's 
going  to  happen  in  regard  to  the  implemen- 
tation of  the  second  report. 

I  want  to  read  to  you  from  one  part  of 
your  report.  It  deals  with  the  matter  of  staff, 
and  that's  primarily  what  I  am  concerned 
about.  It  says: 

The  commission  has  made  recommenda- 
tions as  to  the  number  of  staff  and  general 
level  of  expenditure  and  the  government  is 
persuaded  by  its  arguments.  It  is  also  per- 
suaded that  salaries,  fringe  benefits  and 
general  terms  and  conditions  of  service 
should  reflect  equivalent  job  classifications 
in  the  public  service. 

One  might  reasonably  have  expected,  since  all 
matters  regarding  finance  are  retroactive  to 
April  1,  that  there  would  have  been  a  clari- 
fication given  as  to  what  is  intended  by  that. 
I  thought  by  this  point  that  we  might  have 
received  a  schedule  from  either  the  Chairman 
of  the  Management  Board  or  from  some  other 
appropriate  body,  indicating  to  us  exactly 
what  the  classification  is  to  be  with  regard  to 
secretarial  help  in  order  that  we  can  deter- 
mine in  advance  of  the  implementation 
whether  the  classifications  adequately  reflect 
the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  those  people 
who  are  in  the  employ,  at  least,  of  this  caucus 
and,  I  suspect,  of  the  Liberal  caucus,  too. 

I  think  it  is  very  diflBcult  for  us  to  under- 
stand fully  we  are  going  to  be  able  to  imple- 
ment the  policy  as  set  out  in  this  statement 
until  we  are  told  (a)  What  the  classification 
is;  (b)  What  the  fringe  benefits  are  to  be;  and 
(c)  Whether  or  not  those  classifications  are 
subject  to  some  discussion  or  negotiation  be- 
tween representatives  of  the  various  caucuses 
and  the  Management  Board  or  the  cabinet  or 
some  other  group  within  the  government's 
administrative  hierarchy  or  whatever  one 
wants  to  call  it. 

The  statement  itself  is— 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  It  has  just  been 
brought  to  my  attention— I  am  sorry  I  wasn't 
listening  to  the  earlier  remarks  of  the  mem- 
ber. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  should  have  been;  it  is 
very  important. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sure,  but  the  topic 
under  discussion  really  hasn't  anything  to  do 
with  the  Management  Board.  It  will  in  future 
come  under  the  Speaker's  oflBce,  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Deans:  No. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  No,  that  is 
where  we  got  hung  up  yesterday. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  would  come  under  the 
Speaker.  It's  the  Speaker's  estimates;  that's 
the  point. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  I  may,  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that 
point,  that  is  when  we  had  the  diflBculty. 

Mr.  Renwick:  We  don't  like  to  have  games 
played  with  us. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  thought  that,  too,  and  we 
therefore  went  to  the  Speaker's  estimates  and 
asked  the  questions.  We  were  told  that  the 
Speaker  didn't  have  the  jurisdiction;  that  it 
was  the  Management  Board  which  was  doing 
it. 

Mr.  Renwick:  They  told  us  they  had  just 
received  the  statement  and  therefore  they 
couldn't  comment  on  it.  We  got  hung  up  be- 
tween the  Chairman  of  the  Management 
Board  and  the  Speaker's  oflSce. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  Wentforth  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  wasn't  a  statement  issued  by 
the  Speaker's  oflSce.  It  was  a  statement  by 
the  Chairman  of  the  Management  Board  of 
Cabinet  and  I  can  only  assume  he  was  speak- 
ing on  behalf  of  the  government. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  the  hon.  minister  willing 
to  accept  this?  It's  a  new  procedure,  I  be- 
lieve. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  I  am  not  being  nasty 
about  it;  I  am  simply  looking  for  clarification 
because  I  think  it  is  going  to  be  very  diflB- 
cult. You  and  I  both  know  that  sometime, 
perhaps  the  middle  or  the  end  of  next  week, 
we  are  going  to  rise  and  we  are  going  to 
adjourn  for  the  summer.  For  those  of  us 
charged  with  the  responsibility  of  adminis- 
tering caucus  operations,  it  is  very  difiicult 
for  us  to  relay  or  transfer  information  we 
don't  have  to  our  staff. 
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It  is  my  understanding  that  there  has  been 
a  recent  revision  in  certain  classifications 
within  the  dvil  service.  It  is  my  understand- 
ing that  was  an  upward  revision  in  salary  and 
it  is  also  my  understanding  that  applied  to 
certain  secretarial  help.  I  am  interested  to 
know: 

1.  If  the  Chairman  of  Management  Board 
can  inform  us  what  classification  the  secre- 
taries who  are  in  the  employ  of  the  various 
caucuses  will  fall  into. 

2.  If  he  can  inform  us  exactly  what  fringe 
benefits  are  to  be  aflFondted  to  those  secretaries 
who  are  employed  by  the  caucuses,  who  are 
not  to  be  considered'  as  civil  selrvants  but  who 
are  to  be  considered  as,  I  suspect,  temporary 
help.  Some  of  them  will  be  here  a  long  time, 
by  the  way,  temporary  or  not. 

3.  If  he  could  inform  us  whether  there  will 
be  a  financial  statement  sent  to  us  in  the  next 
day  or  two  days,  or  certainly  before  we 
adjomn'  next  week,  on  the  amoimts  of  money 
in  total"  that  will  be  madie  available  to  us? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member, 

Mr.  Deans:  No,  it  is  going  to  be  next  week; 
I  said  sometime  toward  the  middOie  or  end  of 
next  week.  Could  the  Chairman  of  Manage- 
ment Board  perhaps  tell  us  how  we  are  sup- 
posed! to  sort  of  decode  the  message  contained 
within  the  statement? 

For  example:  "The  government  fully 
accepts  the  principle  of  additional  support  for 
members  of  the  Legislature."  What  does  that 
mean?  How  are  we  to  interpret  that?  Am  I 
to  assume,  if  I  may  speak  on  my  own  behalf 
and  the  behalf  of  the  member  for  Kitchener, 
(Mr.  Breithaupt)  that  the  section  of  the  state- 
ment dealing  with  House  leaders— I  don't 
know  where  it  is;  it  is  someplace  here— which 
says  "The  matters  which  will  be  referred  to 
the  Board  of  Internal  Economy  include  the 
recommendations  relating  to  the  library  and 
the  public  support  of  administrative  aides  to 
the  House  leaders  of  the  two  opposition 
parties,"  am  I  to  assmne  that  really  means 
that  particular  reconunendation  has  been 
washed,  that  that  one  is  out  and  that  some 
other  recommendation  is  to  be  implemented? 
If  so,  what  recommendation  is  to  be  imple- 
mented, so  that  we  can  understand  the  whole 
matter  of  the  responsibility  to  be  assumed  by 
the  Speaker's  office  over  against  that  resi)on- 
sibility  to  be  continued  to  be  assumed  by  the 
Ministry  of  Govenmient  Services?  Could  you 
tell  us  exactly  what  that  is  to  be  so  that  we 
can  understand  it? 

Is  there  going  to  be  an  opportunity  for 
some    Idnd    of    discussion    betweeni    various 


caucus  representatives— perhaps  the  leadlers  or 
someone  designated  by  them— and  the  gov- 
ernment in  regard  to  the  implemetaitation  of 
all  these  recommendations  so  that  they  don't 
come  in  sort  of  piecemeal,  so  that  we  can  see 
in  an  overall'  way  exactly  what  is  going  to 
occur  and  roughly  what  the  timetabling  of  it 
is  going  to  be,  so  we  know  what  we  might 
expect  to  see  happen  six  months  hence,  or  by 
the  end  of  the  year,  or  by  the  middl^e  of  next 
year,  so  we  can  tell,  just  for  our  own  interest 
and  the  interest  of  the  eflBcient  functioning  of 
the  Legislatiue,  what  is  going  to  be  different 
about  the  way  this  place  operatesi  then  over 
and  against  the  way  it  operates  now? 

1  was  frankly  disappointed  that  this  matter 
was'  not  before  the  estimates,  because  that 
would  have  been  an  ideal  place  to  sit  in  a 
relaxed  atmosphere  and  talk  about  it,  get 
answers  back  and  forth  and  perhaps  pursue 
some  points  even  further  than  we  are  going 
to  be  able  to  here  today. 

(But  I  am  really  concerned  about  the  effect 
that  this  statement  will  have  on  existing  staff, 
the  effect  that  this  statement  may  or  may  not 
have  on  our  ability  to  hire  additional  staff, 
and'  I  think  that  on  this  day,  Wednesday, 
June  26,  we  might  expect  a  statement  from 
the  minister  by  the  end  of  the  week,  so  that 
we  can  debate  it  further  next  week,  on  exactly 
how  we  are  going  to  be  ^cpected  to  function 
during  the  remaindier  of  the  current  fiscal 
year. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The;  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  certainly  want  to  support  the  views 
expressed  by  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 
with  regard  to  staff.  This  wintCT  some  of  our 
secretaries  were  able  to  benefit  from  the 
courses  in  French,  for  example,  that  were 
made  available  to  the  civil  servants,  but  then 
foimd  that  because  of  the  change  in  regula- 
tions with  regard  to  admission  to  those 
coiuses  next  year,  they  wouldn't  be  able  to 
carry  on  with  that  imless  we  were  able  to 
find  the  funds  out  of  our  other  party  soiuroes. 
If  they  are  taken  xmder  the  wing  of  the  civil 
service  in  the  way  that  has  been  suggested, 
then  they  would  qualify  for  this  extra 
b«iefit. 

After  all,  they  are  doing  work  that  is  very 
similar  to  the  work  done  by  the  peopfe  in  the 
Premier's  oflBce,  helping  constituent  problems. 
We  really  are  dbing  a  government  service  and 
I  hope  that  the  minister  will  clarify  that  and 
make  their  position  clearly  that  they  get  the 
benefits  similar  to  those  in  the  civil  service. 
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•Another  matter  I  wish  to  raise  at  this  point 
is  with  regard  to  the  position  of  those  in 
what  they  call  CAATs,  that  come  mider  the 
Management  Board  legislation,  or  at  least  the 
legislation  of  this  minister,  with  regard  to 
negotiations.  Is  it  the  minister's  intention  to 
include  faculties  of  universities  in  this  cate- 
gory if  they  should^  organize?  One  of  the 
objections!  that  the  faculties  and  the  colleges 
have  to  the  present  situation  is  that  they 
really  dton't  have  similar  rights  to  those  in  the 
universities  and  yet  their  status  is  very  much 
the  same  as  with  regard  to  funding. 

Both  groups  really  depend  on  provincial 
funding  and  they  would  like  to  be  in  a 
position  of  having  their  own  independent 
negotiation  entity  separate  from  the  civil 
servants.  Maybe  if  this  government  decides 
its  policy  is  to  have  all  such  groups  subject 
to  the  no-strike  rule,  that's  this  government's 
decision.  We  don't  agree  with  that.  But  at 
the  same  time  I  think  that  the  government 
should  be  consistent  and  if  it  considers  the 
situation  I  hope  that  consistency  will  say 
we'll  treat  the  faculties  of  colleges  the  same 
as  we  do  the  faculties  of  universities;  if 
they  want  to  organize  they  can  be  inde- 
pendent, they  can  organize  without  being 
subject  to  the  present  legislation,  which  is 
so  offensive  to  so  many  of  us  in  the  province. 

I  hope  that  the  minister  will  bring  in 
legislation  eliminating  faculty  members  of 
the  colleges  from  being  subject  to  the  terms 
of  the  present  legislation  which  applies  to 
the  civil  service. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  hon.  member 
wish  to  speak  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Yes,  I 
want  to  talk,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  just  want  to 
bring  to  the  minister's  attention  the  fact  that 
by  the  government's  decision  and  by  the 
House  leader's  decision  to  bring  the  Man- 
agement Board  estimates  before  the  House 
at  a  time  when  we  are  heavily  engaged  in 
work  right  here,  there  has  not  been  the 
opportunity  in  the  estimates  committee  for  a 
major  discussion  of  the  bargaining  rights  of 
Crown  employees,  or  the  brief  that  was  put 
forward  by  the  Civil  Service  Association  of 
Ontario  just  a  couple  of  weeks  ago. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  say  that  it  was  probably 
a  deliberate  piece  of  timing  that  the  Man- 
agement Board  estimates  were  put  before  that 
committee  at  a  time  that  this  Legislature  was 
in  speedup.  The  two  decisions  were  made  by 
the  same  minister  because  he  did  not  want 
to  face  a  public  scrutiny  about  the  bargaining 
rights    of   CrovvTi   employees   and   about  the 


way  in  which  the  civil  servants  of  this  prov- 
ince are  so  miserably  treated. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Of  course 
it  was  deliberate. 

Mr.  B.  Cilbertson  (Algoma):  Who  is  the 
member  trying  to  kid? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  read  the 
facts  into  the  record  as  coming  from  the 
Ontario  government  pay  and  research  bureau, 
and  then  we  can  see  who  the  minister  is 
kidding.  What  does  he  think  about  being  an 
employer  and  underpaying  his  employees 
here  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  as  much  as 
he  does?  What  does  he  think  about  the  legis- 
lation which  denies  the  essential  bargaining 
rights  to  these  employees? 

Mr.  Speaker,  two  years  ago,  the  New 
Democratic  Party  was  the  only  party  to  op- 
pose the  continued  imposition  of  compulsory 
arbitration  upon  Crown  employees  at  the  time 
the  Crown  Employees  Collective  Bargaining 
Act  was  considered  in  this  Legislature.  As  I 
recall,  it  went  through  this  place  late  in 
December  in  one  of  those  perpetual  speed- 
ups,  which  seems  to  be  the  only  way  that 
the  government  knows  of  getting  legislation 
through  the  House.  At  that  time,  it's  fair  to 
say,  the  galleries  were  far  from  packed.  In 
fact  if  there  were  more  than  two  or  three 
Crown  employees  up  there  I  would  have 
been  surprised. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  I  think 
we  voted  against  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  glad  that  the  Liberals 
voted  against  the  bill.  They  usually  support 
compulsory  arbitration,  because  that's  their 
philosophy  in  labour  relations. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Oh,  now  look,  the  member 
knows  that's  not  true. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  true. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  certainly  is  right  that  the 
Liberal  Party  supports  compulsory  arbitra- 
tion most  of  the  time,  and  so  does  this 
government.  Both  the  Liberal  opposition  and 
the  government  are  willing  at  the  stroke  of 
any  opportunity  to  take  the  full  and  free 
bargaining  rights  of  employees  away  from 
them  through  the  use  of  compulsory  arbitra- 
tion. They  don't  have  a  real  commitmesnt, 
Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  is  misleading 
himself. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  —to  free  collective  bargaining. 
That's  what  it  amounts  to. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Look  at  what  Barrett  is 
doing  in  British  Columbia. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We've  moved  a  long  way  in 
EC;  a  long,  long  way  in  two  years.  There's 
no  question  of  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That's  why  he  is  taking 
those  rights  away. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  may  have  taken  away  a 
few  rights  of  the  big  mining  companies,  but 
they  have  been  enjoying  a  tremendously 
privileged  position  under  the  free  enterprise 
government  that  existed  there  before. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
There's  bad  trouble  out  there. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  according  to 
the  pay  and  research  bureau,  in  1967  On- 
tario civil  servants  lagged,  on  average,  about 
25  per  cent  behind  the  pay  for  comparable 
occupations    in   the   Province    of   Ontario. 

Over  the  seven  years  that  have  occurred 
since  then,  and  under  the  regime  of  com- 
pidsory  arbitration,  the  average  pay  of  On- 
tario civil  servants  has  risen  by  63  per  cent. 
That  compares  with  an  average  increase  for 
people  across  Canada,  the  average  wage  of 
workers  under  free  collective  bargaining,  of 
75.7  per  cent. 

In  other  words,  under  compulsory  arbitra- 
tion, not  only  were  the  civil  servants  well 
behind  in  a  race  at  the  beginning,  but  they 
had  been  lagging  steadily  further  and  further 
behind  as  month  has  followed  month  and 
year  has  followed  year. 

The  present  calculation  of  the  Civil  Service 
Association  of  Ontario  is  that  Ontario  civil 
servants  now  are  34  per  cent  behind  wages 
and  salaries  in  comparable  occupations, 
where  there  is  free  collective  bargaining. 

The  minister  can  quibble  about  whether 
it  should  be  32  per  cent  or  36  per  cent, 
or  whether  the  figures  are  absolutely  precise. 
However,  he's  got  to  admit  that  these  figures 
are  based  on  the  work  of  the  government  of 
Ontario  and  the  Ministry  of  Labom-'s  pay 
and  research  bureau.  They  are  imassailable 
figures  which  indicate  just  how  poorly  oflF 
the  civil  servants  in  the  province  are. 

In  addition,  under  Ontario  legislation  the 
rights  of  bargaining  which  the  civil  servants 
in  the  province  enjoy— if  that's  die  word  to 


use— are  hemmed  in  in  so  many  ways  that  we 
may  as  well  not  call  it  bargaining  at  all. 
The  experience  of  the  community  college 
teachers  who  were  dragooned  into  the  civil 
service  bargaining  framework,  who  were 
dragooned  into  it  because  they  had  no 
choice  because  of  the  legislation,  surely  in- 
dicates just  what  kind  of  a  strain  exists. 
The  community  college  teachers  have  been 
trying  for  about  14  months  now  to  get  a 
first  contract  with  the  Ontario  government 
under  the  collective  bargaining  as  it's  created 
for  civil  servants  in  the  province.  That  just 
shouldn't  happen,  and  it  didn't  happen  in 
individual  commimity  colleges  where  there 
was  bargaining  under  way  before  the  Civil 
Service  Association  of  Ontario  had  been 
imposed.  They  have  had  a  lot  of  problems, 
but  the  problems  have  been  exacerbated  by 
the  lack  of  rights  which  exist. 

In  the  first  place,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  only 
means  by  which  disputes  can  be  resolved 
imder  the  collective  bargaining  legislation 
for  Crown  employees  is  through  a  govern- 
ment tribunal  whose  full-time  chairman  is 
a  government  appointee  and,  given  the  kinds 
of  appointments  made  by  this  government, 
is  therefore  suspect  in  the  eyes  of  employees 
of  the  province. 

I  am  not  commenting  right  now  about  the 
quality  of  the  decisions.  I  am  commenting 
on  the  way  in  which  the  government  makes 
appointments  generally  and  therefore  on  the 
feeling  that  people  in  the  government  ser- 
vice have  about  having  not  one  but  two 
government  appointees  on  every  three-man 
tribunal  that  engages  in  compulsory  arbitra- 
tion decisions.  The  union  gets  one  represen- 
tative, the  government  gets  one  represen- 
tative but  they  sneak  another  one  in  through 
the  back  door  because  the  full-time  chair- 
man is  a  government  appointee. 

That  appointment  by  government  is  simply 
not  trusted.  The  appointment  of  the  chair- 
man of  any  arbitration  tribunal,  if  there  is 
to  be  one,  should  be  made  by  agreement 
of  the  parties,  that  is,  by  agreement  of  a 
imion  nominee  and  the  employer  nominee, 
that  is,  the  government  nominee,  which  is 
the  normal  coiu'se  of  events  in  an  arbitration 
in  the  private  sector. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  range  of  items  which 
can  be  negotiated  by  civil  servants  is  ex- 
traordinarily limited.  They  can't  negotiate 
pensions.  There  is  a  management  rights 
clause,  which  would  be  laughed  out  of 
court  if  it  existed  in  the  private  sector,  which 
is  totally  unacceptable  in  the  modem  era 
of  free  collective  bargaining.  It's  not  possible 
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for  working  conditions   to  be  negotiated  by 
civil  servants. 

They  are  also  enjoined  against  making  any 
collective  agreement  that  would,  and  I  quote 
from  clause  17  of  the  Act,  "directly  or  in- 
directly call  for  the  enactment  or  amendment 
of  legislation."  That  excludes  a  whole  range 
of  things  which  are  negotiated  as  a  matter 
of  everyday  collective  bargaining  by  auto 
workers  and  steelworkers  and  CUPE  and  the 
service  employees  and  other  unions  in  this 
province,  including  trade  unions  who 
negotiate  for  people  who  are  paid  out  of  the 
public  purse,  including,  for  example,  the 
teachers'  unions,  the  hospital  employees' 
unions,  and  so  on.  These  are  barred  as  far 
as  Crown  employees  are  concerned.  They 
simply  are  not  permitted  to  bargain. 

Crown  employees  can't  have  less  than  a 
two-year  agreement.  Crown  employees  don't 
have  the  right  to  recruit  at  the  place  of 
employment.  In  the  past  that  didn't  much 
matter  because  the  Civil  Service  Association 
was  a  company  union.  One  may  as  well  put 
that  on  the  record.  But  that's  changed  in 
the  last  couple  of  years.  The  CSAO  is  act- 
ing like  a  real  union  now  and  it's  started  to 
fight  for  the  rights  of  its  members.  It  was 
about  time  that  happened,  but  it's  also 
about  time  that  this  government  gave  to  the 
CSAO  the  normal  rights  of  a  trade  union. 

On  political  activity,  I  am  more  familiar 
with  the  situation  at  the  federal  level  because 
I  happen  to  come  from  a  commimity  where 
40  per  cent  of  the  work  force  works  for  the 
federal  government.  The  situation  we  have 
right  now  in  the  federal  election  is  a  travesty 
of  the  law  that  was  passed  federally  in  1966. 
In  1966  the  federal  government  said  that 
civil  servants  should  not  have  the  right  to 
participate  in  an  election  campaign  to  work 
for  a  candidate.  Their  rights  should  only 
extend  to  membership  in  a  political  party  and 
to  a  financial  contribution  to  a  political  party. 

I  happen  to  think  that  both  federal  and 
provincial  civil  servants  who  are  not  in  a 
sensitive  policy-making  kind  of  role  should 
have  political  rights.  The  Deputy  Minister 
of  Housing  is  obviously  in  that  kind  of  role 
and  should  stay  away  from  politics.  But  his 
secretary  or  the  secretary  to  the  person  who 
is  administering  rents  down  at  Regent  Park 
for  the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  is  not  in  a 
sensitive  role.  He  or  she  should  have  the 
same  political  rights  as  any  other  citizen  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

M'hat  we  have  up  at  Ottawa,  and  I  think 
what  happens  at  the  provincial  level  as  well, 
is   that  many  civil  servants  quite  freely  en- 


gage in  political  activity.  They  even  allow 
their  names  to  be  published  in  the  news- 
paper as  working  on  behalf  of  a  candidate  or 
as  a  member  of  a  riding  association  or  that 
kind  of  thing.  This  is  true  not  just  of  the 
Liberal  Party  or  the  Conservative  Party,  but 
of  the  NDP  and  the  various  fringe  parties  as 
well.  All  parties  engage  in  it. 

The  federal  law  is  completely  absurd  be- 
cause it  says  that  no  civil  servant  may  engage 
in  political  activity,  but  then  provides  for'the 
enforcement  of  that  section  only  by  a  com- 
plaint lodged  by  a  political  candidate  and 
nobody  else.  Since  1966,  in  eight  years  there 
has  not  been  a  single  complaint  by  a  political 
candidate.  The  law,  in  that  sense,  is  a  dead 
letter.  But  there  have  been  any  number  of 
memos  at  the  federal  level  that  have  gone 
out  from  deputy  ministers  and  branch  heads 
and  people  like  that,  saying  if  we  catch  you 
working  in  a  political  campaign  all  hell  is 
going  to  break  loose,  or  words  to  that  effect. 
People  are  intimidated  against  engaging  in 
political  activity  and  against  exercising  their 
political  rights.  The  same  thing  happens 
here  in  the  provincial  government. 

It  didn't  stop  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  in 
1971,  and  other  members  of  the  cabinet  from 
digging  into  the  civil  service  in  order  to  get 
material  they  could  use  in  a  partisan  matter 
through  the  course  of  an  election  campaign. 
That  isn't  stopped.  But  the  political  rights  of 
somebody  who  wishes  to  work  for  the  Con- 
servative Party  or  for  the  Liberal  Party  or 
for  the  NDP,  in  a  provincial  campaign  are 
emasculated.  We  all  know  how  that  is  ap- 
plied. In  particular,  if  somebody  in  the  min- 
ister's department  is  working  for  the  Tories 
on  the  side  nothing  is  said  because  people 
know  that  that  will  be  blessed. 

Mr.  E.  P.  Momingstar  ( Welland ) :  Oh,  no. 
The  member  is  wrong. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  okay;  that's  perfectly 
true.  If  somebody  is  working  for  the  govern- 
ment candidate,  that's  fine;  but  if  they're 
working  for  a  New  Democratic  candidate  in 
a  seat  that  is  sensitive  and  which  the  govern- 
ment may  lose,  one  knows  bloody  well  that 
all  hell's  going  to  break  loose;  that  that 
person  is  going  to  get  fired;  that  their  pro- 
motion opportunities  are  going  to  get  blocked; 
and  that  the  full  weight  of  the  law  will  be 
brought  against  that  person. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Right  on. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right.  It's  much  the 
same  situation  with  many  people  who  even 
are  so  bold  as  to  try  to  engage  in  active  union 
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activity.  You  should  have  seen  the  look  on 
the  faces,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  those  120  or  200 
civil  servants  who  were  bold  enough  to  come 
here  in  1972  to  demonstrate  for  their  collec- 
tive bargaining  rights  on  behalf  of  the  CSAO 
at  the  time  we  were  last  considering  the 
Crown  Employees  Collective  Bargaining  Act. 
They  were  scared  that  something  was  going 
to  happen  to  them,  despite  the  fact  that  there 
was  nominally  a  protection  of  union  activity 
within  Ontario  law  for  Crown  employees. 
They  knew  the  way  the  system  worked.  They 
knew  the  kind  of  oflBce  politics.  They  knew 
the  way  that  they  could  get  scuppered,  their 
job  opportunities  blocked,  and  that  they 
could  get  sent  out  to  Siberia  or  Kapuskasing 
or  some  other  place  like  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Kapuskasing? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  When  it  becomes  an  NDP 
riding  then  it  will  be  Nirvana. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): It  will  never  be  an  NDP  riding  now. 
The  member's  party  has  just  liost  it  forever. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  know  the  way  the  On^- 
tario  government  deals  with  people  who  are 
so  borai  as  to  try  to  exercise  their  rights, 
whether  it  be  in  union  activity  or  whether  it 
be  in  political  activity. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  the  government  were  will- 
ing to  restrict  the  way  in  which  it  uses  and 
abuses  civil  servants  for  partisan'  political  pur- 
poses during  the  course  of  an  election  cam- 
paign, it  would  at  least  then  be  consistent. 
But  we're  saying  that  there  are  60,000  people 
in  this  province  who  work  for  the  Ontario 
govemmeoit,  of  which  all  but  1,000  or  2,000 
of  them  are  in  norihsensitive  positions,  and 
they  should  have  the  right  not  only  to  take  a 
leave  of  absence  to  run  for  political  office, 
which  they  have  right  now,  but  also  to  en- 
gage in  political  activity  on  behalf  of  the  can- 
didate or  the  party  of  uieir  choice. 

*Mr.  Speaker,  finally,  we  need  to  give  to 
civil  servants  the  same  free  collective  bar- 
gaining rights  that  have  been  given)  to  civil 
servants  in  other  jurisdictions.  I  would  par- 
ticularly note  the  federal  government,  which 
for  the  last  six  or  seven  years  has  given  to 
civil  servants  a  choice  of  thei  way  in  which 
disputes  will  be  resolved. 

For  civil  servants  who  are  not  in  essential 
jobs— and  it's  clear  that  most  of  them  are  not, 
because  even  when  the  Hydro  employees 
went  on  strike,  the  government  didn't  deem 
that  they  were  in  essential!  occupations^they 


should!  have  the  right  in  each  bargaining  imit 
to  decide  whether  they  wish  to  go  to  vol'un- 
tary  arbitration  or  whether  they  wish  to 
choose  the  route  of  a  strike. 

That's  the  situation  up  in  Ottawa.  It  is  a 
fair  kind'  of  compromise.  It  recognizes  tfiat 
there  are  certain  groups  of  civil  servants  who 
don't  want  the  right  to  strike.  But  it  also 
recognizes  that  the  settlements  made  with 
civil  servants  will  only  be  fair  in  neiation  to 
what  is  happening  outside  if  civil  servants  do 
have  the  right  to  withdraw  their  services— 
and  they  dbn't  have  that  right  right  now. 

The  Act  should  be  brought  forward'  at  the 
fall  sitting  of  this  Legislature  in  order  to  pro- 
vide for  the  essentia  kindis  of  reforms  I've 
talked  about  and  which  have  been  pressed'  by 
the  Civil  Servite  Association  of  Ontario— poli- 
tical rights,  the  right  to  bargain  collectively, 
an  end  to  the  barriers  to  bargaining  of  such 
things  as  management  rights,  pensions  and 
working  conditions,  and'  a  granting  of  the 
right  to  strike  in  cases  where  civil  service 
bargaining  units  seek  those  rights.  Those  are 
essential  reforms  if  we  are  to  bring  civil 
servants  in  this  province  into  the  second  half 
of  the  20th  century  as  far  as  their  bargaining 
rights  are  concerned. 

'I  wish  very  much  that  the  minister,  who  has 
not  been  put  on  the  carpet  about  this  in  the 
committee,  would  comment  about  \A^hat  the 
government's  intentions  are  and  why  it  con- 
tinues to  be  so  overbearing  about  the  political 
and  bargaining  rights  of  civil  servants. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Nieket  Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
too  would  like  to  express  my  concern  about 
the  breakdown  in  the  negotiations'  that  have 
been'  going  on  between  the  communit}'  col- 
lege teachers  and'  the  representatives  of  the 
government. 

It  is  no  coincidence  that  the  community 
college  teachers  are  finding  dispute,  not 
primarily  with  wages  at  this  time,  but  with 
the  coiiditions  undfer  which  they  are  em- 
ployed, as  l^aid  down  in  the  Crown  Employees 
Collective  Bargaining  Act. 

For  community  college  teachers  to  be  nego- 
tiating for  over  a  year  and  to  have  not 
arrived  at  any  settlement  with  the  Council  of 
Regents  is  an  indication  of  just  how  bad  is 
the  Crown  Employees  Collective  Bargaining 
Act. 

There  are  about  three  main  issues  in  this 
dispute.  One  is  the  whole  question  of  the 
arbitration  panel;  and,  as  the  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  pointed  out,  that  is  not  a  bal- 
anced arbitration  panel. 
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If  the  civil  servants  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario had  more  respect  for  the  intentions  of 
this  government,  they  woiJdl  not  be  so  con^ 
cemed  about  the  permanent  appointment  of 
a  chairman  on  the  arbitration  panel.  But  they 
know  that  the  government  is  suspect  when  it 
comes  to  labour  negotiations  in  the  first  place. 
Therefore,  how  can  you  expect  them  to 
accept  a  permanently  appointexi'  chairman  of 
this  government,  given  the  fact  that  another 
one  is  appointed  from  the  government  as  well, 
which  of  course  malces  it  a  two-to-one  repre- 
sentation on  the  part  of  the  government? 

The  Chairman  of  Management  Board  points 
out  that  in  the  past  that  particular  chairman 
has  ruled  in  such  a  way  that  is  has  never  been 
challenged,  that  the  only  time  there  was  a 
challenge  was  when  he  ruled  in  favour  of 
the  employees.  That  is  not  the  issue.  The 
issue  is  that  at  this  point  in  time  the  civil 
servants  of  the  Province  of  Ontario  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  government 
is  not  bargaining  in  good  faith. 

It's  little  wonder  when  one  considers  what 
is  going  on  in  the  private  sector  in  Fort 
Frances  with  the  medical  clinic,  for  example, 
that  the  government  won't  move  in  and  insist 
that  good-faith  bargaining  take  place  on  the 
part  of  the  employer  when  they  themselves 
are  guilty  of  bad-faith  bargaining  for  over  a 
year  now  vdth  their  own  employees. 

I  would  hope  that  the  Chairman  of  Man- 
agement Board  would  be  prepared  to  make 
a  statement  as  to  what  they  are  going  to  do 
in  order  to  re-open  the  talks  between  the 
community  college  teachers  and  the  Council 
of  Regents.  I  wonder  if  the  Chairman  of 
Management  Board  realizes  what  will  happen 
after  July  8,  if  by  some  strange  twist  of  fate 
the  Conservative  Party  of  Canada  forms  the 
federal  government  in  Ottawa  and  imposes  a 
wage  and  price  freeze  on  this  country?  What 
does  the  Chairman  of  Management  Board 
think  is  going  to  happen  with  the  community 
college  teachers  in  this  province? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Already,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
is  a  problem  with  replacing  those  who  are 
leaving  and  going  back  to  the  private  sector 
because  they  are  working  two  years  behind 
in  salary  levels.  Does  he  really  think,  if  a 
wage  and  price  freeze  is  imposed  after  July 
8,  the  civil  servants  in  this  province  and,  in 
particular,  the  community  college  teachers 
would  tolerate  that  kind  of  freeze  when  they 
haven't  had  a  settlement  in  over  a  year? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  only  thing  that  will  save 
him  is  the  Tories  won't  make  it  federally. 


Mr.  Laughren:  That's  the  only  reason  the 
Chairman  of  Management  Board  is  not  panic- 
stricken  at  this  time.  It  is  evidenced  by  the 
fact  that  we  are  still  sitting  here  at  this  date 
in  June;  it  is  an  indication  they  know  the 
Tories  are  not  going  to  make  it  federally  any- 
way. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  don't  want  to  fight. 

Mr.  Laughren:  They  don't  want  to  be 
out  there  on  the  hustings  and  that's  why  we 
are  here  this  week. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  are  hiding  here  in  the 
Legislature. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  why  there  has  been 
legislation  introduced  at  this  time. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  The  member  has  to 
be  kidding. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  perfectly 
in  order  to  talk  about  the  wage  and  price 
freeze  the  Tories  would  impose  and  the 
effect  it  would  have  on  the  community  col- 
lege teachers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario.  I 
really  wonder  what  the  Chairman  of  Manage- 
ment Board  would  do  if  a  wage  and  price 
freeze  was  imposed  on  employees  who  have 
been  negotiating  for  over  a  year  now. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  would  rub  his  hands  with 
glee. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Yes,  he'd  rub  his  hands 
with  glee,  perhaps. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  the  whole  question 
of  the  public  sector  and  the  problems  the 
public  sector  is  going  to  have  negotiating  not 
only  with  this  government  but  with  the 
federal  government.  For  those  of  us  who 
follow  the  pronouncements  of  the  Economic 
Council  of  Canada  fairly  closely,  there  is  real 
concern  when  the  Economic  Council  states 
there  is  a  fiscal  crisis  in  the  public  sector  and 
that  public  sector  expenditures  can  no  longer 
be  allowed  to  grow  at  the  rate  they  have  in 
the  past.  It  gives  the  people  like  the  Chair- 
man of  the  Management  Board  the  oppor- 
tunity to  say  "Yes,  that's  quite  right.  We 
really  must  clamp  down  on  growth  in  the 
public  sector  and  what  better  place  to  start 
than  the  teachers  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
and  the  60,000  plus  civil  servants  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario?" 

It's  such  a  short-ranged  view  that  I  don't 
understand  why  the  government  doesn't  see 
that  what  supports  the  public  sector  is  the 
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growth  of  real  wealth  in  this  country  and  in 
this  province.  At  the  same  time,  to  this  day, 
1974,  it  does  not  have  any  kind  of  industrial 
strategy  for  the  proper  growth  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario. 

He  wonders  why,  if  there  is  a  fiscal  crisis 
in  the  public  sector,  nobody  is  doing  any- 
thing about  it.  The  responsibility  rests  on 
that  side  of  this  chamber,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
would  urge  the  Chairman  of  Management 
Board  to  make  a  statement  on  what  he  is 
going  to  do  about  the  breakdown  in  negotia- 
tions with  the  community  college  teachers, 
and  whether  or  not  he  is  going  to  instruct 
the  Council  of  Regents  to  get  down  to  that 
bargaining  table  and  begin,  for  the  first  time, 
to  bargain  in  good  faith  with  the  community 
college  teachers. 

Mr.  Deans:  Well  said. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  in 
replying  to  the  number  of  questions  which 
have  been  placed  before  me,  I  will  deal  first 
of  all  with  the  member  for  York  Centre.  I 
think  he  made  a  point  in  regard  to  the  staff 
of  the  Legislature  for  which  I  have  a  great 
degree  of  sympathy.  I  think  the  changes 
which  are  about  to  take  place  will  resolve 
the  very  question  he  raised. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Right,  thank  you. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes;  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  I  will  take  a  personal  interest  in  that. 

Dealing  with  the  member  for  Wentworth, 
I  suppose  he  could  raise  an  argument  that  it 
is  going  to  be  an  oversimplification  when  I 
explain  to  him  what  is  taking  place  in  regard 
to  the  main  thrust  of  the  question  he  put 
before  us. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  people  employed  as 
servants  of  the  Legislature  and,  of  course,  as 
a  result  of  that,  of  the  Speaker— because  he 
will  have  quite  an  elevation  in  the  status  of 
his  ofiice  as  will  the  Clerk— I  assume  these 
people  will  be  considered  servants  of  the 
Legislature,  but  because  of  the  division  of 
caucuses  that  division  will  remain  and  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  caucuses  involved.  I 
would  hope  that  the  job  assessment  will  be 
done  by  the  Civil  Service  Commission  as  it 
deals  with  civil  servants  for  their  classifica- 
tion, and  they  will  be  paid  in  accordance 
with  that  particular  range,  wherever  they 
are,  in  accordance  with  their  abilities. 

I  also  expect  that  the  fringe  benefit  pack- 
age to  which  the  member  made  reference 
vdll  be  given  to  these  people  as  a  package 


so  that  they  can  choose  their  own  course  in 
dealing  with  those  moneys.  I  believe  that 
this  will  be  a  very  fair  way  to  approach  it 
in  accordance  to  what  the  present  situation 
is. 

I  spoke  last  evening  in  person  to  the 
member  for  York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald), 
and  although  I  didn't  have  the  figures  then 
and  I  don't  have  them  now,  there  are  caucus 
allotments.  There  is  a  change  because  of  the 
fact  that  the  secretarial  staff  in  particular  will 
become  servants  of  the  Legislature  and  they 
will  be  paid  on  that  classified  base.  The 
change,  then,  in  caucus  allotments  will  be 
different  from  what  it  is  at  the  moment,  be- 
cause they  will  be  removed  from  the  respon- 
sibility of  the  several  caucuses. 

Nevertheless,  there  will  be  caucus  allot- 
ments, particularly,  I  think,  separately,  to  the 
opposition  parties  in  regard  to  research,  and 
I  believe  those  figures  were  defined  in  the 
report.  I  didn't  include  them  in  my  report 
to  the  Legislature  yesterday  because  they  may 
not  remain  the  same,  but  I  thought  that  was 
inherent  to  part  of  the  member's  question. 
Then,  in  the  very  broad  sense,  if  the  mem- 
ber feels  that  there  is  a  negative  response  to 
anything  that  happened  to  be  in  the  report, 
the  second  report  that  was  presented  to  the 
Legislature,  I  want  to  assure  everyone  that 
when  the  organization  is  brought  together  any 
of  the  items  that  are  currently  set  out  by  the 
government  to  be  implemented  will  be  dealt 
with  immediately,  and  the  balance  of  them 
will  be  referred  to  the  committee  on  internal 
economy,  to  be  implemented  in  due  course 
when  that  becomes  feasible  so  far  as  the 
Legislature  itself  is  concerned. 

So  much  for  that.  When  I  am  talking 
about  the  remarks  of  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  I  would  like  to  say  that  policywise, 
as  far  as  the  CAATs  colleges  teachers  are 
concerned,  that  is  a  matter  which  is  the 
direct  responsibility  of  the  Minister  of  Col- 
leges and  Universities  (Mr.  Auld)— 

Mr.  Laughren:  He  passes  the  buck  to  this 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —and  it  is  actively 
under  consideration  as  to  what  the  future 
course  will  be.  In  regard  to  negotiations,  I 
think  that  I  should— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  minister  was  the  one  who 
groomed  him,  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —without  accepting 
everything  that  the  member  said,  because  the 
use  of  statistics  is  often  wrong  and  some  of 
what  he  used  this  morning  is  improperly  put. 
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but  we  will  deal  with  that  again— say  that  1 
think  negotiations  are  currently  under  way 
and  I  believe  an  oflFer  is  being  considered.  I 
am  not  too  sure  if  it's  today  but  it  is  very 
close  by,  and  I  don't  think  I  should  prejudice 
any  of  that  negotiation  by  interjecting 
thoughts  here  in  the  Legislature  this  morn- 
ing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  concur- 
rence in  supply  for  Management  Board. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.    Speaker:    The    debate    is    concluded 

now. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Yes,  it  is. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  it  is  a  form  of  an  esti- 
mates debate,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  it's  not.  It's  a  formal 
debate  of  the  House  and  each  member  has 
the  privilege  of  speaking  once  and  being 
replied  to  finally  by  the  minister  concerned. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Would  the  minister  accept  a 
question,  then,  Mr.  Speaker? 

Mr.  Speaker:  He  may  accept  a  question. 
Will  the  minister  accept  a  question? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Oh,  I  will  accept  one 
question. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay.  I  accept  what  the 
minister  says  about  not  commenting  on  cur- 
rent bargaining.  Could  he  comment,  though, 
about  government  x>olicy  in  relation  to  the 
structure  of  collective  bargaining  for  Cro\vn 
employees;  the  points  that  I  raised  at  that 
level  during  the  debate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  don't  think  that  I 
will  comment  on  that  this  morning,  Mr. 
Speaker.  We  had  quite  a  lengthy  discourse 
and  debate  in  the  committee  the  other 
evening  and  the  member  for  Wentworth  did 
a  credible  job  of  putting  that  point  of  view 
forward  and  I  think  it  was  well  handled. 

Resolution  concurred  in. 


ONTARIO  SCHOOL  TRUSTEES' 
COUNCIL  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
School   Trustees'   Council  Act. 

Mr.    Speaker:    The  member  for  Windsor- 

Walkerville. 


Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
School  Trustees'  Council  Act,  certainly  meets 
with  our  approval.  All  it  apparently  does  is 
expand  the  representation  on  the  coimcil. 
Now  there  will  be  seven  members  of  the 
Ontario  Public  School  Trustees'  Association 
and  three  from  I'Association  frangaise  des 
Conseils  Scolaires  de  I'Ontario,  three  from 
Northern  Ontario  Public  and  Secondary 
Schools  Trustees'  Association,  and  three 
from  the  Ontario  Separate  Schools  Trustees' 
Association. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  other  members 
wishing  to  make  remarks  on  this?  The  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Port  Arthur 
(Mr.  Foulds)  had  to  go  to  his  riding,  Mr. 
Speaker,  because  David  Lewis  is  going  to  be 
there  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Is  David  Lewis  coming  to  see  him? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  has  been  waiting  here  for 
days  for  this  bill  to  come  forward. 

Mr.   Breithaupt:   He  should  be  here. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  not  responsible  for 
the  incredible  way  in  which  the  business  of 
this  House  is  operated.  He  was  waiting  here 
until  12:15,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  order  that  the 
bill  could  come  forward. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Has  he  gone  to  see  the 
Queen? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister 
should  have  known  that  David  Lewis  was 
going  to  be  in  Port  Arthur  today  so  he  could 
have  brought  it  on  sooner. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  can  think  of  a  lot 
better  reasons  to  be  in  Port  Arthur. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  a  pretty  good  reason, 
I  think. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  can  the  member. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  In  fact  if  David  Lewis 
were  there,  I  would  stay  here. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well  that's  the  minister's 
ideological  prejudice.  That's  all. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  don't  think  any  of  this 
is  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  you  are  going  to  see 
Pierre  Trudeau  tomorrow  night  at  Varsity 
Stadium.   You  are  all  welcome. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  At 
any  rate,  as  I  understand  it,  and  maybe  the 
minister  could  just  nod  at  me,  the  Metro 
Toronto  school  trustees  will  continue  not  to 
be  represented  on  the  public  school  trustees' 
council  after  this  bill  is  passed?  Is  that 
correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
has  nothing  to  do  with  that.  It  is  merely 
some  housekeeping  amendments  to  the 
present  Act  and  does  not  deal  with  the  prob- 
lem of  membership  of  school  boards.  The 
Toronto  board  of  education,  as  I  understand 
it,  has  decided  not  to  belong  to  the  trustees' 
council,  as  they  have  a  right  to  do. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  fine.  The  point  I  want 
to  make,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  we  have  seen 
the  school  trustees'  council  in  action  over  the 
last  couple  of  years,  led  in  a  manner  very 
favourable  to  the  government  by  Twyla 
Hendry,  whose  name  keeps  on  popping  up  in 
various  pro-government  kinds  of  statements. 
If  this  body  in  its  old  form  or  in  its  new 
form  were  at  all  effective,  one  would  feel 
happier  in  endorsing  the  bill.  As  it  happens 
though,  the  school  trustees'  council  have  been 
subservient  lackeys  as  far  as  the  government 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario  is  concerned  and 
nothing  more, 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  am  sure  the  member  will 
give  that  some  publicity. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  sounds  like  a  Maoist 
press  release. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Where  was  the  school  trus- 
tees' council's  concern  when  the  debate  came 
out  about  school  board  ceilings  and  about 
spending  ceilings?  Why  have  they  not  been 
as  effective  and  as  strong  in  pressing  for 
better  treatment  of  the  school  boards  of  the 
province  as  have  the  teachers  of  their  prov- 
ince? 

Where  have  they  been  when  it  gets  to  the 
matter  of  grants?  They  have  been  silent. 
Maybe  they  had  a  little  backstage  tete-a-tete 
with  their  friends,  but  nothing  more.  Where 
have  they  been  when  it  gets  t©  the  matters 
of  the  phasing  out  of  rural  and  small  schools? 
The  matter  was  raised  by  the  member  for 
Port  Arthur  today,  where  up  in  northern 
Ontario,  and  in  my  part  of  the  province, 
smaller  schools  are  forced  to  close  in  order 
that  a  greater  overall  amount  of  money  may 


be  spent  on  busing  pupils  to  another  school 
and  completing  their  education  there. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  saying,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.    Cassidy:    —that    the    school    trustees' 

council- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:   Order.  The  member  is 

supposed  to  stop. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  member  under- 
stand the  meaning  of  that  word? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  do. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Timbrel!  (Minister  without 
Portfolio):  He  just  chooses  to  ignore  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
matters  being  discussed  are  not  in  Bill  107. 
We  are  dealing  with  second  reading  of  Bill 
107,  not  the  general  range  of  the  Ontario 
School  Trustees'  Council. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 
the  purpose  of  the  bill  is  to  try-  to  make 
school  trustees'  councils  more  effecti\e  bodies. 
I  am  saying  the  way  it  stands  right  now,  that 
isn't  a  possible  thing  to  do.  It  is  not  going 
to  happen. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  The  member  is  not  speak- 
ing to  the  principle  of  the  bill  at  all. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  have  not  been  effective 
in  the  past.  They  have  been  dominated  by 
school  trustees  who  enjoy  school  trustee 
politics  in  the  same  way  that  some  doctors 
enjoy— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  That  is  not  the 
principle  of  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right,  Mr.  Speaker.  At 
any  rate,  one  would  wish  very  strongh'  that, 
in  addition  to  this  restructuring,  the  school 
trustees'  council  would  cease  being  a  patsy 
and  an  apologist  for  the  ministry  and  start 
to  stand  up  for  their  beliefs- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  —and  argue  for  the  things 
that  are  of  use  to  the  school  boards  across 
the  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  The  hon. 
member  persists  in  pursuing  items  wliich  are 
not  in  this  bill. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  at  all,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
finished  my  speech. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  speak?  Does  the  hon.  minister  have  a 
reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just 
want  to  say,   as  I  said  a  few  minutes  ago, 
that  this  is  a  housekeeping  bill- 
Mr.  Renwick:  It's  1  o'clock. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  It  has  nothing  to  do  with 
making  the  school  trustees'  council  more 
eflFective,  which  is  something  I  would  wel- 
come, and  so  would  the  school  trustees  of 
this  province.  But,  in  his  usual  dogmatic  and 
very  uninformed  manner— 

Interjections  by  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Order.  Order. 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  is  not  talking  to 
the  principle  of  the  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  —this  hon.  member  again 
slurs  another  bodiy  of  people. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order- 
Mr.  Deans:  It  is  after  1  o'clock. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Renwick  Does  the  minister  undterstand 
the  meaning  of  the  term  "point  of  order"?  It 
it  now  1  o'clock.  The  House  is  adjourned. 

Mr.  Speaker  Does  the  minister  have  further 
remarks? 


Hon.  Mr.  Wells  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  I 
have  conclud'ed  my  remarks. 

Mr.  Renwick  Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  point  of 
order,  it  is  1  o'clock. 

Mr.    Speaker:    We   have   to   conclude   the 
item- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  don't  have 
to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  If  the  debate  is 
finished,  we'll  place  tiie  question. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  this  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Agreed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  before  I 
move  the  adjournment  of  the  House,  I  would 
like  to  say  that  tomorrow  we'll  proceed  with 
second  readings,  and  to  the  best  of  my  ability 
I'll  call  them  in  this  order;  I'll  give  you  the 
item  ntunbers  on  the  order  paper— that's  to- 
day's order  paper,  of  course— 22,  17,  18,  27, 
28,  12,  13,  14  and  15.  Should  we  conclude 
those  items,  we'll  then  do  the  matter  stand- 
ing in  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

(Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  adjourned'  at  1  o'clock,  p.m. 
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The  House  met  at  10  o'clock,  a.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 
The  member  for  Sandwich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riversdde):  I 
should  like  the  members  to  welcome  to  the 
House  22  students  from  the  Sacredl  Heart 
School  in  La  Salle,  accompanied  by  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Joseph  Durocher  and  Mrs.  Benisch. 


THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

'Bill  96,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  Residents  Sixty- 
Five  Years  of  Age  and  over. 

iBill  107,  An  Act  to  amend'  the  Ontario 
School  Trustees'  Council  Act. 


REGIONAL  MUNICIPALITY  OF 
OTTAWA-CARLETON  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  moves  second  reading  of 
Bill  109,  An  Act  to  amen<l  the  Regional  Muni- 
cipality of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Mr.  Speaker,  the  amendments  to  this  Ottawa- 
Carleton  Act  have  been  established!  to  balance 
a  school  board  representation  which  we  have 
considered  between  ourselves.  As  regards  its 
purpose,  does  the  minister  have  in  mind  put- 
ting forward  English-French  balance  with  the 
changes  in  the  representation,  or  what  is  the 
concept  of  the  changes  that  have  been 
brought  forward? 

I  thought  I  would  simply  mention  that 
matter,  since  it  might  possibly  be  the  bill 
need  not  go  to  committee  if  there  is  a  reason- 
able response  as  to  the  purpose  of  the  changes 
that  have  been  put  forward.  We  don't  want  to 
impede  the  changes  that  have  been  requested, 
particularly  by  the  representatives  in'  the  local 
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area,  but  it  is  that  matter  that  I  thought  I 
would  put  forward.  My  colleague  the  member 
for  Windsor- Walkerville  (Mr.  B.  Newman) 
may  want  to  add  something  further,  but  that 
is  the  only  matter  that  was  concerning  us. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  speakers?  The 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  -  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  as  the  minister  knows,  we  intend  to 
oppose  this  bill  and  we  intend'  to  divide  the 
House  on  it  as  well. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  ministry,  which  was 
forewarned  by  myself  and  possibly  by  other 
people  as  well  about  the  intent  of  the  bill, 
should  have  sent  it  back  to  the  school  board. 
It  should,  if  nothing  else,  have  simply  left 
the  existing  and  very  inadequate  electord 
s)'stem— 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Just  on  the  member's  recommendlation? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  the  recommendation  of  a 
lot  of  people  in  the  area,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  want 
just  to  say  that  the  bill  represents  the  cul- 
mination of  two  years  of  frustration  in  trying 
to  get  an  adequate  electoral  system  that 
would  be  representative  of  the  public  school 
electors  for  the  board  of  education  in  the  city 
of  Ottawa. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  There  are  otlier  members 

from  Ottawa  in  this  House. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  They  can  ex- 
press their  opinion. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  been  involved  with 
this  for  some  time,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  minister 
has  never  voted  in  an  Ottawa  election  and 
doesn't  know  the  kind  of  frustration  the 
people  have  had  year  after  year  with  an  at- 
large  system  in  which  people  had  to  vote  for 
12  candidates  on  an  at-large  basis. 

Ottawa  is  a  city  of  300,000  and  that  means 
there  is  an  electorate  of  something  around 
100,000  or  115,000  or  120,000  voting  on  an 
at-large  basis.  They  were  normally  confronted 
with  a  tremendous  number  of  candidates.  The 
difficulties  in  understanding  what  the  candi- 
dates were  about,  who  they  stood  for,  who 
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they  represented,  where  they  came  from,  what 
they  would  do,  and  in  holding  them  account- 
able, were  enormous. 

One  of  the  consequences,  Mr.  Speaker,  has 
been  that  the  safest  way  to  get  onto  the  Ot- 
tawa Board  of  Education  has  been  to  have  a 
name  that  began  with  an  A  or  a  B  or  a  C  or 
a  D.  There  was  a  tremendous  bias  in  favour 
of  people  whose  names  appeared  alphabeti- 
cally at  the  top  of  the  list.  In  fact,  on  the 
current  board  of  education  the  person  furthest 
down  the  list,  as  I  recall,  is  Dr.  Alan  Mur- 
doch. His  name  begins  with  an  M  and  he 
was  very  lucky  to  get  in.  Nobody  with  a 
name  which  began  with  a  letter  lower  in 
the  alphabet  than  M  managed  to  get  himself 
elected,  but  Abell  and  Beatty  and  Bushfield 
and  Dobel,  people  like  this,  were  easily 
elected.  There  has  been  a  bias  in  that  direc- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker,  a  lot  of  people  in  Ottawa 
have  been  concerned  about  the  unrepresenta- 
tiveness  of  the  board  of  education,  about  the 
unresponsiveness,  about  the  diflBculty  in  get- 
ting it  to  get  things  done;  and  about  the 
diflBculty  in  getting  through  to  the  board  of 
education  and  so  on.  At  the  last  election,  the 
unanimous  view  of  people  who  were  trying 
to  make  some  changes  in  the  board  of  edu- 
cation was  that  they  would  be  willing  to  take 
their  chances  in  making  those  changes  if 
there  was  a  decent  electoral  system. 

So  at  the  last  election  there  were  two  or 
three  groups  that  spwrang  up  that  sought  to 
publish  a  slate.  They  were  unhappy  about 
publishing  a  slate  but  they  published  a  slate 
because  as  far  as  the  general  public  was 
concerned  there  simply  wasn't  any  other  way 
to  work  out  the  players.  The  teachers  pub- 
lished a  slate.  A  committee  for  a  better  board 
of  education,  with  which  I  was  involved  with 
many  others  of  all  political  parties,  published 
and  advertised  a  slate.  This  slate  helped 
govern  election  of  some  of  the  people  of  the 
school  board. 

Unfortunately,  even  those  people  who  were 
involved  in  slate-making  made  mistakes,  I 
would  say  in  my  judgement.  In  other  words 
some  of  the  people  whom  they  elected  were 
not  the  kind  of  people  they  had  hoped.  That 
was  because  of  the  problems  that  even  a 
group  of  interested  citizens  who  wanted  to 
spend  a  lot  of  time  at  it  had  in  piecing  to- 
gether a  good  board  of  education  from  45 
candidates.  The  phenomenon  of  having  a  lot 
of  candidates  isn't  new.  We  had  just  as  many 
at  the  1969  elections  as  we  did  in  1972  and, 
clearly,  had  the  at-large  system  across  the 
city  continued,  that  would  have  continued 
too. 


Mr.  Speaker,  my  own  personal  feeling  was 
that  the  Ottawa  Board  of  Education's  12 
public  school  representatives  should  be 
elected  on  a  ward  basis,  and  as  it  happens 
there  would  have  been  a  fairly  easy  division. 
There  were  12  wards  in  Ottawa  and  since  a 
couple  of  those  wards  have  a  very  strong 
Catholic  population,  they  could  have  ab- 
sorbed the  voters  from  Rockcliffe  and  from 
Vanier,  which  were  also  relatively  small  in 
terms  of  electorate. 

Under  the  chairmanship  of  trustee  Don 
Francis,  a  committee  appointed  by  the  board 
to  look  into  the  electoral  system  worked  from 
the  beginning  of  1973  to  devise  an  improved 
electoral  system.  This  committee  held  a  series 
of  hearings;  it  received  briefs  from  home 
and  school  and  other  groups  across  the  city. 
It  was  in  contact  with  every  home  and 
school  and  PTA;  it  was  in  contact  with  the 
schools,  with  the  teachers,  with  community 
groups,  with  anybody  else  who  it  felt  would 
have  an  interest  in  the  electoral  system. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  was  a  consensus  which 
emerged  from  that  committee  very  strongly. 
People  felt  they  did  not  wish  to  risk  the 
parochialism,  as  they  called  it,  of  having  a 
ward  system.  They  also  felt  they  wished  to 
have  representatives  with  whom  they  could 
keep  in  contact  and  who  would  represent  a 
specific  area  of  the  city,  rather  than  having 
people  only  elected  on  an  at-large  basis. 

The  committee  documented,  as  perhaps 
the  minister  is  aware,  the  fact  that  under  the 
at-large  system  Ottawa  has  had,  I  think  it  is 
four  of  the  trustees  come  from  Alta  Vista,  a 
prosperous  suburb  of  Ottawa;  another  one 
comes  from  RockcliflFe,  a  community  of  650 
or  700  souls;  the  remainder  also  come  from 
the  advantaged,  better-oflF  suburban  areas  of 
Ottawa. 

If  you  want  to  put  it  on  a  ward  basis,  Mr. 
Speaker,  there  is  not  a  single  trustee  who 
comes  from  the  four  downtown  or  inner  city 
wards  of  Ottawa;  not  a  single  trustee  comes 
from  that  particular  area.  They  all  come  from 
the  suburbs  in  the  east  end  or  in  the  west 
end  of  town.  That  doesn't  mean  they  don't 
come  from  the  slums;  there  are  some  very 
good  residential  areas  in  parts  of  these  four 
inner  city  wards,  but  there  isn't  a  single 
representative  who  knows  anything  directly 
about  the  inner  city  schools. 

Were  it  not  for  the  chairman  of  the  board, 
Jane  Dobell,  who  comes  from  Rockcliffe, 
but  who  has  taken  a  particular  interest  in  the 
downtown  schools  of  Ottawa,  there  wouldn't 
be  a  single  trustee  on  the  board,  I  think,  who 
really  gives  a  damn.  I  think  that's  probably 
a  bit  tough  because  there  are  two  or  three 
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others,  but  there  is  a  very  strong  tendency 
to  ignore  the  needs  of  the  older  part  of  the 
dty. 

The  committee,  Mr.  Speaker,  recommend- 
ed very  strongly  that  there  be  a  three-zone 
system  in  Ottawa  and  that  e^ach  zone  have 
four  wards  or  thereabouts,  approximately. 
There  would  have  been  an  east  end  zone, 
a  central  zone  and  western  zone  and  this 
would  have  assured  that  the  inner  city 
schools  which  are  not  now  represented  by 
their  own  trustees  would  have  had  four 
trustees  representing  them,  and  likewise  the 
west  and  the  east  end. 

This  proposal  went  before  the  school 
board,  but  the  board  of  education  used  every 
procedural  device  in  the  book  in  order  to 
try  and  avoid  leaving  the  present  at-large 
system.  They  used  those  techniques  because 
the  trustees  wanted  the  advantages,  to  them, 
of  election  on  an  at-large  system;  and  they 
did  so  in  contempt  for  the  electorate  of 
Ottawa,  for  the  people,  the  parents  and  the 
electors  of  Ottawa. 

First  they  came  down  to  the  minister  and 
said:  "We  want  to  sit  for  four  years  rather 
than  for  two  years;  we  want  to  double  our 
term."  And  the  minister  said:  "No."  That 
was  by  resolution  of  the  board. 

Then  they  came  back  to  the  minister  again 
and  they  said:  "Well  here  is  our  latest  pro- 
posal. We  want  to  have  half  of  the  board 
elected  every  two  years  in  order  to  help 
make  the  election  more  comprehensible." 
In  other  words,  they  wanted  to  have  six 
trustees  elected  on  an  at-large  basis  every 
two  years,  rather  than  12;  and  everybody 
when  elected  would  last  for  four  yeais.  That, 
fortunately,  was  also  rejected  by  the  minister. 
It  is  not  in  line  with  government  policy. 

But  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  faced  finally  with 
the  strong  recommendation  of  their  com- 
mittee, and  the  strong  recommendation  of 
community  groups  and  other  people  con- 
cerned with  the  matter  from  right  across 
the  city,  that  they  have  three  zones,  the 
school  board  decided  that  it  would  still  do 
its  best  to  thwart  the  wishes  of  people  who 
had  taken  concern  with  this  matter  and  it 
would  have  a  two  zone  system  rather  than 
a  three  zone  system. 

The  two  zone  system  that  it  is  recom- 
mending right  now  is  very  neatly  devised, 
Mr.  Speaker.  In  the  eastern  zone  they  in- 
clude the  wards  of  By-St.  Georges  and 
Capital,  from  the  iimet  city  or  the  down- 
town part  of  Ottawa;  and  they  include 
Vanier  and  RockclilFe-Rideau  ward,  Alta 
Vista     ward     and     Gloucester     ward.     Now 


Rideau,  Alta  Vista  and  Gloucester  wards 
are  all  in  the  suburban  parts  of  the  city, 
and  they  along  with  Rockcliffe  and  Vanier 
will  effectively  control  the  choice  of  trustees 
in  that  eastern  zone.  The  Glebe,  which  con- 
tains a  lot  of  parents  who  are  concerned 
about  education,  will  have  voting  power  of 
about  one-fifth  in  that  particular  community. 
The  ward  of  By-St.  Georges  is  largely 
French  and  largely  Catholic  and  therefore  it 
wiU  elect  a  separate  school  trustee  to  the 
board;  its  pubhc  school  electors  will  also 
be  swamped. 

The  other  zone  takes  in  the  wards  of 
Wellington,  which  I  used  to  represent, 
Dalhousie,  Elmdale- Victoria,  Queensborough, 
Britaimia  and  Carleton  in  the  western  part 
of  the  city.  There  again,  the  suburban  votes 
will  far  outweigh  the  central  city  votes.  The 
central  dty  has  been  tnmcated  into  two, 
and  the  situation  for  people  who  are  con- 
cerned about  older  schools  in  the  older  part 
of  the  area  will  be  identical  to  what  it  is 
right  now,  that  is  they  will  have  very  great 
diflBculty  in  having  their  own  people  elected, 
in  having  trustees  who  will  respond  to 
them,  in  having  trustees  who  will  even 
know  about  the  situation  in  the  centre  of 
the  city. 

The  recommendation  to  the  committee, 
Mr.  Speaker,  was  for  three  zones  and  that 
would  have  assured  that  those  four  central 
wards,  By-St.  Georges,  Capital,  Dalhousie 
and  Wellington,  would  have  had  their  own 
trustees.  It  was  fair  in  terms  of  representa- 
tion, it  was  fair  in  terms  of  population,  it 
was  fair  in  terms  of  what  people  wanted, 
it  was  fair  in  terms  of  local  acceptance  of 
a  balance  between  the  need  for  local  repre- 
sentation and  a  fear  of  the  parochialism 
that  people  said  might  arise  out  of  a  ward 
system;  but  it  was  rejected  by  the  school 
board. 

The  amazing  coincidence,  Mr.  Speaker,  is 
this:  That  whilte  not  a  single  trustee  lived 
within  the  four  wards  of  the  central  zone  that 
was  proposed,  and  therefore  whilte  the  trustees 
feared  that  they  would!  not  have  a  place  to 
run  in  the  next  election,  therei  are  I  think  the 
figures  are  accurate,  six  trustees  who  live  in 
the  proposed  eastern  zone  and!  six  trustees 
who  live  in'  the  proposed  western  zone,  and 
they  will  therefore  be  able  to  run  as  incum- 
bents in  the  two  zones  being  created  by  the 
school  board. 

(This  is  as  self-serving  measure  as  we  have 
seen!  in  local  government  for  a  heck  of  a 
time.  I  think  it  is  wrong  that  the  minister 
did  not  take  account  of  that,  did  not  have  his 
people  look  into  it  closely,  and!  did  not  tell 
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them  to  come  back  with  a  system  which 
woul^  not  have  deprived  a  major  area  of  the 
city  of  representation. 

Even  though  the  minister  comes  from  Scar- 
borough, he  must  surely  be  aware  that,  among 
other  things,  there  are  problems  in  any  elec- 
tion, whether  it  be  fedferal,  provincial  or 
municipal,  in  terms  of  the  degree  of  turnout 
of  people  who  vote  between  suburban  areas 
and  oldter  residential  areas.  That's  why  the 
Tories  have  controlled  the  strip  ridings  in 
central  Toronto  for  so  long;  while  people 
south  of  Bloor  are  more  niunerous,  they 
don't  turn  out  to  vote  as  highly.  We  know 
that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  It  is  because  they  are 
good  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  should  see  some 
of  the  trustees  we  have  in  Ottawa  to  believe 
it.  If  they  were  good  trustees,  then  they  could 
win  re-election  under  the  proposed  three-zone 
system.  There  is  no  reason  why  people  like 
Trustee  Jane  Dobell  or  Trustee  Don  Francis, 
who  live  in  the  suburban  areas  of  the  city, 
could  not  have  run  in  the  central  zone;  they 
have  borne  in  mind  the  needs  of  the  central 
zone,  and  they  would  have  had  a  very  good 
chance  of  getting  themselves  elected. 

<The  bill  itself  is  weak,  Mr.  Speaker,  be- 
cause it  doesn't  even  say  that  me  trustees 
must  avoid  a  gerrymander.  Under  this  bill 
they  could  put  two  wards  into  one  zone  and 
10  wards  into  another  zone;  and  that  would 
fit  the  requirements  of  the  bill,  even  though  it 
took  three  votes  to  elect  a  trustee  in  one  area 
and  only  one  vote  to  elect  a  trustee  in  another 
area.  Tliat  is  permitted  under  the  terms  of 
this  particulto  bill. 

\On  the  basis  of  philosophy  it  seems  to  me 
that  when  we  do  mimicipal  legislation  in  this 
House  we  create  the  structure  for  democratic 
government.  We  create  the  possibility  of 
autonomy  at  the  municipal  or  the  board  of 
education  level.  The  better  the  democratic 
structure  we  create,  it  seems  to  me,  the  more 
reliance  we  should  put  on  local  people  to  do 
a  good  job  of  faithfully  representing  their 
constituents  and  faithfully  makintg  decisions 
on  their  behalf. 

That  is  why,  in  any  major  city,  we  must 
have  a  ward  system  in  order  to  ensure  that 
people  are  fairly  and  truly  represented  at  the 
municipal  level  and  to  prevent  the  over- 
representation  of  certain  areas  or  classes  at 
the  expense  of  others. 

In  this  particular  case,  Mr.  Speaker,  where 
the  people,  after  due  and  careful  considera- 
tion, have  come  up  with  a  proposal  which  is 
certainly  a  reasonable  proposal  that  bears  in 


mind  the  need  to  fairly  represent  all  areas,  all 
sectors  and  all  classes  of  the  community,  the 
province  ought  to  have  accepted  that  rather 
than  going  along  with  a  self-serving  proposal 
from  the  board  of  education. 

il  know  what's  going  to  happen.  We're  go- 
ing to  have  20  or  25  candidates  running  in 
each  of  these  two  zones.  We're  going  to  fiave 
the  equivalent  of  two  at-large  elections  where 
we  had  one  before.  The  situation  will  remain 
almost  as  confusing  as  it  was  before.  My  hope 
is  that  despite  the  retrograde  actions  of  tiie 
ministry,  people  in  Ottawa  will'  be  able  to 
get  to  a  tnie  zone  system  or  even  to  a  true 
ward  system  within  the  next  two  or  four 
years.  But  it  seems  to  me  that  it's  wrong  and 
very  frustrating  for  the  ministry  to  simply 
support  local  school  board  trustees,  who  are 
much  more  concerned  about  their  own  elec- 
toral fortunes  than  about  providing  adequate 
representation  of  all  the  people  within  the 
board  of  education  of  Ottawa. 

'Mr.  Speaker,  we  will  oppose  the  bill  and 
we  will  divide  the  House  on  this  particular 
bill  unless  the  minister  agrees  that  he  will 
withdraw  the  biH  and  either  bring  forward 
another  one  in  the  fall  or  make  the  necessary 
amendments  at  this  time. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Well 
done. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  ( Windsor- Walkerville ) : 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  make  a  few  comments 
concerning  Bill  109  and,  while  I  am  making 
the  comments,  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the 
minister  some  of  the  confusion  that  is  caused 
in  a  community  when  we  have  individuals 
running  sort  of  at-large  for  one  elective  oflBce 
and  others  running  under  a  ward  system. 

In  the  city  of  Windsor,  prior  to  recent 
years,  three  of  the  elected  officials  on  council 
were  elected  under  a  ward  system  and  five 
at-large;  eventually  it  was  changed  so  that 
all  eight  member  of  council  are  elected  on 
an  at-large  basis. 

When  elections  are  held  on  an  at-large 
basis,  there  is  the  possibility  of  misrepresenta- 
tion of  a  portion  of  the  community.  In  fact, 
under  the  system  in  the  community  now,  all 
eight  elected  officials  come  from  the  east  side 
of  the  community  and  there  really  isn't  any- 
one who  represents  the  west  side  or  who  lives 
on  the  west  side.  I  would  assume  that  the 
elected  officials  would,  in  their  wisdom,  at- 
tempt to  represent  fairly  all  segments  of  the 
community.  But  when  one  lives  in  a  given 
area  one  is  substantiallv  more  familiar  with 
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that  area  and  as  a  result  can  present  the 
issues,  the  concerns,  of  the  people  in  that 
given  area. 

What  the  government  is  doing  by  this  legis- 
lation really  is  creating  two  large  ward  areas 
in  the  city  of  Ottawa.  I  don't  propose  to 
oppose  this,  but  I  want  to  bring  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  minister  the  problems  that  are 
involved. 

As  the  previous  speaker  mentioned,  when 
it  comes  to  campaigning  for  an  election  there 
is  a  decided  advantage  for  the  individual 
whose  name  begins  with  the  lowest  letter  of 
the  alphabet.  I  understand  that  even  on  a 
three-candidate  race  there  is  a  2/2  per  cent 
advantage  to  have  your  name  the  first  name 
on  the  ballot.  Not  that  that  really  is  of  much 
concern,  Mr.  Speaker,  but  with  six  represen- 
tatives to  be  elected  more  than  likely  you  are 
going  to  have  somewhere  between  20  and  30 
names  on  the  ballot. 

If  we  want  the  public  to  really  be  con- 
cerned, we  want  them  to  be  familiar  with  the 
policies,  the  backgrounds  and  so  forth  of  each 
of  the  candidates  running  for  elective  office. 
It  is  hard,  even  in  a  provincial  or  a  federal 
campaign,  to  get  across  to  the  electorate  the 
backgrounds,  the  concerns,  the  policy,  the 
programmes  of  three  political  parties.  Ima- 
gine 20  people  running  for  six  seats  on  the 
board  of  education  in  one  half  of  a  com- 
munity and  another  20  running  for  that  same 
type  of  elective  office  in  the  other  half  of  the 
community.  It  does  cause  a  lot  of  confusion, 
Mr.  Speaker;  it  does  decrease  public  partici- 
pation. 

I  think,  and  I  stand  to  be  corrected,  that 
the  lowest  percentage  turnout  on  the  part  of 
electorates  voting  for  an  elective  office  is  on 
the  board  of  education  level.  Yet  this  is 
probably  the  most  essential  portion  of  the 
elective  offices.  It  is  the  one  we  should  be 
by  far  more  concerned  about  than  we  are 
today.  Yet,  you  see,  the  public  does  not  turn 
out  in  the  numbers  that  they  should  because 
they  don't  know,  and  rather  than  come  along 
and  select  six  candidates,  you  will  find  that 
they  will  know  one  or  two  candidatees  and 
will  be  voting  only  for  those. 

I  would  have  preferred  really  to  have 
representation  as  close  to  the  people  as  pos- 
sible and  use  the  ward  system.  My  own 
community  doesn't  do  it;  that  was  the  wish 
of  the  people.  As  a  result,  as  I  have  men- 
tioned previously,  you  have  had  all  eight 
elected  members  of  city  council  coming  from 
the  one  portion  of  the  community,  the  east 
side. 

But,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  board  of  education 


in  its  wisdom  wanted  true  representation 
and  as  a  result  each  member  of  the  board 
is  elected  on  a  ward  basis.  You  have  eight 
elected  officials  on  the  public  school  board, 
one  from  each  of  the  eight  wards.  In  that 
way  the  representatives  of  a  ward  knows  the 
problem  of  the  ward  and  is  able  to  present 
it  to  the  board  when  it  does  assemble  with 
some  knowledge  and  some  concern.  I  would 
think,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  get  by  far  better 
representation,  you  get  by  far  better  public 
concern,  the  home  and  school  and  parent- 
teachers  associations  now  do  know  to  whom 
they  can  go  to  funnel  their  concern  about 
schooling  and  the  school  system.  When  it 
comes  to  an  at-large  system,  it  is  extremely 
difficult. 

I  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  do  you,  that  you 
have  the  citizenry  telephoning  and  asking 
who  is  the  alderman  for  this  area;  or  who  is 
the  member  of  the  board  of  education  for  a 
given  area.  They  have  difficulty  knowing; 
and  if  you  go  into  an  at-large  system  it  is 
far  more  difficult. 

It  is  better  for  democracy  if  we  can  come 
along  and  have  the  people  closer  to  their 
elected  official,  and  I  think  you  do  have  them 
much  closer  when  you  use  a  ward  system 
ratiheir  than  an  at-large  system.  I  know  there 
is  always  the  comment  that  the  individual  is 
only  concerned  for  his  little  portion  of  the 
community  and  so  he  tends  to  be  isolated  and 
is  sort  of,  as  they  say  sometimes,  a  ward 
heeler. 

It  isn't  necessarily  so.  Anyone  elected  to 
public  office  is  concerned  for  the  community 
at  large. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  make  these  few  comments 
not  opposing  the  bill,  because  this  was  the 
wish  of  the  board,  but  to  show  the  minister 
some  of  the  problems  it  can  create. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  speak  to  this  bill?  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Yes,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  com- 
ments about  this  bill. 

Basically,  as  I  understand  the  amendments 
proposed  here  in  the  House,  the  school  board 
in  Ottawa  has  decided  to  split  the  city  in 
half.  Unfortunately  one  part,  section  1,  sub- 
section 3  (a)  I  think,  is  somewhat  vague  in 
the  sense  that  it  states  it  shall  include,  for 
instance,  "The  city  of  Vanier,  the  village  of 
Rockcliffe  Park  and  such  other  wards  as  the 
city  of  Ottawa  and  the  Ottawa  board  deter- 
mines."  I   think   it  should   have  been  more 
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specific  as  to  exactly  where  the  line  is  going 
to  run. 

In  any  event,  as  I  understand  it,  the  board 
members  have  decided  basically  to  split  the 
city  in  half  and  have  six  people  running  in 
each  of  the  sections.  Having  done  that,  I  see 
it  as  an  improvement  over  the  previous  sys- 
tem; but  I'm  concerned— and  I  dont  quite 
understand— why  the  board  did  not  decide  to 
go  all  the  way  and  go  to  a  ward  system.  I'm 
trying  to  see  the  logic  of  their  proposal  here 
and  I'm  trying,  in  some  ways  I  suppose,  to 
guess  what  these  individuals  had  in  mind. 

We've  heard  some  comments  here  in  the 
Legislature  that  what  is  happening  is  that 
some  of  the  trustees  are  trying  to  protect 
their  own  positions,  I'm  not  sure  their  pro- 
posal here  is  an  effective  way  of  doing  it 
although  I  suppose  it's  a  more  effective  way 
of  doing  it  than  if  they  were  running  a  ward 
system  across  the  city. 

In  any  event,  hopefully  the  electors  of  the 
city  of  Ottawa  are  sensible  enough  that  if 
they  feel  certain  trustees  are  not  doing  their 
work  or  not  properly  representing  the  people 
of  the  area,  whether  it's  on  this  basis  or  a 
ward  system  or  at  large,  they'll  see  to  it  that 
these  individuals  are  not  elected. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  advantage  that  I 
see  in  this  system  is  it  would  appear  that  the 
dividing  line  seems  to  lump  together  the  east 
end  of  the  city  in  one  area,  including  the  city 
of  Vanier  and  the  village  of  Rockcliffe;  and 
the  other  division  in  the  city  seems  to  in- 
clude the  western  end  of  the  city.  On  that 
basis,  the  advantage  I  see  is  that  in  the 
eastern  end  of  the  city,  as  in  the  western  end, 
certain  communities  have  traditionally  been 
grouped  together,  whether  it's  in  provincial  or 
federal  ridings.  In  that  sense,  at  least  for  the 
eastern  end  of  the  city  which  I  know  better, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  will  be  a  community  or 
a  grouping  of  certain  individuals  with  like 
background  with  people  who  have,  hopefully, 
aspirations  which  are  in  common;  and  they 
will  get  an  opportunity  to  elect  some  of  their 
own. 

For  instance,  I  look  at  the  city  of  Vanier, 
the  village  of  Rockcliffe  again  is  a  com- 
munity which  has  sent  a  representative  repre- 
senting its  own.  Hopefully  the  lower  town, 
Sandy  Hill,  and  certain  parts  of  Overbrook 
again,  where  the  franco-Ontarian  community 
is  strong,  will  be  able  to  elect  some  of  their 
representatives  to  that  board. 

As  I  say  Im  trying,  again,  to  find  more 
logic  in  their  approach.  Mr.  Speaker,  when 
one  looks  at  the  elections  at  the  municipal 
level,  where  they're  lumped  in  vdth  school 


board  elections,  it  became  at  one  point— and 
still  is— a  pretty  ridiculous  process  in  the 
sense  of  having  lists  of  candidates.  I  would 
have  hoped  we  would,  at  this  level,  try  to 
bring  some  method  to  what  is  a  sort  of  mad- 
ness. 

We  know,  first  of  all,  the  percentage  of 
electors  at  that  level  is  very  low.  Secondly, 
because  of  the  limitations  on  money  and  the 
publicity  that  goes  forth,  whether  one  is  try- 
ing to  get  elected  as  an  alderman  or  trying  to 
get  elected  to  the  school  board,  there  is  a 
limitation  on  expenditures  to  make  oneself 
well  known.  And  in  that  sense,  I  suppose 
people  who  are  already  on  the  board  have 
that  distinct  advantage  of  being  better  known. 

But  when  you  have  this  fantastic  list  of 
electors,  I  think  this  government  surely 
could  have  looked  at  the  whole  system  to 
try  to  make  it  more  effective,  in  fact  truly 
representative  as  a  democracy  should  be.  I 
am  concerned  when  an  electorate  comes 
along  and  looks  at  a  whole  list  of  possible 
candidates,  that  many  electors  are  just  vot- 
ing blindly.  As  my  colleague  has  mentioned, 
very  often  your  place  on  the  list  becomes 
extremely  important. 

I  would  have  hoped  that  while  making 
changes  we  would  have  directed  ourselves 
in  a  direction   to  bring  some  improvement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  party  has  for  years 
advocated  local  autonomy.  If  the  Ottawa 
Board  of  Education  and  the  local  electors 
have  decided  they  want  this  particular  sys- 
tem, it  seems  to  me  that  we  here  should  not 
stand  up  and  oppose  them  and  say:  "You 
don't  know  what  you  want.  You  are  not 
doing  the  right  thing.  We  think  that  we 
shoxild  tell  you  how  you  should  be  elected." 

Those  individuals  have  been  elected 
locally.  They  have  made  that  decision.  As 
I  understand  it,  the  decision  of  the  board 
was  in  fact  overwhelming.  We  don't  take 
the  position  at  this  stage  that  we— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  After  every  other  method  has 
been  tried. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  feel,  Mr,  Speaker,  that  we 
should  not  oppose  the  bill.  I  appreciate  the 
fact  that  certain  individuals,  by  proceeding 
in  this  particular  fashion,  might  well  be  pro- 
tecting their  position.  But  nevertheless,  it 
seems  to  me  that  when  a  resolution  of  this 
type  is  passed— as  I  understand  it  the  vote 
was  something  like  10  to  one— it  is  not  for 
us  to  dispute  it  once  a  request  is  made  to 
the  province  that  this  is  the  procedure  that 
they  want. 
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As  much  as  we  would  like  to  see  them  go 
much  further  on  the  ward  system— and  I  am 
sure  that  is  the  approach  the  govenmient  was 
leaning  toward— nevertheless,  I  think  it  is 
not  for  us  to  say:  "Well,  we  think  you  are 
doing  the  wrong  thing  and  we  will  not 
permit  you  to  do  this." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You're  supporting  the  Tories. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  not  sup- 
porting the  Tories,  or  voting  against  the 
NDP.  We  are  just  looking  at  a  particular 
bill  requested  by  a  particular  group  of 
individuals  elected  at  the  local  level— just 
as  the  members  are  elected— and  it  seems 
to  us  that  if  they  vote- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  self-serving  move. 
That  is  why  the  trustees  voted  10  to  1. 

Mr.  Roy:  Self-serving?  Well,  the  member 
can  see  all  sorts  of  things  in  the  bill. 

Mr,   Cassidy:   It  is   self-serving. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  NDP  doesn't  have  the  in- 
side track  on  genius.  These  people  are  elect- 
ed, Mr.  Speaker.  We  feel  that  they  are 
elected  and  that  is  what  they  want- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  has  wriggled 
and  writhed  to  avoid  the  mandate  of  the 
people. 

Mr.  Roy:  As  much  as  we  would  like  to 
propose  certain  alternatives  and  as  much  as 
we  would  like  the  govenmient  to  have  gone 
further  on  this,  we  feel  that  we  have  always 
protected  local  autonomy  and  can  do  no 
less  here.  I  find  it  strange  that  the  party  on 
my  left- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  is  talking  one 
way  and  voting  another. 

Mr.  Roy  —professing  to  support  local 
autonomy  to  a  degree,  should  act  like  a 
sort  of  guardian  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  support  them  when 
they  act  like  puppet  autocrats. 

Mr.  Roy:  We  don't  want  to  say  to  the 
people  that  they  don't  know  what  they  want 
and  we  are  going  to  tell  them  how  to  go 
about  doing  things. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  member  is  seinseless,  he 
is  senseless. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  are  responding  to  what 
the  people  said. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  Mr.  Speaker,  we 
take   the  position  that  in  spite  of  the  fact 


that  we  would  like  to  have  seen  the  board 
go  further,  that  we  will  not  oppose  this 
biU. 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Mr.  Speaker,  just  to  re- 
view the  background  of  some  of  the  events 
leading  up  to  this  bill.  I  have  had  several 
meetings  with  the  Ottawa  board.  Incidental- 
ly, I  feel  it  is  a  very  progressive  board;  one 
of  the  fine  boards  of  this  province.  I  think 
that  some  of  the  things  that  the  Ottawa 
board  does— and  I  think  the  hon.  member 
would  have  to  agree  with  this— certainly  in- 
dicate that  they  are  one  of  the  forward 
thinking  boards  in  this  province. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  disagree  with  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  met  with  them  on 
several  occasions  to  review  their  procedures 
concerning  election  of  trustees.  I  think  they 
view  with  concern  the  election  at  large  of 
12  members  from  the  whole  area.  They  see 
the  problems.  I  certainly  can  sympathize 
with  them  in  having  a  name  starting  with 
W.  I  have  always  seen  my  name  at  the 
bottom  of  the  ballot  until  the  last  election, 
when  an  independent  decided  to  run  whose 
name  was  Wright. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  hasn't  hurt  the  minister 
very  much,  I  might  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  That's  right-and  that  is 
the  point.  It  doesn't  necessarily  have  to 
hurt  you. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  there  is  a  statistical  col- 
lusion in  Ottawa. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Even  Arthm-  Wishart  is  chuck- 
ling. It  didn't  hurt  him  either. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  Yes,  all  we  Ws  haven't 
done  too  badly. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  we  had  a  meeting 
as  a  result  of  the  committee!  that  the  Ottawa 
board  set  up.  The  gist  of  the  discussion  at 
that  particular  meeting,  as  I  recall,  was  that 
the  board  vdshedi  to  have  a  four-year  term  in 
Ottawa  and  elect  six  of  the  trustees  at  large 
every  two  years.  I  indicated'  to  them,  first, 
that  it  wasn't  government  policy  to  agree  to 
a  four-year  term;  that  in  the  Municipal  Eltec- 
tions  Act  the  policy  had  been  set  for  a 
standard  two-year  term  across  this  province; 
and  theirefore  this  would  be  inconsistent  with 
that,  pltis  die  fact  that  electing  half  every 
two  years  at  large  would  not  solve  their 
problem.    They    would    still    be    electing    X 


3826 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


number  of  trustees  at  large  over  the  whole 
area  and  probably  would  just  duplicate  the 
long  list  of  trustees. 

We  discussed  many  alternatives,  including 
the  ward  system.  I  asked  them  to  go  back  and 
to  come  forward  with  some  kind  of  recom- 
mendation, and)  if  they  could  bring  forward 
a  recommendation  we  would  implement  an 
amendlment  to  the  Regional  Municipality  of 
Ottawa-Carleton  Act.  I  received  correspond- 
ence indicating  that  after  discussion  and  meet- 
ings of  that  committee  and  meetings  of  the 
board  various  steps,  I  presimie,  had  been 
taken.  The  result  of  all  this  was  that  by  a 
vote  of  10  to  1  the  board  asked  for  a  division, 
six  from  half  the  city  and  six  from  the  other 
half,  one  of  those  groupings  to  includfe  Vanier 
and  Rockliffe  Park. 

Mr.  Speaker,  havin'g  received  this  request 
from  the  Ottawa  board  and  having  given  my 
guarantee  to  the  board  at  the  meeting  that  if 
they  came  forward  with  a  proposal  we  would 
amend  the  Act  accordingly,  we  are  now 
amending  the  Act.  If  the  board  of  education 
of  the  city  of  Ottawa  wishes  to  come  forward 
with  a  ward  system,  I'll  be  very  happy  to 
come  into  this  House  and  amend  the  legisla- 
tion for  them  whenever  they  wish,  to  bring 
that  forward. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  minister  never  looked 
be'hind  it,  did  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  should  also  tell  my  friend 
that  in  this  House  the  city  of  Ottawa  is 
represented  by  about  five  members.  As;  I 
judge  it  four  of  them  seem  to  be  in  favour 
of  the  action  that  is  being  taken  in  this  bill 
todiay. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  only  heard 
from  two. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  109.  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Certainly  not. 

The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for 
second  reading  of  Bill  109,  which  was  ap- 
proved on  the  following  vote: 


Nays 
Lewis 
MacDonald 
Martel 
Ren'wick 
Young— 13. 


Ayes 
Allan 
Auld 
Beckett 
Beimett 
Bemier 
Birch 
Breithaupt 
Bruneflie 


Nays 

Bounsall 

Burr 

Cassidy 

Davison 

Deans 

Dukszta 

Ferrier 

Laughren 


Ayes 

Campbell 

Carruthers 

Downer 

Edighoffer 

Ewen 

Gaimt 

Gilbertson 

Good 

Havrot 

Henderson 

Hodgson 

(North  York) 
Irvine 
Jessiman 
Lane 
Lawrence 
Leluk 
MacBeth 
Maeck 
Mcllveen 
McKeough 
McNeil 
Miller 
Momingstar 
Morrow 
Newman 

(Windsor- WaUcerville) 
Newman 

(Ontario  South) 
Nixon 

(Brant) 
Nuttall 
Parrott 
Reilly 
Rhodes 
Riddel'l 
RolliiK 
Root 
Roy 
Ruston 
Sargent 
Scrivener 
Smith 

(Simcoe  East) 
Smith 

(Hamilton!  Mountain) 
Stewart 
Taylor 
Timbrel! 
Turner 
Villeneuve 
Walker 
Welch 
Welk 
Winkler 
Worton 
Yaremko— 59. 


Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
'ayes"  are  59,  the  "nays"  13. 
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Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 

third  reading? 

Agreed. 

HEALTH  INSURANCE  ACT 

Mr.  Walker,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Miller, 
moves  second  reading  of  Bill  100,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Health  Insurance  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Deans:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  felt  that  since 
the  bill  dealt  with  changes  to  clauses,  rather 
than  take  the  time  of  the  House  with  second 
reading  debate,  it  would  make  more  sense 
to  have  it  go  immediately  into  committee,  or 
to  go  into  committee  and  deal  with  it  there. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  I  understand  this  will 
then  go  into  committee  of  the  whole  House? 

Agreed. 


PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT 

Mr.  Walker,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr.  Miller, 
moves  second  reading  of  Bill  101,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Public  Health  Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  few  com- 
ments on  this  bill,  and  would  pose  a  number 
of  inquiries  to  the  parliamentary  assistant 
(Mr.  Walker)  about  the  bill. 

First  of  all,  it  appears  to  be  merely  a 
housekeeping  bill,  but  nevertheless  we 
thought  it  proper  to  make  a  few  conunents 
in  relation  to  the  question  of  inspectors.  I 
think  it  should  be  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  parliamentary  assistant,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  there  have  been  problems  in  relation  to 
inspectors,  at  least  in  eastern  Ontario.  I  re- 
call reading  some  time  ago,  and  discussing 
with  some  people— for  instance,  in  the  riding 
of  Prescott-Russell— that  they  were  having 
great  difficulty  in  getting  inspectors.  In  fact 
it  was  stated  by  some  of  the  officials  in  the 
area  that  there  was  a  lack  of  inspectors  in 
the  whole  of  eastern  Ontario.  I  think  it  is 
important  to  point  out  to  the  parliamentary 
assistant  that  if  that  situation  exists  for  any 
length  of  time,  it  frustrates  the  very  purpose 
of  having  rules  and  regulations  if  they  can- 
not be  enforced  by  inspectors.  I  would  like 
to  hear  the  comments  of  the  parliamentary 
assistant  about  that  particular  situation  and 
whether  he  intends  to  correct  it.  In  fact,  I 


would  like  to  know  whether  there  have  been 
problems  in  other  areas  of  the  province,  be- 
cause if  there  have  been  problems  there, 
possibly  there  has  been  the  same  situation. 

I  repeat,  Mr.  Speaker:  It's  not  very  logical 
to  have  rules  and  regulations  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public  if  they  cannot  be  enforced 
because  of  a  lack  of  inspectors.  I  think  that 
we  should  look  at  that  question  very  closely. 

The  second  thing  that  I  would  like  to 
comment  on  is  the  immunity  of  the  inspec- 
tors appointed  at  the  provincial  level.  Sub- 
section 2c(l)  provides  that  there  is  immunity 
for  acts  done  in  good  faith  by  inspectors 
appointed  at  the  provincial  level. 

It's  obvious  that  such  protection  is  neces- 
sary if  these  inspectors  are  to  enforce  public 
health  in  this  province.  I  notice  that  imder 
the  Act  they  can  obtain  an  ex-parte  order  if 
there  is  any  opposition  to  them  entering 
premises. 

While  we  recognize  the  sanctity  of  indivi- 
dual premises,  it  is  important  that  the  inspec- 
tors be  granted  this  immunity  if  they  are  to 
be  efiFective  and  if  they  are  to  be  encouraged 
to  act  without  fear  of  reprisal  or  court  action, 
be  is  criminal  or  otherwise,  at  a  later  stage. 
I  take  it  that  the  legislation  protects  them 
against  civil  actions  in  relations  to  acts  done 
in  good  faith. 

Having  done  that,  I  don't  see  anything  in 
the  bill  that  protects  the  inspectors  from  the 
local  boards,  and  possibly  the  parliamentary 
assistant  could  point  out  to  me  where  this  is 
in  the  bill.  If  the  inspectors  appointed  at  the 
provincial  level  have  this  immunity,  why 
would  not  the  inspectors  of  the  local  boards 
of  health  be  protected  as  well?  I  would  like 
to  hear  the  assistant's  comments  in  this  re- 
spect. 

If  this  is  something  we  have  missed  in  the 
bill,  surely  it  should  be  included.  I  think  the 
parliamentary  assistant  will  agree  that  having 
given  this  immimity  at  the  provincial  level, 
it  should  be  given  as  well  to  inspectors  at  the 
local  level  acting  in  good  faith.  As  I  say,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  hear  the  parliamen- 
tary assistant's  comments  about  this. 

I  notice  that  the  bill  also  states  that  every 
medical  oflBcer  of  health  shall  cease  to  hold 
office  upon  attaining  65  years  of  age.  That's 
in  section  5  (2).  On  that  basis,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  would  like  to  make  a  few  comments,  which 
I  suppose  are  limited  to  Ottawa. 

The  parliamentary  assistant  is  aware  that 
in  the  past  there  apparently  has  been  some 
conflict  between  some  agencies  at  the  provin- 
cial level  and  the  public  health  officer  in  the 
city  of  Ottawa  in  relation  to  the  emironment. 
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and  perhaps  we  could  have  his  comments  on 
that.  Time  and  again  there  seems  to  have 
been  this  conflict  especially  related  to  the 
closing  of  the  beaches  in  the  Ottawa  area. 
Year  after  year,  the  beaches  are  closed  by 
the  public  health  oflBcer,  while  other  people 
at  the  provincial  level  seem  to  suggest  that 
there  is  not  a  community  of  thought  about 
whether  he  is  justified  in  doing  so. 

The  other  conflict  that  seems  to  have  existed 
lately  in  Ottawa  is  that  the  medical  oflBcer  of 
health  apparently  has  taken  it  upon  himself 
to  fire  a  nutritionist.  There  has  been  quite  a 
protest  in  this  particular  situation,  basically 
because  when  people  went  to  see  him  to  get 
certain  information,  he  was  not  open  to  the 
public.  He  said  he  was  not  available. 

I  would  think  that  directives  should  be 
sent  out  to  the  public  oflScer  of  health  in 
each  area,  or  the  medical  oflBcer  of  health, 
dealing  with  procedures  when  decisions  are 
made.  Sometimes  they  are  making  decisions 
which  aflFect  a  large  number  of  people,  for 
instance  when  you  are  dealing  with  the 
closing  of  beaches  or  when  you  are  dealing 
with  something  in  relation  to  certain  indi- 
viduals who  are  fired,  or  people  like  that. 

I  am  not  questioning  the  good  faith  of  this 
individual.  In  fact,  in  relation  to  the  ques- 
tion of  beaches  he  seems  to  have  been  right 
because  we  have  found  out  lately  that  cer- 
tain tests  made  by  agencies,  in  fact  agencies 
from  the  University  of  Ottawa,  have  shown 
that  he  was  justified  in  closing  certain  of 
these  beaches  because  they  had,  in  fact,  bac- 
teria which  could  cause  brain  damage.  But 
when  it  comes  to  making  important  decisions, 
I  think  it  is  important  JFor  these  people  who 
have  positions  of  responsibility  to  relieve  any 
apprehension  or  any  question  that  the  public 
might  have  about  their  actions  by  being 
open  to  the  public. 

I  think  any  oflScial  who  has  public  stand- 
ing, or  has  a  position  as  important  as  a  medi- 
cal oflBcer  of  health,  should  make  it  a  duty 
that  when  he  does  make  decisions,  when  he 
does  do  one  thing  or  another,  that  he  is  in 
a  position  to  justify  these  and  to  let  the 
public  know.  In  that  sense  I  think  he  should 
be  more  accessible  to  the  public,  be  it 
through  the  press  or  otherwise. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  glad  to  see  in  the  bill 
as  well  that  the  government— and  this  is  not 
only  related  to  this  bill,  but  other  bills  that 
we  have  talked  about— has  consistently  ac- 
cepted the  position  of  this  party  that  when 
important  decisions  are  made  affecting  the 
rights  of  individuals,  whether  it  be  closing 
up   his    restaurant,    whether   you    are    doing 


this,  whether  you  are  closing  up  another  shop, 
or  whether  you  are  affecting  his  rights,  very 
often  you  are  affecting  his  livelihood  and 
rights  of  appeal  should  be  included  in  the 
legislation. 

For  instance,  in  this  particular  legislation  I 
read  in  section  8  that  not  only  the  decision 
is  handed  to  the  individual  but  the  reasons 
for  the  decision.  I  think  that  for  anybody 
who  works  or  has  anything  to  do  with  our 
process  of  legislation,  with  the  process  of 
natural  justice,  it  is  important  that  indivi- 
duals or  the  public  generally  accept  the  fact 
that  things  are  being  done,  decisions  are  be- 
ing made,  that  not  only  are  just,  but  appear 
to  be  just. 

I  think  the  only  way  you  can  do  this  is 
that  when  having  made  an  important  deci- 
sion, Mr.  Speaker,  give  reasons  for  it.  There 
should  be  no  problem  when  a  decision  is 
made  if  the  decision  is  supported  by  reasons 
for  it.  Then  the  individual  is  in  the  position 
either  to  challenge  those  reasons  or  to  accept 
the  reasons  as  being  valid  when  he  seeks 
advice. 

I  am  glad  to  see  that  this  is  in  the  legisla- 
tion. You  will  recall,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we 
discussed  this  in  the  whole  Health  Disciplines 
Act.  In  fact,  we  amended  it  to  include  these 
aspects  that  when  decisions  are  made  the 
individual  knows  why.  I  think  this  is  basic, 
and  I  can't  understand,  Mr.  Speaker,  why 
this  was  not  in  previous  legislation.  I  would 
only  say  to  the  parliamentary  assistant,  I  am 
glad  to  see  it  in  this  legislation. 

I  query  another  matter  in  this  bill,  and 
that  is  whether  reasons  are  necessary,  or 
should  be  given  as  well,  when  decisions  are 
made  at  the  local  level.  I  must  admit  that 
there  are  a  number  of  sections  which  are 
merely  housekeeping  in  this.  Having  gone 
through  the  bill  I  haven't  seen  this,  and  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  comments  of  the 
parliamentary  assistant  about  that— that  even 
if  you  are  giving,  in  fact,  rights  to  challenge 
a  particular  decision,  whether  it  is  made  at 
the  provincial  level  or  at  the  local  level. 

I  don't  see  anything  in  this  bill  here  for 
giving  reasons  at  the  local  level  and  I  would 
like  to  know  from  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant, Mr.  Speaker,  whether  there  is  anything 
in  fact  in  the  other  legislation,  in  the  Public 
Health  Act,  that  is  not  in  this  bill,  which 
provides  for  that. 

So  I  think  there  are  two  important  points 
for  the  parliamentary  assistant  to  keep  in 
mind  when  it  comes  to  local  boards.  These 
are,  first  of  all,  if  the  government  grants  im- 
munity at  the  provincial  level  for  these  in- 
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specters,  why  doesn't  it  do  it  at  the  local 
level?  Secondly,  if  in  fact  the  government  is 
saying  to  the  inspectors  or  officials  at  the 
provincial  level,  "Yes,  you  can  make  deci- 
sions, you  can  do  this  and  you  can  do  that, 
but  you  must  give  reasons,"  I  think  it  should 
be  the  same  at  the  local  level.  So  I  would 
like  to  hear  the  parliamentary  assistant's 
comments  on  this  bill  in  relation  to  these 
queries,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  a  number  of  points  I  would  like  to 
make.  Maybe  they  would  be  easier  to  make 
at  the  committee  stage;  it  wouldn't  take  too 
long,  but  I  will  ask  for  the  bill  to  go  to  the 
committee  stage. 

I  would  like  to  make  just  two  overall  points 
on  this  bill,  and  they  are  both  related  to  the 
present  situation  in  the  city  of  Toronto  in 
which  the  board  of  health  is  in  conflict  in 
many  respects  with  the  medical  officer  of 
health. 

The  difficulty  arises  here  in  that  they  don't 
have  enough  responsibility  or  enough  power 
to  exert  pressure  over  the  medical  officer  of 
health  who  is  nominated  largely  by  the  gov- 
ernment. In  spite  of  what  the  government 
has  been  saying  about  regionalizing  and 
shifting  some  of  the  responsibility  for  the 
health  matters  to  the  local  municipalities  and 
to  the  regions,  this  has  not  been  implemented 
at  all  at  the  level  of  the  local  boards  of 
health.  Especially  it  has  not  been  recom- 
mended here. 

The  conflict  which  arises  in  Toronto  is  a 
very  signfficant  one.  It  is  a  conflict  between 
a  local  board,  which  believes  very  strongly 
that  certain  things  need  to  be  done  about 
the  lead  poisoning  or  lead  problems  in  in- 
dustries in  different  situations  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  and  the  medical  officer  of  health 
who  with  the  best  of  intentions  appears  at 
the  moment  from  all  the  reports  to  be  in 
direct  conflict  with  the  board.  Something 
which  should  be  considered,  maybe  not  in 
this  bill  before  us  but  in  a  future  one,  is 
whether  some  of  the  responsibflities  of  the 
medical  officers  of  health  should  now  be 
shifted  directly  to  the  local  boards. 

The  second!  point  is  easier  to  implement.  I 
wonder  if  the  parliamentary  assistant  would 
consider  this  as  a  possible  amendment.  If  he 
is  granting  immunity  to  the  inspectors,  should) 
he  not  consider  granting  immunities  at  the 
same  time  to  members  of  the  board?  It  wouldi 
make  it  easier  on  two  points.  I  notice  that  the 
bill  mentions  a  number  of  people  who  should) 


be  appointed!  from  the  non-elected'  officials, 
from  the  ratepayer  groups  or  otherwise  from 
the  residents  of  the  area.  It  would  make  it 
easier  for  them  to  fulfil  their  task  if  those 
people,  just  as  much  as  the  appointed  mem- 
bers from  the  elected  officials,  nad  immunity 
in  the  same  way  as  the  inspectors  have. 

Again,  in  the  city  of  Toronto  there  is  a 
definite  paralysis  that  occurs  in  termsi  of  will- 
or  intention  by  the  board  members  because 
they  take  into  account  that  they  may  be  taken 
to  court  over  a  niunber  of  decisions.  What 
happened  with  the  lead  cases  here  is  a  good 
example  of  this  problem.  I  have  had  a  num- 
ber of  discussions  with  the  members  of  the 
Toronto  board  of  health,  and  it  has  become 
a  major  factor  which  stops  people  from  pro- 
ceeding much  further.  Also  it  becomes  a 
major  problem  for  them  in  terms  of  legal 
costs  and  everything  else. 

I  realize  that  the  first  point  I  mentioned  is 
a  point  which  will  probably  need  to  be  en- 
shrined in  another  bill.  I  wonder  on  the 
second  point  whether  the  parliamentary  assist- 
ant would  consider  making  it  an  amendknent 
and  extending  immunity  not  only  to  the  in- 
spectors, as  rightly  so,  but  also  to  the  members 
of  the  board. 

iLastly,  I  would  like  to  send  the  bfll  to 
committee  so  that  we  can  discuss  a  couple  of 
other  points.  Otherwise  we  shaE  vote  for  the 
bfll. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  speak  on  the  bfll?  The  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce. 

Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  want  to  make  a  few  comments  with  respect 
to  this  bfll,  and  they  really  follow  along  on 
the  lines  of  one  of  the  points  made  by  the 
hon.  member  for  Parkdale. 

II  would  agree  entirely  that  there  seems  to 
be  a  very  definite  conflict  between  the  board 
and  the  medical  officer  of  health  in  many 
municipalities  throughout  this  province.  In  the 
area  from  which  I  come,  I  see  this  happening 
every  day.  I  think  the  parliamentary  assistant 
should  relay  to  the  minister  this  ii^ormation 
so  that  a  review  of  this  entire  structure  can 
be  undiertaken.  I  think  it's  very  important. 

'The  thing  is  that  the  reguktions  under 
these  Acts  seem  to  be  more  important  than 
the  Acts  themselves.  The  medical  officer  of 
health  is  a  person  who  considers  himself  to 
be  an  employee  of  the  province.  If  the  regu- 
lation is  there,  and  the  Act  is  there,  it  reaUy 
doesn't  matter  what  the  local  board  says. 

The  medical  officer  of  health  fee^ls  that  he 
has  a  duty  to  the  province  to  carry  out  the 


3830 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Act  aii<l  the  regulations  as  he  sees  fit.  The 
board)  doesn't  really  have  much  say  in  it, 
other  than  to  pay  his  salary.  I  think  there  is 
a  real  problem  here,  not  only  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  but  in  many  other  areas  as  well. 

I'll  give  the  minister  a  few  examples  tliat 
have  been  drawn  to  my  attention.  He  may 
consider  them  small  and,  perhaps,  even  petty, 
but  I  think  they  are  symptomatic  of  the  whole 
problem  in  this  area. 

For  instance,  in  our  area  we  had  a  cam- 
paign, conducted  by  the  medical'  officer  of 
health,  to  inspect  every  business  selling  ice 
cream.  We  did  that,  and  if  the  sellers  didn't 
have  a  facility  with  continuous  running  water 
to  wash  the  scoop,  they  were  simply  told  that 
they  couldii't  sell  any  more  ice  cream.  That 
may  be  so,  technically— you  can  get  into  the 
business  of  germs  and*  bacteria  and  all  that 
stuff— but  the  fact  of  the  matter  is  if  it  was 
so  bad  how  did  we  make  it  this  far?  We're 
pretty  healthy  in  Huron  county. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  fact  the  health  in  the  county 
is  higher  than  any  place  in  the  province. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Ruston  (Essex-Kent):  They're  ex- 
ceptionally healthy  in  Huron  county. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  If  that  kind  of  thing  is  that  bad, 
and  if  it's  that  serious  now,  how  come  we've 
made  it  this  far? 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  that  it  may  be  a 
problem,  but  I  can't  see  the  medical  officer 
of  health  coming  in  and  saying,  "If  you're  not 
prepared  to  undertake  this  tomorrow,  you 
can't  sell  any  more  ice  cream."  This  is  what  is 
happening. 

The  other  thing  that  came  to  my  attention 
just  a  few  days  ago  is  that  if  community 
centres  don't  install  these  dievices  that  spray 
insecticide  over  a  food  counter,  then  they 
can't  get  a  liquor  licence  under  any  circum- 
stances. It's  not  good  enough  to  have  the  de- 
vice off  in  a  comer  with  the  flies  circulating 
around  the  room;  you've  got  to  have  it 
directed  right  over  the  food  counter.  If  it 
comes  to  the  question  of  whether  Fll  eat  the 
odd  fly,  or  whether  I'll  eat  the  odd  touch  of 
insecticide,  I'll  take  the  fly. 

This  is  just  an  example  of  what  is  really, 
in  my  view,  an  insane  application  of  the  law. 
I  think  that's  the  only  way  to  put  it.  There's 
no  common  sense  used.  If  it  isn't  in  the  book, 
if  it  isn't  in  the  regulations,  that's  too  bad. 
It  doesn't  matter  about  the  common  sense  of 
the  situation,  and  this  is  what  I  object  to. 
And  this  is  what  is  happening,  not  only  in  our 
area,  but  right  across  the  province. 


(I  think  that  the  point  made  by  the  member 
for  Parkdale  in'  this  instance  is  absolutely  cor- 
rect. I  think  the  local  boards  of  health  should 
have  more  power  to  indicate  what  they  feel 
are  the  priorities  with  respect  to  what  the 
medical  officers  of  health  and  their  staffs 
should  be  dbing.  As  it  is  now,  it  doesn't  work 
that  way. 

d  would  ask  the  parliamentary  assistant  to 
take  that  back  to  the  minister  and  to  discuss 
it  with  his  people;  because  I  think  it's  a  prob- 
lem and  I  mink  it's  going  to  get  worse. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  participate  in  the  debate? 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  note  in  the  bill  that  we  seem  to 
be  preserving  the  resident  ratepayer  quali- 
fication. Perhaps  I've  missed  something,  hav- 
ing been  out  of  the  political  scene  for  a 
time,  but  one  of  the  problems  which  we 
had  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  for  example,  was 
to  find  council  members  who  qualified  as 
resident  ratepayers.  I  can't  find  any  change 
in  the  Act  to  include  tenants  for  instance. 
It  seems  to  me  that  if  a  person  is  entitled 
to  serve  on  a  council,  then  he  should  be 
entitled  to  serve  on  a  local  board  of  health 
without  having  to  further  qualify  under  the 
residential  ratepayer  qualification.  I  don't 
know  whether  there  has  been  a  change,  but 
I  can't  find  it. 

I  may  say  that  on  one  occasion  we  had 

great  difficulty  because  one  member  who  was 
appointed  to  the  local  board  of  health  lived 
just  outside  the  municipality  and  qualffied 
for  city  council  by  holding  propert>-  in  the 
city.  I  am  not  sure  that  I  think  that's  to  the 
advantage  of  the  city,  but  that's  besides  the 
point  in  this  debate.  It  seems  to  me  that 
anyone  who  can  qualify  to  sit  on  council 
ought  to  have  an  equal  right  to  be  appointed 
to  the  local  board  of  health  of  that  munici- 
pality. I  would  just  ask  if  we  could  have 
clarification  of  that.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Rreithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  just  a  few  comments  to  make 
on  the  bill.  I  am  interested  in  seeing  that 
the  matters  of  the  appointment  of  inspectors 
and  their  protection  are  being  attended  to. 
I  think  this  is  most  worthwhile,  because  in- 
spectors who  are  entering  into  premises  in 
good  faith  should  be  protected  from  lia- 
bility which  would  otherwise  result.  It  is 
clear,  of  com-se,  that  liability  on  the  Crown 
remains  if  it  is  shown  that  these  matters  are 
not  being  done  in  good  faith,  and  I  think 
we  strike  a  fairly  good  balance  on  this 
matter  with  the  legislation. 
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I  was  interested  in  the  comments  by  the 
meimber  for  Ottawa  East  with  respect  to 
the  situation  concerning  the  inspectors  for 
local  boards  of  health.  Perhaps  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  would  give  us  the  benefit 
of  the  background  of  the  situation  there,  so 
that  the  situation  for  local  inspectors  is 
clarified  as  well  as  for  provincial  inspectors. 

The  one  question  which  I  have  deals  with 
the  matter  in  section  5,  which  states  that 
the  medical  oflBcer  of  health  no  longer  is 
required  to  make  a  sanitary  inspection  of 
all  schools  in  the  municipality  annually  and 
to  make  a  report  to  the  ministry.  I  would 
think  it  would  be  a  very  strong  requirement 
that  we  ensured  that  these  schools  were 
being  properly  inspected,  especially  where 
many  hundreds  of  children  and  young  people 
could,  as  a  result  of  communicable  diseases, 
develop  some  serious  health  problems  that 
might  hit  a  good  portion  of  the  community. 

I  presume  this  item  is  being  removed 
because  the  inspection  is  being  done  by 
someone  else  or  the  reports  perhaps  are  be- 
ing made  through  the  Ministry  of  Education. 
I  wonder  if  the  parliamentary  assistant  can 
just  resolve  this  matter  for  me  and  so  that 
the  House  can  be  assured  that  this  kind  of 
inspection,  which  seems  to  be  most  in- 
telligent, is  continuing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member 
wish  to  participate  in  the  debate?  If  not, 
the  parliamentary  assistant. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  will  attempt  to  offer  some  com- 
ments relative  to  the  points  raised  by  the 
hon.  members. 

The  member  for  Ottawa  East  raised  some 

points- 
Mr.  Roy:  The  member  had  better  get  used 

to  the  name.  He'll  hear  it  a  lot  more. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  thought  it  was  disappear- 
ing. 

Mr.  Roy:  No  way! 

Mr.  Walker:  Give  me  a  badge.  I'll  wear 
a  badge. 

He  raised  certain  points  in  respect  of  the 
number  of  inspectors  in  eastern  Ontario  and 
some  questions  relating  particularly  to  the 
medical  officer  of  health  and  the  peculiar 
circumstances  that  relate  to  the  Ottawa 
situation.  I  take  it  that  the  member  is  not 
in  total  agreement  with  what  the  MOH 
does.  By  the  amendments  being  made  in 
section  4,  the  MOH  will  drop  off  the  board 
as    an    equal    board   member    with    all    the 


other  board  members  and,  in  fact,  will  re- 
vert to  the  employee  status,  which  I  think  is 
beneficial. 

This  answers  some  of  the  questions  raised 
by  the  hon.  member  for  Parkdale  relative  to 
the  conflict,  not  of  interest,  but  of  the  con- 
flict between  the  board  and  the  MOH  in  the 
lead  situation.  Those  two  situations  will  no 
doubt  be  resolved  now  by  a  rather  superior 
body  exercising  influence  over  its  employees, 
in  this  case,  the  MOH.  That  should  redress 
any  type  of  wrong  there.  The  fact  that  the 
status  of  the  MOH  has  changed  to  some- 
thing of  an  employee  rather  than  an  equal 
board  member  will,  I  think,  correct  the 
problem  and  solve  issues  that  have  been 
raised  by  both  members.  I  think  it  would  be 
incorrect  for  me  to  comment  on  individual 
actions  of  the  MOH  in  Ottawa,  for  surely 
he's  their  employee.  If  they're  upset  with 
what  he's  doing,  they  have  the  proper  re- 
dress available  to  them. 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East  raised 
questions  relative  to  the  appeal  procedure. 
He  was  quite  satisfied  with  the  appeal  pro- 
cedure for  inspectors  apjx)inted  by  the 
minister  on  the  provincial  level,  but  he 
raised  it  relative  to  the  local  inspectors 
operating  under  the  board  of  health.  Per- 
haps the  member  will  turn  to  page  6  of 
Bill  IGl,  section  87(2),  found  under  section 
11  of  the  bill.  Reverting  back,  first  of  all, 
to  where  it  reads  87(1)  on  page  5  under 
section  11,  it  refers  to: 

The  medical  oflBcer  of  health  of  a  muni- 
cipality OT  any  inspector  or  other  person  in 
the  employ  of  the  local  board  acting 
under  his  instructions  .  .  . 

If  the  hon.  member  will  just  jump  from  there 
over  to  page  6,  he  will  see  that  as  it  continues 
on,  it  says: 

An   order   closing  premises  under  subsec- 
tion 1, 

(a)  shall  be  in  writing  and  shall  include 
written  reasons  for  the  order;  and 

(b)  may  be  directed  to  the  owner.  .  .  . 

So,  in  fact,  I  feel  the  complaint  is  satisfied 
with  that  particular  section. 

As  to  why  there  should  or  should  not  be 
immunity  for  local  inspectors,  the  feeling  is 
that  the  local  inspector  is  an  employee  of  a 
local  board.  I  feel  the  province  would  not 
want  to  give  an  immunity  to  a  person  who 
is  responsible  to  anyone  other  than  the 
Crown.  In  this  case,  the  person  would  be 
responsible  to  the  local  board  and  would  not 
be  responsible  to  us.  We  think  we  can  con- 
trol the  immunity  questions  in  that  sense, 
where  we  have  a  person  responsible  to  us. 
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But  where  the  local  inspector  is  responsible 
to  some  other  body,  that  would  be  extending 
the  immunity  provision  beyond  what  we 
would  think  would  be  appropriate. 

Mr.  Roy;  Can  I  just  speak  to  that  point 
the  parliamentary  assistant  made  there?  Does 
he  propose  then  to  enact  in  this  legislation 
the  power,  through  regulations,  to  give  the 
power  to  local  boards  to  have  immimity  for 
their  inspectors? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  probably  not.  The  rea- 
son is  the  local  board  does  not  have  a  re- 
sponsibility in  the  same  sense  that  the  prov- 
ince has  a  responsibility.  We  have  retained 
our  liability,  of  course,  as  the  member  has 
seen  by  the  ongoing  sections- 
Mr.  Roy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Walker:  —which  is  a  proper  counter- 
foil to  the  immunity  we  give  to  our  inspec- 
tors. But  for  a  local  board  there  is  no  liability, 
other  than  through  the  bodies  which  appoint 
the  local  board  members.  There's  no  direct 
responsibility  to  the  public.  It's  through  a 
tangential  way  or  a  transferred  responsibility. 
There  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  board 
in  the  same  fashion  as  the  liability  the  Crown 
retains  in  this  case. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I  ask  a 
question  on  the  same  point  here? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Proceed,  please. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Can  the  parliamentary  assis- 
tant give  me  an  answer  on  the  questions  I 
asked  in  terms  of  the  board?  Would  he  be 
prepared  to  consider  extending  immunity, 
almost  in  a  blanket  fashion,  to  the  boards 
themselves?  The  point  I'm  making  is  that 
many  people  who've  been  appointed  to  it 
are  afraid  to  take  an  action.  It  paralyses  them. 

Mr.  Walker:  You  are  asking  for  an  ex- 
tension of  the  immunity  that  the  province 
now  has  that  comes  about  by  direct  re- 
sponsibility to  the  people.  A  board  of  health 
wouldn't  have  a  direct  responsibility  to  the 
people  in  the  sense  that  elected  people  in 
the  province  would  have. 

I  think,  however,  the  area  is  worth  re- 
viewing. I  am  prepared  to  say  that  it  will  be 
given  another  look  as  to  whether  or  not  some 
immunity  provisions  could  be  extended.  How- 
ever, I  tend  to  think  as  well  that  there  is 
quite  a  feeling  that  there  shouldn't  be  an 
immunity  provision  for  the  individual  local 
inspectors  who  relate  directly  to  the  local 
boards.  But  I  am  prepared  to  see  that  the 
matter  is  again  reviewed.  This  Act  comes  up 


for  amendment  once  every  year  as  it  is,  so 
there  is  ample  opportunity  to  review  it  and 
bring  in  further  amendments  if  it  appears  to 
be  warranted. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Just  one  more  question  on  a 
very  similar  point.  One  of  the  objections  I 
raised  was  in  respect  to  the  changed  relation- 
ship between  the  medical  oflBcer  of  health 
and  the  local  boards,  because  the  medical 
officer  will  become  more  of  an  employee.  Is 
the  parliamentary  assistant  suggesting  that 
this  is  happening  in  the  city  of  Toronto?  I 
looked  very  quickly  through  your  bill,  and  it 
doesn't  seem  to  bear  that  intent. 

Mr.  Walker:  It  seems  to  me  it  covers  To- 
ronto, does  it  not,  by  saying  "in  a  city  having 
a  population  of  100,000  or  over"?  This  is 
section  4(3). 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Excuse  me,  but  are  they  not 
still  being  appointed  by  the  government?  Or 
are  they  going  to  be  appointed  by  the  local 
board  or  the  municipality? 

Mr.  Walker:  I'm  sorry.  Is  the  member 
talking  about  the  appointment  of  the  MOH? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Yes.  And  the  responsibilities 
thereupon. 

Mr.  Walker:  Well,  I  am  sorry.  I  haven't 
embraced  that.  But  I  will  attempt  to  get  the 
answer  before  we  get  out  of  committee. 

If  I  may  just  complete  my  remarks.  The 
hon.  member  for  St.  George  has  raised  the 
question  about  the  resident  ratepayer  qualifi- 
cations, and  I  would  tend  to  agree  with  her 
thoughts  that  a  tenant  would  not  be  eligible 
for  engaging  on  a  particular  board.  There  is 
no  definition  of  resident  ratepayer  found,  of 
course,  in  the  interpretation  section  of  this 
particular  Act.  I  presume  we  take  the  simple 
generic  definition  of  the  word.  I  think  that 
is  something  we  should  take  a  look  at  as 
well,  and  see  what  the  ramifications  are. 

Of  course,  resident  ratepayers  cover  a  very 
broad  area  of  people,  so  there  are  lots  of 
eligibles  for  the  board.  I  am  wondering  if 
we  are  creating  some  ineligibles  in  people 
who  are  obviously  not  resident  ratepayers.  I 
wonder  if  the  tenant  falls  in  that,  and  I 
think  he  does.  It  might  certainly  warrant 
changing  the  situation.  I  can  again  under- 
take that  we  will  look  at  this  point  and  see 
if  it  is  possible  to  make  some  alterations. 

I  don't  think  the  fact  that  a  person  has  to 
be  a  resident  ratepayer  is  any  real  reason 
for  preventing  him  from  being  on  or  ensuring 
that  he  is  on.  I  think  that  tenants  could  make 
a  very  good  contribution. 
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Mrs.  Campbell;  Mr.  Speaker,  just  on  that 
point.  It  does  seem  to  me  that  is  so,  but  it  is 
particularly  important  if  a  person  is  elected 
to  a  council  and  as  a  council  member,  for 
example,  is  ineligible  to  sit  on  the  local  board, 
although  he  can  sit  on  the  council.  It  doesn't 
make  too  much  sense.  I  would  appreciate  it 
if  the  parliamentary  assistant  could  consider 
that. 

Mr.  Walker:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Has  the  member  for  London 
North  completed  his  remarks? 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes,  thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  raised 
the  point  with  respect  to  the  inspection  of 
schools,  and  wondered  if  that  was  being  done 
elsewise.  Perhaps  we  could  hear  on  that 
point? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  am  sorry  I  have  overlooked 
that,  Mr,  Speaker.  Yes,  this  has  now  become 
a  redundancy.  Of  course,  it  was  a  very  in- 
tegral part  of  the  health  scene  back  when  it 
was  first  introduced.  I  think  it  is  very  aged 
and  probably  goes  back  to  1902,  if  I  am 
correct,  and  at  times  like  that  some  of  the 
schools  were  in  less  than  healthy  condition. 
They  were  often  operated  on  a  small  base 
and  certainly  on  a  small  financial  base. 

Today  with  the  larger  school  units  and 
with  the  larger  facilities  available,  there  have 
been  no  annual  inspections  going  on  for 
years.  The  public  health  inspector  knows 
he  doesn't  have  to  go  into  the  school  and 
check  it.  This  hasn't  occurred,  and  we  are 
satisfied  there  are  proper  safeguards  within 
the  Ministry  of  Education  regulations  and  by 
the  fact  that  a  board  of  education  itself  is 
supervising  the  operations  of  the  schools.  So 
this  type  of  inspection  becomes  a  redundancy. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Committee  of  the  whole  House? 

Agreed. 


PLANNING  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  88,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  do  have  some  concerns 


about  this  bill.  I  would  like  first  to  con- 
gratulate the  minister  for  bringing  forward 
those  sections  which  pertain  to  demolition 
control.  He  gave  his  commitment  to  do  this 
and  I,  for  one,  welcome  the  fact  that  it  has 
been  introduced.  I  have,  however,  some  con- 
cern about  the  provisions  which  I  would  just 
like  to  go  over,  if  I  may. 

'First  of  all,  I  have  never  really  believed 
that  this  kind  of  legislation  ought  to  be  within 
a  planning  Act,  but  rather  than  we  would)  see 
amendments  to  the  Planning  Act  which  could 
set  guidelines  for  development  or  for  plan- 
ning andi  the  control  which  a  city  ought  to 
have.  However,  since  it  is  here,  one  of  the 
problems  I  see  is  that  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
creating  ambiguity  between  the  standiards  of 
maintenance  and  occupancy  and  the  health 
and  safety  standards. 

This  bill  seems  to  provide  that  health  and 
safety  standards  shall  continue.  However,  as 
I  und'erstand!  it,  audi  I'm  sure  it's  still  true,  in 
a  city,  for  example,  like  the  city  of  Toronto, 
which  initiated  this  particular  policy  for  con- 
sideration by  the  government,  when  the  main- 
tenance and  occupancy  standards  came  into 
eflFect,  I  believe  they  revoked'  the  health  and 
safety  standards.  It  would  seem  to  me  that 
there  sliould  be  clarification  of  this  in  the  bill 
itself. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  interrupt  just 
for  a  minute.  I  have  amendments  to  the  bill 
which  will  clarify  that  particular  feature. 
Rather  than  have  the  hon.  member  think 
there  isn't  an  amendment,  I  wish  to  say  I  do 
have  four  amendments.  Certainly  we  didn't 
want  to  have  any  d^ubt  as  to  health  and 
safety  and  the!  fact  that  maintenance  and 
occupancy  standards  pertain  to  certain  areas, 
if  designated  by  bylaw  and  so  on. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
won't  labour  the  point.  I'll  just  look  at  the 
amendments  as  they  come. 

rrhere  is  one  other  feature.  The  city  of 
Toronto  again— and  I'm  belabouring  this,  I 
realize— has  had  a  standard  for  non-residential 
properties.  It  seems  sad  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  this  would  be  confined  to  residential 
properties,  although,  of  course,  a  greater  pres- 
sure for  the  preservation  of  housing  and  of 
planning  for  such  housing  is  in  that  area. 

However,  with  the  new  technologies  which 
have  been  developed,  particularly  in  the  field 
of  architecture  and  engineering,  there  have 
been  magnificent  changes  all  over  the  world 
I  think,  except  in  this  area,  whereby  some  of 
the  old  non-residential  buildings  have  been 
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beautifully  converted.  I  can  well  understand 
the  concerns  of  a  city  such  as  Toronto  in  try- 
ing to  ensure  that  these  very  good  oM  build- 
ings shouldl  not  be  demolished,  particularly  as 
there  have  been  cutbacks  in  the  planning  area 
of  zoning  for  commercial  and)  industrial  uses. 

I  would  like  some  comment  on  that  par- 
ticular point.  The  city  itself  has  some  addi- 
tional objections  which  I  will  put  forward,  if 
I  may,  but  without  indicating  necessarily  that 
I  am  in  accord  with  their  concerns. 

They  are  concerned  with  the  definition  in 
subsection  6(1)  of  the  bill,  which  defines  resi- 
dential property  as  a  building  "used  or  in- 
tended for  use  for  the  purpose  of  human  habi- 
tation," They  ask  the  question,  whether  this 
would  include  vacant  properties.  I  would  have 
said  that  this  obviously  did.  However,  what 
they  do  ask  is  that  if  the  building  is  vacant 
and  there  is  a  request  for  a  demolition  per- 
mit, does  that  then  take  it  out  of  the  defi- 
nition that  it  is  intended  for  use  for  the  pur- 
pose of  human  habitation?  Perhaps  clarifica- 
tion of  that  point  is  all  that  is  needed. 

iThey  do  have  concern  that  it's  almost  man- 
datory that  a  demolition  permit  should  follow 
a  building  permit.  I  put  it  forward.  I  must 
admit  that  I  do  not  follow  that  point.  It 
seems  to  me  that  if,  in  fact,  a  building  permit 
has  been  given,  then  it  would:  be  somewhat 
strange  if  a  demolition  permit  didn't  follow. 
However,  I  simply  present  it  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  minister. 

There  is  one  area  which  causes  me  con- 
cern, and  that  is  subsection  8(l)(b),  where  we 
are  once  more  dealing  with  the  coimcil  of  a 
metropolitan  government.  In  view  of  the 
problems  which  were  expressed  in  the  muni- 
cipality of  Metropolitan  Toronto  bill  amend- 
ments, it  seems  to  me  that  once  and  for  all 
we  should  surely  come  to  grips  with  the  role 
of  the  local  municipality  in  the  planning  field, 
and  to  understand  just  whether  or  not  as  a 
result  of  this  biU'  the  local  municipality  could 
have  its  rights  further  eroded. 

I  would  have  thought,  from  the  discussions 
in  the  committee,  that  it  would  be  repugnant 
to  the  government  to  give  this  demolition 
control  power  to  the  wider  metropolitan  area. 
The  indication  in  that  committee,  as  I  re- 
call it,  was  a  fear  that  a  city  might  blanket 
its  areas  for  purposes  of  demolition  control, 
albeit  under  this  bill  only  for  residential  pur- 
poses of  demolition  control,  albeit  under  this 
bill  only  for  residential  purposes.  But  it  would 
seem  to  me  that  if  there  were  a  concern  for 
a  city  with  about  700,000  people,  there  would 
be  a  much  greater  concern  for  a  metropolitan 
area   of  more  than  two  million.   I  put  this 


forward  for  at  least  some  consideration  by  the 
minister  in  his  reply. 

Of  course,  this  refers  also  to  section  6  of 
the  bill,  where  "municipality"  is  referred  to. 
There  is  a  question  as  to  whether  this  sec- 
tion refers  to  the  municipality  enforcing  the 
maintenance  and  occupancy  b\laws  or  whe- 
ther it  could  refer  to  a  metropolitan  or  re- 
gional government. 

I  believe  I  have  covered  those  situations 
which  seem  to  me  to  be  matters  which  should 
engage  the  minister  in  discussion  at  least  so 
that  we  may  have  clarification  of  the  meaning 
and  the  purport  of  this  bill. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  say 
again  that  I  do  welcome  the  introduction  of 
some  form  of  demolition  control,  but  I  trust 
that  there  will  be  amendments  brought  for- 
ward to  the  Planning  Act  to  pro^•ide  a  much 
more  creative  and  imaginative  tool  and  plan- 
ning approach  than  is  indicated  in  what  I 
think  we  would  all  concur  to  be  a  limited 
sort  of  planning  tool.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  say 
several  things  about  the  bill.  I  would  start  out 
by  saying  that  while  we  welcome  the  fact 
that  the  government  has  at  least  embraced 
the  principle  of  demolition  control  after  some 
pretty  severe  resistance  by  this  niinister  and 
by  the  government  in  general  over  the  last 
year  and  a  half,  we  will  have  a  number  of 
things  to  say,  in  the  form  of  amendments  at 
the  committee  stage,  showing  that  we  disagree 
with  the  way  in  which  the  go\"enmient  has 
put  it  forward.  I'll  make  some  of  those  points 
during  the  course  of  the  second  reading  de- 
bate, but  I  do  have  to  say  that  it  is  a  relief 
that  the  government  has  at  least  begun  to 
move  in  this  particular  area. 

Let  me  deal  with  the  other  sections  of  the 
bill  before  I  get  into  the  question  of  demoli- 
tion control,  which  is  the  major  part  of  the 
bill.  First,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  the  minister 
would  say  a  few  words  about  what  has  hap- 
pened to  the  overall  comprehensive  review  of 
the  Planning  Act,  which  has  been  so  long 
overdue  and  so  long  awaited  in  the  province. 

A  year  and  a  half  ago,  the  member  for 
York  South  (Mr.  MacDonald)  and  myself, 
along  with  otiiers,  were  on  the  select  com- 
mittee on  the  Ontario  Mimicipal  Board,  a 
coramittee,  which  I  may  say  acted  expediti- 
ously in  bringing  down  its  recommendations 
and  which,  alas,  has  been  sadly  frustrated 
by  the  refusal  of  the  government  to  consider 
what  was  there  recommended  and  to  act 
thereon. 

That  committee  recommended  that  the 
Planning  Act  needed  a  thorough  review.  We 
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found  out  that  half  or  more  of  our  delibera- 
tions about  the  OMB  really  bore  on  the  plan- 
ing process- 
Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  About  90 
per  cent. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  About  90  percent;  I  guess  my 
friend  is  right. 

We  called  either  for  our  committee  to  con- 
tinue to  work  to  study  the  Planning  Act  or 
for  the  province  to  do  something.  The  prov- 
ince said:  "No,  we  don't  want  you  guys  pok- 
ing into  what  we've  done.  You  have  been 
far  too  radical  about  the  OMB.  We  don't  like 
to  rock  the  boat.  We'll  have  our  own  review." 
We  are  still  waiting  for  the  appointment  of  a 
study  director  on  that  particular  proposal. 
The  Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  said  a  few  words 
about  this  the  other  day,  but  there  is  still  no 
action. 

The  Ontario  Economic  Council  has  come 
up  with  a  first-class  review  of  the  Planning 
Act  and  the  planning  process  in  the  province, 
which  is  a  very  sound  basis  for  a  review  of 
the  Planning  Act.  But  still  there  is  no  action. 

I  think  it's  fair  to  ask,  during  the  debate 
on  this  particular  bill,  that  the  minister  spell 
out  the  government's  intentions  and  to  say 
that  the  government  should  get  moving  on 
that.  We  are  working  with  a  Planning  Act 
that  is  almost  30  years  old  and  is  badly  in 
need  of  overhaul  and  repair. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  I  believe  the  minister  was 
a  member  of  that  committee. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Many  years  ago. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  go  on, 
I  would  like  to  refer  to  the  sections  relating  to 
the  neighbourhood  improvement  scheme 
which  the  federal  government  has  launched 
and  which  the  province  is  now  entering  into 
with  this  particular  Act.  The  amendments  to 
section  24  allow  the  funding  and  agreements 
for  the  purpose  of  selecting  areas  for  rede- 
velopment, for  studies  and  so  on.  This  partly 
gets  at  the  questions  which  I  hope  will  be 
raised  in  a  more  general  way  about  the  plan- 
ning process  in  the  province. 

I  can  give  a  specific  example  from  my 
own  city  of  Ottawa  of  the  way  in  which  the 
purposes  or  one  of  the  purposes  of  the  neigh- 
bourhood improvement  programme,  the  fed- 
eral programme,  is  being  thwarted  by  the 
municipalit>'  with  the  co-operation  and  the 
sanction,  presumably,  of  both  its  provincial 
and  federal  partners.  One  of  the  aims  of 
the  neighbourhood  improvement  programme 
was  not  only  that  we  would  move  to  reha- 
bilition    rather    than    bulldozer-type    renewal 


of  older  neighbourhoods  but  also  that  the 
people  in  the  area  would  have  a  chance  to 
participate  in  a  very  real  way  in  what  to 
be  done  for  that  particular  area.  In  a  very 
real  way,  they  would  be  involved. 

This  meant  the  goverrmient  didn't  come 
up  with  a  cut-and-dried  programme  to  say, 
"We  are  going  to  replace  the  sewer  in  this 
street;  do  the  sidewalks  here;  do  some  park- 
land there;  and  renovate  these  particular 
houses."  It  decided  the  areas  which  were 
most  in  need  of  rehabilitation  and  left  it  up 
to  the  people  to  decide  how  they  felt  the 
funds  could  be  best  spent  in  order  to  revital- 
ize the  neighbourhood. 

There  is  no  insistence  on  that  in  the 
amendment  we  have  before  us  today,  Mr. 
Speaker.  I  am  afraid  if  the  province  goes 
along  with  the  kind  of  thing  that's  happening 
in  Ottawa,  and  possibly  other  parts  of  the 
province  as  well,  we  could  find  those  federal 
funds  are  grossly  misspent.  They  are  inade- 
quate to  begin  with  and,  in  the  second  place, 
the  way  they  are  being  directed  in  Ottawa 
is  a  shoddy  abuse  of  public  funds. 

In  our  area,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  city  now  is 
considering  a  recommendation,  and  appar- 
ently is  prepared  to  accept  it,  under  which 
$2%  million  of  neighbourhood  improvement 
money  would  be  spent  in  an  area  in  the  far 
west  end  of  the  city  called  Bell  Town,  adjoin- 
ing Britannia  Park.  It's  an  area  of  268  houses, 
I  think.  It  is  intended  to  spend  most  of  this 
NIP  money  on  municipal  housekeeping,  on 
sewers,  sidewalks  and  things  like  that; 
$300,000  of  that  will  be  spent  on  improve- 
ments to  Britannia  Park  which  is  the  largest 
park  controlled  by  the  corporation  of  the  city 
of  Ottawa. 

This  is  all  out  on  the  fringes,  on  the  city 
limits  of  Ottawa,  in  a  neighbourhood  which, 
because  of  its  location,  its  proximity  to  park- 
land, its  proximity  to  the  Ottawa  River  and 
so  on,  was  already  in  the  course  of  self- 
renovation,  of  self-renewal.  I  am  afraid  also 
of  a  change  in  income  group  as  higher-income 
people  displace  people  on  lower  incomes. 

If  I  can  recall  the  figures,  only  $1,200,000 
was  devoted  to  renewal  in  the  rest  of  the 
city,  or  rehabilitation  in  the  rest  of  the  city. 
Those  $1.2  million  were  directed  to  areas 
known  as  the  north  and  south  sectors  of 
centretown  west,  in  my  particular  riding  of 
Ottawa  Centre.  There  wasn't  a  nickel  devoted 
to  areas  in  need  of  rehabilitation  in  the 
riding  of  the  member  for  Ottawa  East.  He 
has  been  victim  of  or  subject  to  a  major 
urban  renewal  programme  in  lower  town  west 
but  in  lower  town  east  there  certainly  was  a 
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very  strong  case  for  rehabilitation  under  the 
NIP  programme. 

That  was  overlooked  by  the  city  plarmers, 
and  the  area  of  Dalhousie  ward  in  my  riding 
which,  if  anything,  is  in  far  greater  need 
than  centretown  west,  was  equally  ignored 
by  the  planners.  The  reason  they  gave,  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  city  and  the  staff,  was  that 
there  had  not  been  the  proper  studies  in 
these  areas  in  order  to  qualify  for  neigh- 
bourhood improvement.  They  wound  up 
devoting  a  million  and  a  bit  to  an  area  of  a 
couple  of  thousand  houses,  but  they  could 
devote  $2%  million  to  an  area  well  on  the 
way  to  renovation  on  its  own  and  close  to 
all  sorts  of  amenities  which  are  lacking  in  the 
downtown  area. 

One  gets  the  perverse  result  that  areas 
which  don't  happen  to  have  studies  com- 
pleted, don't  get  any  neighbourhood  im- 
provement funds  in  order  to  let  people  de- 
cide what  should  be  done,  and  areas  well  on 
the  way  to  renovation  get  the  money  when 
clearly  they  could  do  it  either  through  normal 
municipal  budgets  or  on  their  own.  That's 
perverse  and  yet  that's  permitted  under  these 
particular  sections  and  I  wish  the  minister 
would  respond  to  this. 

I  think  the  whole  question  of  participation 
in  the  neighbourhood  improvement  schemes- 
I  am  glad  to  see  the  Minister  of  Housing  is 
here  as  well-I  should  have  been  thought 
through  much  more  carefully.  I  think  the 
provincial  government  should  reinforce  any 
efforts  being  made  by  the  federal  government 
to  ensure  that  rehabilitation  is  carried  out  in 
conjunction  and  co-operation  with  people  of 
the  areas  affected,  and  not  in  an  arbitrary 
kind  of  fashion. 

Hon.  S.  B.  Handleman  (Minister  of  Hous- 
ing): It  is  planned  by  the  MLC.  What  more 
does  the  member  want? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Well,  that's  fine,  but  the 
MLC  dioesn't  represent  the  people  in  my 
riding.  The  MLC  has  the  mayor  of  Ottawa 
on  it.  He  is  elected'  by  the  people  of  all  of 
Ottawa,  but  if  he  says  something  it  doesn't 
mean  that  he  has  consulted  with  all  of  the 
people  in  the  area.  If  I  say  something  it 
doesn't  mean  that  I  have  consulted  with  all 
of  the  people  in  the  area.  The  intention  of 
the  neighbourhood  improvement  programme 
was  that  there  would  be  consuftation  and 
co-operation,  in  the  studies  and  the  decisions 
of  what  would  be  done,  with  the  people  of 
the  areas  affected,  and  not  just  through  their 
elected  representatives,  and  certainly  not  just 
through  the  planning  staffs  of  CMHC,  of  the 


province  or  of  the  municipality.  I  think  that 
we— "we"  meaning  the  municipality  of  Ottawa 
—have  got  the  wrong  end  of  the  stick,  but  I 
think  the  provincial'  government  should  point 
that  out  and  should  insist  that  local  people 
be  involved. 

The  minister  may  say,  does  that  mean  the 
local  people  are  going  to  dictate  every  nickel? 
The  answer  is  no,  they  are  going  to  have  to 
do  it  in  consultation  or  conjunction.  They 
may  have  to  learn,  for  example,  that  is  is 
inevitable,  to  have  any  kind  of  rehabilitation, 
that  they  spend  $600,000  on  sewers  that  are 
outdated  and  have  to  be  revived  before  you 
can  dt)  anything  above  ground,  and  the 
money  gets  sunk  in  the  ground  rather  than 
being  put  where  people  see  it.  That's  the 
kind  of  thing  people  will  have  to  face  when 
the  layman  comes  into  co-operation  and  con- 
sultation with  the  experts. 

But  none  of  this  interchange  of  ideas  and 
interplay  of  ideas  is  provided'  for  in  this  legis- 
lation, in  these  amendments  to  the  Planning 
Act,  and  I  think  that  it  shoidd  have  been. 

The  other  sections,  Mr.  Speaker,  providing 
for  delegation  of  subdivision  control  and  other 
powers  to  the  municipalities,  providing  for 
part  approval  of  oflBcial  plans  and  so  on,  are 
routine,  and  I  can  turn  to  the  question  of 
demolition  control. 

It  is  interesting  that  the  bill  is  being  put 
forward  by  the  minister  who  said,  just  over  a 
year  ago,  that  the  city  of  Toronto's  proposals 
for  demolition  control'  were  an  intrusion  on 
the  rights  of  private  property.  I  suspect  that 
this  minister  doesn't  believe  in  the  legislation 
he  is  putting  forward.  However,  obviously  we 
are  debating  the  bill  and  not  what  his  own 
rather  constrained  and  antiquated  ideology 
may  lead  him  to  believe.  It  may  be  that  he 
has  been  con^'erted  by  the  arguments. 

Mr.  Roy:  Don't  be  offended  by  it.  He  is 
embarrassed  enough  about  presenting  this. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  city  had  asked  for  a 
somewhat  different  set  of  procedures.  It 
wanted  to  have  the  power  to  declare  demoli- 
tion control  in  areas  for  a  period  of  six  months 
and  then  to  extend  the  demolition  control.  I 
think  is  is  a  positive  improvement  that  areas 
of  demolition  control  will  be  without  time 
limit  in  cases  where  a  city  wants  them. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  city  wanted  all 
properties  to  be  covered,  and  it  is  clearly  a 
retrograde  step  for  the  province  to  decide  to 
go  forward  only  in  cases  where  residential 
property  is  involved.  It  is  retrograde  because 
there  are  many  properties  which  are  purely 
commercial,  which  may  be  mingled  in  with 
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residiential  property,  and  where  you  may  get 
bJockbusting  and  commercial  properties  with- 
in an  area  that  is  mainly  residfential.  It  is 
retrograde  because  cities  like  Ottawa  and 
Toronto  are  now  seeking  to  replan  their  com- 
mercial and  industrial  areas  and)  they  should 
not  have  their  hands  tied  by  the  inability  to 
use  demolition  control  powers  where  tnose 
are  appropriate,  and  the  inability  to  declare 
demolition  control  in  areas  where  that  would 
be  appropriate.  They  shouldn't  be  tied  by  the 
fact  that  they  can't  extend  it  to  commercial 
properties. 

It  is  inappropriate  because  this  is  going  to 
lead  to  litigation  and  to  litigious  sorts  of 
devices  where,  because  there  is  a  caretaker's 
apartment  in  the  basement  of  some  commer- 
cial building  dbvmtown,  or  because  Viola 
MacMillan's  penthouse  is  still  on  the  top  floor 
of  a  building  she  built  15  years  ago  in  down- 
town Toronto,  the  city  declares  it  is  a  resi- 
dential property  and  therefore  seeks  to  apply 
demolition  control  ini  that  kind  of  arbitrary 
fashion.  That's  wrong. 

The  Act  is  wrong  because,  as  the  member 
for  St.  George  pointed  out,  it  may  allow  a 
developer  who  wishes  to  demolish  a  building 
that  was  used  for  residential  purposes  to  say 
that  it  is  no  longer  intended  for  residential 
purposes,  and,  being  empty  now,  to  then 
evade  the  effect  of  the  Act. 

If  he  is  going  to  get  into  this,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  I  say  this  to  the  minister,  he  should'  go 
the  whole  route.  He  can  review  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Act  after  a  year  or  two  and'  if  he 
feels  that  any  municipalities  are  going  hog 
wild  in  the  way  in  which  they  are  using  it, 
or  that  they  are  abusing  the  very  considerable 
powers  they  are  given  in  the  Act,  then  by  all 
means  bring  in  amendments. 

We  are  used  to  seeing  amendments  to 
alinost  every  piece  of  legislation  on  the  stat- 
utes almost  every  year  around  here.  Where  it 
is  something  important  we  are  willing  to  look 
at  an  amendment  if  it  doesn't  work  out,  but 
the  way  this  is  put  forward  now,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  does  tie  the  handis  of  the  municipaJity  by 
restricting  demolition  control  to  residential 
property,  while  at  the  same  time  it  makes  the 
application  of  the  law  much  more  workable 
by  not  imposing  the  six-month  time  limit. 

I  am  concerned  with  the  fact  that  the 
grounds  for  refusal  of  a  demolition  permit  are 
not  spelled  out.  It  seems  to  me  there  ought  to 
have  been  guidelines  put  into  the  Act,  as 
was  suggested  at  one  time  by  the  city  of 
Toronto,  during  the  first  or  second  appear- 
ance of  this  particular  bill  before  the  private 
bills  conimittee. 


I  am  concerned  because  right  now  I  think 
there  are  several  arguments.  The  minister 
would  argue  probably  stronger  than  I  that 
lacking  any  grounds  spelled  out  in  the  Act,  a 
municipality  could  refuse  a  demolition  permit 
in  the  control  zone  on  a  whim.  I  do  not  think 
that  municipalities  act  that  way;  but  there  is 
a  possibility  that  they  could  have  arbitrary 
interference  with  people's  property  rights. 

The  second  thing,  though,  is  that  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  necessary  or  desirable  for  a 
municipality  to  spell  out  the  ground  rules,  or 
to  have  the  ground  rules  spelled  out  in  legis- 
lation. It  may  be  that  it  would  be  a  better 
route  to  save  the  municipality  if  the  ground 
rules  for  granting  or  refusing  demolition  per- 
mits were  set  out  as  a  statement  of  policy 
when  a  demolition  control  area  is  set  out.  The 
people  then  know  what  game  they  are 
playing. 

The  third  thing  is,  as  the  minister  is  prob- 
ably aware,  I  am  rather  sceptical  and  many 
people  outside  of  the  House  have  grown  in- 
creasingly sceptical,  too,  about  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board.  The  power  of  appeal  to  the 
OMB,  which  is  not  objectionable  in  itself, 
becomes  objectionable  because  of  the  powers 
that  have  been  given  to  the  OMB  to  apply  its 
own  standards  to  something  which  should  be 
properly  a  matter  for  municipal  decision. 

If  the  municipality  had  a  policy  and  then 
refused  a  demolition  permit  and  the  OMB 
were  then  asked  to  judge  whether  or 
not  the  refusal  of  the  demolition  permit 
was  justified  in  relation  to  the  policy  of  the 
guidelines  set  by  the  municipality,  that  would 
be  okay.  Or  if  there  is  a  set  of  guidelines  laid 
down  in  the  legislation  which  would  govern 
the  OMB  when  it  considered  any  appeal 
against  the  refusal  to  grant  a  demolition  per- 
mit, that  would  be  okay. 

But  right  now  we  are  leaving  it  right  up 
in  the  air.  The  OMB  could  decide,  if  it's  a 
panel  that  happens  to  believe  in  the  sacred 
rights  of  private  property,  that  it  won't  refuse 
anybody's  application  for  a  demolition  permit. 
And  if  one  or  two  members  of  the  OMB  on 
the  panel  were  sensitive  as  to  what  is  hap- 
pening or  going  on  in  our  municipalities, 
then  in  another  decision  it  might  come  up 
with  a  completely  opposite  decision  and 
might  be  even  tougher  on  a  developer  than 
the  municipality  would  have  been. 

That  is  an  arbitrary  and  kind  of  unpredict- 
able power  that  has  been  given  to  the  OMB 
because  of  the  lack  of  guidelines.  I  would 
prefer  guidelines  that  to  a  certain  extent 
limited  the  use  of  demolition  control  powers 
by  a  municipality,  but  at  least  let  everybody 
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know  what  game  was  being  played.  I  would 
prefer  those  to  be  in  the  Act  than  to  leave  it 
to  the  whims  and  fancies  of  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board. 

I  think  points  made  by  Mayor  Crombie  and 
by  the  member  for  St.  George  about  the  auto- 
matic power  to  get  a  demolition  permit  if  you 
are  going  to  rebuild,  ought  to  be  considered 
very  carefully  by  this  House  and  by  the 
minister.  The  clear  intention  of  that  was  that 
you  shouldn't  be  able  to  come  in  the  back 
door  and  stop  the  developer  from  building 
by  imposing  a  demolition  control  area  after 
he  has  applied  for  a  building  permit.  That  is 
fair  enough. 

I  suppose  it  is  equally  fair  to  say  that  if  the 
guy  applies  for  a  demolition  permit  in  an 
area  that  is  not  a  demoUtion  controlled  zone, 
then  the  present  rights  to  get  that  demolition 
permit  ought  to  apply.  That's  the  way  the 
game  is  played.  Municipahties  are  free  to 
declare  every  square  inch  of  their  territory  a 
demolition  control  zone  if  they  wish.  The 
constraint  of  doing  that  is  the  bureaucratic 
restraint,  the  problems  of  administration  more 
than  anything  else— so  that  can  be  avoided. 

But  to  say,  on  the  other  hand,  that  a  per- 
son can  avoid  the  requirement  to  justify  his 
application  for  a  demolition  permit  by  promis- 
ing to  build  something,  may  mean  that  the 
purpose  or  intention  of  a  municipality  in  ap- 
plying demolition  control  could  be  thwarted. 

For  example,  we  have  the  instance  of  an 
historic  streetscape  on  Sherbourne  St,  just 
north  of  Dundas,  I  think  it  is.  The  houses 
are  currently  boarded  up  but  are  going  to 
be  redeveloped  within  the  existing  structures 
rather  than  being  torn  down  to  make  room 
for  another  highrise,  the  way  it  is  farther 
down  the  street  in  the  city  of  Toronto. 

In  that  particular  case,  the  application  for 
a  building  permit  made  by  the  developer 
would  have  thwarted  municipal  eflForts  to 
preserve  part  of  the  heritage  of  old  Toronto; 
and  efforts  by  the  municipality,  may  I  say, 
to  preserve  it  in  a  way  which  was  economic 
and  didn't  grossly  take  away  from  the  profita- 
bility of  that  particular  site  of  land. 

It  seems  to  me  that  either  the  right  to  the 
building  permit  and  the  right  to  demolition 
should  apply  only  before  the  application  of  the 
demolition  control  zone,  or  a  municipality 
should  have  the  power  to  delay  a  building 
permit  for  a  period,  say,  up  to  six  months 
or  something  like  that— maybe  a  year— in  a 
demolition  control  zone  in  order  that  it  may 
seek  alternatives  to  the  demolition. 

The  minister  has  an  amendment  which  I 
understand,    will    levy    a   penalty   of   up    to 


$20,000  per  dwelling  unit  demolished  if  a 
developer,  for  example,  used  this  particular 
section  to  blockbust.  That's  a  pretty  tough 
penalty  and  I  accept  that's  going  to  restrict 
somebody  from  taking  out  a  building  permit 
without  the  intention  of  ever  using  it.  Never- 
theless, some  power  of  delay  or  something 
else  needs  to  be  written  into  the  Act  in  order 
to  meet  the  kind  of  objections  which  have 
been  put  forward  by  the  mayor  of  Toronto. 

I  have  some  questions  about  some  of  the 
exemptions  and  powers  to  exempt  that  are 
put  into  the  Act  and  I  think  those  can  be 
properly  raised  in  committee.  Maybe  I  can 
come  back  to  the  point  about  limiting  this  to 
residential  properties  only  and  say  to  the 
minister,  "You  resisted  this;  now  you've 
accepted  it.  The  government  either  has 
acceded  to  Mayor  Crombie  because  he's  a 
nominal  Tory  and  will  campaign  for  Chad 
Bark"- 

Hon.  Mr.  Handleman:  Here  we  go  again, 
the  member  is  talking  out  of  the  woodpile. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  One  sometimes  thinks  that 
Mayor  Crombie  could  do  a  lot  better  in  pro- 
tecting the  interests  of  the  city  by  threaten- 
ing to  turn  in  his  party  card  because,  as 
often  as  not,  this  province  lines  up  with  the 
metropolitan  federation- 
Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  That's  a  lot  of 
garbage.  The  member  is  dreaming  that  up. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Not  at  all. 

Mr.  G.  Nixon:  Turn  in  his  card?  He  hasn't 
got  one. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  hasn't  got  one?  He's  been 
out  campaigning  for  Chad  Bark  in  this  par- 
ticular campaign.  Nevertheless,  the  mayor  is 
doing  a  good  job  for  the  city  of  Toronto. 
It's  just  a  pity  he's  got  those  aflBliations  or 
seems  still  to  have  those  ajBSliations. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  The  mayor  likes 
him. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Even  the 
very  best  of  mayors  have  a  blind  spot  now 
and  then. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  that's  right.  Given  the 
fact  he's  out  campaigning  for  the  government 
surely  the  least  the  government  can  do  is 
ensure  that  this  applies  to  all  kinds  of  prop- 
erty and  not  just  to  residential  property. 

There  are  something  like  140  acres  of  land 
in  downtown  Toronto  which  are  currently 
vacant  and  used  for  parking  lots.  There  were 
formerly  138  acres;  it's  probably  140  by  now 
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at  the  rate  they're  going.  They  are  currently 
being  used  for  parking  lots  but  structures 
formerly  stood  on  them. 

I  know  the  city  can  restrict  the  zoning  in 
order  to  prevent  parking  lots  as  a  permitted 
use  but  that's  a  very  backdoor  kind  of 
approach.  There  is  so  much  oflBce  building 
under  construction  in  downtown  Toronto  or 
in  downtown  Ottawa  right  now  that  the  work 
population  planned  for  in  these  areas  over 
the  next  20  years  is  almost  already  achieved. 
In  other  words,  the  commercial  boom  in  these 
areas  far  exceeds  the  projections  of  even  the 
most  optimistic  of  planners.  There  is  no 
need  to  continue  to  demolish  buildings  in 
order  to  make  room  for  new  oflBce  buildings. 
That  need  doesn't  exist. 

The  question  about  other  uses  needs  to 
be  very  carefully  looked  at.  In  order  to  retain 
any  kind  of  human  scale  in  these  older  city 
areas,  it  seems  to  me  it  is  important  to  try 
to  retain  some  of  these  older  commercial 
buildings  and  to  recycle  them  rather  than 
to  let  the  wreckers  move  in,  the  developers 
move  in,  the  parking  lot  operators  move  in 
at  the  rate  they've  been  moving. 

We  need  a  pause  in  these  cities.  If  cities 
want  to  use  the  powers  of  demolition  control 
in  order  to  get  some  kind  of  a  pause,  it 
seems  to  me  that  that  isn't  a  bad  way  of 
doing  it:  and  the  minister  ought  to  look  at 
that  ver\-  carefully,  rather  than  simply  limit- 
ing this  to  blockbusting  in  residential  areas. 

We  can  have  blockbusting  in  commercial 
areas  as  well.  We  haven't  called  it  that  way, 
but  I  think  we  should  probably  call  a  spade 
a  spade.  There  are  historic  streets,  like  Front 
St  and  King  St  in  Toronto,  which  have  suf- 
fered that  kind  of  blockbusting  and  are  now 
irretrievable.  The  history  that  my  kids  and 
the  minister's  kids  might  have  grown  up  to 
find  is  being  put  before  the  wrecker's  ham- 
mer, day  after  day  and  week  after  week. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  for  sure. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Now,  while  we  support  the 
bill  on  second  reading  and  while,  perhaps 
with  one  hand,  we  applaud  the  fact  that  the 
government  has  been  converted  to  accept  the 
need  for  the  principle  of  demolition  control, 
we  will  argue  very  strongly  in  the  committee 
stage  that  demolition  control  be  extended  to 
cover  all  classes  of  property  and  not  only  be 
limited  to  residential  property. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker.  The  subject  of  demolition 


control  has  been  well  covered  by  other 
speakers,  but  I  would  like  to  speak  to  the 
principle  involved  in  section  4  of  the  bill, 
which  to  my  mind  makes  the  passage  of  this 
amendment  a  red-letter  day  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario  in  that  I  presume,  if  my  interpreta- 
tion is  correct,  that  the  mess  in  Century  City, 
and  in  Uxbridge  and  Pickering  townships,  can 
at  last  be  cleaned  up. 

I'd  like  to  relate  a  little  history  of  what 
has  gone  on  all  these  years.  Back  in  1968,  for 
those  members  who  are  not  familiar  with 
this,  land  was  assembled  farm  by  farm  in 
these  two  townships  between  the  first  and  the 
fourth  concessions  of  Uxbridge  township. 
Down  payments  of  about  20  per  cent  were 
made  to  the  farmers  and  five-year  mortgages 
were  taken  back.  The  properties  did  change 
hands. 

I  had  been  told  by  the  farmers  when  I 
visited  them  there  a  few  years  ago,  trying  to 
help  them  in  some  manner,  that  the  people 
assembling  the  land  had  in  their  confidence 
cabinet  ministers  of  the  time  who  said  that 
the  assembly  would  be  welcomed  as  a  devel- 
opment. As  I  remember  it,  they  wanted 
originally  to  set  the  thing  up  as  an  improved 
district  to  be  free  of  the  authorities  of  the 
surrounding  municipalities.  This  was  denied 
by  the  province. 

When  the  development  did  not  go  ahead, 
the  mortgages  suddenly  started  to  become  in 
default  and  the  farmers  were  not  getting 
paid.  Many  farmers  suffered  severe  hardship 
in  that  they  couldn't  get  payments  on  their 
mortgages,  and  some  had  sold  their  farms, 
moved  to  town  and  bought  other  properties. 
The  whole  thing  was  a  real  hardship  to  the 
40  or  50  farmers  who  were  involved. 

It's  unfortunate  that  the  member  for  On- 
tario (Mr.  Dymond)  and  the  member  for 
Ontario  South  (Mr.  W.  Newman)  are  not  in 
the  House  today  because,  with  all  due  re- 
spect, they  were  involved  in  this;  I  dragged 
them  into  debate  on  this  subject  a  few  years 
ago  in  this  House.  We  tried  very  desperately 
to  do  something,  but  we  found  that  the  gov- 
ernment failed  to  act  at  that  time  to  find  a 
way  in  which  this  problem  could  be  resolved. 

The  problem,  of  course,  lay  with  section 
29  of  the  Planning  Act,  in  that  legal  opinion 
was  of  the  nature  that  if  a  farmer  tried  to 
foreclose  one  individual  mortgage,  he  would 
find  that  the  mortgage  in  effect  was  invalid 
because  of  section  29  of  the  Planning  Act. 
These  mortgages  were  on  farm  properties 
that  were  side  by  side,  and  the  Act  strictly 
states  that  one  cannot  convey  or  mortgage 
property   where   the   same   owner  owns   ad- 
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joining  properties  and  the  whole  thing  must 
be  considered  as  one  large  property  for  any 
transfer  or  mortgaging  purposes. 

This  situation  went  on  and  on,  and  the 
farmers  fovind  themselves  in  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty.  Legal  opinion  was  obtained,  and 
the  farmers  in  the  area  spent  $40,000  on 
legal  fees  in  trying  to  get  the  matter  cleared 
up.  Close  to  $4  million  in  mortgages  were 
involved  and  Revenue  Properties,  the  holder 
of  the  mortgages,  was  sitting  there  claiming 
that  the  original  mortgages  were  invalid;  and 
people  who  had  taken  on  second  and  third 
mortgages  felt  that  their  mortgages  would 
move  up  one  step. 

Now  we  find,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  a  little 
amendment  of  seven  lines  in  this  Act  is  sup- 
posed to  clear  up  this  whole  situation.  I  sin- 
cerely hope  it  does,  and  I  think  this  should 
be  read  to  the  House.  It  says: 

Nothing  in  subsections  2  and  4  pro- 
hibits, and  sections  2  and  4  shall  be  deemed 
never  to  have  prohibited,  the  giving  back 
of  a  mortgage  or  charge  by  a  purchaser  of 
land  to  the  vendor  of  the  land  as  part  or  all 
of  the  consideration  for  the  conveyance  of 


the  land,  provided  that  the  mortgage  or 
charge  is  applied  to  all  the  land  described 
in  the  conveyance. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  hope  this,  not  only  in  Century 
City's  case  but  in  other  areas  across  the  prov- 
ince, will  make  the  original  mortgages  valid. 
The  township  of  Uxbridge,  a  year  or  more 
ago  when  I  assembled  this  information,  had 
$150,000  owing  in  back  taxes  on  those  lands. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  finish  in  the 
next  30  seconds,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  have 
your  indulgence,  by  simply  saying  I  am  cer- 
tainly glad  to  see  this  amendment.  I'm  glad 
I  caught  the  significance  of  it  when  I  was 
reading  through  the  bill.  I  just  don't  under- 
stand why  this  couldn't  have  been  done  a 
couple  of  years  ago. 

Mr.  Breithaupt  moves  the  adjournment  of 
the  debate. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

It  being  12:30  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House  took 
recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  2  o'clock. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 


DEATHS  AT  GENERAL  STEEL  WARES 
PLANT 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  a  few  days  ago  I  undertook  to 
look  into  the  possibility  of  making  public  a 
report  dealing  with  coolants  at  the  General 
Steel  Wares  Fergus  plant. 

I  have  examined  the  report  which  was  com- 
piled for  the  industrial  safety  branch  of  my 
ministry  by  the  occupational  health  protec- 
tion branch  of  the  Ministry  of  Health.  Nor- 
mally, Mr.  Speaker,  these  reports  are  confi- 
dential because  they  often  contain  personal 
medical  reports  or  the  chemical  analysis  of 
products  which,  if  released,  could  cause  acute 
embarrassment  to  individuals  or  seriously  af- 
fect the  competitive  position  of  a  company; 
this  confidentiality  is  specifically  provided  for 
in  the  Industrial  Safety  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  report  I  will  be  tabling 
today  includes  a  chemical  analysis  of  the  com- 
ponent parts  of  the  coolants  and  it  comprises 
the  whole  of  the  report  on  the  investigation 
into  the  use  of  these  coolants  at  the  General 
Steel  Wares  Plant. 

There  is  another  point  which  I  should  also 
mention  and  this  fact  I  cannot  overstress.  Mr. 
Speaker,  everything  that  man  deals  with  on  a 
day-to-day  basis  can  be  dangerous.  Too  much 
water  may  be  dangerous  or  even  oxygen,  if 
taken  in  excess,  can  be  dangerous. 

The  coolant  to  which  I  am  referring  today 
is  composed  of  many  ingredients  any  of  which 
in  certain  circumstances,  if  taken  in  excess, 
can  have  a  detrimental  eflFect  on  a  person's 
health.  Some  of  these  ingredients  in  certain 
concentrations  may,  by  absorption,  inhalation 
or  ingestion,  be  toxic,  but  in  combination 
with  other  chemicals  or  in  diluted  forms  this 
may  not  be  the  case. 

In  reviewing  all  of  these  combined  circum- 
stances our  consultants  have  advised  me  that 
there  is  no  health  hazard  involved  in  the  nor- 
mal and  reasonable  use  of  these  coolants. 
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DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Hon.  M.  Birch:  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker,  on  June 
17  I  undertook,  at  the  request  of  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition,  to  table  some  of  the 
documents  used  as  background  material  lead- 
ing to  my  recent  statement  on  day  care.  I 
wish  to  table  those  documents  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): The  hon.  provincial  secretary  needs  a 
wheelbarrow. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  I  was  going  to  bring  a 
baby  carriage. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Is  the  hon. 
provincial  secretary  sure  she  hasn't  missed 
anything? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Oral  questions.  The  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
policy  secretary  who  is  just  tabling  this  load 
of  information,  if  in  fact  there  is  any  further 
review  she  or  her  advisers,  intend  to  under- 
take, or  whether,  since  her  policy  statement 
seems  to  have  been  so  badly  received  by 
those  knowledgeable  in  the  circumstances  of 
the  provision  of  day  care,  she  contemplates 
any  further  change  in  this  policy;  or  is  she 
sticking  to  her  guns  in  this  regard,  even 
though  the  experts  in  the  field  say  that  the 
policy  is  detrimental  to  the  quality  of  day 
care? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  begin 
with  I  don't  accept  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition's  premise  that  there  is  great  op- 
position to  the  daycare  policy.  There  is  op- 
position, of  course,  and  it  is  coming  from  one 
source.  But  the  policy  as  enunciated  still 
stands. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary:  Would 
the  minister  not  agree  this  is  of  great  concern 
to  all  of  us,  since  I  received,  I  believe  30 
letters  in  the  last  three  days  from  specific  in- 
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dividuals  who  are  working  in  the  daycare 
field,  as  well  as  formal  presentations  previ- 
ously from  a  number  of  organizations  which 
have  been  working  with  the  government  re- 
presentatives and  the  ministers  back  over  the 
}ears  for  a  good  long  time?  How  can  she 
say  that  she  simply  rejects  this  criticism 
when  it  is  coming  with  such  strength  and  such 
force  and  from  such  a  widespread  base  in  the 
whole  community  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  the 
Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
(Mr.  Bmnelle)  indicated  that  he  would  be 
naming  an  advisory  committee  on  day  care 
to  his  ministry.  That  will  be  announced.  In 
the  meantime  the  policy  will  go  ahead. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  supplementary:  I  quickly  scanned 
this  material  and  it  suggests  to  me  that  you 
could  make  two  interpretations  of  its  contents, 
one  of  which  is  clearly  at  variance  with  the 
provincial  secretary's.  Now  I  ask  her,  on  the 
basis  of  what  she  tabled,  could  she  allow  to 
sit  on  her  advisory  council,  representatives 
from  the  early  childhood  education  group, 
from  the  Ontario  Teachers'  Federation  com- 
mittee on  day  care,  and  from  a  number  of 
representative  groups,  public  and  private,  in 
the  field,  who  could  then  appraise  the  ratios 
and  other  contentious  items  which  the  minis- 
ter introduced  and  perhaps  suggest  revisions 
within  the  next  few  months  that  would  be 
acceptable  to  her? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  that's  exact- 
ly what  we  intend  to  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  what  she  intends  to  do? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  She  means  we  really 
don't  have  to  read  this  stu£F,  then? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Not  really. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South): 
Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  a  supplementary? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Supplementary  to  this? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  did  direct  a  question.  I  thought 
it  was  a  supplementary.  The  hon.  member 
for  York  South. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  My  supplementary  ques- 
tion is,  how  does  the  minister  square  her  final 
statement  with  her  earlier  one  that  she  is 
going  to  proceed  with  the  policy?  As  I  under- 
stood her  statement  now,  she  is  going  to  have 
an  advisory  council  that  will  review  the  policy 


and  presumably  revise  it  in  light  of  its  views. 
But  her  earlier  statement  was  that  she  is 
going  to  proceed  with  the  policy;  it's  a  fait 
accompli. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  like  to 
clarify  something. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It  is  needed. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We've  had  several  calls 
from  people  within  the  province  who  have 
been  misled.  They  have  been  misled  by 
being  told  that  there  was  an  urgency  to  sign 
their  names  to  petitions  because,  as  of  last 
Friday,  legislation  changing  the  whole  day- 
care policy  was  going  to  be  enacted.  We  had 
to  tell  them  quickly  that  this  was  not  true. 
At  no  time  was  any  legislation  required  to 
introduce  this  new  policy.  All  that  was  re- 
quired was  a  change  in  the  regulations. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  That's  a 
terrifying  thing. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services  had  announced 
there  will  be  an  advisory  council  named;  he 
will  be  doing  so.  But  in  the  meantime  it  will 
probably  take  two  or  three  months  before 
the  regulations  are  finalized,  which  will  be 
early  fall.  The  policy  as  enunciated  will  be 
implemented  at  that  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What's  the  sense  of  a 
review  then? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  The  review  is  to  look  at 
the  programme.  We  are  convinced  that  no 
harm  will  be  done.  The  standards  will  not  be 
lowered,  but  this  will  open  up  day  care 
across  this  province  to  many  people  who 
need  it  very  badly. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Fair  enough.  May  I  ask  by 
way  of  supplementary,  if  the  provincial  sec- 
retary's regulations  are  not  in  fact  to  take 
e£Fect  until  the  fall,  and  given  the  literally 
scores  of  phone  calls,  letters,  petitions,  etc., 
which  many  of  us  have  received— quite  sur- 
prising on  this  issue— can  the  provincial  sec- 
retary undertake  to  have  the  advisory  council 
appointed  and  at  work  on  her  statement,  as  it 
were,  with  some  kind  of  critique  which  can 
then  be  made  public  in  advance  of  the  regu- 
lations being  enforced?  Can  she  provide  the 
review,  given  the  two  or  three  or  four  month 
hiatus? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
rather  have  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services,  make  a  com- 
ment in  that  area. 
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DEATH  OF  YOUNG  PATIENT  AT 
QUEEN   ST.    HOSPITAL 

Mr,  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
same  minister,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  like  to 
ask  her  if  she  read— and  if  she  did,  was  she 
shocked  as  I  was— the  account  in  the  Globe 
and  Mail  this  morning  of  the  imfortxmate 
circumstances  leading  to  the  suicide  of  a 
young  patient  in  the  psychiatric  hospital  at 
Queen  St? 

If  she  does  feel  that  way  about  it,  will  she 
undertake  to  establish  an  inquiry  as  to  how 
this  young  person  got  involved  in,  let's  say, 
the  psychiatric  services  of  this  province  and 
was  shifted  from  one  place  to  another,  with 
changes  in  diagnosis  and  treatment,  ending 
up  with  the  most  shocking  circmnstances  at 
Queen  St.,  where  he  was  cut  oflF  even  from 
the  friendliness  of  his  family  on  the  basis  of 
treatment  which  ended  in  his  suicide? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
aware  of  that  situation  but  I  certainly  will  be 
most  pleased  to  look  into  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
another  related  question  for  her,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  Minister  of  Health,  because  I 
think  it  should  directly  concern  him,  would 
she  undertake  to  confer  with  the  Minister  of 
Health  on  the  basis  of  an  inquiry  which  may 
lead  to  something  which  would  serve  the 
young  people  and  others  in  this  province  who 
are  making  use  of  this  huge  and  expensive 
facility  which  obviously  broke  down  seriously 
under  these  circumstances? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  vidll. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Would  the  minister,  in  investigating 
this  situation,  look  at  the  situation  with  the 
troubled  child  and  the  emotionally  disturbed 
child,  of  which  all  of  this  appears  to  be  a 
part,  to  ensure  that  emotionally  disturbed 
children  will  remain  under  the  Ministry  of 
Health  with  the  kind  of  care  they  need  and 
not  be  shunted  to  welfare,  to  group  homes,  in 
order  to  save  costs? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
question  should  be  directed  to  the  Minister 
of  Health. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  supple- 
mentary to  the  question  that  was  put  by  my 
leader. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Minister  of 
Health  prefer  to  have  the  question  repeated? 


Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health):  I 
would  like  to  hear  the  original  question,  if 
I  might. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  With  your  permission, 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  directed  a  question  to  the 
policy  secretary  concerning  the  facilities 
available  for  the  treatment  of  victims  of 
mental  illness,  dealing  directly  with  the 
extremely  unfortunate  and  sad  circumstances 
of  the  suicide  reported  in  the  Globe  and  Mail 
this  morning,  at  999  Queen  St. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  understand  there  is  to 
be  an  inquest  into  that  particular  death;  on 
Aug.  8,  isn't  it? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  It's  very  difficult  for  me 
to  make  any  comments  at  this  time,  in  terms 
of  the  case,  until  I  have  had  an  opportunity 
to  see  the  results  of  an  inquest.  Certainly 
reading  the  column,  as  I  did  today,  and 
having  had  some  information  internally  one 
cannot  help  sympathizing  with  the  parents. 

This  does  not  necessarily  indict  the  system 
used  to  try  to  help  the  boy.  I  would  like  to 
have  opportunity  to  review  the  case  as  im- 
partially as  we  can  before  making  comments 
on  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Since 
the  story  itself  is  a  very  serious  indictment 
and  will  remain  so  until  further  information 
comes  forward,  will  the  minister  undertake 
to  have  an  inquiry  with— if  the  Legislature 
is  not  in  session— a  public  statement  based  on 
that  without  delay,  independent  of  the  in- 
quest? The  indictment,  if  anything,  has  to  do 
with  the  whole  of  the  mental  health  treat- 
ment facilities  available  to  people  of  that  age 
and  with  that  illness. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  think  I  have  indicated 
in  the  House  a  number  of  times  my  concern 
with  the  treatment  of  children  in  mental 
health  facilities  and  my  determination  to 
learn  more  about  this  procediure.  Believe  me, 
it's  not  a  question  of  the  minister  learning 
more  about  it  but  of  society  learning  more 
about  the  treatment  methods  for  children 
with  mental  diseases.  This  is  something  I  had 
already  determined  to  have  done.  This  case 
in  no  way  does  anything  but  reinforce  my 
wish  to  have  us  learn  more  about  and  im- 
prove methods  of  treatment  of  emotionally 
disturbed  children  and  adolescents. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Would 
it  not  be  possible,  rather  than  just  learning 
more,  to  have  an  inquiry  on  the  circum- 
stances which  shoved  this  young  man  from 
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pillar  to  post  in  the  various  facilities  with 
contradicting  treatment  and  with  contradict- 
ing advice  to  the  parents  concerned,  leading 
to  the  ultimate  tragedy  reported  today? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  get  back 
to  my  original  comments  and  I  think  in  this 
specific  case  there  will  be  a  review,  I  am 
sure,  at  the  coroner's  inquest  of  this  boy's 
case  history  and  the  events  leading  up  to  his 
death.  That  is  why  I  can't  comment  on  his 
particular  case  until  I  have  had  that  oppor- 
tunity for  the  review. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Could  I  have  the  answer  to 
my  supplementary  now  that  the  minister  has 
heard  the  original  question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  the  hon.  member 
would  want  to  repeat  it? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  My  question  was:  Would 
the  minister  investigate  the  situation  of  the 
emotionally  distiu-bed  child  within  the  context 
of  this  case,  and  the  possible  treament,  to 
ensure  that  emotionally  disturbed  children 
will  remain  within  the  Ministry  of  Health  and 
not  be  transferred  into  welfare  to  save  costs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  has  an  implication, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  don't  think  exists.  I  think 
the  assumption  that  transfers  into  other  places 
for  treatment  are  done  simply  as  a  cost-saving 
device  is  wrong.  It  is  the  opinion  of  many 
experts  that  that's  where  they  need  to  be 
for  proper  treatment.  The  fact  that  a  group 
home  may,  in  fact,  give  better  treatment  than 
an  institution,  regardless  of  whether  it  is  run 
by  the  ministry  or  run  by  a  charitable  group, 
or  run  by  a  "non-profit"  group,  I  don  t  think 
is  the  issue.  The  question  is,  where  should 
the  person  be  and  what  kind  of  treatment  is 
he  getting  at  that  time? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Supplementary:  Has  the  minis- 
try responded  directly  to  the  extraordinary 
survey  that  Bob  Shaw,  I  think  it  was,  of  the 
Dellcrest  Children's  Centre,  produced;  show- 
ing, if  memory  serves  me,  some  15,000  chil- 
dren in  the  North  York  school  system  suflS- 
ciently  disturbed  to  require  some  kind  of  in- 
tervention or  response?  What  can  the  minis- 
try now  do  in  a  situation  like  that,  either  in 
conjunction  with  the  minister's  fellow  cabinet 
colleagues  or  directly,  in  order  to  begin  to 
move  in  at  the  earlier  stages? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  the 
good  fortune  of  meeting  with  the  Dellcrest 
group  about  two  weeks  ago  and  the  statistic 


that  they  gave,  of  some  15,000  children  in 
North  York  being  emotionally  disturbed,  was 
not  based  on  any  survey  of  theirs  at  all.  It 
was  based  on  the  statistics  that  arose  from 
studies  of  the  population  at  large— and  I 
believe  it  was  in  Canada  rather  than  the 
US— showing  the  percentage  of  children,— 
and  for  some  reason  six  per  cent  is  the  figure 
that  comes  to  my  mind,  but  it  may  not  be  ac- 
curate; it  seems  very  low— who  suffered  from 
emotional  disorders.  They  took  that  statistic— 
in  fact  they  had  two,  and  they  averaged  them 
and  came  up  with  a  figure  of  somewhere 
around  15,000  children  within  their  com- 
munity who  needed  some  special  handling, 
whether  it  was  in  an  educational  environment 
or  in  a  group  home,  or  simply  by  therapy. 
They  were  presenting,  I  thought,  a  very 
good  case  for  the  expansion  of  their  pro- 
gramme as  the  main  deliverer  of  services  in 
that  general  area. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Supplementary:  Do  I  take 
it  then,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  minister  is 
viewing  kindly  their  request  for  $700,000  to 
expand  their  centre  for  emotionally  disturbed 
children? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  always 
review  kindly  requests  for  money. 


NURSES'  SALARIES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
minister  how  kindly  he  is  going  to  review  the 
situation  involving  the  10,000  nurses  who 
have  indicated  that  they  intend  to  go  on  an 
illegal  strike,  July  22,  unless  there  is  an  agree- 
ment made  between  the  nurses  and  the  vari- 
ous hospital  boards;  hospital  boards,  of  course, 
coming  under  the  direct  budgetary  control  of 
this  minister? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  beginning  to  won- 
der, Mr.  Speaker,  why  I  rushed  away  from 
the  Medical  Ofiicers  of  Health  luncheon. 

We  are  leaving  the  negotiation  in  the  dis- 
pute between  the  nurses  and  the  hospitals  in 
their  respective  hands  with  the  assistance  of 
the  Ministry  of  Labour.  Our  directives  to 
hospitals  in  the  past  month  following  the  To- 
ronto settlement  have  been  relatively  clear  in 
terms  of  the  approach  they  are  to  take  to 
meet  demands  for  costs,  whether  they  are  la- 
bour or  otherwise.  I  know  that  discussions 
have  been  going  on.  I  believe  mediation  may 
have  broken  ofl?,  but  I  really  think  this  ques- 
tion now  needs  to  be  directed  more  to  the 
Minister  of  Labour  than  to  me  for  any  up- 
to-date  decision  on  this. 
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I  have  to  remain  optimistic  in  this  particu- 
lar case,  on  the  basis  of  the  willingness  of  the 
nurses  to  abide  by  the  law  and,  secondly,  with 
a  July  22  deadline  ahead  of  us,  there  is  the 
fact  that  there  will  the  time  for  these  pro- 
ceedings to  go  on  and  a  settlement  to  be 
reached  that  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Supplementary  of  this 
minister:  Can  he  assure  us  that  his  budgetary 
control  policy,  through  the  ceilings,  will  not 
interfere  with  the  free  collective  bargaining 
that  the  nurses  very  properly  are  requiring? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  categori- 
cally can  say  that  it  will  not  interfere,  nor 
will  I. 

Mr.  Lewis:  By  way  of  supplementary,  why 
is  the  minister  so  categorical  about  his  own 
non-interference?  Let  me  put  it  in  context. 
Given  the  ceilings,  given  the  absence  of  the 
right  to  strike  and  the  particular  constraints 
in  the  health  sector,  doesn't  he  see  the  im- 
mense value  of  having  within  his  ministry, 
or  developing  within  his  ministry,  a  kind  of 
mediation  or  conciliation  service  for  hospital 
workers,  nurses  or  others  in  the  health  field, 
given  the  absence  of  involvement  which  the 
Ministry  of  Labour  normally  has  in  such  mat- 
ters and  the  special  expertise  which  his  own 
ministry  has? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  we  as- 
sumed that  the  Ministry  of  Health  was  the 
bargaining  body  with  the  various  suppliers  of 
health  services,  I  would  say  yes.  But  at  this 
point  in  time,  and  hopefully  in  the  future, 
we  will  not  be.  As  long  as  the  boards  of  the 
hospitals  are  functioning  in  this  capacity,  it 
is  properly  left  to  the  Ministry  of  Labour  to 
supply  the  mediation  facilities  required  to 
resolve  disputes. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  A  bit  of  legal  fiction. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce  is  next. 

Mr.  E.  Sargent  (Grey-Bruce):  As  I  men- 
tioned before,  the  cleaning  staff  at  hospitals 
receive  more  money  than  the  nurses  do.  Now 
the  minister  has  said  he  has  tossed  the  ball  to 
the  hospitals  by  taking  off  the  ceilings,  as  it 
were.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  tliis: 
In  the  area  of  education  we  elect  school 
boards  to  solve  our  education  needs.  Why 
aren't  we  allowed  to  solve  our  hospital  needs 
at  local  level,  because  it  is  just  as  important 
as  education  to  be  able  to  solve  our  health 
problems? 


Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  think  I  have  an  answer 
to  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  If  in  fact,  the  capital 
funds  were  raised  by  local  debenture  that 
might  be  a  little  different,  but  they  are  not. 
As  the  member  knows,  a  great  deal  of  the 
money  is  raised  and  supplied  by  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yet  the  government  is 
insisting  on  calling  the  tune. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  This  is  one  of  the  reasons 
we  have  had  to  say  that  we  have  the  right 
to  determine  what  capital  expansion  shall 
take  place.  I  think  the  member  knows  that— 

Mr.  Sargent:  It  isn't  working  then. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  It  isn't  always  working- 
no.  But  I  think  it  is  working  the  great  bulk 
of  the  time.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  I  think  your 
own  area  has  resolved  its  problems,  albeit 
with  some  stress. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  fact  is  that  the  minister 
is  talking  in  generalities.  We  want  to  know 
why  we  can't  solve  our  hospital  problems  at 
local  level.  The  minister  says  that  it  is  a 
matter  of  his  giving  money  from  here.  Well, 
he  is  not  giving  the  money  from  here. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  That  is  true.  We  aren't 
always,  but  we  give  a  great  deal  and  have 
to  give  on  the  basis  of  priority  throughout 
the  province.  The  member's  group  came  in, 
and  it  is  interesting  that  they  turned  down 
the  offer  of  money  we  made  for  expansion 
of  the  facilities  at  Owen  Sound,  and  suggest- 
ed that  we  cut  it  down  to  one-fifth  of  the 
amount  we  were  willing  to  give  them  at  Owen 
Sound.  I  have  looked  at  that  and  very  shortly 
they  are  going  to  have  the  answer.  I  suspect 
it  will  be  aflBrmative. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  All  right.  I  will  take  one  more 
supplementary. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  wonder  if  the  minister 
could  explain  his  statement  in  the  House 
now  in  view  of  the  letter  of  June  14  from 
his  ministry.  That  letter  indicated  that  no 
one  could  make  a  settlement  granting  in- 
creases, either  in  amount,  or  to  a  rate  at 
Dec.  31,  1975,  in  excess  of  the  recent  CUPE 
settlement.  If  he  doesn't  have  control  and 
if  he  is  telling  us  now  that  the  ceiling  is  not 
going  to  control  it,  how  does  he  explain  that 
June    14   letter,   particularly   in   light  of  the 
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fact  that  some  hospitals  have  signed  agree- 
ments which  indicate  an  increase  over  the 
CUPE  settlement? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Well,  that  last  statement 
is  true;  it  happens  to  be  an  indication  of 
the  state  of  a£Fairs  that  the  hon.  member 
doesn't  accept,  that  hospital  boards  have 
been  making  certain  decisions  and  felt  free 
to  do  so.  There  were  settlements  in  excess 
of  those  guidelines,  signed  prior  to  June  14, 
1973,  through  the  collective  bargaining  pro- 
cess. But  the  key  thing  is  that  they  did  not 
expire  Dec.  31,  1975;  they  carried  on  for  a 
period  of  time  past  that.  That  is  the  reason 
why  some  of  those  settlements,  apparently  by 
one  month,  missed  the  guidelines  that  were 
proposed.  They  were  done,  I  must  say,  com- 
pletely without  my  knowledge  and  without 
any  need  to  go  to  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition. 


GR.\ND  RIVER  FLOOD  INQUIRY 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Premier  why  it  was  decided  that  Dr.  Andrew 
Booth,  president  of  Lakehead  University, 
should  not  continue  as  the  head  of  the  com- 
mission inquiring  into  the  flooding  on  the 
Grand  River  and  why  he  was  replaced  by 
Judge  Leach,  particularly  since  the  judge 
comes  from  an  area  through  which  the  river 
flows. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  (Mr. 
Bemier)  would  have  the  detailed  answer  to 
this.  I  think  it  was  done  on  the  basis  of  the 
consideration  that  this  had  moved  to  more 
of  a  judicial  inquiry  under  the  Public  Inquir- 
ies Act  and  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
have  somebody  with  judicial  experience  as 
the  commissioner.  I  thinlc  it  really  was  as 
simple  as  that.  As  I  understand  it,  and  I  can 
only  give  second-hand  information,  this  was 
discussed  with  Prof.  Booth  and  it  was  felt 
that  this  was  probably  an  appropriate  route 
to  take. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Does 
the  Premier  mean  there  is  nothing  prohibit- 
ing a  lay  person,  so  to  speak,  rather  than  a 
judge,  heading  a  royal  commission,  and  the 
{government  thought  it  would  be  better  to 
have  a  judge  rather  than  a  hydrological  ex- 
pert who  was  also  the  president  of  a  univer- 
sity? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  this 
was    determined    after   discussions    with   the 


head  of  Lakehead  University  after  the  ini- 
tial hearing  and  after  the  objections  were 
raised  as  to  the  legal  position  of  those  people 
who  were  presenting  evidence  to  him.  I  think 
it  is  fair  to  state  that  Dr.  Booth  concurred 
in  this  decision. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  Can  the  Premier 
advise  if  Dr.  Booth  or  other  staff  persons  will 
be  available  to  assist  the  judge  who  might  not 
otherwise  have  specific  knowledge  of  the 
mechanical  and  hydrological  matters  that  are 
involved? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  once  again, 
I  can't  speak  with  first-hand  knowledge.  I 
can't  report  really  what  the  discussions  were 
with  Dr.  Booth,  but  I  do  know  that  there  was 
thought  given  that  he  or  somebody  of  com- 
parable ability  would  be  available  to  the  in- 
quiry as  far  as  expert  or  technical  evidence 
is  concerned. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  have  further  questions? 

Before  I  call  the  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West,  perhaps  I  might  be  permitted 
to  interrupt  the  question  period  for  just  a 
moment  to  inform  the  House  that  we  have  a 
distinguished  visitor  with  us  today  in  the 
Speaker's  gallery.  The  hon.  Vernon  Wilcox, 
who  is  the  Attorney  General  of  the  State  of 
Victoria  in  Australia  is  with  us  in  the  Speak- 
er's gallery,  with  Dr.  Allan  Leal  who  is  chair- 
man of  the  Ontario  Law  Reform  Commission. 

The  hon.  member  for  Scarborough  West. 


PREMIERS'  CONFERENCE 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Premier:  Since  we  may  be  adjourning  shortly 
and  not  reconvening  imtil  a  little  later,  could 
the  Premier  tell  the  House  now  what  he  in- 
tends for  the  Premiers*  conference,  which  I 
believe  he  is  hosting  in  this  province  some 
time  in  mid  or  early  September?  What  are 
the  items  which  he  has  proposed  for  the 
agenda  for  discussions?  How  much  of  the  con- 
ference will  be  public?  How  much  of  it  will 
be  private?  Can  he,  in  advance,  give  us  some 
idea— it  must  surely  be  fairly  well  developed— 
of  what  he  intends? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  On- 
tario's opportunity— I  guess  that  is  the  right 
word— to  host  the  annual  Premiers*  conference. 
The  conference  is  now  tentatively  scheduled 
for  September  rather  than  August,  the  thought 
being  that  perhaps  it  would  give  a  greater 
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opportunity   to   get   into  some  subjects  at  a 
little  greater  depth. 

Mr.  Ian  Macdonald  has  been  visiting  the 
other  provinces,  talking  to  the  senior  officials 
and  meeting  some  of  the  Premiers,  to  go  into 
matters  that  would  relate  to  the  agenda.  The 
total  agenda  obviously  hasn't  been  finalized 
yet,  but  we  are  hopeful  to  perhaps  tackle  one 
or  two  broad  areas  of  discussion  that  could  be 
important  to  all  of  us.  As  soon  as  we  have 
additional  information,  as  soon  as  there  is  any 
greater  degree  of  finality  with  respect  to  the 
agenda  items  and  some  of  the  plans,  of 
course,  I  will  be  quite  prepared  to  inform  the 
members  of  the  House. 

As  I  say,  and  I  think  I  am  right  in  this,  the 
meeting  is  tentatively  scheduled  for  Sept.  10 
and  11  rather  than  the  annual  sort  of  Aug.  1 
period.  This  gives  us  a  greater  opportunity  to 
finalize  the  agenda  and  as  soon  as  we  have 
that,  I  will  make  that  information  available. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Mr.  Speaker,  by  way  of  supple- 
mentary: Among  the  many  topics  which  have 
been  suggested,  has  the  Premier  really  pro- 
posed the  possibility  on  the  agenda  of  the 
provincial  role,  both  practically  and  consti- 
tutionally, in  the  regulation  and  control  of 
various  prices  within  a  province? 

Secondly,  has  the  Premier  put  oil  on  the 
agenda,  both  in  terms  of  its  pricing  policy 
and  in  terms  of  the  various  proposals  which 
are  being  modelled  in  the  provinces  for  con- 
trolling some  of  the  aspects  of  most  con- 
cern to  the  consumer  with  increases  in  oil 
costs? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think 
there  have  been  any  items  per  se  which  have 
been  finalized  for  the  agenda.  The  traditional 
pattern  has  been  that  the  chairman  of  the 
annual  conference  has  communicated  to  his 
fellow  Premiers  asking  for  those  items  they 
would  like  to  see  on  the  conference  agenda, 
with  the  hope  that  perhaps  there  would  be  a 
number  of  them  on  which  there  would  be 
some  degree  of  consensus  as  to  the  advis- 
ability of  having  them  on  the  agenda. 

In  this  particular  case,  Mr.  Macdonald  has 
been  exploring  with  the  senior  officials  and 
with,  as  I  say,  some  Premiers,  the  possibility 
of  having  one  or  two  subjects,  one  of  them 
obviously  related  to  the  economy  and  the 
question  of  inflation.  The  question  of,  shall 
we  say  the  matter  of  price,  the  question  of 
oil  and  some  other  matters  which  probably 
will  find  their  way  into  either  a  general  dis- 
cussion or  a  specific  one,  has  not  been 
determined. 


Our  efforts  at  this  moment  have  been  to 
try  to  develop  the  agenda  for  the  conference 
with  some  focus.  Quite  frankly,  we  have  been 
suggesting  the  concept  of  greater  inter-pro- 
vincial co-operation  in  terms  of  economic 
opportunities  in  the  various  parts  of  Canada 
as  being  a  concept  we  think  is  worthy  of 
exploration.  At  this  stage  it  really  is  prema- 
ture to  say  what  will  or  will  not  appear  on 
the  agenda. 

While  Ontario  is  the  host  and  I  have  the 
privilege  to  be  the  chairman,  the  other 
Premiers,  quite  properly,  have  a  very  great 
interest  in  the  agenda  and  the  form  the 
conference  will  take.  I  really  can't  inform  the 
hon.  member  much  more  than  that  at  this 
stage  except  that  we  are  spending  a  great 
deal  of  time  and  effort  on  it  because  I  think 
these  conferences  can  and  should  be  meaning- 
ful, and  we  are  attempting  to  achieve  that 
in  this  case. 

Mr.  Lewis:  A  supplementary:  Does  the 
Premier  feel  that  he  might  be  well  enough 
briefed  on  this  occasion,  that  the  Minister 
of  Energy  might  perhaps  be  by  his  side  to 
hold  his  hand  so  that  he  doesn't  emerge  with 
as  much  misinformation  as  in  the  last  major 
Premiers'  conference? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  always 
one  of  those  who  is  prepared  to  accept,  and 
has  accepted,  the  very  best  advice  I  can  get- 
Mr.   Lewis:    I   am   offering  him   the   best 
advice  he  can  get. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Unlike  the  leader  of  the 
New  Democratic  Party  I  have  that  kind  of 
advice  available  to  me  and  I  accept  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  does? 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  What  hap- 
pened at  24  Sussex  Place? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  am  not  one  of  those 
people  who  pretends  to  have  all  the  knowl- 
edge available  and  totally  unto  themselves— 

Mr.  Lewis:  Now,  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —which  is  really  the 
attitude  he  has  successfully  developed.  I  will 
confess  this  to  the  House— I  don't  pretend  to 
be  an  expert  in  all  things  like  the  leader  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That  is  why  I  am  suggesting 
the  support  for  him. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Here  endeth  today's  little 
sermon. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  It  was  only  the  beginning 
of  the  sennon.  I  can  give  a  longer  one. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  know,  but  we  must  revitalize 
the  question  period  a  bit  now  and  again. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  would  drive  us  out  of  here 
the  way  it  would  drive  people  out  of  churches. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  Premier  is  doing  brilliantly 
with  Stanfield. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  will  do  a  lot  better 
than  the  senior  member  of  the  leader  of  the 
NDP's  family. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He  is  handling  the  campaign 
exquisitely.  More  power  to  him,  keep  at  it. 
He  has  another  10  days  left. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  ( Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Let  the  NDP 
count  its  seats  when  it  is  all  over. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lewis:   He  is  certainly  achieving  his 
own  object  in  all  of  this,  I  must  say,  with 
great  panache. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  DieFs  on  his  side. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Whose  side? 


UNION  GAS 

Mr.  Lewis:  May  I  ask  the  Minister  of 
Labour,  now  that  we  ended,  I  guess  yester- 
day or  the  day  before,  the  20th  week  of  the 
Union  Gas  strike  and  the  negotiations  have 
broken  down  quite  decidedly  and  in  a  very 
unhappy  way,  is  it  now  not  time  for  the 
Minister  of  Labour  himself  to  intervene? 
Surely  it  has  gone  on  long  enough? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  I 
don't  think  it  is  yet  time.  I  am  sorry  negotia- 
tions have  broken  off;  and  I  will  be  sitting 
down  either  today  or  first  thing  in  the  week 
with  my  advisers  to  decide  what  we  can  do 
next  to  get  these  things  moving  again.  I 
keep  telling  members  and  repeating  that  it 
takes  two  to  make  an  agreement  and  if  the 
two  parties  can't  or  won't  agree,  all  the 
minister  can  do  is  to  urge  them;  and  I  expect 
to  be  urging  them  again  at  the  start  of  the 
week. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  expects  to  do  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  And  I  expect  to  be 
urging  them  again. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Labour  relations  by  urge  is  a 
new  concept. 


Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  It  might  work. 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  certainly  creative  but  it 
may  not  settle  anything. 

May  I  ask  the  hon.  minister,  by  way  of 
supplementary,  does  the  minister  recognize 
that  the  wages  have  been  agreed  to  and  that 
all  that  is  left  which  is  not  agreed  to  is  a 
cost  of  living  formula,  a  sick  pay  formula  and 
the  insistence  on  the  part  of  the  company  that 
it  has  the  right  to  determine  the  precise  time 
at  which  an  employee  arrives  at  work,  and 
to  retard  it  and  change  it  imilaterally?  Does 
the  minister  not  think  those  items  give  him 
ground  to  intervene  and  to  solve  it  fairly, 
amicably  and  quickly,  given  that  they  are  not 
the  most  diflBcult  items  in  some  ways? 

Hod.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  which  items  are  outstanding 
between  the  parties.  Again,  I  do  not  think  it 
is  my  function  to  tell  the  parties  which  items 
they  may  regard  as  major  or  minor  items. 
That  is  all  part  of  the  collective  bargaining 
process. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Come  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  It  is.  The  member 
knows  that  as  well  as  I  do. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  process  is  breaking  the 
minister  down. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  He  is 
just  copping  out  and  looking  for  an  excuse 
to  leave  them  alone  until  winter. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  not  anxious  they 
should  be  alone  until  winter.  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  strategic  times  for  the  minister  to 
enter  the  scene  and  there  are  times  when  it 
would  be  inadvisable  for  him.  It  is  not  my 
intention,  sir,  in  collective  bargaining  to  un- 
duly pressure  either  side. 

Mr.  Deans:  When  is  that? 

Mr.  Lewis:  It  is  20  weeks— that  is  not  un- 
due pressure. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Is  the  member  say- 
ing one  side  is  more  responsible  than  the 
other? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  I  certainly  am.  I  am  say- 
ing Union  Gas— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Is  more  responsible? 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  not  prepared  to  endorse 
that  statement. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  for 
some  clarification.  In  the  question  as  it  was 
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put  it  was  indicated  that  the  negotiations  had 
broken  off.  Are  the  two  sides  not  meeting 
any  further?  Has  it  broken  o£F  completely? 

Mr.  Lewis:  Yes,  broken  off  completely. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  They  have  not  broken 
off  completely.  They  met  for  58  days  con- 
tinuously with  people  from  my  mediation 
group  and  they  have  at  present  adjourned 
those  talks.  Our  position  is  to  try  to  get  them 
together  again  at  a  time  which  is  ripe  and 
when  both  parties  are  ready  to  talk  again. 
There  is  no  point  in  keeping  them  talking 
continuously  if  progress  is  not  being  made 
and  I  think  the  interval  or  recess  is  in  the 
interests  of  eventually  getting  these  people 
together. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  the  hon,  member  for 
Scarborough  West  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No  further  questions. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce,  Grey-Bruce  I  should  say.  How  could 
I  forget  that? 

Mr.  Sargent:  Before  I  ask  this  question  I 
better  congratulate  you,  sir,  on  your  eleva- 
tion to  ministerial  status.  Very  well  deserved. 


NUCLEAR  ENERGY  PROGRAMME 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  want  to  ask  the  Premier,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may— 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  gets  two 
questions  for  that. 

Mr.  Sargent:  I  get  two  questions?  In  light 
of- 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  Questionl 

Mr.  Sargent:  —Mr.  Macaulay,  who  was  the 
stemwinder   and   the   father   of   our   nuclear 
power  programme- 
Mr.   Roy:   The  member  wouldn't  know  a 
question  from  an  answer. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —and  all  our  billion  dollar 
commitments  here,  and  in  view  of  the  fact  he 
has  been  retained  at  an  exceedingly  high 
price  of  about  $1,000  a  day  to— 

Mr.  G.  Nixon  (Dovercourt):  What  is  the 
question? 

Mr.  Sargent:  —represent  this  department- 
it  is  probably  money  well  spent  in  view  of 
what  is  happening  I  don't  know- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 


Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  member  is 
in  order. 

Mr.  Sargent:  In  view  of  the  fact  that  in 
today's  Globe  and  Mail  he  is  quoted  as  say- 
ing "Millions  of  dollars  of  the  cost  of  power 
is  being  charged"  back  to  Hydro  by  a  secret 
agreement  regarding  the  pooling  of  heavy 
water  supplies.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  we  are 
facing  a  15  per  cent  increase  in  power  costs 
on  Jan.  1— 

Mr.  J.  M.  Turner  (Peterborough):  Get  a 
soap  box. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —what  is  he  going  to  do  inso- 
far as  the  man  who  is  doing  the  investigating 
and  the  man  who  started  the  programme? 
What  is  he  going  to  do  about  having  top 
authorities  in  here  to  have  an  inquiry  to  find 
out  how  many  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars 
are  involved  in  a  bigger  deal  than  the  Davis- 
Moog  property  probably  was— 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  Question. 

Mr.  Sargent:  —to  have  a  royal  inquiry  to 
find  out  what  is  going  on,  in  view  of  Mr. 
Macaulay's  question? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Perhaps  that  should  go  on  the 
notice  paper. 

Mr.  Sargent:  Having  said  that,  I  think  the 
people  of  Ontario  have  a  right  to  know  what 
is  going  on,  we're  talking  of  hundreds  of 
millions  of  dollars. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  had  some 
diflBculty  in  following  all  parts  of  the  ques- 
tion. I  wonder  if  the  hon.  member  would 
do  me  the  service  of  repeating  the  question 
so  I  can  understand  it? 

Mr.  Sargent:  No,  seriously  Mr.  Speaker, 
this  isn't  funny.  We're  talking  about  hun- 
dreds of  millions  of  dollars.  The  Premier  is 
letting  out  billions  of  dollars  in  contracts  on 
the  proposal  system,  so  What  is  he  going 
to  do  about  a  royal  commission  inquiry  to 
find  out  what's  going  on?  If  Macaiday  says 
things  are  in  trouble  he  should  know.  What 
is  the  Premier  going  to  do  about  it? 

Mr.  W.  Ferrier  (Cochrane  South):  What 
kind  of  a  question  is  that? 

Mr.  Roy:  Can  he  understand  that  ques- 
tion? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  must  con- 
fess I  have  some  difiBculty  following  the 
logic  of  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  but— 
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Mr.  Sargent:  Can  he  read  the  Globe  and 
Mail  and  find  out  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  read  the  Globe  and 
Mail,  and  as  many  papers  as  I  can  religi- 
ously. The  member  for  St.  George  is  quite 
right. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  the  Premier  can  follow  Stan- 
field's  logic  he  can  follow  anyone's.  Is  that 
true? 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  this  to  the 

hon.   member  for  Ottawa  East- 
Mr.    MacDonald:    Question!    Answer    the 

question. 

Interjections  by  hon.  meanbers. 

Mr,  Lewis:  The  Premier  is  going  to  be 
following  Stanfield. 

Mr.  Sargent:  The  Premier  is  out  of  order, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  would  say  this,  at 
least  Mr.  Stanfield  attempts  to  do  things  with 
logic,  which  is  more  than  can  be  said  about 
the  leader  of  the  member's  national  party. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It's  a  non-answer  to  a 
non-question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  His  words  were  interesting  at 
least. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr  Davis:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  try  to 
get  back  to  the  question,  such  as  it  was,  by 
the  member  for  Grey-Bruce,  personally  I 
would  never  presume  to  speak  for  a  former 
member  of  this  House  but  I  think  he  would 
be  very  flattered  if,  even  in  the  eyes  of  the 
member  for  Grey-Bruce,  which  he  might 
feel  are  somewhat  jaundiced,  he  was  the 
one  who  initiated  the  singularly  successftJ 
nuclear  plant  at  Pickering  and  the  success 
that  Ontario  Hydro  has  had— 

Mr.  Sargent:  By  gosh,  the  price  is  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  —a  success  that  has  not 
been  matched  anywhere  in  the  United  States 
or  the  United  Kingdom.  If  the  member  for 
Grey-Bruce  is  saying  that  Bob  Macaulay  is 
the  one  totally  responsible  for  that,  he 
would  be  tremendously  delighted.  The  fact 
is,  he  wasn't. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  success  of  the 
nuclear    programme    was    a    combination    of 


the  involvement  of  many  organizations,  in- 
cluding the  AECL,  which  happens  to  be  a 
federal  agency  administered  by  the  mem- 
ber's friends  who  were  part  of  the  initia- 
tors of  the  successfid  programme  that  we 
now  have  in  this  province,  it  was  done  also 
by  Ontario  Hydro,  which  made  a  decision 
to  go  the  route  that  we  know,  a  route  that 
has  proved  to  be  extremely  successful.  It 
was  a  very  courageous  decision  on  their 
part. 

I  think  the  member  for  Grey-Bruce  should 
share  in  the  accomplishments  of  Ontario 
Hydro,  because  I  will  tell  him  he  c^an  go 
into  any  jurisdiction  in  Canada,  the  United 
States  or  on  the  continent  and  he  will  find 
the  experts  who  have  analysed  it  are  very 
impressed  with  what  Ontario  Hydro,  in  co- 
operation with  AECL,  has  contributed. 

Mr.  Lewis:  That's  probably  true. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  There's  no  question 
about  it. 

Mr.  Lewis:  But  we'll  regret  this  nuclear 
reactor    proliferation   yet,    my   friend, 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  Well,  all  right.  The  hon. 
member  may  wish  to  get  into  matters  of 
international  afi^airs,  I  don't  know.  I'm  talk- 
ing about  the  particular  question. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  agree  with  the  question. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  I  can't  add  any  more 
to  the  answer  to  the  hon.  member  for  Grey- 
Bruce.  If  he  is  saying  that  the  nuclear  pro- 
gramme here  in  this  province  has  not  been 
successful,  so  be  it.  I  think  he  would  stand 
almost  alone  in  those  observations. 

I  will  pass  on  to  Mr.  Macaulay  the  real 
importance  that  the  member  attaches  to  his 
contribution.  I  can  only  say  that  he  is  a 
very  modest  man  and  he  would  disclaim  at 
least  some  of  the  credit. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  a  man  of  modest  means. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  He  would  share  it,  I 
think,  with  many  others,  and  very  properly 
so. 

Mr.  Sargent:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  There  has  been  sufficient 
time  taken  on  that  question.  There  are  just 
a  few  minutes  left.  The  hon.  member  for 
Sandwich-Riverside. 
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PROJECTED  DEMAND  FOR 
ELECTRICITY 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  ( Sandwich-Riverside ) :  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Energy  regarding  a  Rand  Corp.  study  of 
Cahfomia's  projected  per  capita  demand  for 
electricity.  Is  the  minister  aware  that  the 
Rand  Corp.  study  states  that  the  projected 
demand  could  actually  be  reduced  very  sig- 
nificantly—in fact  about  65  per  cent— instead 
of  being  doubled  every  10  years  or  so  as  the 
power  plant  promoters  are  fond  of  predicting? 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of 
Energy ) :  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  one  supplementary 
would  be  in  order, 

Mr.  Burr:  Has  the  minister  yet  investigated 
the  similar  study  made  by  the  University  of 
California  at  Berkeley  in  1971,  a  study  to 
which  I  drew  his  attention  on  May  2,  on 
page  1633  of  Hansard? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  No,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  Why  not? 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  It  hasn't  come  to  my 
attention  as  yet. 

Mr.  Laughren:  What's  the  use  of  our 
speaking  about  it  in  the  House? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Solicitor  General 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked  previ- 
ously. 


JOSEPH  BURNETT 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  May  13  last  the  hon.  member  for 
Downsview  asked  me  if  our  investigations 
have  revealed  anything  about  the  suggestions 
of  control  of  the  potato  business  involving 
Mr.  Burnett. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  I  didn't 
ask  the  minister  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Yes,  it  was  a  supplemen- 
tary. 

The  answer,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that  the 
Ontario  Provincial  Pohce  investigations  indi- 
cate that  the  potato  business  is  not  controlled 
nor  is  Mr.  Burnett  directly  involved  in  that 
business.  Mr.  Burnett  has  one  indirect  con- 
nection with  the  potato  industry.  One  of  his 
companies  did  make  two  loans  in  1968  and 
1969,    totalling    approximately    $525,000,    to 


Cappuccitti  Bros.,  one  of  the  major  potato 
wholesalers  in  Ontario.  These  loans  were  for 
the  purpose  of  building  storage  facilities. 
Otherwise  there  is  no  evidence  that  Mr.  Bur- 
nett is  involved  in  the  day-to-day  business  of 
the  potato  industry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 

East  is  next. 


OTTAWA  NEWSPAPER  DISPUTE 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of 
the  Minister  of  Labour. 

In  light  of  the  fact  that  both  English  news- 
papers in  the  city  of  Ottawa,  the  Journal  and 
the  Citizen,  were  forced  to  cancel  publications 
on  June  14  and  15  and  again  yesterday,  would 
he  advise  the  House  why  the  provincial  medi- 
ator who  was  sent  down  there  after  June  14 
was  called  back  and  why  he  was  not  allowed 
to  remain  in  Ottawa,  because  during  the 
period  of  time  he  was  there  the  papers  con- 
tinued publication? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  imder- 
stand  the  mediator  involved  had  another 
appointment  in  Toronto  yesterday,  but  he  is 
returning  to  Ottawa  tomorrow.  I  hope  that 
will  bring  about  the  republication  of  the 
newspapers.  He'll  be  back  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  are  only  two  min- 
utes left.  The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Supplementary. 

Mr.  Speaker:  No,  I  will  not  allow  a  sup- 
plementary. The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 


AGE    LIMIT   ON    CLERICAL    WORKERS 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  I  have  a 
question  of  the  Chairman  of  Management 
Board,  Mr.  Speaker.  In  reference  to  the  ad 
his  ministry  is  nmning  at  the  present  time 
asking  for  clerical  workers  for  gathering  sta- 
tistics, providing  information  to  the  public  and 
various  programmes,  or  working  as  a  teller, 
and  asking  them  to  phone  Mrs.  Snow,  can  he 
please  tell  us  why  applicants  aged  30  are 
being  told  they  are  too  old  for  those  jobs? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  No,  I  am  not  aware 
of  that;  but  I  will  certainly  investigate  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Huron- 
Bruce  is  next. 
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Mr.  M.  Gaunt  (Huron-Bruce):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  had  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  (Mr.  W.  Newman)  and  he 
shpped  out  on  me. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 


TRUCK  LOAD  COVERS 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions. 

Can  the  minister  advise  when  the  regula- 
tions will  be  completed  so  that  gravel  trucks 
using  401  and  other  major  highways  will  be 
required  to  have  the  load  portion  covered  so 
as  to  avoid  continuing  damage  to  passenger 
vehicles  and  other  private  cars? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  those 
regulations  are  being  prepared  and  I  am 
hopeful  they  will  be  dealt  with  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  oral  questions 
has  now  expired. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  minister  is 
back. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  that  is  reasonable. 
I'll  permit  it. 

An  hoD.  member:  I  hope  it's  an  important 
question. 


POWER   CORRIDOR   EXPROPRIATION 
ORDER 

Mr.  Gaunt:  I  have  a  question  of  the  Minis- 
ter of  the  Environment. 

What  steps  has  the  minister  taken  with 
respect  to  altering  the  expropriation  order 
served  to  the  property  owners  in  the  Douglas 
Point-Bradley  Junction  power  corridor? 

Mr.  Roy:  It  was  an  important  question;  he 
probably  doesn't  have  the  answer. 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment): Mr.  Speaker,  under  section  42 
of  the  Expropriations  Act,  I  worked  out  an 
arrangement  where  the  people  involved  will 
be  allowed  to  sell  500  ft  with  reservations  on 
the  other  400  ft  for  the  future;  or  they  will 
be  allowed  just  to  sell  those  500  ft,  and  Hydro 
has  agreed  to  it. 

Mr.  Gaunt:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Shulman:  More  Liberal  questions  than 
NDP  this  time. 


Mr.  Speaker:  I  am  sorry,  I  didn't  hear  that 
statement. 

Petitions. 

Presenting  reports. 

Hon.  W.  Newman:  Mr.  Speaker,  on  March 
15  I  received  a  preliminary  report  from  the 
beverage  packaging  working  group  of  the 
solid  waste  task  force  sponsored  by  my  minis- 
try. The  beverage  packaging  working  group 
was  set  up  by  the  task  force  to  look  into  the 
packaging  and  marketing  of  carbonated  soft 
drinks,  fermented  beverages  and  distilled 
beverages. 

Working  group  members  were  drawn  from 
the  soft  drink  and  container  industries,  the 
retail  sector  and  environmental  and  consumer 
organizations.  They  conducted  their  work  over 
the  space  of  a  year,  from  February,  1973,  to 
February,  1974,  and  met  on  25  occasions  for 
discussion  and  to  develop  recommendations. 

The  report  of  the  beverage  packaging  work- 
ing group  contains  16  recommendations,  deal- 
ing principally  with  carbonated  beverage  con- 
tainers, backed  up  by  a  very  large  amount  of 
statistical  material. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  appreciate  the  work  that 
went  into  this  study  and  I  feel  that  the  recom- 
mendations indicate  the  direction  in  which  the 
government  should  move.  However,  I  feel 
there  is  a  need  for  more  direct  action  in  a 
number  of  areas.  Therefore,  an  intensive  study 
is  being  made  of  the  report  and  the  recom- 
mendations to  see  what  further  action  can  be 
taken  on  beverage  containers. 

In  considering  what  further  steps  can  be 
taken,  Mr.  Speaker,  uppermost  in  our  minds 
is  the  dislocation  or  disruption  that  might  be 
caused  by  that  action.  I  feel  it  would  be  un- 
wise to  make  hasty  decisions  in  this  area  that 
might  jeopardize  a  large  number  of  jobs  or 
cause  a  major  disruption  in  an  industry  that 
would  affect  its  employees.  For  this  reason, 
Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  looking  at  the  report  and 
the  recommendations  very  closely  and  I  hope 
to  put  forward  proposals  fairly  soon  that  will 
achieve  the  results  that  I  believe  the  public 
expects. 

At  this  time  I  would  like  to  publicly  thank 
the  members  of  the  beverage  packaging  work- 
ing group  for  their  dedication  and  immense 
effort  in  producing  this  report.  I  have  been 
informed  that  this  is  the  first  time  such  a 
complete  study  has  been  done  of  beverage 
packaging  containers  anywhere  in  Canada. 

So  that  all  members  may  gain  a  greater 
understanding  of  this  very  complex  problem, 
I  am  pleased  to  table  the  report  of  the  bever- 
age packaging  working  group  at  this  time. 
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Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  also  like  to  add  my 
personal  thanks  to  the  members  of  that  com- 
mittee who  are  sitting  in  your  gallery  today, 
for  the  great  job  they  did  on  this  report. 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells  presented  the  annual  re- 
port of  the  Ministry  of  Education  ending 
March  31,  1974. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  it  is  nice  to  have  one  in 
advance  of  the  estimates. 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Always. 

Hon.  L.  Bernier  (Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources): Mr.  Speaker,  it  gives  me  pleasure  to 
table  for  the  information  of  the  House  a  re- 
port received  by  my  ministry  on  the  Onaka- 
wana  project,  prepared  by  Shawinigan  Engi- 
neering Co.  Ltd. 

This  report  represents  an  independent  re- 
view of  the  facts  concerning  a  highly  techni- 
cal subject  which  is  under  active  consideration 
by  the  government  at  this  time.  While  fur- 
ther action  on  this  report  will  be  forthcom- 
ing, I  suggest  that  the  public  interest  re- 
quires that  this  report  be  released. 

The  material  tabled  here  represents  parts 
1  and  2  of  a  four-volume  report.  Parts  3  and 
4  represent  power  plant  and  mining  study 
appendices,  which  are  available  for  inspection 
in  the  ministry's  library. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Motions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  Mr.  Havrot 
and  Mr.  Ewen  be  substituted  for  Mrs.  Scrive- 
ner and  Mr.  Reilly  on  the  select  committee  on 
company  law. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Just  a  minute.  Who  is  he 
substituting  for  whom? 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  he  trying  to  destroy  that  en- 
tire committee?  That  committee  has  worked 
well  until  now. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  hon.  member  for  Timi- 
skaming?  We  can't  have  him  on  that  commit- 
tee! 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Lewis:  No,  Mr.  Speaker.  No,  no. 
Before  it  carries,  as  in  the  last  instance,  we 
wish  to  express  our  quiet  and  contemplative 
objection  to  the  appointment  of  the  hon. 
member  for  Timiskaming,  but  we  understand 
that  he  must,  none  the  less,  serve. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Very  funny. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  That  should  be  worth 
a  thousand  votes. 


Mr.  Lewis:  Not  at  all.  The  Minister  of 
Energy  is  going  to  need  more  than  that. 

An  hon.  member:  He  keeps  on  making 
statements  like  that. 

Mr.  Havrot:  The  best  friend  my  riding  has 
ever  had. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Orders  of  the  day. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  16th  order,  re- 
suming the  adjourned  debate  on  the  motion 
for  second  reading  of  Bill  88,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Planning  Act. 

PLANNING  ACT 

(concluded) 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  amendments  to  the  Planning  Act 
that  have  been  already  discussed  by  the  hon. 
member  for  St.  George  (Mrs.  Campbell)  are 
now  before  us  after  some  considerable  de- 
bate, within  the  city  of  Toronto  particularly, 
as  a  result  of  the  original  legislation  that  had 
been  suggested.  I  was  interested  this  morn- 
ing in  seeing  a  small  comment  in  the  Globe 
and  Mail  which  apparently  sets  out  certain 
problems  within  that  municipality's  own 
council  concerning  the  matters  which  we  are 
debating. 

It  would  appear  that  Mayor  Crombie  thinks 
that  the  proposed  amendments  in  this  Bill  88 
are  as  good  as  can  be  obtained  at  this  time. 
On  the  other  hand,  other  members  of  the 
council  apparently  are  greatly  concerned  with 
respect  to  several  particular  items. 

The  first  one,  of  course,  has  already  been 
referred  to  in  that  it  is  the  suggestion  that 
this  bill  should  deal  with  more  control  over 
non-residential  buildings  as  well  as  residential 
ones.  These  points  have  been  raised  by  the 
member  for  St.  George,  and  I  presume  we 
can  debate  this  more  when  this  bill  goes  to 
committee. 

The  other  matter,  of  course,  seems  to  me 
to  be  the  points  raised  concerning  the  logic 
that  has  been  suggested,  not  only  by  Mr. 
Sewell,  whose  motion  apparently  received 
the  support  of  the  council,  but  by  others  who 
called  for  a  stronger  control  over  all  of  the 
demolition  situations  so  that  landlords,  in  fact, 
would  not  be  able  to  use  this  kind  of  legis- 
lation to  allow  eventual  demolition  and  as  a 
result  to  downgrade  residential  areas  that  now 
perhaps  require  some  sprucing  up. 

As   the   member   for   Ottawa  Centre   (Mr. 
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Cassidy)  said  this  morning,  as  I  understand 
it  there  are  some  138  acres  of  parking  lots 
and  demolished  areas  in  the  downtown  part 
of  the  city.  If  demolition  control  is  therefore 
not  available  for  commercial  buildings  as  well 
as  for  residential  buildings,  there  would 
appear  to  be  nothing  that  will  avoid  the 
tearing  down  of  non-residential  buildings  and, 
in  fact,  the  kind  of  block-busting  referred  to 
earlier. 

One  point  that  I  would  like  some  clarifica- 
tion on  is  set  out  in  the  second  section  of 
the  bill.  I  wonder  if  this  section  really  con- 
flicts with  the  recent  amendment  to  the 
Housing  Development  Act.  As  you  will  recall, 
Mr.  Speaker,  Bill  63,  section  7  replaced  the 
previous  section  16,  I  understand  that  the 
amendment  allowed  the  municipality  to  bank 
land  when  there  wasn't  an  ofiBcial  plan  or  an 
improved  housing  statement. 

As  we  are  all  aware,  the  acquiring  and 
holding  of  land  is  being  interpreted  by 
municipalities  as  a  long-term  kind  of  land 
bank.  However,  it  would  appear  in  this  bill 
that  the  amendment  set  out  in  section  2  indi- 
cates that  the  acquisition  and  holding  of  land 
is  only  going  to  be  permissible  as  the  first 
words  set  out:  **If  there  is  an  oflBcial  plan  in 
effect." 

One  would  then  presume  that  the  idea  of 
the  policy  statement,  which  was  referred  to  in 
the  amendment  to  the  Housing  Development 
Act,  does  not  obtain  in  this  circumstance.  I 
would  appreciate  the  minister  looking  into 
that  matter  and  finding  out  if  in  fact  the 
matter  of  the  policy  statement  should  be 
considered. 

There  have  been  many  conunents  made  so 
far  on  the  45-ft  height  bylaw  and  the 
demolition  control  bylaw  and  these  tyi)es  of 
matters  which  have  been  brought  particularly 
by  the  council  of  the  city  of  Toronto  to  the 
Legislature.  We  can,  of  course,  look  into  them 
when  the  bill  goes  into  second  reading,  but 
I  would  appreciate  the  comments  that  the 
minister  might  choose  to  make  on  this  matter 
of  the  policy  statement  that  I  had  referred  to. 

Finally,  of  course,  it  is  of  great  value,  as 
the  member  for  Waterloo  North  (Mr.  Good) 
had  cited,  that  the  problems  of  Century  City 
have  at  long  last  been  resolved. 

I  am  interested  in  the  points  raised  in  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  bill  dealing  with  this  matter  of 
land  that  is  being  connected  on  a  horizontal 
plane  only.  I  wasn't  aware  that  there  was 
much  requirement  for  the  division  of  lands 
in  the  province  as  between  their  mineral  rights 
and  their  surface  rights.  I  am  wondering  if 
the  minister,  when  he  replies,  can  explain  to 


us  what  the  purpose  for  this  section  and  this 
amendment  in  this  bill  is.  It  would  have 
appeared  to  me  that  the  abutting  of  other 
lands  on  a  horizontal  plane  would  be  sufiB- 
cient  to  have  obvious  contiguous  ownership 
and,  therefore,  require  certain  approvals  by 
the  present  kinds  of  planning  legislation  or 
severances,  if  that  was  required,  in  order  to 
deal  with  those  lands.  It  would  appear  that 
this  matter  is  not  the  case  and  would  only 
apply  where  the  mineral  and  surface  rights 
are  severed.  I'm  wondering  if  the  minister  in 
his  reply  might  be  able  to  enlighten  me  as  to 
that  situation? 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  River- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  think  that  a  number  of  the  sec- 
tions of  the  bill  can  be  best  dealt  with  in 
committee,  but  I  do  want  to  spend  a  moment 
on  my  concern  about  the  minister's  version  of 
demolition  control. 

The  specifics  of  the  section  he  proposes  in 
this  bill  now  before  us  are  not,  at  this 
moment,  my  major  concern.  As  I  stated,  we 
can  deal  with  that  in  the  committee.  What 
bothers  me  is  that  the  concept  as  originally 
set  out  and  proposed  by  the  city  of  Toronto 
in  its  bill,  which  was  turned  down  on  the 
direction  of  the  government  when  the  private 
bills  committee  met  to  deal  with  it,  has  been 
abandoned  entirely. 

The  purpose,  of  course,  was  to  integrate 
demolition  into  the  overall  planning  process 
so  that  demolition  could  not  take  place  as  an 
isolated  aspect  of  land  use  in  the  city  of 
Toronto,  but  could  only  take  place  when 
there  was  an  opportunity  to  assess  the  kind 
of  development  which  was  going  to  replace 
it,  or  the  kind  of  use  to  which  the  land  was 
going  to  be  put. 

The  city  of  Toronto  proposed  a  very  sen- 
sible, staged  programme  for  establishing  a 
moratorium  period  of  six  months  during  which 
time  development  plans  could  be  instituted. 
If  those  plans  were  instituted,  which  would 
result  in  an  amendment  to  the  oflBcial  plan, 
then  the  freeze  or  the  moratorium  would 
continue  for  an  additional  two  years. 

For  some  reason  or  other  that  conception  of 
an  ongoing  process,  the  vitality  of  the  plan- 
ning process,  has  been  lost  sight  of.  The 
minister  is  dealing  with  it  in  isolated  situations 
of  a  specific  application  to  demolish  a  par- 
ticular building.  I  cannot  see  in  the  statute 
any  indication  of  how  anyone  can  make  any 
decision  as  to  whether  or  not  the  demolition 
permit  should  or  should  not  be  granted,  be- 
cause it  is  not  related  to  anything. 
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I  find  it  extremely  difficult  for  the  city 
council  to  say,  "Will  we  grant  the  permit  to 
demolish  this  particular  building?  Must  we  as 
the  city  council  give  ostensible  reasons  for 
doing  so?"  If  an  appeal  is  taken  to  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board,  on  what  kind  of  basis 
will  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  review  the 
decision  of  the  city  council  not  to  grant  the 
demolition  permit? 

What  are  the  criteria  the  municipal  board 
would  use  for  the  purpose?  As  the  minister 
knows,  because  he  was  in  attendance  through- 
out the  private  bills  committee  hearings  deal- 
ing with  this  bill,  the  city's  bill  provided  very 
clearly  the  kind  of  matters  which  council 
would  take  into  account  before  it  instituted 
this  moratorium  in  order  to  prevent  a  re- 
assessment of  the  existing  development  plans, 
the  existing  impact  of  the  official  plan  and  a 
redevelopment  scheme  to  be  pronounced  for 
a  particular  area. 

As  I  said,  it  seems  to  me  that  this  bill  says 
nothing.  It  simply  says  that  you  must  apply 
to  get  a  permit  to  demolish  a  building  in  an 
area  of  demolition  control.  It  makes  no  ref- 
erence whatever  to  redevelopment  plans  for 
the  area,  and  makes  no  effort  to  take  into 
account  the  kinds  of  needs  which  brought 
about  the  request  by  the  city  for  that  demo- 
lition control. 

I  recall  very  clearly  when  I  spoke  in  the 
Throne  debate  about  two  to  three  years 
ago,  when  the  now  Minister  of  Revenue 
(Mr.  Meen)  was  the  parliamentary  assistant 
dealing  with  municipal  matters,  that  I  raised 
the  question  about  what  was  happening  at 
Pape  Ave.  and  Gerrard  St.  in  my  riding, 
when  the  demolition  permit  was  granted 
without  any  relationship  whatsoever  as  to 
what  was  going  to  take  place  in  that  area 
whein  the  Consolidated-Bathurst  plant  was 
sold  to  Bramalea  Consolidated  and  since 
that  time,  of  course,  sold  for  the  purposes 
of  a  shopping  mall. 

That  area  was  a  mixture  of  residential  ac- 
commodation and  of  industrial  undertakings. 
A  substantial  part  of  the  area  of  the  city 
which  I  represent  in  this  Legislature  and  a 
substantial  part  of  the*  downtown  area  is 
inextricably  mixed  up  with  residential  ac- 
commodation and  industrial  undertakings  of 
one  kind  or  another. 

It  seems  to  me  to  be  totally  unreal  for 
the  minister  in  the  bill  which  he  has  pro- 
jected before  us  and  proposes  that  we  should 
pass,  to  deal  only  with  residential  property 
for  the  purposes  of  the  demolition. 

The  destruction  that  took  place  of  the 
neighbourhood    at    Pape    and    Gerrard    was 


because  of  the  demolition  of  the  Consoli- 
dated-Bathurst plant  destroying  the  area 
around  it  and  creating,  as  I  have  often 
stated,  what  appeared  to  be  sites  that  one 
would  have  expected  to  see  in  London  dur- 
ing the  blitz  in  the  last  war.  That's  what 
destroyed  the  area. 

There  was  no  opportimity  for  an  orderly 
planning  process  to  take  into  accoimt  that 
the  exception  which  had  been  made  for  the 
Consolidated-Bathurst  plant  and  other  plants 
along  the  railway  that  runs  diagonally 
through  the  riding  of  Riverdale— diagonally 
through  wards  7  and  8  —  that  kind  of 
exception  allowing  these  plants  to  exist 
would  be  overtaken  by  time  as  the  plants 
moved  out  to  other  areas  of  the  city.  The 
minister  may  not  be  aware  of  it,  but  I  sup- 
pose that  tiiere  are  a  dozen  major  plants 
that  have  moved  out  of  the  riding  of  River- 
dale  in  the  last  10  years.  I  would  also  point 
out  to  the  minister  that  there  are  a  number 
of  plants  that  still  remain  in  that  area. 

Unless  the  demolition  control  is  going  to 
take  account  of  a  geographic  area,  regard- 
less of  whether  or  not  there  are  residential 
properties  or  non-residential  properties,  and 
abandon  that  unwise  distinction  between 
buildings  which  are  residential  and  build- 
ings which  are  factories  or  plants,  then  the 
government  is  permitting  a  significant  dis- 
ruption to  continue  to  take  place  in  an 
jurea  such  as  the  riding  of  Riverdale. 

I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  at  least  one 
of  the  foci  of  this  concern  about  demolition 
and  its  relationship  to  the  planning  pro- 
cess and  tie  development  of  a  plan  for  a 
particular  area  was  the  situation  which  oc- 
curred in  the  riding  of  Riverdale  at  Pape 
and  Gerrard.  I  know  there  were  others  and 
I'm  not  suggesting  for  a  moment  that  it 
was  the  one  example,  but  it  was  one  of 
the  major  examples  which  led  the  city  of 
Toronto  to  want  to  have  the  kind  of  demo- 
lition control  on  a  moratorium  basis  for  the 
purpose  of  redeveloping  plans  for  an  area. 

It  seemed  to  me  that  the  point  made  by 
my  colleague,  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre,  is  very  valid,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
minister  disagrees  with  this  legislation.  He 
has  so  watered  it  down  in  his  bill  at  the 
present  time  that  for  practical  purposes 
once  again  we  will  be  faced  with  a  clash 
between  the  so-called  imlimited  right  of 
private  ownership  of  land  coming  into  con- 
flict with  the  expressed  wishes  and  needs 
of  the  city  of  Toronto  in  particular,  and 
other  mimidpalities  as  expressed  by  their 
elected  representatives. 
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The  minister  leaves  it  wide  open  for  that 
kind  of  conflict  to  continue.  And  when  that 
kind  of  conflict  exists,  you  can  be  certain  that 
appeals  usually  end  up  supporting  the  un- 
restricted right  of  the  owner  of  the  land  to 
do  with  the  land  as  he  wishes  within  the 
framework  of  the  ofiicial  plan.  The  minister 
knows  that,  and  that  is  why  I  assumed  he  is 
happy  about  this  bill  because  it  doesn't  trench 
upon  his  entrenched  views  of  the  unlimited 
right  of  the  owner  of  land  to  use  his  property 
as  he  wishes,  regardless  of  the  wishes  of  the 
elected  council. 

I  just  find  it  passing  strange  that  a  man  as 
receptive  and  as  sympathetic  as  the  mayor  of 
the  city  of  Toronto,  who  knows  very  well  the 
needs  of  the  city  of  Toronto— it  was,  indeed, 
part  and  parcel  of  his  mandate  as  mayor, 
which  will  undoubtedly  be  renewed  again  for 
him— should  in  some  way  or  other  allow  him- 
self to  be  taken  in  by  this  minister.  I  don't 
know  what  kind  of  misguided  aberration 
seized  the  mayor  on  that  particular  day  that 
he  had  the  nerve  to  sit  down  in  secret  ses- 
sion with  the  provincial  Treasurer  (Mr. 
White),  and  presumably  with  the  Minister 
without  Portfolio,  (Mr.  Irvine)  and  accept  this 
kind  of  legislation.  The  minister  knows,  as 
well  as  I  do  that  the  mayor  has  had  serious 
second  thoughts  about  the  wisdom  of  having 
indicated  that,  yes,  in  general  he  assented 
to  this  legislation. 

It's  not  over  yet,  and  the  game  can't  be 
won  to  redevelop  the  downtown  core  of  the 
city  of  Toronto,  to  the  extent  that  it  is  going 
to  be  maintained  as  a  residential  area,  with 
the  kind  of  law  which  the  minister  is  pro- 
posing this  afternoon.  The  problem  won't 
disappear,  the  problem  will  persist.  The  places 
that  will  get  hurt  are  places  such  as  the 
riding  of  Riverdale,  because  they  will  be  sub- 
jected again  and  again  to  that  kind  of  demo- 
lition which  can  only  take  place  where  you 
have  this  mixture  of  traditional  residential- 
industrial  business  complexes,  side  by  side, 
chockablock,  inextricably  involved  with  each 
other. 

As  I  say,  I  am  not  going  to  go  on  at  great 
length.  We  will  talk  about  it  more  when  the 
matter  is  in  committee.  We  will  vote  against 
that  particular  section  of  the  bill  and  we  will 
divide  the  House  on  it  at  the  appropriate 
time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  before  I  reply  to  the  hon. 
members  who  have  debated  this  bill,  I  would 


like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  introduce  to 
the  members  of  the  House  the  gentleman 
whom  I  had  the  pleasure  to  meet  with  this 
morning,  who  has  travelled  a  long  way  to 
visit  Ontario  to  determine  how  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  has  developed  in  regard  to 
municipal  affairs,  new  towns,  and  planning.  I 
would  like  to  introduce,  in  the  Speakers's 
gallery,  the  Hon.  Allan  Hunt,  Minister  for 
Local  Government  and  Planning,  for  the  State 
of  Victoria,  Australia.  A  very  warm  welcome 
to  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  before  us  today  a 
very  important  and  very  innovative  Act,  one 
which  is  the  first  of  its  kind  in  regard  to 
demolition  control,  in  all  of  North  America. 
It  also  encompasses  many  other  important 
features,  but  most  of  the  remarks  have  been 
toward  section  6,  in  regard  to  demolition 
control.  I  would  like  to  say  at  the  outset  that 
if  there  is  any  doubt  in  anyone's  mind  about 
whether  I  believe  in  this  bill,  I  believe  in 
every  bfll  I  bring  forth  before  this  House, 
and  I  think  it  is  in  rather  poor  taste  for  an>' 
member  to  suggest  that  I  don't  believe  in  it. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  But  the 
minister  said  he  didn't  believe  in  it  a  year 
ago.  It  is  just  a  rapid  conversion,  that  is  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  do  believe  in  this  bill, 
and  I  also  believe  in  the  fact  that  we  must  re- 
tain the  right  of  every  human  being  in  On- 
tario. We  also  must  make  sure  that  munici- 
palities have  the  right  to  legislate  as  they 
wish  to,  in  the  best  interests  of  their  people. 

We  have  brought  forth  in  this  demolition 
control  something  which  does  not  infringe 
upon  the  rights  of  a  human  being,  but  does 
allow  the  municipality,  if  it  wishes,  to  control 
demolition  and  building  throughout  the  city. 

I  will  speak  directly  to  the  points  raised 
by  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George,  but  be- 
fore doing  so,  I  wish  to  say  that  I  do  have 
some  amendments  which  will  be  brought 
forth  in  the  committee  of  the  whole  House, 
which  will  clarify  in  section  6  what  a  dwell- 
ing unit  is,  residential  property.  It  would 
also  clarify  that  we  mean  $20,000  for  each 
dwelling  unit,  as  a  penalty,  and  we  also 
mean  $20,000  for  each  residential  unit  when 
it  is  demolished  without  permission.  We  also 
mean,  in  section  6— where  we  have  said  "not- 
withstanding" we  are  changing  it  to  "subject 
to"— that  all  of  the  clauses  related  to  health 
and  safety  do  carry  on  at  all  times,  regard- 
less of  whether  there  is  a  stay  in  regards  to 
the  appeal  to  the  OMB.  Health  and  safety 
will  be  enforced  at  all  times.  Maintenance 
and  occupancy  control  can  only  be  enforced 
when  there  is  a  bylaw  and  the  municipality 
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must  in  the  first  instance  have  a  bylaw  for 
maintenance  and  occupancy  control  before 
they  can  enforce  demolition  control.  I  be- 
lieve that  is  quite  clearly  stated  in  the  bill. 

We  were  even  asked  why  they  may  not 
include  all  properties.  I  believe  there  are 
several  members  who  have  mentioned  this. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish  to  say  that  in  our  opinion 
at  this  time  residential  control  is  the  most 
important,  and  in  my  opinion  it  is  necessary 
to  move  forward  one  step  at  a  time.  I  wish 
to  review  the  workings  of  this  particular  legis- 
lation to  see  whether  or  not  it  is  something 
which  would  pertain  to  the  control  of  indus- 
trial or  commercial  property.  But  I  also  wish 
to  say  that  I  believe  that  municipalities  can 
control  industrial  and  commercial  develop- 
ments by  way  of  zoning  bylaws,  by  way  of 
their  ofiicial  plans. 

I  think,  without  any  doubt,  this  matter  will 
be  one  of  the  most  important  features  which 
we  will  determine  during  our  overall  review 
of  the  Planning  Act. 

Remarks  have  been  made,  and  quite  rightly 
so,  that  this  review  has  been  delayed.  It  is 
not  to  our  liking,  as  was  said  by  the  Treasurer 
and  Minister  of  Intergovernmental  Aiffairs.  We 
have  tried  to  get  an  appropriate  official,  ap- 
propriate chairman  of  this  review,  and  have 
not  been  able  to  do  so  up  to  this  time.  But 
we  will  make  every  eflFort  to  make  sure  that 
the  review  is  started  in  the  very  near  future. 
This  will  be  a  long  review;  I  expect  it  will 
take  many  months  to  complete.  I  have  no 
quarrel  with  the  statement  that  we  have  a 
review;  we  will  do  so. 

The  member  for  St.  George  brought  up  the 
matter  of  the  issuing  of  building  permits. 
Building  permits  must  be  issued  when  they 
are  outside  a  demolition  control  area  or  when 
they  are  in  a  demolition  control  area,  if  it  is 
in  conformity  with  the  zoning.  And  this  has 
to  be,  if  it  is  in  a  demolition  control  area,  then 
also  tied  in  with  a  demolition  pennit.  If  it  is 
outside,  of  course,  the  building  permit  carries 
on.  We  must  protect  the  right  of  the  human 
being  to  be  able  to  have  a  building  permit 
if  it  is  in  conformity. 

We  are  trying  to  broaden  the  powers  of 
the  municipality.  As  I  said  here  the  other 
day,  we  are  giving  more  authority  to  munici- 
palities day  by  day  and  month  by  montih; 
and  section  8(l)(b)  of  the  Act  only  removes 
the  minister's  authority.  That's  all  it  does.  It 
only  removes  the  minister's  authority  for 
approval  of  delegation.  In  doing  so  we  have 
included  the  definition  of  Metropolitan  To- 
ronto, which  is  not  included  in  the  Planning 
Act.  Metropolitan  Toronto  is  included  in  this 
Act  in  order  to  make  sure  that  the  minister's 


approval  may  be  removed  if  it  is  considered 
wise  to  do  so. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  I 
understand  they  have  their  own  plan  now. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  brought  up  several  points  in  a  review 
of  the  Act— the  review  being  overdue;  the 
demolition  control  not  being  wide  enough.  I 
say  again,  this  is  some  of  the  best  legislation 
ever  brought  before  any  House  and  it  is  legis- 
lation which  is  agreed  to  in  principle  by  the 
mayor  of  the  city  of  Toronto,  even  though  it 
has  been  said  that  he  has  had  second 
thoughts.  But  I  have  said  before,  and  I  say 
again,  I  have  endeavoured  in  every  instance 
to  make  sure  that  his  staflF  and  himself,  per- 
sonally, are  in  agreement  with  what  we  are 
proposing  to  pass  today.  Now,  whether  or 
not  he  and  his  council  are  in  agreement  is 
something  which  I  don't  know;  I  have  read 
there  may  be  some  disagreement. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  is  in  agreement  but  he 
feels  bound  to  the  deal  he  made  with  the 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  fair  enough.  That's 
fair  enough,  but  I  wish  to  say  this— 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Sounds 
as  if  he  is  playing  a  game. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  wish  to  say  this,  that 
I  believe  maybe  the  mayor  knows  a  little  bit 
more  about  this  legislation  than  some  of  his 
councillors.  I  think  it  would  be  very  appro- 
priate for  all  of  us  to  recognize  that  cer- 
tainly the  mayor  has  a  great  responsibility 
to  all  of  the  people;  he  takes  it  very  seri- 
ously. 

I  give  the  mayor  full  marks  for  recognizing 
that  this  legislation  applies  to  all  of  Ontario, 
and  that  the  legislation  originally  proposed 
by  the  city  was  too  arbitrary  since  it  took 
away  the  rights  of  the  human  being  to  be 
able  to  do  what  he  wanted  with  his  property 
if  it  was  in  conformity  with  the  municipality's 
zoning  bylaws.  I  vvall  never,  as  long  as  I  am 
in  charge  of  this  particular  portfolio,  allow 
the  rights  of  a  person  to  be  arbitrarily  taken 
away. 

I  did  not  make  any  commitment  during 
the  private  bills  committee  that  I  would  bring 
forth  legislation  which  would  be  similar  to 
the  city  of  Toronto's  legislation;  at  no  time. 
I  said  I  would  bring  forth  legislation  which 
would  be  applicable  to  all  municipalities. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): It  suits  the  Treasurer. 
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H6n.  Mr.  Irvine:  Well,  if  it  suits  the  Treas- 
urer, it  will  suit  me,  I  can  tell  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  know  about  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  I  wish  the  hon. 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  would  listen  a 
little  bit  more  carefully  to  the  Treasurer 
and  to  myself  sometimes,  and  it  might  keep 
him  out  of  a  bit  of  the  trouble  that  he  gets  in. 

We  have  included  the  appeal  to  the  0MB 
very  deliberately.  We  feel  that  there  must 
be  an  appeal  to  the  OMB.  When  the  hon. 
member  for  Ottawa  Centre  says  we  shouldn't 
have  the  appeal  to  the  OMB,  I  fail  to  under- 
stand the  reason. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  did  not  say  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  didn't? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  said  that  there  should  be  guide- 
lines in  the  legislation  because  otherwise  the 
OMB  would  abuse  the  legislation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Speaker, 
tiiat  clarifies  in  my  opinion  what  he  said  and 
I  wish  to  say  very  clearly  I  have  never  seen 
the  OMB  abuse  any  legislation.  The  OMB  has 
resulted  in  entire  satisfaction  in  99.9  per  cent 
of  the  cases  that  came  before  it.  It  has  dealt 
fairly  with  the  people  who  are  presenting  the 
cases,  for  and  against,  and  I  hope  that  the 
hon.  member- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  People  will  spend  $5,000 
more  for  a  house  in  Kingston  because  of  the 
OMB  and  this  cabinet.  Now  that's  an  abuse. 
And  that  was  just  last  week. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  hope  that  the 
hon.  member  would  stay  on  this  bill  because 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  the  minister  who 
strayed  off  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  —would  like  to  say  to 
the  hon.  member  that  the  OMB  without  any 
doubt  made  the  best  decision  for  the  people 
of  the  township  of  Kingston  they  ever  had 
in  their  lives.  The  decision  was  fully  in 
accord  with  the  best  financing  principles  and 
the  best  development  of  land. 

\fr.  Cassidy:  Oh  nuts,  nuts. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  wouldn't  expect  the 
hon.  member  to  understand  in  any  event. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  process  was  abused  by  a 
group  there— 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  wish  to  compliment 
the  member  for  Waterloo  North  on  noticing 
that  this  Act  did  bring  in  clarification  of  a 
situation  which  has  existed  unduly  long  in 
regard  to  Century  City.  We  are  endeavour- 
ing by  this  legislation  to  make  sure  that  we 
do  not  have  a  similar  situation  exist  any- 
where in  Ontario,  and  I  wish  to  assure  him 
that  the  members  for  Ontario  (Mr.  Dymond) 
and  Ontario  South  (Mr.  W.  Newman)  were 
delighted  when  I  brought  it  into  caucus, 
along  with  all  the  other  members,  but  in 
particular  my  colleagues  here  to  my  right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  thought  the  government 
solved  that  last  year  too. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  for  Kitchener 
again  brought  up  the  issue  of  the  mayor  of 
the  city  and  council.  I  have  said  enough  on 
that,  I  believe. 

His  next  point  was  on  the  conflict  in  regard 
to  a  previous  Act  and  this  Act.  What  we  are 
doing  here  really  is  only  removing  the  neces- 
sity of  the  ministerial  approval  which  has 
existed  and  exists  now  in  the  Planning  Act, 
for  municipalities  to  acquire  land  for  certain 
purposes  if  it  is  in  the  oflBcial  plan.  All  we 
are  saying  is  that  it  no  longer  needs  minis- 
terial approval  if  the  municipalities  have  had 
it  approved  in  the  first  place  by  way  of  an 
ofiBcial  plan. 

Regarding  the  matter  of  horizontal  rights 
as  a  severance,  we  are  defining  horizontal 
only  and  not  vertical.  This  has  been  a  mat- 
ter of  contention  among  some  people  who 
are  in  the  mining  business,  and  it  is  related 
to  horizontal  and  vertical  separations.  The 
section  we  have  here,  referring  to  horizontal 
only,  is  to  clarify  that  it  does  not  pertain 
to  vertical,  t  is  a  matter  of  separation; 
that's  all. 

I  wish  to  say  to  the  member  for  River- 
dale,  who  is  not  here  at  the  present  time, 
that  he  only  repeated  what  he  had  said 
before  in  the  private  bills  committee.  He 
and  I  have  a  very  great  difi^erence  in 
philosophy.  He  v^hes  to  take  away  the 
right  of  the  people  to  have  any  appeal,  to 
have  the  right  to  do  anything  with  their 
property,  for  a  period  of  six  months  at 
least,  and  maybe  longer.  I  will  not  agree 
with  that,  and  my  government  will  not 
agree  with  that;  therefore,  we  did  not  in- 
clude it  in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  look  forward  to  discussing 
this  item  by  item  in  committee  of  the  whole 
House,  and  wdth  the  amendments  I  will 
bring  forth  at  that  time,  I  hope  that  all 
parties  would  agree  to  this  particular  Act. 
Thank  you. 
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Motion  agreed  to;   second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Committee    of    the    whole 
House? 

Agreed. 


TORONTO    AREA    TRANSIT 
OPERATING   AUTHORITY   ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  115,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
is  one  of  substantial  importance,  I  am  sure 
the  Minister  of  Transportation  and  Com- 
munication (Mr.  Rhodes)  would  agree,  since 
if  it  carries,  and  I  presume  it  will,  it  will 
establish  a  transportation  authority  that  is 
going  to  have  very  widespread  and  very 
expensive  responsibilities,  with  ramifications 
reaching  right  into  the  households  of  many 
millions  of  people  in  Toronto  and  the  dis- 
trict surrounding  the  urban  area. 

We  have  examined  the  bill  quite  carefully. 
We  believe  that  it  should  be  supported,  but 
we  have  some  substantial  fears  associated 
with  it. 

The  transit  authority  is  going  to  be  made 
up  entirely  of  those  people  who  are  not 
responsible  to  the  electorate.  In  other  vwrds, 
they  are  all  appointed  people.  The  various 
chairmen,  and  even  the  chairman  of  the 
authority  itself,  will  be  named  by  the  Lieu- 
tenant Governor  in  Council  and  owe  their 
appointments  either  to  the  Minister  of  Trans- 
portation and  Commimications  directly,  as 
we  presume  the  chairman  of  the  authority 
would,  or  to  the  government  in  general, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  chairmen  of  the  various 
regions  involved. 

We  do  believe  that  there  has  to  be  a 
co-ordination  of  the  transit  responsibility 
beyond  the  Metropolitan  Toronto  boundaries. 
Even  the  idea  of  officials  from  the  Halton 
and  HamUton-Wentworth  area  having  the 
right  under  the  statute  to  come  into  the 
consultation  when  it  affects  their  area,  is 
a  concept  that  in  our  view,  should  be  sup- 
ported. 

We  are  very  concerned,  however,  that  all 
of  the  people  on  this  transit  authority  will 


be  appointed  rather  than  elected.  We  can't 
see  why  the  ministry  has  gone  for  that  par- 
ticular concept.  We  believe  in  the  demo- 
cratic process,  as  does  the  minister  surely, 
and  we  might  just  as  well  appoint  a  com- 
mittee of  technologists  and  bureaucrats  to 
co-ordinate  the  functions  of  the  various  trans- 
portation media.  We  can't  understand  why 
the  minister  is  leaving  it  in  the  hands  of 
only  api>ointed  officials,  rather  than  leaving 
some  more  direct  responsibility  with  those 
who  are  elected. 

Transit,  of  course,  is  going  to  come  pri- 
marily under  their  jurisdiction  to  begin 
wdth,  but  I  was  also  interested  to  read  that 
the  government  here  at  Queen's  Park  main- 
tains the  power  to  approve  the  rates  of  trans- 
portation. The  independence  of  the  commis- 
sion is  going  to  be  very  much  in  question 
in  this  respect,  and  it  is  hard  to  see  what 
they  are  going  to  do  if  the  basic  decisions 
are  still  going  to  emanate  from  the  govern- 
ment here  at  Queen's  Park  and  specifically 
from  the  Minister  of  Transportation  and 
Communications  and  his  advisers.  They  are 
an  appointed  emanation,  and  the  basic 
powers  remain  with  the  transport  officials 
provincially,  so  that  it  is  difficult  to  deter- 
mine what  substantial  powers  they  are  going 
to  have,  other  than  for  the  merest  long-range 
consultative  planning,  which  in  our  view  is 
really  substantially  inadequate  when  you 
look  at  the  challenges  facing  the  transporta- 
tion planners,  and  the  people  who  are  going 
to  provide  the  funds  in  the  future. 

I  am  also   interested  that  the  government 
of  Canada  has,   somehow  or  other,  taken  a 
very  widespread  new  interest  in  transporta- 
tion at  the  community  level- 
Mr.  Martel:  I  wonder  why  that  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —and  that  is  much  to  be 
applauded.  I'm  sure  the  electorate  in  all 
parts  of  the  province  is  deeply  impressed  with 
this  interest  and  particularly— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  the  new,  promised 
government  of  Pierre  Trudeau's,  eh? 

Mr.    R.    F.    Nixon:    —the   commitment   of 

dollars  to  the  programme. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  timing  was  beautiful. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  used  to  say  they  would 
never  get  into  transportation  because  that  was 
a  municipal  thing. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  reminds  me  that  some 
degree  of  their  substantial  interest  is  in  parks 
and  other  areas  of  concern  for  the  people  in 
the  community. 
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Mr.  Martel:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
has  difficulty  saying  that  with  a  straight  face. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  deserve  a  great  deal 
of  credit,  indeed,  for  moving  into  this  area 
at  this  particular  time.  I  am  sure  the  minister 
will  agree.  But  it  appears  that  there's  going 
to  be  lots  of  money  around  if,  in  fact,  the 
interest  at  both  levels  is  going  to  be  perpetu- 
ated—which, of  course,  we  trust  that  it  will. 

The  municipalities,  of  course,  are  deeply 
involved.  The  provincial  government  is  some- 
times grossly  in  error,  but  at  least  it's  deeply 
involved.  And  the  government  of  Canada  is 
now  indicating  its  direct  concern  with  the 
statements  by  the  Prime  Minister  himself. 

Mr.  Martel:  And  very  seldom  resolved. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  can  look  for  substan- 
tial improvements  in  a  situation  which  has 
been  seriously  lagging. 

I  have  felt  frequently,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
even  the  government  of  the  province  only 
shows  its  real  interest  in  public  transporta- 
tion in  the  few  months  prior  to  an  election. 
I  recall  the  GO  Transit  wheels  got  turning 
by  way  of  billboards  just  before  the  election, 
I  believe,  of  1967.  It  was  substantially  ex- 
panded just  before  the  election  of  1971,  and 
the  minister  has  been  trying  his  best  to  pro- 
vide some  sort  of  a  showcase  expansion  in 
transportation  capability  for  1975. 

Unfortunately,  there  is  every  indication  he 
is  going  to  fall  short  of  the  envious  record 
established  by  his  predecessors,  but  maybe 
the  project  that  he  has  bitten  ofiF  is  a  little 
difficult  to  chew.  The  government  of  Canada, 
however,  doesn't  treat  it  that  way- 
Mr.  Martel:  They  have  just  ignored  it  for 
years. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  don't  do  it  by  means 
of  billboards— 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  ( Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communication):  Let  Hansard  show 
that  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  is  laugh- 
ing at  this  comment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  the  Prime  Minister 
himself  who  indicates,  without  any  reference 
to  the  political  ramffications,  of  course- 
Mr.    M.   R.   Dymond    (Ontario):    Without 
asking  Parliament. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —a  substantial  interest  in 
a  provision  of,  not  only  services,  but  of  cash 
dollars. 


Mr.  Dymond:  A  Prime  Minister  with  no 
deference  to  Parliament. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  not  prepared  to 
impose  the  control  of  this  expenditure  under 
some  tame  board  that  would  be  named  from 
the  government  of  Canada,  but  he— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Jean  Marchand  is  a 
board  all  by  himself. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —is  prepared  to  deal  with 
the   provinces   and   municipalities   concerned. 

I  believe  that  this  is  a  generous,  liberal 
and  progressive  attitude  for  the  government 
of  Canada  to  take. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  haven't  put  the  strings 
on  it  yet. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Even  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  in  his 
newest  project  is  not  going  to  put  wheels 
under  the  programme,  although  in  his  recent 
statement  he  said  he  may  be  going  to  put  a 
few  wheels  under  it,  just  so  that— 

Mr.  Martel:  They  are  looking  for  a  job 
for  the  member  for  Fort  William  (Mr. 
Jessiman ) . 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  -it  is  going  to  go  for 
sure.  But  we  believe  actually  that  the  concept 
of  this  co-ordinating  body  is  going  to  have 
very  far-reaching  importance  as  long  as  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions doesn't  attempt  to  run  it  out  of  his  own 
hip  pocket,  or  through  his  officials  or  in  the 
various  other  emanations  from  this  ministry 
concerned  with  urban  transportation.  They 
must  have  a  position  of  substantial  indepen- 
dence so,  when  criticism  is  merited,  they  can 
be  critical  of  some  of  the  initiatives  that  come 
forward  from  this  level. 

The  minister  is  very  quick  to  pooh-pooh 
criticism  that  comes  from  this  side  of  the 
House,  which  I  would  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  is  completely  independent,  com- 
pletely fair  and,  as  the  minister  knows,  very 
well  researched.  Now,  he  is  prepared  to 
dismiss  that,  but  if  he  is  going  to  turn  for 
his  advice  only  to  some  tame  bodies  that 
he  sets  up  to  do  his  bidding,  then  the  tax- 
payers, as  usual  of  course,  are  not  going  to 
be  well  served.  We'd  be  interested  to  hear 
further  what  the  minister  has  to  say  on  the 
principle  of  the  establishment  of  this  board. 
We  will,  as  I  say,  look  forward  to  his  com- 
ments with  interest. 

Mr.  Martel:  Did  the  member  for  Fort 
Wniiam  get  that  job? 
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Mr.    Speaker:    The   member   for   Sudbury. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wish  to  make  a  few  comments  on  this  bill 
which  is  setting  up  the  Toronto  Area  Transit 
Operating  Authority. 

The  bill  is  the  result  of  the  task  force 
which  studied  the  problems  surrounding  the 
major  metropolitan  area  of  the  province, 
surrounding  the  city  of  Toronto.  The  study 
made  certain  recommendations  and,  to  some 
degree,  the  bill  has  enunciated  what  was 
recommended  in  the  study.  It  also  trans- 
gresses, as  do  most  pieces  of  legislation,  of 
course,  on  the  recommendations.  Also,  I 
don't  necessarily  agree  with  all  of  the  recom- 
mendations which  were  the  result  of  the 
task  force  study. 

The  previous  speaker  mentioned  the  com- 
position of  the  board.  The  chairmen  of  Metro 
Toronto,  Durham,  Peel  and  York  are  going 
to  be  the  people  in  control  of  this  new 
authority.  We  all  know  there  are  certain 
suspicions  that  appointed  people  are  not  as 
responsive  to  the  electorate  as  they  should 
be.  I  seem  to  hold  the  view  that  the  demo- 
cratic process  is  a  good  process  and  I  always 
object  whenever  there  is  any  move  made  to 
water  down  the  pure  democratic  process. 
WeTve  seen  this  happen  several  times  in 
the  past  and  the  government  continues  to 
rely  on  these  metro  chairmen  to  inflict  their 
will  upon  the  area  residents. 

We  must  understand  that  all  of  these 
chairmen  are  govenmient  appointees  so,  to 
a  great  degree,  the  control  of  this  authority 
is  going  to  come  right  from  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications  because 
it  is  at  the  pleasure  of  the  cabinet  that  these 
people  sit  in  these  positions  of  tremendous 
authority.  I  would  like  to  have  seen  a  diflFer- 
ent  method,  a  different  composition  of  the 
board. 

There  is  another  anomaly  in  the  bill  which 
is  not  as  the  result  of  the  recommendations 
of  the  task  force.  On  the  one  hand  it  gives 
the  chairman  of  Halton  and  Hamilton-Went- 
worth  powers  to  sit  on  the  board.  I  under- 
stand they  don't  have  voting  powers  as  far 
as  I  can  read  the  bill.  They're  going  to  be 
mailed  an  agenda.  They're  going  to  be  able 
to  go  to  the  meeting.  They're  going  to  be 
able  to  discuss  things.  I  don't  think  they  iiave 
the  same  powers  or  tenure  as  the  chairmen 
for  Metro,  Peel  and  York  seem  to  have.  I 
don't  understand  what  their  functions  will 
be.  Perhaps  the  minister  will  clarify  that 
for  me  and  tell  me  specifically  if  the  chair- 
men of  Halton  and  Hamilton- Wentworth 
have  a  vote  when  they  choose  to  attend 
some  of  these  meetings. 


Whether  or  not  they  will  be  able  to  dis- 
cuss everything  on  the  agexida  or  just  those 
items  which  are  relevant  to  their  particular 
areas,    is   still   not  spelled   out  very   clearly. 

The  objectives  of  the  bill  are  to  assume 
the  operation  of  our  GO  Transit  system.  I 
think  that  is  quite  acceptable.  I  believe,  as 
this  service  is  operated  right  across  all  of 
these  particular  areas,  there  should  probably 
be  one  operating  authority  in  order  to  co- 
ordinate its  movement.  It  would  be  ridicu- 
lous to  have  this  operation  controlled  by  four 
different  authorities  so  I  can  quite  readily 
agree  with  them  taking  that  over. 

The  advisory  role  to  the  province  and  to 
the  regions  is  something  which  I  am  wonder- 
ing about.  It  seems  they  are  going  to  have 
a  little  more  power  than  that  of  advisers 
and  I'm  a  little  bit  concerned  about  that.  It 
flies  in  the  face  of  what  the  Premier  of  the 
province  (Mr.  Davis)  said  on  Aug.  23,  1973: 

A  transit  authority  with  full  planning 
powers  over  the  development  of  transit 
throughout  the  entire  service  area  (Dur- 
ham, Peel,  York  and  Metro)  would  con- 
flict with  the  concept  of  local  area  au- 
tonomy and  the  concept  of  maximum  user 
efficiency.  Transportation  planning  cannot 
be  separated  from  community  planning. 
The  authority  will  not  have  any  planning 
powers. 

To  some  degree  that  statement  by  the  Pre- 
mier has  been  abrogated  when  the  regional 
areas  have  to  submit  certain  information  to 
the   Toronto   area   transportation  authorities. 

If  they  want  to  increase  fares  or  change 
fares,  they  would  presumably  have  to  sub- 
mit their  fare  structure  to  the  TATOA.  They 
would  have  to  submit  this  information  and 
presumably  they  would  have  to  get  permis- 
sion before  they  put  this  fare  structure  into 
being.  To  some  degree  they  are  going  beyond 
v/hat  the  Premier  said  would  not  happen,  that 
they  would  not  be  interfering  vdth  the  indi- 
vidual regional  problem. 

They  have  to  file  a  statement  of  intent  if 
they  intend  to  change  any  routes.  To 
change  equipment  presiunably  they  also  have 
to  file  a  statement  of  intent  with  the  au- 
thority. 

Further,  the  transportation  authority  is 
going  to  be  given  the  power  to  investigate 
the  use  of  funds  allocated  by  the  govern- 
ment to  the  individual  region.  Presumably, 
the  minister,  before  giving  funds,  would  have 
to  determine  that  the  funds  were  going  to  be 
rightly  spent.  It  appears  that  the  transit  au- 
thority has  the  power  to  investigate  the  wise 
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spending  of  public  funds  in  an  area  which  I 
think  is  beyond  its  jurisdiction  completely.  I 
don't  understand  why  the  minister  would 
want  to  have  that. 

The  authority  does  not  have  the  power  to 
dictate  the  route  or  the  mode  of  transit.  I 
wonder  if  we  can  envisage  that  they  are 
going  to  be  adopting  the  Krauss-Maffei  sys- 
tem. Is  this  possible  or  is  the  Krauss-MaflFei 
system  locked  into  the  development  corpora- 
tion or  will  the  TATOA  turn  into  an  authority 
to  install  the  Krauss-Maffei  system  once  we 
get  it  off  the  grounds? 

I  hope  the  minister  will  respond  to  the 
question  about  the  power  to  investigate  the 
use  by  municipalities  of  transit  funds  allo- 
cated by  the  ministry.  I  just  don't  know  what 
he  means  by  that  one.  It  seems  to  me  that 
it's  a  backdoor  approach  to  control  transit 
spending  in  a  regional  area  without  the 
ministrv'  directly  coming  in  contact  with  the 
regional  government. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  transport  authority 
is  going  to  be  a  buffer,  or  a  voice,  or  the 
hatchet  man  for  the  minister,  when  it  will  be 
able  to  go  in  and  investigate  and  then,  at 
their  direction  presumably,  the  regional  gov- 
ernment will  be  told  exactly  where  they  are 
wrong  and  what  they  are  supposed  to  do. 
The  minister  will  come  away  with  clean 
hands  and  will  say  it  wasn't  he  who  inter- 
fered with  the  spending  of  these  funds,  it 
was  the  transit  authority  who  went  in  there. 
We  also  know  that  the  transit  authority  finds 
its  power  right  back  at  the  minister's  desk.  I 
believe  the  net  effect  of  this  agency  is  just 
to  provide  a  shield  for  this  government's 
manoeuverings  in  infringing  itself  or  its  will 
upon  the  spending  on  regional  transportation. 

While  there  are  certain  weaknesses  in  the 
bill,  Mr.  Speaker,  along  those  lines  that  I 
have  mentioned,  I  do  agree  that  with  this 
tremendous  concentration  of  population  in 
this  particular  area  the  transportation  of  these 
people  can  be  solved  only  by  such  a  broad 
all-encompassing  authority  under  the  original 
principle  of  the  bill.  I  do  adopt  that,  but  I  am 
concerned  about  these  several  things  where 
power  is  granted  to  this  authority  to  infringe 
uoon  the  local  autonomy  of  the  various  re- 
ckons which  are  concerned  with  this. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Yes,  Mr. 
Sneaker,  as  my  leader  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  said, 
we  certainly  agree  with  the  principle  of  this 
bill  co-ordinating  the  transit  operations  in 
the  Toronto  area  and  the  regions  around 
Toronto. 


I  was  interested  in  getting  the  reactions  of 
some  of  the  regions  which  had  expressed 
concern  and  they  were  mainly  concerned  be- 
cause they  felt  that  perhaps  this  authority 
would  interfere  with  local  service.  They  didn't 
object  to  the  fact  the  authority  might  want 
them  to  integrate  local  services  operating  be- 
tween regions;  they  felt  that  made  good 
sense.  But  they  didn't  want  to  have  this  au- 
thority imposing  its  will  upon  their  local 
services  and  may  be  requiring  them  to  pro- 
vide a  service  which  they  felt  wasn't  needed 
or  was  in  a  form  that  wasn't  wanted. 

I'm  sure  that  is  not  given  in  the  powers 
expressed  here.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  clear 
that  this  is  really  one  to  co-ordinate  services 
between  regions  and  to  ensure  the  best  possi- 
ble origin-to-destination  service  between  one 
part  of  this  whole  area  and  another. 

There  is  an  aspect  \vhich  my  leader  men- 
tioned and  which  we  feel  is  wrong.  That 
is,  the  spelling  out  that  the  chairman  of  the 
region  shall  be  the  member.  I  think  and  we 
think  it  should  be  that  the  regions  are  to 
appoint  a  member  from  among  the  council, 
whether  it  be  the  chairman  or  whoever 
it  might  be;  leave  it  up  to  them.  In  some 
cases,  these  chairmen  are  pretty  busy  people. 
Perhaps  they  don't  have  a  real  interest  in  this 
work  and  there  is  another  member  on  the 
council  who  does  have  that  interest.  Chang- 
ing that  clause  so  that  it  is  to  be  a  member 
appointed  from  the  council  of  the  region 
would  cover  the  matter  and  eliminate  the 
objection  some  of  the  regional  councillors 
voiced  to  the  province  saying  it  shall  be  the 
chairmen  of  the  regions.  It  also  overcomes 
the  problem  some  of  us  on  this  side  of  the 
House  have  with  the  matter  of  non-elected 
chairmen. 

With  regard  to  the  whole  future  of  transit 
operations  in  this  area,  I'm  not  very  opti- 
mistic that  we're  going  to  be  able  to  get 
very  far  until  we  persuade  the  government 
of  Canada  to  take  over  the  ownership  and 
the  responsibility  for  traffic  control  of  all 
rail  lines  in  the  area.  At  the  present  time, 
as  the  minister  well  knows— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  wants  to  na- 
tionalize tlie  CNR;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Deacon:  I'm  not  talking  about  national- 
izing operations.  I'm  talking  about  owning  the 
rights  of  way  and  maintaining  the  rights  of 
way  just  as  we  own  the  highways. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  One  of  the  railways  is  pub- 
licly owned  already.  That's  the  Liberals  for 
you. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  The  highways  are  available 
for  any  carrier  to  provide  service.  It  doesn't 
have  to  be  Gray  Coach;  it  can  be  Charter- 
ways  or  Travel  ways  or  whatever  it  might  be. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Even  the  railways  have 
trucks. 

Mr.  Deacon:  The  fact  is,  those  are  public 
rights  of  way  and  the  province  controls  the 
specifications  of  the  vehicles  and  ensures 
that  those  vehicles  meet  safe  operating  stan- 
dards and  that  the  operators  themselves  are 
properly  qualified.  That  is  the  sort  of  thing 
the  goverimient  of  Canada  does  with  regard 
to  air  service  and  with  regard  to  water  serv- 
ice. The  canals  and  the  seaways  are  all  regu- 
lated in  this  way.  Why  shouldn't  it  be  so 
with  rail? 

Here  we  are  in  a  situation  where  our 
lakeshore  service  has  only  grown  very  mod- 
estly over  the  years  whereas  it  could  have 
gone  ahead  in  leaps  and  bounds  had  the 
Ontario  government's  GO  Transit  operation 
had  the  freedom  to  operate  without  inter- 
ference from  freight.  All  the  time,  GO 
Transit  has  had  to  take  second  place  to  the 
freight  requirements  on  those  lines.  It  seems 
to  me  if  it  were  under  the  authority  of  the 
federal  government  and  it  had  the  traffic 
control,  as  it  does  with  air  and  v^ater,  this 
government  and  its  agencies  would  have 
some  opportunity  to  really  co-ordinate  the 
service. 

One  of  the  best  examples  of  this  is  in  Mon- 
treal where  the  CPR  finally  decided  to  pro- 
vide  a  good  commuter  service,  and  they  in- 
troduced what  it  called  skip  scheduling.  By 
doing  that  they  greatly  speeded  up  the 
origin-and-destii^tion  times— the  intervening 
time— by  10  to  15  minutes  on  trips  from  the 
west  end  of  the  island.  The  traffic  grew  by 
leaps  and  bounds.  What  we  want  to  do  here 
is  get  cars  off  our  highways  and  stop  the  con- 
gestion by  providing  good  public  transit 
service. 

I  urge  the  minister  to  tell  Ottawa  that 
we  are  glad  to  have  their  help  in  buying 
vehicles  and  things  like  that,  but  that  they 
should  give  us  some  real  help  by  making  it 
possible  for  us  to  deal,  not  with  the  railways, 
which  are  a  monopoly  situation  subject  only 
to  the  control  of  the  Canadian  Transport 
Commission,  but  in  effect  with  the  govern- 
ment operating  a  public  right  of  way,  just 
as  we  operate  the  highways  as  a  public 
right  of  way  and  just  as  the  canals  and  the 
airports  are  operated  in  this  way. 

The  other  thing  I  want  to  say  is  that  if 
the   minister  looks   at  the  history  of  public 


transportation  in  North  America,  he  will 
find  there  is  a  serious  deficiency  in  marketing 
skills  for  public  transit,  compared  to  what 
is  available  in  Europe.  The  railroads  in  the 
United  States  have  had  a  serious  decline 
that  has  almost  wdped  out  their  passenger 
service.  They  introduced  a  new  form  of  pas- 
senger service,  but  it  hasn't  gone  well  be- 
cause that  new  type  of  operation  is  still 
subject  to  the  whims  of  the  railroads  as  to 
what  the  condition  of  the  tracks  will  be. 
They  are  always  asking  for  more  grants  to 
upgrade  tracks,  and  in  many  cases  the  major 
need  for  upgrading  the  tracks  is  for  freight, 
not  for  people. 

It  seems  to  me  that  only  when  we  get 
those  rights  of  ways  made  available  for  our 
operation  on  a  priority  basis,  because  it  is 
carrying  people  rather  than  freight,  will  we 
ever  make  tiiat  rail  side  of  it  really  work. 
But  if  we  can  do  this,  then  we  can  build  up 
a  really  good  marketing  service  for  public 
transit.  We  can  do  such  things  as  posting 
schedules.  As  the  minister  knows,  if  he  goes 
to  a  bus  stop  somewhere  in  Peel,  he  won't 
be  able  to  find  out  what  time  that  bus  comes 
along.  Nor  will  he  find  it  in  Marldiam  or 
most  other  places.  He  won't  be  able  to  find 
how  long  it  would  take  him  normally  to  get 
to  a  major  well-kno%vn  point,  because  we 
haven't  thought  in  terms  of  co-ordinated 
services  in  the  past.  We  thought  in  terms  of 
a  bus  service  here,  a  streetcar  service  there, 
a  subway  service  somewhere  else,  and  a  rail 
senace  somewhere  else— but  we  really  haven't 
co-ordinated  those  services.  We  haven't 
thought  of  them  in  terms  of  one  merging 
with  another  and  providing  an  overall  service. 

I  spoke  to  the  minister  about  the  problem 
of  the  service  to  the  north  of  Toronto,  for 
example.  We  have  a  new  service  which  the 
Canadian  railway  transport  committee  ordered 
the  CN  to  provide  but  which  is  operating 
completely  separately  from  the  bus  service. 
There  are  different  schedules,  different  fares 
and  it  is  not  really  providing  a  co-ordinated 
service.  The  people  who  aren't  necessarily 
travelling  when  that  train  is  travelling— those 
who  could  use  it  in  the  morning  but  not  at 
night  or  vice  versa— really  can't  take  advan- 
tage of  it.  But  the  fact  is  that  we  haven't 
co-ordinated  this. 

I  would  hope  that  one  of  the  prime  objec- 
tives of  the  transit  operating  authority  in  this 
area  would  be  to  co-ordinate  all  of  these 
services  and  not  look  at  one  being  separate 
from  another.  The  parkways,  the  expressways 
and  the  highways  can  move  traflSc  very 
quickly  outside  rush-hour  times,  for  instance. 
At  that  time,  instead  of  operating  a  lot  of 
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rail  service,  perhaps  we  should  be  using  ex- 
press buses  to  carry  passengers.  They  wouldn't 
be  interfering  with  traffic  or  adding  to  con- 
gestion, and  they'd  be  giving  good,  fast  ser- 
vice. But  we  must  have  fares  that  are  inter- 
changeable and  schedules  that  recognize  this 
interchangeability. 

I  am  looking  forward  to  the  achievement 
of  this  operating  authority,  and  I  am  sure  it 
will  really  make  headway  if  we  recognize 
that  the  essential  nature  of  public  taransit  is 
the  co-ordination  of  various  types  of  service 
to  meet  varying  types  of  local  and  regional 
conditions. 

We  would  certainly  appreciate  the  minis- 
ter's reaction  to  this  matter  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  representative  from  each  region 
from  among  their  members  on  the  council, 
but  indeed  not  to  spell  it  out  in  the  bill, 
because  we  don't  think  it  is  right  for  the 
province  to  state  that  it  definitely  has  to  be 
the  chairman  of  the  region.  Other  than  that, 
we  are  in  support  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  also  rise  in  support  of  the  bill. 
I  think  that  it  is  long  overdue,  and  I  think 
it  is  the  first  and  foremost  thrust  of  some- 
thing that  should  have  been  done  a  long, 
long  time  ago.  But  there  are  a  couple  of 
things  that  concern  me  and  I'd  like  the 
minister  to  relieve  my  mind  on  a  couple 
of  subjects. 

First  of  all,  how  does  the  minister  recon- 
cile the  operations  of  his  provincial  urban 
transit  corporation  which  will  be  dealing  with 
the  Krauss-MaflFei  system,  and  the  operation 
of  this  authority,  which  I  regard  as  an  un- 
mitigated disaster  which  will  never  see  the 
light  of  day?  The  minister  disagrees  with  me 
but- 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  authority  is? 

Mr.  Givens:  The  corporation  on  the— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  authority  is  an  un- 
mitigated disaster? 

Mr.  Givens:  The  Krauss-Maffei  system  is 
an  unmitigated  disaster. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  thought  the  member 

was  referring  to  the  authority- 
Mr.  Givens:  The  corporation,  insofar  as  it 

relates  to  that  particular  scheme,  will  be  an 

unmitigated  disaster,  I  want  to  know  how  the 

minister  is  going  to  relate  the  two. 


I  also  have  a  reservation  that  this  may  turn 
out  to  be  a  fagade,  because,  Mr.  Minister, 
through  you,  Mr,  Speaker,  having  had  experi- 
ence with  the  chairman  of  Metro  Toronto, 
they  do  have  a  lot  of  things  to  do.  The  minis- 
ter indicates  here  that  they  are  going  to  be  re- 
quired to  file  with  the  authority  the  various 
service  schedules  and  they  have  to  file  a  state- 
ment of  any  proposed  change  in  addition  to 
or  deletion  from  schedules  or  tariffs.  He  is 
going  to  expect  a  man  who  is  chairman  of 
Toronto,  and  the  other  regional  chairmen,  to 
deal  with  matters  as  detailed  as  those.  If  he 
is  really  serious  about  that,  then  I  suggest  to 
him,  he  is  burdening  people  who  already 
have  tremendous  responsibilities  with  undue 
burdens. 

Either  the  minister  is  going  to  have  a 
fagade  where  actually,  in  practice,  his  de- 
partment is  going  to  run  the  whole  show 
through  a  vast  bureaucracy  which  is  even 
going  to  be  bigger  than  he  has  right  now,  or 
he  really  doesn't  need  it.  I  think  that  he 
should  amend  his  legislation  to  say  that  the 
members  shall  be  the  chairmen  of  the  re- 
gional municipalities,  or  somebody  desig- 
nated on  their  behalf.  In  other  words,  the 
chairman  of  the  municipality  should  be  able, 
with  the  consent  of  two-thirds  of  the  vote  of 
his  municipality,  let's  say,  to  designate  some- 
body, such  as  a  member  of  his  executive,  to 
represent  him  on  this  authority  instead  of 
him  sitting  there  himself. 

Every  time  I  pick  up  the  newspaper  I  find 
that  the  unelected  chairman  who  draws  his 
authority  and  legislative  jurisdiction  from 
Queen's  Park  ab  initio— the  government  was 
determined  to  go  ahead  with  that  right  from 
the  start;  something  which  is,  to  me,  a  fascis- 
tic  principle.  I  don't  know  why  the  govern- 
ment demands  democracy  in  every  facet  of 
our  political  life,  but  when  it  comes  to  setting 
up  regional  governments  it  is  determined  that 
the  guy  who  heads  the  regional  government 
always  has  to  be  appointed  by  the  govern- 
ment; he  can  never  be  an  elected  person.  So 
every  day  I  pick  up  the  newspaper  I  find  that 
the  head  of  a  regional  goveriunent  is  always 
being  loaded  on  with  another  chore.  One 
day  it's  housing,  another  day  it's  a  harbour, 
another  day  it's  something  else.  These  people 
are  only  human  beings. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  The  park- 
way belt. 

Mr.  Givens:  Another  day  it's  the  park- 
way belt.  How  many  responsibilities  does  the 
minister  think  he  can  give  these  human 
beings  to  carry  out?  They've  even  got  more 
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work  to  do  than  the  head  of  any  one  of  the 
ministries  here. 

Surely  the  minister  can't  be  serious?  Either 
that  or  he  is  trying  to  kid  us  and  he  is  estab- 
Hshing  these  people  as  representatives  of  their 
municipalities  knowing  full  well  that  they 
can't  do  the  work,  that  they  are  either  going 
to  be  in  absentia  most  of  the  time,  and  that, 
actually  in  point  of  fact,  his  friends  under 
the  gallery  here,  the  people  he  hires  who  are 
very  capable  people,  or  if  he  hasn't  got  them 
now  whom  he  will  advertise  for,  they  will 
really  be  running  the  show. 

Please  don't  kid  the  troops.  Let  the  minis- 
ter say  what  he  means.  I  suggest  he  would 
be  well  advised,  with  great  respect,  to  indi- 
cate that  it  should  be  the  chairmen  of  the 
councils  or  somebody  designated  on  their 
behalf.  The  minister  can  word  it  any  way  he 
wants  but  he  knows  what  I  mean  and  what 
the  essence  should  be,  because  they  are  very- 
busy  people. 

Other  than  that,  I  think  that  it  is  high  time 
that  the  government  had  an  integration  of  the 
transportation  authority  for  the  whole  of  the 
region  because  it's  all  a  mixed  bag.  In  addi- 
tion to  this,  I  think  he  should  also  add  or  sub- 
sume under  the  same  rubric,  put  under  or 
include  in  the  whole  ball  of  wax,  not  only 
transportation  matters— and  he  is  getting  into 
pretty  minute  details  when  he  talks  about 
deletion  of  schedules  or  tariifs  and  so  on— 
but  he  should  include  under  the  same  head- 
ing the  question  of  parking  and  public  park- 
ing authorities  and  even  the  regulation  of 
parking  lots  and  probably  even  the  regulation 
of  the  taxicab  business.  I  consider  all  these 
things  are  indivisible. 

All  these  things  are  inextricably  interwoven. 
One  cannot  separate  one  from  the  other, 
whether  it's  the  streetcar  or  GO  transportation 
or  rail  traffic,  or  whether  it's  public  transit  of 
any  kind,  manner  and  description,  or  whether 
it's  parking.  Parking  affects  public  transit  and 
public  transit  affects  parking.  They  are  all 
inextricably  interwoven.  One  reacts  on  the 
other.  On  affects  the  other.  One  determines 
what  will  happen  with  the  other. 

I  really  do  think  this  is  so,  especially  now 
when  we  have  public  parking  authorities  like 
we  have  in  the  city  of  Toronto.  I  know  they 
have  been  discussing  for  many  months  in  the 
Metropolitan  Toronto  area  the  taking  over 
by  the  Metropolitan  corporation  of  the  Park- 
ing Authority  of  Toronto.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  there  has  been  this  juggling  with  park- 
ing rates  in  Toronto  indeed  for  the  purpose 
of  trying  to  discourage  the  bringing  of  motor 
vehicles  downtown.  As  I  have  said  for  many 


years  about  the  business  of  freedom  of 
travel,  everybody  has  a  right  to  come  down- 
town, but  what  right  does  anybody  have  to 
come  downtown  and  bring  two  tons  of  steel 
with  them? 

Consequently  there  has  been  this  imperfect 
attempt  on  the  part  of  the  parking  authority 
or  some  members  on  the  parking  authority  to 
juggle  parking  rates  in  order  to  discourage 
people  from  bringing  their  motor  vehicles 
downtown. 

The  minister  can  see  from  that  that  these 
things  are  terribly  interwoven.  I  don't  want 
to  repeat  myself  unduly  but  I  think  that  he 
should  bring  this  matter  in  because  it's  part 
of  the  whole  concept.  I  don't  think  he  can 
regulate  successfully  one  without  the  other, 
and  he  should  include  it  in.  It  won't  be  fatal 
to  the  passage  of  this  thing  if  he  doesn't  in- 
clude it  in  right  now,  but  I  certainly  think 
that  over  a  longer  period  of  time  he  must 
bring  into  this  public  parking  authorities  and 
the  regulation  of  private  parking  lots  and  the 
taxicab  industry  because  they  are  intercon- 
nected. 

If  he  is  going  this  route  already  and  if  he 
has  plucked  up  enough  courage  to  go  this 
way— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Better  be  careful. 

Mr.  Givens:  I  am  being  careful.  Don't 
provoke  me. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  He  is  saying  what  he  is 
thinking. 

Mr.  Givens:  Does  the  minister  see  what  I 
mean?  I  think  he  does.  I  think  he  should  do 
that.  If  he  includes  those  things  in  that  I 
have  mentioned,  he  will  have  himself  a  much 
better  and  more  comprehensive  bill  than  what 
he  has  right  now. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  concern  I 
want  to  express  about  the  bill  is  that  it  is  a 
skeleton  kind  of  organization  and  that  a  lot 
of  things  could  happen  within  the  umbrella 
being  created  by  this  particular  organization, 
the  Toronto  Area  Transit  Operating  Authority. 

I  have  been  looking  through  the  material 
which  was  tabled  by  the  minister,  or  at  least 
by  the  minister  at  the  time  the  announcement 
was  made,  and  I  must  say  that  some  of  the 
comments  which  were  made  are  troublesome. 
The  government  has  got  to  recognize  that  the 
present  situation  with  transit  in  the  Metro- 
politan Toronto  and  surrounding  area  is 
this:     There    is    only    one    really    first-class 
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transit  system  —  that  is  the  TTC,  as  the 
minister  knows;  there  are  relatively  small 
operations  in  Mississauga  and  in  Oshawa,  and 
apart  from  that,  the  other  operations  right 
now  are  nickel-and-dime  kinds  of  transit 
operations,  as  far  as  the  operations  within  the 
three  regional  municipalites  aroimd  Toronto 
are  concerned. 

Just  to  put  it  on  the  record,  Mr.  Speaker, 
with  the  exception  of  Toronto,  Metro  Toronto, 
Mississauga  and  Oshawa,  the  total  transit  fleet 
for  intra-regional  service,  as  of  about  a 
year  ago  when  the  count  was  taken,  consisted 
of  11  transit  buses,  like  the  Toronto  buses, 
five  school  buses,  and  18  mini-buses.  I  be- 
lieve that  was  as  of  October,  1973,  when  a 
census  was  taken  for  the  report  submitted 
by  the  minister's  department.  It  really  is  in 
embryo  out  there. 

Two  or  three  things  are  being  done  in 
these  particular  proposals,  Mr.  Speaker.  One 
is  that  consequential  amendments  v,n]l  pre- 
sumably be  coming  forward  in  the  fall  in 
order  to  require,  in  the  case  of  Durham  and 
Peel,  and  permit  in  the  case  of  York,  the 
regional  municipality  to  be  the  sole  operator 
or  contractor  for  transit. 

Right  now,  York  doesn't  even  have  that 
power  under  the  York  bill.  And  it  is  not 
mandatory  in  the  case  of  the  regional  muni- 
cipalities of  Peel  and  of  Durham. 

The  second  thing  is  that  the  bill  says,  or 
some  of  the  discussion  in  the  report  suggests, 
that  this  transit  operating  authority  will  be  a 
source  of  expertise  to  the  embryo  transit  sys- 
tems in  these  three  regions  until  they  can 
build  up  their  own  competence  and  expertise. 
The  TATOA  is,  in  itself,  an  embryo  organiz- 
ation, which  at  the  present  time  has  no  transit 
expertise  because  it  doesn't  exist.  It  is  going 
to  have  to  borrow  people— I  presume  it  will 
borrow  some  from  the  TTC  and  will  inte- 
grate them  with  people  from  GO  Transit, 
the  GO  Transit  operation  which  is  now  in 
provincial  hands— it  may  also  be  hiring 
people  in  the  open  market.  I  don't  know; 
the  minister  might  comment  during  the 
course  of  the  debate. 

If  it  is  selling  its  services  to  the  York 
regional  transit  authority,  and  the  Peel  and 
the  Durham  regional  transit  authorities,  the 
effect  will  be  that  those  authorities  may,  in 
fact,  be  permanently  under  the  wing  of  the 
TATOA,  to  the  point  where  we  in  effect 
have  a  super-regional  body  which  carries 
on  those  functions  and  prevents  them  from 
ever  doing  those  things  on  their  own. 

The  next  thing  is  this,  that  in  the  discus- 
sions of  the  McNabb  committee,  which  led 


to  the  formation  of  the  TATOA,  it  is  very 
clear  that  the  advisory  function  which  was 
envisaged  is  much  more  than  that  on  behalf 
of  most  of  the  people  who  were  involved.  I 
will  just  try  to  read  a  few  things  into  the 
record  if  I  can  follow  my  notes  in  this  par- 
ticular regard. 

There  were  a  number  of  alternatives 
looked  at,  and  eventually  the  alternative 
that  was  adopted  was  that  the  TATOA  would 
operate  GO  Transit  and  other  inter-regional 
services,  and  that  it  would  have  a  consulta- 
tive function  as  far  as  the  intra-regional 
services  are  concerned,  such  as  the  TTC, 
and  whatever  was  bom  or  developed  in  other 
regions. 

They  said  on  receiving  a  request  for  op- 
erating or  capital  subsidy  from  the  regions, 
the  province  would  request  comments  from 
the  TATOA  \^^hich  would  be  required  to 
respond  to  the  province  within  30  days. 
TATOA  can,  therefore,  and  I  quote: 

.  .  .  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  prov- 
ince areas  where  there  is  a  lack  of  co- 
ordination, or  where  a  combination  of 
service  functions,  such  as  maintenance, 
may  be  desirable.  The  degree  to  which 
service  co-ordination  is  achieved  will  de- 
pend on  the  way  in  which  TATOA  uses 
these  powers  of  comment  and  review. 

That  suggests  that  when  the  TATOA  tells 
the  province  about  a  problem,  the  province 
would  normally  expect  to  follow  the  advice 
that  it  receives  from  the  TATOA.  If  you 
look  further  into  the  document,  Mr.  Speaker, 
you  find  out  that  some  of  the  people  who 
were  considering  it,  and  considering  the 
powers,  could  foresee  very  great  powers  be- 
ing used  by  the  TATOA  through  the  power 
of  consultation. 

John  Kruger,  about  whc«n  I  have  been 
speaking  to  the  ministry  from  time  to  time, 
says: 

The  lower  tier  of  a  regional  municipality 
would  develop  its  financial  plan  for  intra- 
regional  transit  needs.  [That  is,  the  four 
regional  transit  systems  that  would  serve 
within  each  region.]  But  the  TATOA 
would  rationalize  the  requests  of  all  four 
regions  in  accordance  with  the  budget 
allocation  made  by  the  province. 

There  is  another  quote  from  him  as  well. 
He  said,  in  reference  to  the  No.  4  option,  the 
option  that  was  taken  by  the  province: 

With  funding  under  its  control,  ATA 
should  have  sufficient  influence  to  bring 
about  the  co-ordination  of  the  various  tran- 
sit  systems    and   to   control   the   establish- 
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ment   of   facilities    for   storage    and   main- 
tenance. 

Now  this  is  one  of  the  participants  in  the 
study  committee  who  recommended  a  solu- 
tion which  has  been  adopted.  That  is,  that 
the  ATA  would  be  cxmsulted  about  fare 
levels  for  the  regional  systems  and  would  be 
consulted  about  subsidy  requests  going  to 
the  province.  Nevertheless,  he  puts  it  down 
iri  his  interpretation  as  saying  the  ATA 
would  have  fimding  under  its  control.  One 
has  to  ask  just  what  kind  of  animal  one  is 
going  to  be  creating. 

The  ATA  is  a  special  purpose  body  cover- 
ing several  municipal  jurisdictions,  being 
created  after  a  number  of  years  in  which  this 
government  has  been  trying  to  do  away  with 
special  purpose  bodies.  As  several  speakers 
have  said,  the  board  of  the  ATA  is  not  only 
made  up  of  four  people  who  are  appointed  by 
the  province  and  only  one  of  whom  is  directly 
appointed  from  the  municipal  level— and  even 
he  is  not  elected— but  its  membership  are  all 
people  who  have  not  had  to  pass  the  scrutiny 
of  an  election  and  who  have  got  an  awful  lot 
on  their  plates  already.  Therefore,  the  policy- 
making of  the  ATA  is  inevitably  going  to 
migrate  to  the  staff  level. 

There  is  an  organizational  diagram  in  the 
summary  of  this  report  which  suggests  that 
the  ATA  is  not  going  to  be  merely  a  co- 
ordinating committee,  but  will  have  a  fairly 
elaborate  stmcture— a  general  manager,  an 
assistant,  and  \'arious  other  people  working 
for  it.  These  people,  who  are  completely  in- 
sulated from  the  local,  municipal  or  regional 
level,  apparently  will  have  a  gi-eat  deal  to 
say  in  advising  the  province  about  the  so- 
called  co-ordination  of  services,  about  the  way 
in  which  subsidy  funds  are  distributed,  and  in 
advising  the  province  about  whether  it  should 
leave  or  should  accept  proposals  by  various 
transit  authorities— including  regional  transit 
authorities— on  the  fare  levels  they  are  going 
to  set. 

Now  I  just  say  that  those  are  very  broad 
powers  and  that  they  seem  to  be  unnecessarily 
large,  and  that  maybe  the  province  might 
have  started  in  a  rather  more  modest  way. 
By  going  as  far  as  it  has,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
suggests  to  us  that  the  province  really  wants 
to  see  another  level  of  control  over  the  TTC; 
that  it  wants  to  see  the  new  regional  services 
come  under  much  more  direct  public  or  pro- 
vincial interference  than  has  taken  place  in 
the  past  and  that's  why  they  filled  it  in  this 
particular  way. 

The  powers  which  are  laid  out  in  the  bill 
could  be  used  with  incredible  impact  and 
could  be  used  to  grossly  undermine  any  kind 


of  municipal  or  regional  autonomy  in  running 
the  transit  system.  I  think  the  minister  might 
comment  on  this  matter  when  he  speaks  to 
the  debate  and  might  comment  on  whether 
the  province  does  intend  to  maintain  local 
autonomy,  as  the  Premier  promised  at  the 
CNE,  or  whether  this  was  a  matter  of  pro- 
vincial influence  coming  in  once  again. 

You  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  already 
seen  in  the  case  of  the  GO  Transit  and  the 
Krauss-MafFei  system  that  the  province  is 
capable  of  simply  coming  crashing  in,  im- 
posing its  planning  on  Metropolitan  Toronto; 
saying:  "Okay,  boys;  this  is  what  we  are 
going  to  do."  Telling  the  CNE  that  that's 
where  they  were  going  to  go  with  the  test 
track  and  eventually  getting  into  a  great  deal 
of  trouble  from  which  the  minister  is  now 
trying  to  extricate  himself.  The  provincial 
authority  is  now  much  more  flexible  and 
much  more  accommodating  because  they 
know  they  made  some  severe  mistakes.  But 
one  fears  they  may  be  making  the  same  kind 
of  error  again  in  giving  the  kind  of  powers 
that  are  allocated  to  this  transit  operating 
authority. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  hon.  members 
wish  to  speak?  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  perhaps  I 
have  been  overly  or  unduly  suspicious  about 
this  particular  authority.  1  am  supporting,  of 
course,  the  fact  of  the  authority  itself,  but 
when  I  recall  it  was  the  chairman  of  \Ietro- 
politan  Toronto  who  prevailed  upon  this 
government  to  set  up  a  joint  committee  to 
study  air  transportation,  I  want  to  know  be- 
yond a  shadow  of  a  doubt  that  this  is  not  an 
umbrella  under  which  the  provincial  north- 
land  operation  will  come  into  the  southland 
or  southern  Ontario. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We  wouldn't  think  of 
bringing  it  down, 

Mrs.  Campbell:  There  are  some  very  seri- 
ous implications  when  one  looks  at  the  word- 
ing of  this  particular  Act.  It  is  not,  in  my 
view,  precluded  as  a  possibility  as  a  s>stem 
which  could  come  within  this  authorit>' 
presently  constituted  or  expanded,  as  it  could 
be,  by  the  inclusion  of  the  chairmen  of  other 
regional  governments  in  southern  Ontario.  I 
could  have  hoped  that  this  would  be  clarified 
and  trust  that  it  will  be  when  the  minister 
addresses  himself  to  this. 

Insofar  as  the  authority  itself  is  concerned, 
I  share  with  my  colleague  from  York-Forest 
HiU  a  concern  about  how  these  particular 
people  will  be  able  to  function  in  accordance 
with  the  powers  given  to  the  authority  under 
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section  7.  We  have  a  Metropolitan  chairman 
and  regional  dhairmen  who  have  tremendous 
responsibilities  in  the  regional  field.  On  top 
of  that  I  believe,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  each 
of  these  chairmen  also  serves  on  the  park- 
way belt  authority  or  commission.  I  would 
think  it  would  have  been  appropriate  to 
provide  for  an  alternative  membership  on 
this,  particularly,  perhaps,  someone  who  has 
been  sitting  regularly— as  an  example  on  the 
Toronto  Transit  Commission— but,  who  has 
been  involved  specifically  in  the  transit  field. 

I  don't  know  how  they  can  do  all  of  these 
things  adequately.  Therefore,  again  we  have 
two  results:  One  is  that  there  will  be  some 
civil  service  setup  which  will,  in  effect  do 
the  work  of  this  authority  and  if  there  is 
time,  the  chairmen  will  function  over  and 
above  that.  I  can  see,  again,  what  happens 
in  any  big  government— be  it  here,  be  it  in 
Ottawa,  be  it  in  Metropolitan  Toronto— the 
authority  of  the  civil  servant  being  increased 
in  this  kind  of  setup.  I  would  hope  the  minis- 
ter would  direct  his  comments  to  that  con- 
cern. 

Also,  of  course,  with  the  way  in  which  it 
is  set  up  it  seems  to  me  that  it  is  again 
another  authority  which  removes  further  from 
people  an  opportunity  to  have  any  input.  We 
have  to  have  that  sort  of  concern  when  we 
see  the  way  in  which  Metropolitan  Toronto 
itself  acts;  particularly  with  the  way  in  which 
the  chairman  acts  vis-^-vis  the  people. 

So,  Mr.  Speaker,  while  I  do  endorse  the 
very  real  need  for  an  authority  of  this  land, 
I  have  concerns  about  the  actual  authority 
as  set  up  and  the  powers  which  it  may 
attract  in  the  decision-making  process,  areas 
which  are  not  probably  or  jxxssibly  at  this 
point  contemplated  in  the  bill  itself.  Thank 
you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Peel  South. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  I  just 
wanted  to  speak  briefly  on  this  bill,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  to  commend  the  ministry  for 
bringing  it  forward.  The  very  good  report 
prepared  by  the  group  authorized  to  do  this 
has  been  of  great  encouragement.  In  our 
area,  one  of  the  things  requiring  clarification 
—and  perhaps  the  minister  would  comment  on 
it;  I  believe  that  I  am  on  target  on  it— is  the 
relationship  between  the  region  and,  in  the 
Peel  case,  the  three  municipalities  making 
up  the  region. 

The  main  congestion— though  perhaps  some 
around  Brampton  wouldn't  agree  with  this— 
I  believe  is  in  the  southern  area  of  Missis- 
sauga.  Commuters  have  the  daily  fight  back 


and  forth,  and  it  is  a  significant  event  in  their 
daily  activities  if  they  have  made  it  into 
work  and  make  it  home  in  the  ironically 
named  rush  hour. 

Without  doubt,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  area  of 
public  transit  has  taken  on  more  importance 
and  significance  as  the  population  grows  and 
the  number  of  vehicles  that  clog  the  high- 
ways increases.  Obviously,  and  it  is  very  clear 
now,  the  answer  has  got  to  be  expanded 
public  transportation  service.  So  I  mention 
the  point  that  I  opened  with,  the  need  for 
clarification  between  the  role  of  the  city— 
in  this   case,  Mississauga— and  the  region. 

I  understand  the  possibility  is  having  the 
region  as  the  vehicle  that  deals  with  the 
authority,  but  they  can  presumably  make 
some  contractual  or  administrative  arrange- 
ment with  the  local  mimicii)alities.  Perhaps 
the  minister  could  comment  on  that  aspect 
and  explain  just  how  it  would  work. 

Then-not  in  this  bill,  but  after  the  au- 
thority is  in  place  and  operating— there  is 
the  matter  of  financing,  the  levies.  Would 
they  be  funded  through  the  region  or  would 
the  sharing  mimicipalities  join  with  the  au- 
thority in  a  broad  discussion?  I  would  like 
to  think  that  the  channels  and  the  oppor- 
tunity for  communication  will  remain  wide 
open. 

I  had  one  other  point  here.  It  just  makes 
sense  that  the  GO  authority  will  be  part  of 
the  administrative  responsibility  of  the  author- 
ity. This  is  a  good  thing,  because  I  really  do 
believe,  as  at  least  one  of  the  previous  speak- 
ers mentioned— and  I  wasn't  able  to  hear  them 
all— that  unused  track  is  available  to  us.  There 
is  a  real  need  for  it  and,  presumably,  a  rela- 
tively simple  solution  with  the  route  and  the 
tracks  in  place,  other  than  the  very  compli- 
cated and  sophisticated  equipment  which 
goes  to  making  such  a  system  operational.  It 
is  not  just  as  simple  as  it  appears,  but  at  least 
the  routes  are  there,  the  tracks  are  there  and 
the  time  is  there  in  which  to  run  them. 

I  mentioned  before  during  the  ministry's 
estimates  the  significant  benefit  which  would 
accrue  if  we  could  get  a  third  GO  system  on 
the  CPR  through  Cooksville  and  into  Streets- 
ville. 

Of  course  I  am  delighted,  too,  that  the 
TTC  in  some  capacity  or  other  will  be  in- 
volved in  this,  because  I  believe,  it  may  not 
be  in  our  time  in  the  House,— I  hope  it  is  in 
our  time— the  subway  will  extend  at  least  west 
and  perhaps  in  the  other  directions  of  the 
compass— other  than  into  the  lake  to  the 
south— to  pick  up  a  great  many  commuters, 
east,  west,  north  and  south. 
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I  speak  particularly  of  the  very  significant 
alleviation  of  automobile  traffic  on  our  high- 
ways and  the  cutback  in  budget  which  I 
believe  could  be  achieved  if  the  subway  was 
extended  west  into  Mississauga  and  on  out. 
Perhaps  there  will  be  a  day  when  it  will  run 
farther  than  we  imagine  at  this  time. 

Those  are  the  points  which  I  did  want  to 
make.  I  again  say  it  is  so  obvious  that  the 
answer  to  the  movement  of  people  is  in  pub- 
lic transit.  The  movement  of  people  grows 
daily,  more  and  more,  and  we  have  an  ex- 
panding population  in  our  area,  perhaps  10 
per  cent  a  year.  Ten  per  cent  of  a  couple  of 
hundred  thousand  or  quarter  of  a  million  is 
20,000  or  25,000  people.  They  need  to  be 
moved  and  we  can't  have  one  in  a  car  and 
add  that  number  of  vehicles  to  the  trafiic  with 
the  existing  highway  capacity. 

I  again  commend  the  minister  for  bring- 
ing this  forward.  I  think  if  we  could  get  it 
processed  as  expeditiously  as  possible,  let's 
get  the  programme  under  way  and  get  going 
on  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  If  not  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  think  it  is  certainly  evident  from  all  the 
comments  made  by  the  various  speakers  that 
the  one  point  on  which  there  is  unanimous 
feeling  is  the  appointment  of  the  members  of 
this  particular  authority.  The  criticism  has 
been  that  none  of  the  people  on  the  authority 
would  be  elected  officials  and  it  was  sug- 
gested they  would  not  have  a  direct  responsi- 
bility as  a  result  of  not  being  elected. 

I  think  it  would  be  fair  to  say  that  those 
chairmen  of  the  regions  certainly  have  a  re- 
sponsibility and  that  is  back  to  their  particu- 
lar regional  councils.  The  chairmen  them- 
selves would  be  representing  all  those  elected 
people  and  will  have  to  report  back  to  the 
elected  individuals  on  the  regional  councils 
who  will  be  making  their  decisions. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  no  obligation. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  There  is  one  other  prob- 
lem I  think  the  hon.  members  should  recog- 
nize. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  no  obligation  under 

the  Act, 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  It  was  suggested  by  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  George,  among  others, 
that  the  chairman  should  be  able  to  appoint  an 
alternative  to  represent  him  on  this  authority. 
The  problem  there  is  it  is  more  than  likely 
that  the  person  appointed  would  be  an  elected 


ofiBcial  from  one  of  the  municipalities  within 
the  region  and  he  would  not  necessarily  be 
reflecting— with  the  greatest  of  respect  to  all 
elected  officials— the  views  of  the  entire  re- 
gion. It  certainly  would  be  parochial  and  I 
think  justifiably  so,  for  the  particular  muni- 
cipality they  may  represent,  I  think  members 
will  agree  it  is  their  function. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  that  argument  you 
shouldn't  be  minister  because  you  come  from 
a  certain  part  of  the  province. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  The  wishes  or  the  needs 
of  the  entire  region  would  not  necessarily  be 
carried  forth  in  that  form,  to  serve  the  needs 
of  the  entire  region. 

The  Leader  of  the  Opposition  certainly 
raised  that  particular  point.  I  think  it  is  fair 
to  say  that  in  due  time  and  in  the  not  too 
distant  future  the  chairmen  of  the  various 
regions  will  be  elected;  by  what  form  I 
don't  know  but  I  think  they  will  be.  It  is  our 
feeling  it  is  a  good  way  to  start  oflF  this  au- 
thority to  have  the  chairmen  of  these  various 
regions  working  together  for  the  common 
purpose  of  developing  a  good  inter-regional 
transportation  system  on  behalf  of  all  of  the 
regions,  which  include  Metropolitan  Toronto 
and  the  surrounding  regions. 

It's  been  pointed  out  that  this  would  be 
rather  expensive,  according  to  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition.  This  isn't  really  necessarily 
so.  Again,  other  members  have  touched  upon 
the  point  about  the  costs  involved  and  taking 
care  of  the  changes  in  the  fares,  the  conduct- 
ing of  affairs  and  the  handling  of  the  funds. 
The  cost  actually  might  be  reduced  by  this 
particular  method  of  operation,  because  it 
will  do  away  with  the  duplication  of  services 
from  one  region  to  the  other.  As  an  example, 
if  there  is  a  need  for  a  garage  facility,  it 
would  be  silly  to  have  one  built  in  the  region 
of  Peel  and  to  have  another  one  built  right 
next  door,  perhaps  in  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
whereas  one  would  do  the  job  for  both 
regions.  This  can  be  handled  by  this  par- 
ticular authority. 

The  member  for  Sudbury,  aside  from  his 
comments  about  the  appointment  of  the  re- 
gional chairmen,  inquired  about  the  Hamil- 
ton-Wentworth  involvement  in  the  authority. 
The  Hamilton-Wentworth  involvement,  quite 
frankly,  is  so  that  they  will  be  kept  appraised 
of  what  is  going  on  in  the  regions  im- 
mediately to  the  east  of  them.  It  will  give 
them  an  opportunity  to  study  what  sort  of 
work  this  particular  authority  will  be  doing. 

I  think  it  is  our  feeling  and  rightly  so, 
that  the  Hamilton-Wentworth  area  will  de- 
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velop  more  away  from  Metropolitan  Toronto, 
as  opposed  to  Peel,  Durham  and  York,  which 
focus  towards  Toronto.  Probably  in  due  time 
we  could  see  the  establishment  of  another 
authority  similar  to  this  one  which  would 
involve  the  Hamilton-Wentworth  region,  as 
well  as  other  regions  which  may  be  estab- 
lished in  the  future. 

The  feeling  was  that  they  could  participate 
in  any  of  the  discussions  that  might  involve 
them  in  the  fringe  area.  Their  involvement 
also  was  to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  see 
how  this  particular  authority  would  operate 
pnd  to  allow  them  to  have  their  input  if 
they  are  going  to  be  affected. 

I  want  to  emphasize  that  this  authority 
is  an  operating  authority.  It's  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority'.  It  is  not 
intended  that  this  authority  will  have  the 
planning  fimction.  The  planning  of  the  par- 
ticular transportation  systems  will  still  lie 
Math  the  regions.  That  is  their  responsibility 
and  they  will  do  that  planning.  Planning  for 
an  extension  of  the  GO  Transit  service  or  an 
extension  of  any  other  type  of  service  within 
the  region  will  be  carried  out  by  the  regions; 
then  the  operation  of  the  modes  will  be  car- 
ried out  by  this  particular  authority. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Does  the  minister  mean  to 
say  the  regions  will  operate  their  own 
services? 

Hon,  Mr.  Rhodes:  It's  conceivable  that 
that  could  happen  eventually.  It's  conceiv- 
able that  the  regions  themselves  would  be 
able  to  plan,  and  perhaps  in  time  even  to 
nm  their  own  operation.  But  our  plan  now 
is  simply  to  have  an  operating  authority  that 
will  allo^\'  the  planning  to  be  done  by  the 
regions  themselves,  obviously  in  consultation 
and  with  any  assistance  that  can  be  given 
to  them.  It  is  not  intended  that  the  planning 
be  done  by  this  authority.  They  are  an  op- 
erating autfiority  and  an  operating  authority 
only. 

There   has   been   concern   expressed   about 

the  funding  of  the  municipalities- 
Mrs.  Campbell:  That  does  not  make  good 

sense. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  That  is  what  the  bill 
is  intended  to  do. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  thought  this  was  to  co- 
ordinate the  planning  and  to  integrate  the 
regions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  They  can  work  in  the 
area  of  co-ordination,  but  the  planning  itself 
is  not  the  responsibility  of  the  authority.  It 


is  not  intended  to  be.  It  was  very  dear  at 
the  outset  that  they  were  an  operating  au- 
thority, and  they  will  be  starting  out  with 
the  operation  of  the  GO  Transit  systems  as 
they  are  now. 

This  can  all  evolve  into  what  I  think  is  in 
the  minds  of  all  the  members— an  authority 
that  can  work  together  with  the  regions  and 
with  the  municipalities  within  the  regions. 
But  one  of  the  fears  that  was  expressed  to  us 
was  that  the  municipalities  were  concerned 
that  they  would  not  have  an  opportunity  to 
plan  and  operate  their  own  transit  systems 
within  their  mimicipalities.  We  intend  to 
allow  them  to  do  that.  It's  not  taken  away 
from  them  by  this  Act. 

I  think  there  are  some  fears  being  gener- 
ated in  the  minds  of  the  hon.  members  that 
some  sort  of  overpowering  body  is  being 
created  here  to  take  away  the  autonomy  from 
the  various  mimicipalities  or  from  the  regions. 
That  is  not  the  intention  at  all. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  What  about  the  Ontario 
Northland  Railway? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  certainly  caii  assure 
the  hon.  member  for  St.  George  that  we  don't 
intend  to  run  the  Ontario  Northland  Railway 
down  here  to  Metropolitan  Toronto,  although 
she  can  get  on  it  here  now  and  go  to  Moos- 
onee,  if  she  wishes.  I  would  be  happy  to 
have  her  do  that  sometime.  I  would  be  pre- 
pared to  supply  her  with  a  ticket— perhaps 
one  way,  but  I'd  supply  her  with  a  ticket. 

Mrs.    Campbell:    How   about   air   services? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  suppose  the  authority 
has  a  goal  in  a  sense,  to  co-ordinate  in  the 
due  course  of  time  the  transit  system  in  this 
area.  I  think  the  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre  hit  it  right  on  the  nose  when  he  said 
we  should  be  involved  with  the  rights  of  ways 
of  railways,  and  that  is  something  I  think 
the  authorities  should  be  looking  at  and  will 
be  looking  at. 

Mr.  Deacon:  But  the  minister  is  the  one 
who  needs  to  get  at  Ottawa  on  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  think  it's  unfortunate, 
as  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition  pointed 
out,  that  Mr.  Trudeau  waited  until  imme- 
diately before  an  election,  or  until  during 
the  campaign,  to  make  these  statements,  be- 
cause he  has,  in  eflFect— 

Mr.  Deacon:  No  he  hasn't. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —said  that  railways 
should  be  required  to  make  the  rights  of  way 
available   for    public    transit,    and    we    com- 
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pletely  agree.  We  think  that  he  is  right. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Yes,  but  until  we  own  and 
operate  those  rights  of  way  as  a  government— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We  feel  that  those  rights 
of  way  should  be  owned,  perhaps  by  the 
federal  government,  and  we  would  be  very 
happy  to  urge  that.  If  the  federal  government 
could  take  on  the  ownership  of  those  rights 
of  way  and  the  ownership  of  the  rails  and 
make  them  available  for  public  transit,  to  be 
operated  by  this  authority  or  by  the  province 
or  by  a  municipality,  that  would  be  just  great, 
because  then  we  would  have  all  kinds  of 
funding  left  to  provide  other  facilities. 

I  sometimes  think  somebody  has  been  read- 
ing some  notes  to  the  member  for  York 
Centre,  that  he  has  had  some  notes  read  to 
him,  because  very  much  of  what  he  has  said 
must  be  from  mind-reading.  It's  exactly  what 
we  have  been  discussing. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Right.  I  started  writing  it 
in  1969. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  think  the  member's 
foresight  is  tremendous.  Then  someone  has 
been  reading  his  notes  because  we  are  think- 
ing along  the  same  lines,  I  can  assure  him, 
thinking  this  sort  of  thing  can  be  developed 
by  this  authority  and  it  can  do  a  good  job 
on  it. 

But  I  hasten  to  point  out  it  is  not  a 
question  of  attempting  to  create,  and  I  repeat, 
an  overpowering  body  to  remove  the 
autonomy  from  these  various  regions  and 
municipalities.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  to  act 
as  an  operating  authority  to  eflBciently  set 
up  the  inter-region  transportation  that  we 
are  going  to  need,  and  desperately  need- 
more  than  just  the  GO  trains,  but  in  buses 
and  other  modes.  The  decision  of  the  modes 
will  again  be  up  to  the  regions  to  determine. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Aircraft? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  think  any  mode  of 
transit  that  can  be  used  is  a  logical  way  to 
have  it  done,  and  I  agree  that  we  need  some 
sort  of  short-range  aircraft  as  well. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That  means  Godfrey  and 
the  Island  Airport.  There  we  are! 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Let  me  go  back  to  the 
member  for  York-Forest  Hill.  I  can't  dis- 
agree with  many  of  the  points  that  he  has 
made  that  some  authority  should  be  respon- 
sible for  parking  and  for  taxi  operations,  but 
again  we  just  can't  jump  into  this  whole 
thing  to  the  full  extent  that  is  suggested  here. 


We  are  starting  oflF,  we  think,  in  the  right 
way  with  existing  services  like  GO  Transit, 
and  the  operation  can  be  carried  out  eflPec- 
tively  by  the  authority  without  doing  any 
more  than  just  the  operation. 

Remember,  too,  the  concern  that  the  mem- 
ber for  York-Forest  Hill  had  about  the  great 
job  and  the  great  deal  of  responsibility  to 
be  foisted  on  these  chairmen,  and  he  men- 
tioned specifically  the  handling  of  schedul- 
ing and  fare  rates.  Only  those  matters  which 
would  have  a  detrimental  efiFect  on  transit 
movements  between  regions  would  be  brought 
to  the  attention  of  this  authority.  They  are 
not  going  to  go  into  matters  concerning  only 
the  individual  municipalities  and  the  indi- 
vidual regions  themselves,  but  those  things 
that  go  on  between  the  regions,  the  inter- 
region  operations. 

The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  mentioned 
the  recommendations  that  have  been  made 
in  the  report.  But  it  isn't  really  necessary  for 
the  operating  authority  to  follow  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  particular  report,  nor  is  it 
necessary  for  the  regions  or  probably  for  the 
province  to  follow  the  recommendations  of 
the  authority.  They  will  be  making  recom- 
mendations- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  They  will  still  have  an  aw- 
fully strong  control  there,  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —especially  in  the  area 
of  capital  expenditure,  and  I  think  that's  a 
very  logical  thing  that  we  can  co-ordinate 
within  those  regions,  the  spending— the  capital 
spending  in  particular  for  the  supplying  of 
facilities.  We  can  avoid  any  duplication,  and 
if  there  is  an  area  of  some  concern,  I  think 
it  would  be  wise  for  the  authority,  in  fact, 
to  come  back  to  the  funding  agency,  which 
will  remain  the  ministry,  and  make  recom- 
mendations, not  necessarily  to  be  followed, 
but  certainly  we  can  go  back  in  and  take  a 
look  at  what  they  are  recommending  and 
whether  it  is  worthwhile. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Then  they  will  have  the  kind 
of  control  I  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  And  I  think  it  does  give 
some  control  in  the  hands  of  the  ministry, 
which  will  retain,  to  a  degree,  the  funding 
control.  There  is  no  question  about  that  and 
it  was  never  intended  to  be  otherwise  than 
that  it  would  stay  there.  But  we  want  to 
avoid  the  overlapping  and  the  duplication 
of  expenditures  that  could  develop. 

It  is  not  intended  at  all  to  take  away  the 
local  autonomy.  I  think  we  should  emphasize 
that  these  people  are  to  operate  their  own 
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facilities  within  their  own  municipalities  and 
within  their  region  until  there  is  a  possibility 
in  the  future  where  it  would  be  desirable  to 
have  this  all  operated  under  one  authority. 

To  my  colleague  from  Peel  South  who  is 
concerned  about  the  funding,  I  say,  again, 
the  ministry  will  continue  to  fund  it.  The 
funding  operation  will  be  the  ministry's.  We 
will  not  be  removing  the  decision-making 
process  from  the  individual  municipalities. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
their  reading?  Committee  of  the  whole 
House? 

Agreed. 


ONTARIO  PLANNING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.   Mr.   Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 

White,    moves    second    reading    of    Bill  84, 

An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario  Planning  and 
Development  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Water- 
loo North. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North);  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  amendments  to  this  bill  come 
just  about  a  year,  after  the  original  Planning 
and  Development  Act  was  passed.  Most  of 
these  amendments  as  I  understand,  deal  with 
the  strengthening  of  the  definitions  and  clari- 
fication of  certain  aspects  of  the  procedures. 
The  definition  of  the  development  plans,  as 
restated  here,  I  presume  makes  it  clearer  as 
to  the  areas  that  are  designated  and  as  to 
the  purposes  of  the  development  plan  and 
the  planning  area. 

The  procedure  now  whereby  the  minister 
may  alter  the  boundaries  of  the  area  defined 
in  the  planning  area  by  an  amendment  to  the 
order,  enables  him  to  do  this,  I  suppose, 
under  this  bill  without  having  to  go  back  for 
further  resolution  to  this  Legislature.  I  sup- 
pose one  could  argue  as  to  how  far  he  can 
make  his  amendments  to  that  particular  plan- 
ning and  development  area,  in  which  case 
he'd  have  to  have  new  authority. 

One  thing  I  would  like  to  comment  on  is 
the  part  where  the  development  of  a  planning 
area  requires  notice  to  be  given.  I  note  here 
that  he  has  included  any  municipality  which 
abuts  a  development  planning  area.  I'm  ask- 
ing where  he  has  given  notice  to  those  areas 
which  abut  a  planning  area,  after  the  de- 
velopment plan  has  been  completed,  whether 


these  same  abutting  areas  are  going  to  receive 
copies  of  the  plan,  and  whether  there  are 
going  to  be  background  documents  available 
in  those  areas,  in  the  same  way  as  in  the 
original  Act  that  applied  to  the  areas  which 
were  concerned  in  the  development  areas. 

In  section  6  on  the  appointment  of  the 
hearing  o£Bcers  and  the  publishing  of  notices, 
I  couldn't  see  a  great  deal  of  difference  here 
from  the  original  Act,  except  that  on  the 
appointment  of  the  hearing  oflBcers  the  Act 
now  states  that  the  minister  shall  appoint  one 
or  more  hearing  officers  acceptable  to  the 
municipal  councils,  or  shall  after  consultation 
with  the  municipality  appoint.  I  think  the 
point  here  that  must  be  made  is  that  it  is 
very  important  that  the  objective  is  to  appoint 
hearing  oflBcers  who  are  considered  impartial 
and  fair  to  the  whole  development  of  the 
planning  area  and  the  development  plans,  so 
that  no  parochial  interest  would  be  served 
by  the  appointment  of  any  particular  person. 

I  was  interested  to  note  the  amendments  in 
the  latter  part  of  section  6  where  separate 
reports  shall  be  submitted  for  each  part  of 
the  planning  area  for  which  a  hearing  or 
hearings  are  conducted  so  that  where  there 
are  changes  in  certain  areas  of  the  planning 
area,  these  separate  reports  go  back  to  these 
municipalities  so  that  they  know  what  is 
going  on.  I  was  also  pleased  to  note  the 
amendment  that  was  included,  under  sub- 
section 9  I  believe  it  was,  allowing  separate 
appeal  to  the  cabinet.  I  think  this  amend- 
ment was  instigated  by  the  member  for 
Downsview  (Mr.  Singer)  when  this  went 
through  committee  last  year.  I  see  it  has  been 
left  in  the  Act,  and  I  am  pleased  with  that. 

While  it  is  diflRcult  to  understand  the  com- 
plete implications  of  all  these  amendments,  I 
can't  see  that  the  original  purpose  of  the  bill 
is  that  much  altered  by  these  amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Doe^  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  just  wanted  to  comment 
that  the  reason  these  amendments  are  before 
us  now  is  because  of  the  fact  that  this  bill 
was  originally  considered  by  the  Legislature 
during  the  final  weeks  of  the  session  last 
June,  about  a  year  ago  as  I  recall.  What  has 
happened  now  is  that  after  a  series  of  amend- 
ments diat  were  worthwhile,  but  were  hastily 
put  forward  because  of  tihe  time  at  which  the 
bill  came  forward,  the  ministry  has  now 
had  another  crack  at  it  in  order  to  improve 
the  workability  of  the  amendments  to  make 
them  more  effective. 
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What  the  ministry  did  last  year  repre- 
sented an  enormous  improvement  on  the 
draft  of  the  bill  that  was  originally  sub- 
mitted to  this  Legislature,  Mr.  Speaker.  The 
minister  probably  recalls  that  in  the  first 
draft— I  think  I  have  them  all  in  front  of  me 
here— the  whole  process  of  consultation,  of 
access  to  information,  cross-examination  or 
questioning  of  officials  if  desired,  and  the 
whole  process  by  which  the  plan  could  be 
referred  back  to  the  community  if  there 
were  major  changes  made  by  the  minister, 
all  of  that  was  inadequate. 

It  was  greatly  improved  in  the  committee 
here  in  this  Legislature  on  the  basis  of  rep- 
resentations made  to  the  committee  by  the 
public  and  on  the  basis  of  amendments  that 
were  moved  by  the  opposition  members  on 
the  committee  considerine  the  bill.  It  is  the 
kind  of  thing  one  would  like  to  see  more 
of,  Mr.  Speaker.  Nevertheless,  now,  before 
there  has  been  an  opportunity  to  even  use 
the  Act,  the  ministry  comes  back  again— and 
has  to  do  it— to  further  improve  a  bill  which 
is  already  streets  ahead  of  the  original  bill. 

Anyway,  with  that  I  think  I  can  just  about 
subside.  I  think  the  amendments  are  in  the 
same  spirit  as  the  amendments  introduced 
to  the  bill  in  committee  last  year.  The  major 
difference  is  that  they  permit  planning  to 
go  on  for  two  or  three  different  areas  within 
a  development  planning  area,  and  that  is 
fine.  It  is  more  flexible  than  it  was  before. 
The  requirements  for  public  hearings  and  for 
consultation  with  the  public  and  for  access 
by  the  public  are  maintained.  If  the  bill 
goes  into  committee  we  might  have  one  or 
two  suggestions  about  slightly  improved  ac- 
cess to  the  material  on  which  the  hearings 
are  being  held.  But  apart  from  that  we  accept 
the  principle  of  these  amendments. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  any  other  members  wish 
to  enter  the  debate?  The  hon.  member  for 
St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like 
to  make  just  a  few  comments.  I  am  interested 
that  in  this  bill  it  is  made  mandatory  that 
there  be  this  consultation  and  that  the  de- 
velopment plan  be  produced.  But  what  it 
doesn't  do— and  I  would  just  ask  the  minister 
to  give  consideration  to  this— it  does  not 
make  mandatory  that  all  the  reports  of  ad- 
visory committees,  working  documents  or 
papers,  ministerial  reports  and  so  forth,  ore 
made  available  to  municipal  councils  during 
the  planning  process.  It  would  seem  to  me 
that  this  would  be  very  helpful  to  them. 

When  we  see  that  each  municipality  has 


a  minimum  period  of  three  months  to  re- 
spond, if  that  period  for  response  were  to 
be— as  a  result  of  having  all  this  documen- 
tation, it  might  be  in  order— but  three  months 
by  itself— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'm  sorry,  I  just  wanted 
to  interject  to  the  hon.  member,  it's  "not 
less  than  three  months." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That's  right,  it's  a  mini- 
mum time,  but  I  would  suggest  that  that  is 
rather  short  even  for  a  minimum  period;  and 
certainly  if  it  is  to  be  such  there  should 
surely  be  available  to  the  municipalities  all 
of  the  things  that  go  into  the  making  of  the 
development  plan  itself. 

Section  6,  the  matter  of  the  hearing  offi- 
cers, has  been  covered  by  others,  but  I 
wonder  wfhether,  in  6  (5),  we  don't  have  the 
information  at  too  late  a  stage  in  the  process. 
Reasonable  participation  is  made  extremely 
difficult  for  the  public  and  councils,  and  it 
would  seem  to  me  that  perhaps  it  might  be 
an  improved  procedure  if  all  of  this  were 
available  at  an  earlier  stage. 

Certainly  I  do  feel  that  this  is  an  improve- 
ment, but  with  those  words  I  would  like 
some  reaction  from  the  minister  on  the  points 
which  I've  made. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough West. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I'm  going  to  suggest,  and  I  don't 
think  the  minister  will  mind,  that  in  effect 
we  debate  Bills  84,  85  and  86  collectively 
together.  I  know  that  the  principles  overlap. 

The  item  I  wanted  to  raise  is  sort  of  very 
specifically  appropriate  to  Bill  85,  but  since 
the  principles  of  Bill  84  apply  perhaps  I 
could  do  it  now. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  tell  the  House  a 
little  story.  It  won't  take  very  long,  it 
lightens  the  day,  it  adds  a  nip  to  the  air  and 
at  five  o'clock  it's  probably  useful. 

The  debate  that  took  place  on  the  Ontario 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  the  Parkway 
Belt  Planning  and  Development  Act  and  the 
Niagara  Escarpment  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment Act  of  June  of  1973  was  prompted  by 
the  announcement,  if  memory  serves  me,  on 
June  4,  1973,  which  was  made  in  the  pre- 
sence of  the  provincial  Treasurer  and  the 
member  for  Carleton  East  (Mr.  Lawrence), 
the  then  Provincial  Secretary  for  Resources 
Development,  with  an  enormous  retinue  of 
supporters  and  paraphernalia  of  multi-media 
equipment,  to  persuade  people  that  the 
government    was    about    to    engage    in    very 
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serious  planning  for  southern  Ontario;  and 
they  introduced  and  slapped  on  the  concept 
of  development  controls  and  development 
plans  with  which  we  are  now  dealing  in 
this  bill. 

There  was  much  debate  at  the  time  about 
compensation.  There  was  much  debate  at  the 
time  about  people  who  would  be  unfairly 
harmed  by  the  bill,  and  there  were  many 
members,  of  the  opposition  in  any  event,  who 
pointed  out  that  it  applied  rather  arbitrarily 
to  people  who  wanted  to  separate  property, 
whose  motives  were  not  suspect  and  who 
should,  therefore,  have  some  access  to  redress 
if  the  development  controls  and  development 
plans  envisaged  under  these  Acts  applied. 

Not  very  long  ago,  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
appeared  in  the  Toronto  Star,  I  think  imder 
David  Allen's  byline,  a  rather  fascinating 
piece  on  the  continuing  anger  felt  by  a 
number  of  aggrieved  citizens  within  the  area 
of  the  parkway  belt  who  had  the  feeHng  they 
were  still  not  fairly  dealt  with  by  this  kind  of 
legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  what  is  inherently 
worrisome  about  this  legislation.  I  don't  for 
a  moment  pretend  that  development  controls 
are  not  necessary;  obviously  they  are.  I  don't 
for  a  moment  pretend  that  land  use  planning 
isn't  cnicial  in  southern  Ontario  and  needs  to 
be  rescued  from  the  dismemberment  which 
has  characterized  land  use  in  Ontario;  I 
accept  that.  But  when  you  apply  a  very  major 
control  or  very  major  plan  of  this  kind,  affect- 
ing all  of  the  holdings  in  the  area,  then  it's 
surelv  necessary,  quickly,  sensitively  and  with- 
out bureaucracy,  to  provide  the  kind  of  re- 
dress and  the  kind  of  recourse  for  individuals 
who  might  well  be  harmed  through  no  fault 
of  their  own.  It's  the  kind  of  sensitivity  re- 
quired from  a  government  if  you  put  through 
a  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act.  A  lot  of  indi- 
viduals in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  who  never 
thought  of  themselves  for  a  moment  as  specu- 
lators, are  suddenly  branded  as  such— at  least 
in  their  own  minds— and  must  surely  have 
recourse  to  correct  it.  Similarly,  with  these 
planning  controls  Acts. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to  read  a  letter.  It 
dates  back  to  June  21,  1973.  It  was  just  a 
very  short  time  after  the  bill  was  introduced. 
It  was  to  all  the  members  of  the  Ontario 
Legislature  at  Queen's  Park.  I  want  to  read 
it  to  refresh  people's  mind.  Some  may  recall 
it. 

"Dear  Sirs: 

"We  wish  to  vigorously  protest  the  pro- 
posed land  freeze  to  be  legislated  by  Queen's 
Park  on  June  22,  1973, 


"We  feel  certain  that  the  hon.  members  do 
not  realize  the  extreme  hardship  they  will  be 
imposing  on  hundreds  of  innocent  people  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario. 

"May  we  use  our  own  case  as  an  example? 
We  have  a  small  fruit  farm,  lot  8,  concession 
2,  Town  of  Burlington,  overlooking  the  Grind- 
stone Creek  Valley,  which  my  father,  now  91, 
acquired  in  1912,  My  sister  and  I,  confiden- 
tially in  our  late  50s—"  the  confidentiality, 
since  it  was  addressed  to  all  members  of  the 
Legislature,  isn't  immediately  apparent— "find 
it  is  too  much  physically  to  operate  all  of  it, 
nor  with  the  present  minimum  labour  rates 
can  we  afford  to  hire  help  the  year-round.  The 
logical  step  is  to  sell  the  portion  most  diflBcult 
to  work, 

"In  mid-February  we  received  an  offer  to 
purchase  this  land  and  since  that  time  have 
been  methodically  completing  the  many  re- 
quirements for  land  transaction. 

"June  20,  when  we  presented  the  final 
application  for  a  hearing  at  the  committee 
of  adjustment,  town  of  Burlington,  we  were 
told  it  could  not  be  considered  because  of 
the  upcoming  land  freeze,  and  they  only  took 
possession  of  the  application  under  protest, 
although  they  had  held  the  required  payment 
since  May  7, 

"This  was  the  very  first  inkling  we  ever 
had  that  our  land  was  affected  by  the  freeze. 
We've  already  spent  over  $1,000  for  the  re- 
quired survey  and  other  legal  requirements. 
We've  discontinued  spraying  it  and  even  cut 
down  several  trees  because  of  the  pending 
sale.  Thus,  we  stand  to  lose  the  crop  as  well. 
The  buyer  has  also  spent  a  considerable  sum 
for  required  levels  and  architects*  fees. 

"Surely  there  should  be  some  immediate 
consideration  for  transactions  already  in  pro- 
cess. From  the  above,  may  we  point  out: 

"1.  This  property  has  been  in  an  area 
zoned  for  residential  development  for  many 
years.  It  cannot  be  farmed  indefinitely  be- 
cause of  its  small  size,  nor  would  it  ever  be 
required  for  conservation  as  it  has  been 
farmed  since  1912,  We  are  very  conservation- 
minded  and  have  always  tended  our  prop- 
erty well.  This  is  another  reason  we  wish  to 
sell  this  lot.  We  do  not  wish  to  see  it  become 
unkempt.  We  cannot  care  for  it  ourselves. 

"2.  A  farmer's  land  is  his  bank  account, 
particularly  in  a  family-owned  farm.  The 
eventual  sale  of  the  property  is  the  hope  and 
means  for  retirement.  Would  you,  as  a  tax- 
payer and  citizen,  like  to  have  a  freeze  on 
your  bank  account  and  retirement  fund.  Just 
how  would  you  feel? 
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"3.  To  comply  with  the  present  regula- 
tions in  this  area  takes  at  least  six  months. 
There  is  already  a  backlog  with  the  com- 
mittee of  adjustment;  even  a  temporary  freeze 
will  worsen  that  situation.  There  is  great  hue 
and  cry  about  the  scarcity  of  housing  but  the 
red  tape  involved  in  carrying  through  what 
should  be  a  simple  transaction  is  unbeliev- 
able. It  surely  won't  be  simplified  if  such 
matters  have  to  go  to  Queen's  Park  instead  of 
th<^  local  boards.  How  long  will  it  take  and 
will  the  buyer  wait? 

"4.  If  the  government  wants  to  freeze  the 
land,  then  they  should  buy  it  outright  at  the 
current  price." 

Not  a  bad  idea,  actually.  "In  our  own  case, 
we  are  losing  the  interest  on  a  fairly  large 
sum  of  money,  for  a  farmer,  plus,  probably, 
the  whole  sale. 

"As  far  as  we  can  see,  such  action  by  the 
provincial  government  is  sheer  robbery  and 
violates  the  very  principle  of  freedom  in 
Ontario. 

"It  has  long  been  our  understanding  that 
democracy  is  government  by  the  people,  for 
the  people.  I'm  sure  other  small  landowners 
will  feel  equally  victimized. 

"When  this  legislation  comes  to  a  vote, 
may  we  urge  you  to  vote  according  to  the 
dictates  of  your  conscience  and  your  sense 
of  justice,  not  because  of  party  affiliations. 

"Any  help  you  can  give  us  and  other  inno- 
cent small  landowners  would  be  appreciated. 

Yours  very  truly, 

Bemice  Anderson. 

For  Eloise  and  Bemice  Anderson" 

These  very  charming  ladies  are  in  their  late 
fifties.  I  have  now  spoken  to  Eloise  and 
Bemice.  In  fact,  maybe  it  was  the  address. 
Maybe  anybody  who  lives  on  Snake  Rd.  in 
Waterdown  deserves  an  immediate  reply. 
But  the  letter  got  to  me,  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  thought,  well,  two  sisters,  living  alcoie 
on  a  piece  of  land,  obviously  feeling  about 
the  situation,  obviously  taken  aback,  they 
were  seeking  redress.  I  replied  to  them;  I 
sent  a  letter  to  Bemice  Anderson  and  told 
her  what  impossible  scoundrels  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario  were,  and  how  all  of  the 
Tory  members  couldn't  be  tmsted.  Actually, 
it  was  a  fairly  temperate  letter  if  truth  be 
known.  I  ended  up  and  I  said: 

I  should  very  much  like  to  know  how 
Mr.  White  and  Mr.  Davis  replied  to  your 
letter,  and  if  you  could  send  me  a  copy 
it  would  provide  some  sense  of  how  to 
proceed.  In  the  interim,  I'll  send  you  Han- 
sard so  you  can  see  the  debates  that  took 


place,  and  give  you  an  idea  of  the  positions 
taken  by  opposition  spokesmen.  Do  let 
me  hear  from  you  again. 

That  was  on  June  25,  four  days  after  they 
wrote. 

They  also  got  a  number  of  other  letters 
of  which  they  sent  me  copies,  from  various 
members  of  the  House,  and  I  kept  some  of 
them.  I  don't  think  I  need  read  all  of  them 
into  the  record,  not  even  the  Tory  letters, 
but  the  letter  of  the  member  for  Renfrew 
South  (Mr.  Yakabuski)  was  a  jewel,  because 
—shall  I  read  it?  Sure.  Okay. 

"Dear  Ms  Anderson,  [That  member  knows 
his  liberation  all  right]  This  is  to  acknow- 
ledge your  form  letter  re  the  land  freeze 
imposed  by  the  government  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  on  your  area  and  your  farm, 
which  forms  part  of  the  area  in  question.  I 
am  inclined  to  agree  with  your  views  [most 
extraordinary]  and  as  I  am  chairman  of  the 
legislative  committee  on  resources  develop- 
ment [to  which  I  say  *Ho-hahI  This  member, 
chairman  of  the  committee  on  resources  de- 
velopment;* there's  one  to  conjure  with]  and 
I  chaired  the  meeting  at  which  Bills  128, 
129  and  130  were  gone  over  clause  by  clause, 
I  have  some  knowledge  of  your  predicament. 
I  feel  quite  confident  that  it  is  not  the  in- 
tention of  the  government  of  the  Province 
of  Ontario  to  cause  any  undue  hardship  to 
landowners  like  yourself,  and  I  am  sure  that 
a  formula  will  be  found  to  take  care  of  like 
situations.  Should  you  wish  any  further  in- 
formation, turn  to  Paul." 

On  July  3,  after  replying  to  them,  Bemice 
replied  to  me.  I  shouldn't  really  put  it  on 
a  first-name  basis  but  there  is  such  an  in- 
herent charani  in  it  all  that  I  have  to: 

"Dear  Mr.  Lewis: 

"Thank  you  very  much  for  your  letter  of 
June  25.  We  certainly  appreciate  your  con- 
cern. While  this  sweeping  legislation  will 
cause  extreme  hardship  to  many  people,  once 
they  realize  what  it  has  done  to  their  rights, 
we  are  in  the  very  unhappy  position  of  ac- 
tually having  two  transactions  in  the  works. 

"The  first  one,  which  we  use  as  an  ex- 
ample, consists  of  approximately  one-half 
acre    orchard    and    one-half    acre    meadow.** 

This  is  a  pastoral  speech  I  am  making. 
This  is  one  which  is  verdant  and  touching 
and  I  want  the  members  to  feel  it  that  way. 

"The  orchard  area  is  in  sod  on  a  very  steep 
slope  and  is  extremely  dangerous  to  spray, 
with  tractor  and  sprayer,  and  to  cut  the 
grass.  The  grass  cutting  generally  requires 
both  of  us,  one  to  drive  a  smaller  tractor  and 
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the  other  to  hold  said  tractor  steady.  Not  a 
very  safe  operation  for  two  women. 

"The  buyers  want  this  little  orchard  for 
their  dream  home  because  of  the  vie^v.  They 
are  good  neighbours  of  ours,  of  20  years 
standing;  we  have  co-operated  in  ventures 
in  the  past.  We  know  they  will  respect  our 
wishes  regarding  the  remaiDing  area  and  thus 
will  not  upset  dad,  aged  91,  more  than  neces- 
sary. Also,  since  we  hope  to  retire  in  a  few 
years,  adjoining  the  site  is  a  lot  which  has 
our  bam  storage  on  it;  this  they  also  want 
to  buy  when  we  cease  farming  operations. 

"Negotiations  have  been  most  amicable 
but  it  has  taken  since  February  to  fulfil  all 
the  demands  of  the  town  of  Burlington.  We 
did  dear  it  with  the  Halton  Conservation 
Authority,  who  have  no  interest  in  this  little 
orchard;  the  Board  of  Health— there  is  mimi- 
cipal  water  available— and  it  has  the  required 
frontage  on  a  public  road. 

"If  these  people  aren't  aUowed  to  buy  this 
property,  we  would  have  diflBculty  selling  it 
in  the  future  as  not  everyone  would  see  the 
possibilities  of  it.  These  people  wish  the 
quietness  and  the  panoramic  view  over  the 
valley;  thus  we  are  extremely  anxious  to 
complete  this  particular  sale.  At  the  moment, 
they  have  the  means  to  proceed  with  the 
building  but  we  cannot  expect  them  to  wait 
forever. 

"We  had  another  lot  surveyed  last  July.  I 
won't  bore  you  with  all  the  details  but  we 
were  told  when  it  passed  the  committee  of 
adjustment,  town  of  Burlington,  in  October, 
that  we  had  one  year  to  complete  the  trans- 
action. We  agreed  verbally  to  sell  to  a  small 
local  builder.  But  when  he  took  a  heart 
attack  early  in  the  winter,  we  didn't  press 
him  to  finalize  the  sale  and  two  months  ago, 
settled  on  a  July  10  takeover. 

"On  May  23,  we  took  the  legal  documents 
in  and  paid  the  required  park  dedication  fee, 
$650.  On  June  21,  we  were  advised  we  also 
needed  a  description  for  the  remainder  of  our 
property.  This  was  a  complete  surprise  to  us 
and  to  our  lawyer  and  surveyor  but  we  com- 
plied. 

"Although  we  have  not  heard  oflBcially,  we 
were  left  with  the  impression  that  even  this 
loss  might  not  be  stamped  as  'severed*  be- 
cause of  the  land  freeze."  They  were  right 
as  events  proved. 

"Meanwhile,  the  builders  customer  sold 
his  house  on  June  20,  unaware  of  the  freeze, 
and  is  most  anxious  to  have  his  new  house 
built. 

"A  3%-acre  apple  orchard  should  not  be 


considered  a  farm  in  the  true  sense  of  the 
word,  but  18  years  ago  we  sold  the  larger 
part  of  our  farm  and  we  retained  about  4% 
acres  which  also  contains  our  house  and  bam. 
We  are  actually  a  little  island  of  orchard  in 
an  otherwise  residential  area.  We  have  looked 
after  it  to  the  best  of  our  ability  but  no  one 
could  ever  buy  it  as  a  paying  farm.  We  have 
really  been  caretaking  it,  knowing  that  as  the 
area  was  rezoned  for  residential  development, 
as  it  has  been  for  years,  eventually  it  would 
supply  the  means  for  our  retirement, 

"No  doubt  we  all  agree  there  should  be 
some  control  on  land  held  for  speculation,  but 
vast  areas  of  rundown  farms  don't  do  much 
for  our  country  either.  We  are  not  specula- 
tors. Our  families  worked  hard  on  this  land 
for  over  60  years.  The  time  has  come  when 
we  must  change  part  of  it  from  a  well-kept 
orchard  to  a  well-kept  residence  and  it  will 
still  be  green. 

"If  something  cannot  be  done  to  permit  the 
finalizing  of  these  two  transactions,  we  will  be 
out  of  pocket  a  total  of  $3,000  for  necessary 
surveying,  legal  fees,  town  park  dedications, 
etc.,  which  to  us  is  a  lot  of  money.  In  addi- 
tion, the  one  purchaser  has  invested  in  archi- 
tects' and  surveyors'  fees  for  a  house  de- 
signed only  for  this  particular  site. 

"Of  our  property  remaining,  we  hold  an 
acre  of  ravine  land  and  at  some  time  the 
government  could  conceivably  want  it.  Be- 
cause we  are  concemed  about  conservation, 
we  would  be  quite  reasonable  to  deal  with 
on  this  portion  of  land  provided  we  are  not 
blocked  on  the  cultivated  portions  we  must 
sell. 

"Neither  Mr.  Davis  nor  Mr.  White  has 
taken  cognizance  of  our  predicament.  We 
have  had  letters  from  Mrs.  Margaret  Birch, 
Rene  Bmnelle,  Harry  Parrott  and  Paul  Yaka- 
buski  and  I  am  sending  you  copies.  Un- 
fortunately, they  do  not  seem  to  realize  the 
urgency  of  the  situation,  that  buyers  won't 
wait  forever." 

They  appreciate  receiving  the  Hansard. 

"I  must  apologize  for  the  length  of  this 
letter  but  we  have  been  completely  dis- 
couraged and  frustrated  by  the  whole  affair 
and  nobody  seems  to  give  a  dam.  The  press 
have  treated  the  land  freeze  very  sparingly. 
To  my  knowledge  it  was  only  announced  on 
the  air  once;  we  missed  it.  Our  surveyors 
attended  a  meeting  in  Toronto  last  Monday, 
supposedly  on  the  matter,  and  learned  abso- 
lutely nothing. 

"You  said  to  let  you  hear  from  me  again. 
Bet  you're  sorry  you  asked.  Thanks  for  your 
concern  and  help.  Bemice  Anderson." 
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That  was  in  July.  I  went  away  for  a  while 
last  summer,  as  others  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  has  read 
numerous  letters  and— 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  have  read  two  letters. 

Mr.  Speaker:  —they  have  been  quite 
lengthy. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Agreed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  believe  he  realizes  our  rules 
do  not  permit  reading  at  length  from  docu- 
ments. He  is  quite  enabled  to  make  his  point 
by  quoting  from  a  letter,  but  I  don't  think  he 
should  read  a  long  series  of  letters. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Some  members  couldn't  make 
a  speech  without  reading,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Well,  I  will  try  to  cut  it  down. 
Most  of  the  other  letters  aren't  as  long.  I 
must  say  I  am  one  who  very,  very  rarely 
abuses  the  reading  laws  of  this  House. 

On  Sept.  10  I  wrote  Bernice  Anderson  and 
asked  her  whether,  with  the  passage  of  the 
summer,  matters  were  resolved.  On  Sept.  12 
Bernice  Anderson  replied  slightly  shorter,  and 
it  will  seem  even  shorter  because  I  am  going 
to  read  it  with  great  rapidity. 

"Dear  Mr.  Lewis:  Thank  you  very  much 
for  your  letter  of  Sept.  10.  We  do  appreciate 
your  concern  and  now  bring  you  up  to  date. 

"We  have  got  no  clearance  yet.  A  hearing 
was  scheduled  July  24  by  the  committee  of 
adjustment,  town  of  Burlington,  for  approval 
of  the  severance  of  the  proposed  lot.  We 
knew  it  would  be  turned  down  flat  because  of 
the  parkway  freeze  so  on  July  22  we  went  to 
Toronto  to  see  what  we  could  do. 

"We  were  sent  to  two  senior  planners, 
which  sounded  pretty  good,  but  honestly  they 
just  sat  there  and  told  us  the  land  was  frozen, 
which  we  well  knew.  They  didn't  know  for 
how  long.  The  bill  wasn't  signed  by  the 
minister  yet,  but  when  it  was  it  would  be 
backdated  to  June  4  and  the  forms  of  appeal 
weren't  designated  yet,  nor  did  they  know 
when  they  would  be. 

"You  know,  Mr.  Lewis,  a  Scotsman  gets 
riled  slowly  but  when  he  does.  We  were 
quite  upset  with  their  couldn't-care-less  atti- 
tude so  we  decided  to  go  as  far  to  the  top  as 
we  could.  We  stormed  over  to  the  Treasury 
department."  Really,  two  women  in  their 
late  50s  storming  over  to  the  Treasury  de- 
partment! 

"Fortunately  for  him,  Mr.  White  was  out, 
but  Mr.  Meen  saw  us.  He  was  more  helpful 


and  suggested  we  try  to  get  the  committee 
of  adjustment  to  approve  the  separation  with 
the  proviso  that  we  could  get  the  site  released 
by  the  province. 

"We  went  to  the  committee  of  adjustment 
and  they  agreed  to  the  separation  on  that 
basis.  They  mentioned  specifically  that  this 
was  really  an  infilling,  that  there  had  been 
houses  on  both  sides  for  about  25  years.  The 
site  met  all  the  very  stringent  requirements 
of  the  town  of  Burlington  adequately  and 
there  was  no  problem  except  the  parkway 
freeze. 

"In  Burlington,  after  a  committee-of -adjust- 
ment approval,  there  is  a  three-week  waiting 
period  for  any  local  resident  to  object.  This 
expired  Aug.  16  and  there  were  no  objections 
raised.  The  neighbours  are  for  us. 

"The  forms  for  amendment  were  available 
from  Burlington  Aug.  13.  For  your  informa- 
tion, they  are  almost  identical  to  the  original 
form  filed  with  the  committee  of  adjustment 
so  we  felt  we  were  back  at  square  one.  These 
go  to  Burlington  council  who  were  to  forward 
them  to  Toronto.  We  sent  them  in  on  Aug. 
21.  Since  then,  there  has  been  a  complete 
dead  silence." 

They  filed  separate  appeals  for  each  lot. 

"We  have  gone  ahead  with  our  lawyer 
to  get  the  legal  ends  tied  up  because  we  do 
not  want  to  hold  up  the  transaction.  Natur- 
ally, these  people  are  buying  property  to 
build  on  and  until  they  can  get  a  building 
permit,  we  get  no  money.  We  are  now  out  of 
pocket  approximately  $3,000  on  the  two  lots 
for  required  surveys,  etc.,  which  were  done 
in  good  faith. 

"The  freeze  was  put  on  with  no  thought  for 
people  caught  mid-stream  in  a  transaction. 
Our  buyers  are  naturally  greatly  concerned 
because  of  the  rapidly  rising  building  costs 
and  we  are  losing  money  each  day,  but  time 
seems  to  mean  absolutely  nothing  to  the 
officials  in  Toronto. 

"Hopefully,  if  we  keep  stirring  the  pot, 
we  will  eventually  come  up  with  the  required 
releases  but  we  really  don't  know  where  to 
go  from  here.  Again,  thanks  for  your  interest, 
etc." 

That  was  on  Sept.  12.  On  Sept.  25,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  wrote  to  the  provincial  Treasurer 
and  I  apologized  for  dealing  with  a  smallish 
matter  but  mentioned  what  had  happened  to 
Eloise  and  Bernice  Anderson  and  sent  him 
the  material.  I  said: 

I  wonder  if  you  could  take  a  moment  to 
see  exactly  where  things  stand  and  what 
precisely  Eloise  and  Bernice  Anderson  can 
expect  and  when  they  can  expect  it. 
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On  Oct.  22,  1973,  I  received  a  reply  from 
the  Treasurer.  It  said: 

Dear  Stephen: 

This  is  further  to  your  letter  dated  Sept. 
25  regarding  the  sale  of  part  of  the  above 
noted  property.  My  staff  have  made  in- 
quiries regarding  the  progress  of  the 
Andersons'  application  and  I  understand 
that  their  application  to  amend  the  Park- 
way Belt  Land  Use  regulation  under  the 
Act  is  presently  with  the  municipality. 

When  council  has  made  its  recommen- 
dation within  the  next  week,  the  applica- 
tion will  be  forwarded  to  this  ministry  for 
a  decision.  I  am  sure  that  once  the  appli- 
cation has  reached  us,  it  will  be  dealt  with 
as  quickly  as  possibly. 

Yours  truly, 
John  White. 

That  was  Oct.  22,  1973.  I  heard  nothing. 
I  assumed  things  were  resolved.  I  got  hold  of 
the  file  one  day  and  on  Dec.  3,  1973,  I  wrote 
Bemice  Anderson  and  I  said: 

Where  do  we  now  stand?  The  last 
letter  I  had  from  John  White  at  the  end 
of  October  said  that  the  council  recom- 
mendation on  your  application  would  come 
to  his  ministry  early  in  November  and 
when  is  reached  him  "it  will  be  dealt  with 
as  quickly  as  possible."  Are  matters  there- 
fore resolved? 

On  Dec.  7,  1973— Bemice  Anderson  and  I 
and  our  collected  correspondence,  which  will 
be  published  months  hence— her  letter  said: 

Dear  Mr.  Lewis: 

Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  December 
3.  Unfortunately  we  stand  exactly  where 
we  stood  six  months  ago  except  for  de- 
veloping ulcers,  grey  hair  and  some  debts. 
I  can't  call  that  real  progress. 

Shortly  after  I  last  wrote  you,  we  found 
that  the  town  of  Burlington  held  the  ap- 
peals for  amendment  which  we  filed  on 
Aug.  22,  for  almost  seven  weeks.  However, 
they  did  pass  the  newly  set  up  develop- 
ment committee  on  Oct.  9  and  the  Bur- 
lington council  on  the  16th. 

They  were  forwarded  to  Toronto  on  Oct. 
18  [This  letter  is  Dec.  7.] 

As  you  can  understand  this  has  been  a 
most  frustrating  experience.  My  sister  simply 
must  cut  down  on  her  workload  for  health 
reasons.  She  is  actually  working  a  60-hour 
week  with  no  vacations  possible  due  to 
dad's  extreme  age.  We  have  also  had  to 
spend  close  to  $3,000  on  these  lots  for  sur- 


veys,  park   dedications,    committee   of   ad- 
justment hearings,  lawyers  fees,  etc. 

Mr.  White,  in  the  press,  keeps  saying 
that  the  freeze  won't  affect  development 
already  under  way  and  we  were  certainly 
well  along  in  the  transactions  when  the 
freeze  was  cracked  on.  There  is  no  way 
we  can  fulfil  the  requirements  of  the  town 
in  mere  days. 

We  are  not  trying  to  make  a  killing  in 
real  estate.  Rather,  we  are  trying  to  take 
steps  to  assure  that  property  we  have 
owned,  loved  and  farmed  for  over  60 
years  doesn't  go  unkempt  and  uncared  for 
when  physically  we  cannot  work  it  prop- 
erly. 

We  also  hope  to  retire  on  a  modest 
return  for  the  family's  investment  of  money 
and  labour  over  the  last  60  years.  Thank 
you  for  concern  and  effort. 

On  Jan.  11,  1974,  I  wrote  to  the  Treasurer 
and  said:  "Dear  John"  re  so  and  so;  I  am 
tenaciously  following  this  little  epic  struggle 
through  to  conclusion. 

On  Oct.  22,  1973,  you  assured  me  that 
the  Parkway  Belt  land  use  regulation 
would  be  dealt  with  by  your  ministry  as 
quickly  as  possible  once  it  had  reached 
you.  It  was,  in  fact,  forwarded  to  Queen's 
Park  on  Oct.  18.  By  Dec.  7  last,  the  An- 
dersons still  had  no  word.  Perhaps  it  was 
provided  as  a  Christmas  bonus  or  perhaps 
it  is  still  in  process  or  perhaps  it's  all 
surreal.  What  are  your  views?  Cheers. 

Stephen. 

All  right.  On  Feb.  28,  1974,  Eloise  and 
Bemice  Anderson  get  from  the  Ministry  of 
Housing  the  following  letter  signed  by  Miss 
J.  A.  Darrell,  senior  planner,  ofiBcial  plans 
section,  plans  administration  branch: 

"Dear  Misses  Anderson"— that  is  Misses, 
M-i-s-s-e-s;  not  the  same  sensitivity  as  the 
hon.  member  for  Renfrew  South  has  to 
emancipation  in  the  20th  century. 

We  have  completed  our  review  of  your 
applications  for  exemptions  from  the  land- 
use  regulations  made  under  the  Parkway 
Belt  Planning  and  Development  Act,  to 
permit  the  construction  of  single-family 
residences  on  certain  lands  in  the  city  of 
Burlington. 

These  properties  are  located  within  the 
design  area  of  the  parkway  belt  system 
west.  The  construction  of  single-family 
residences  in  the  parkway  belt  on  parcels 
of  less  than  50  acres  in  the  design  area 
is  considered  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the 
land-use  regulations. 
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Based  on  a  site  visit,  we  must  advise 
you  that  we  do  not  consider  the  subject 
properties  to  be  logical  cases  of  infilling— 
situations  where  existing  dwellings  on  the 
same  side  of  the  street  are  located  no  more 
than  300  ft  apart— and  we  are  therefore  not 
prepared  to  recommend  an  exemption  to 
the  regulations  at  this  time. 

That's  Feb.  28;  the  law  was  announced  on 

June  4. 

The  Parkway  Belt  Planning  and  De- 
velopment Act  provides  for  public  hearings 
to  be  held  on  the  parkway  belt  plan  by  an 
officer  appointed  by  the  minister.  While 
the  dates  of  these  public  hearings  have  not 
yet  been  established,  adequate  public  notice 
of  them  will  be  given  in  advance.  If  you 
have  any  comments  or  objections  to  the 
area  to  be  covered  by  the  proposed  park- 
way belt  system  west,  you  may  present 
your  objections  to  the  proposal  at  the  pub- 
lic hearings. 

Well,  let  me  bring  it  up  to  date  from  there, 
Mr.  Speaker,  without  reverting  to  corres- 
pondence. 

Eloise  and  Bernice  Anderson,  women  of  in- 
finite patience  beyond  normal  human  dimen- 
sion, obviously,  couldn't  believe  that  after  all 
of  the  negotiating  in  good  faith,  after  all  of 
the  approvals  they  had  sought— given  the  fact 
that  they  are  advanced  in  years,  working  the 
week  they  described,  not  in  the  best  of 
health,  a  father  in  his  90s,  clearly  committed 
to  the  property,  they  couldn't  believe  it. 

From  June  4  to  Feb.  28,  1974,  not  a  stitch 
of  progress.  Promises,  expenditures,  frustra- 
tions, no  progress;  and  then  a  letter  from 
the  senior  planner  of  the  Ministry  of  Housing, 
to  whom  it  had  obviously  been  referred,  that 
they  would  not  be  approved. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  called  trifling  with 
human  beings  in  order  to  serve  the  kind  of 
bureaucratic  rigidities  which  characterize  this 
government.  The  measure  of  land-use  plan- 
ning, the  measure  of  the  imposition  of  con- 
trols that  affect  people  and  families,  is  the 
sensitivit>'  with  which  a  government  responds 
to  the  exceptions. 

It  is  like  labour  legislation.  It  is  not  the 
97  per  cent  of  things  that  are  settled  amicably 
in  the  world  of  labour  relations,  it  is  the  three 
per  cent  that  aren't  settled  which  measure  a 
government's  sensitivity  and  capacity.  It  is 
easy  to  slap  development  controls  on  land;  it 
is  easy  to  make  decisions  about  priorities,  but 
when  it  affects  human  beings  in  a  fashion 
which  is  destructive  and  arbitrary,  the  test  of 
the  government  is  in  the  way  in  which  it 
responds. 


Eloise  and  Bernice  Anderson  would  not 
take  this  lying  down,  they  felt  they  had  a 
case,  and  on  April  29  they  blew  their  top  and 
stormed  the  citadel  again.  One  doesn't  know 
how  often  you  have  to  do  this  in  this  life.  I 
would  have  thought  Queen's  Park  was  a  very 
daunting  building  at  the  best  of  times. 

But  they  went  in  and  they  saw  a  chap 
called  Scott,  I  guess  probably  in  the  Ministry 
of  Housing  or  in  the  Treasurer's  office— I  gue^ 
it  must  be  Housing  because  it  was  transferred 
at  that  point  to  the  member  for  Carleton's 
(Mr.  Handleman's)  current  ministry,  the  minis- 
try of  which  the  member  for  Carleton  is  the 
current  incumbent— anyway  the  man  who  had 
done  the  site  plan,  etc.;  and  they  were  told 
yet  again  that  the  whole  blessed  thing  was 
impossible. 

They  refused  to  believe  it;  and  of  course 
they  would  refuse  to  believe  it.  The  basic 
logic  of  tihelr  case  is  so  compelling  and  per- 
suasive. Everything  they  say,  everything  that 
is  part  of  their  whole  life  is  so  obvious,  how 
could  they  accept  it? 

So  they  then  saw  a  gentleman  called 
Morley,  and  Mr.  Morley  was  rather  more 
flexible  than  all  of  those  who  preceded  him. 
He  said  maybe  if  they  added  something  to 
the  piece  of  land  in  order  to  sell  it,  the  size 
would  be  considered  appropriate  and  the 
severance  would  be  permitted.  So  on  April 
30  they  returned  and  took  down  their  survey 
and  they  were  told  that  if  they  agreed  to  a 
change  in  boundaries  to  enlarge  the  parcel 
of  land,  which  they  hadn't  intended  to  do, 
they  would  get  approval  in  three  weeks.  That 
was  April  30,  1974. 

On  May  17,  1974,  they  got  a  letter  from 
the  Ministry  of  Housing,  who  referred  to 
their  discussion  and  exchange  with  Mr. 
Morley  of  his  ministry,  who  wrote  the  letter 
in  order  to  allay  their  fears  and  indicated  that 
if  they  made  the  changes  as  requested,  they 
would  then  conform  with  the  plans  adminis- 
tration branch. 

I  want  to  point  something  out  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  I  may.  If  they  had  been  people 
who  are  normally  intimidated  by  the  work- 
ings of  government,  if  these  two  indefatigable 
and  tenacious  women  had  not  thought  that 
the  injustice  was  so  keen,  when  they  got  this 
official  letter  from  the  plans  administration 
branch  of  the  Ministry  of  Housing,  they 
would  have  ended  it  there,  lost  their  money 
and  said  "goodbye."  But  they  sensed  the  in- 
justice of  it.  They  went  back  and  they  fought; 
and  they  got  some  kind  of  agreement,  so  they 
thought. 

I  don't  have  a  copy  of  the  minister's  letter; 
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I  heard  it  read  on  the  phone,  but  I  have 
conveyed  its  content.  He  vetoed  the  one  lot, 
even  though  all  the  trees  were  cut  down, 
etc.,  but  suggested  that  the  other  could  be 
sold  if  it  was  enlarged  as  was  indicated  to 
them.  That  was  on  May  17. 

Two  weeks  after  May  17,  Bernice  Ander- 
son sent  a  self-addressed  return  envelope  to 
Mr.  Morley,  hoping  that  might  encourage 
the  ministry  to  get  back  to  her  some  time, 
because  she  again  had  heard  nothing. 

On  June  3,  this  month,  they  went  to  the 
land  division  of  Burlington  and  were  told  that 
ever>'thing  would  be  passed  in  21  days.  They 
went  back  to  Burlington  and  had  couA^ersa- 
tions  with  the  municipality,  which  had  ap- 
proved them  all  the  way  through  from  June, 
1973,  and  Burlington  said:  "It  is  in  process 
in  the  ministry  again  in  its  legal  department." 

The  reason  I'm  making  these  few  remarks 
—I'm  sorry  to  take  half  an  hour  of  everyone's 
time  when  we  are  all  urgently  wanting  to  get 
out  of  the  Legislature— is  that  the  three  weeks 
are  up  today. 

I  phoned  Bernice  and  Eloise  Anderson 
the  night  before  last,  I  believe,  and  I  said: 
"Look,  would  you  bring  me  up  to  date!"  One 
of  them  got  on  the  phone  dowoistairs,  and  the 
other  one  got  on  the  extension  upstairs.  We 
had  a  very  friendly  conversation,  except  they 
are  beside  themselves  at.  this  epic  saga  of 
dealing  with  government. 

I  said:  "When  is  it  up?" 

They  said:  "Thursday." 

"You've  heard  notliing?" 

"No,    we've    heard    absolutely    nothing." 

"Will  you  call  me  on  Thursday?  Here's 
my  number.  If  you  finally  get  the  approval, 
as  you  were  promised,  I  won't  have  to  raise 
it,  except,  perhaps,  privately.  But  if  you  don't 
get  the  approval,  I  want  to  put  it  on  the 
record." 

I  have  received  no  phone  call.  And  they 
are  the  kind  of  women  who  would  call  me 
at  dawn  if  they  had  had  a  special  delivery 
letter  from  the  appropriate  ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  guess  that  puts  it  in  a 
nutshell.  To  this  day,  to  this  moment  in 
time,  the  transaction  which  these  two  sisters 
entered  into  in  good  faith  in  the  early  spring 
of  1973  has  not  been  completed  because  of 
the  most  incredible  bureaucratic  morass  it 
is  possible  to  contrive. 

For  one  year,  with  all  the  good  faith  in 
the  world,  they  have  been  endeavouring  to 
get  a  resolution  from  the  government.  For 
one  year  they  have  spent  more  than  $3,300- 


and  the  people  who  want  to  buy  the  land  for 
a  home  are  clearly  out  of  pocket  themselves. 
Inflationary  costs  have  risen.  For  none  of  this 
will  the  Andersons  or  the  prospective  pur- 
chaser be  compensated. 

They  were  given  the  wrong  information. 
They  were  given  no  help.  They  were  not 
dealt  with  honourably.  They  didn't  have  their 
letters  replied  to  appropriately.  They  -ueren't 
phoned  on  time.  Large  periods  of  time  were 
allowed  to  elapse.  I  want  to  tell  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  you  take  a  piece  of  land-use 
legislation  and  apply  it  as  a  freeze  to  a  large 
area  of  the  province,  you  have  to  respect 
the  rights  of  individual  human  beings  who 
for  one  reason  or  another  may  have  an  ex- 
ception to  be  made  to  that  freeze. 

The  test  of  the  freeze  is  the  test  of  the 
exception.  And  if  it  hasn't  happened  in  this 
case,  I  don't  know  what's  happening  in  all 
kinds  of  other  cases  where  people  don't  write 
as  willingly  to  members  of  the  Legislature, 
who  aren't  in  such  a  human  predicament  and 
who  aren't  quite  as  resilient  in  taking  the 
blows  from  the  civil  service  or  from  the  gov- 
ernment. 

We  don't  object  to  development  controls 
in  this  piece  of  legislation.  We're  not  op- 
posing it  now  it's  in  place.  We  thought  the 
whole  land  use  planning  for  south^n  On- 
tario made  no  sense  last  time  when  the  minis- 
ter introduced  the  bill.  We  argued  with  him 
frontally  on  the  way  in  which  to  handle 
land  use  in  Ontario.  We  argued  with  him 
about  compensation. 

All  right!  This  is  an  amendment  to  an 
existing  piece  of  legislation.  In  it's  own  way 
the  amendment  is  minor.  In  its  own  way 
the  amendment  is  the  sum  of  one  year's 
work  in  trying  to  draft  precise  development 
controls  for  the  escarpment,  let  us  say.  I 
appreciate  all  that  but  I  don't  appreciate 
the  inability  of  a  government  to  respond  to 
the  needs  of  individual  families  or  of  a  couple 
of  sisters  living  out  on  Snake  Rd,  in  Water- 
down  or  having  land  in  the  limits  of  the  city 
of  Burlington,  That  I  don't  appreciate. 

The  lack  of  responsiven^s  is  massive.  It 
suggests  a  government  so  preoccupied  with 
the  rituals  of  legislation  that  it  can  no  longer 
respond  to  the  realities  of  people.  Maybe 
it  happens  after  30  years.  I  don't  know. 
Maybe  the  sclerosis  is  cerebral  and  physical. 
I  don't  know.  But  it  can't  be  allowed  to  con- 
tinue. The  measure  of  a  government  that 
fails  is  in  the  measure  of  individual  instances 
of  this  kind. 

If  I  do  no  more  in  raising  this  today,  I  beg 
the  minister,  intervene  in  the  case  of  Bernice 
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and  Eloise  Anderson  and  give  them  the  ap- 
proval to  which  they've  been  entitled  for 
more  than  a  year.  Don't  force  two  charming, 
earnest  and  obviously  intelligent  sisters  in 
their  late  50s  living  in  that  part  of  Ontario 
to  further  extremities,  to  further  humiliation 
and  to  further  stormings  of  the  Parliament 
Buildings.  In  the  goAcrnment's  massive  ap- 
paratus of  70,000  civil  servants  and  God 
knows  how  many  Tory  members  loping  all 
over  the  House  from  side  to  side,  in  its  whole 
massive  apparatus,  it  hasn't  been  able  to  sort 
it  out  sufficiently  to  respond  to  the  needs  of 
a  couple  of  very  excellent  people  who  live  in 
this  province  and  who  have  been  subject  to 
the  absurdity  of  its  legislation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  really 
pleased  to  hear  the  leader  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party  take  the  position  he  has  today 
with  regard  to  these  two  ladies.  He's  only 
referring  to  one  case  among  the  problems 
that  have  arisen  as  a  result  of  the  way  we 
are  imposing  controls  in  this  province.  I  too 
am,  as  is  our  party,  in  favour  of  good  plan- 
ning and  development,  but  we're  not  in 
favour  of  doing  it  in  such  a  way  that  a  few 
people  who  are  affected— and  there  are,  as  I 
say,  a  lot  of  people  who  are  affected,  though 
in  comparison  with  the  number  of  people 
there  are  in  the  province  it's  a  small  per- 
centage—have to  pay  the  penalty  for  the 
good  of  the  whole  province. 

It  is  absolutely  wrong  that  we  impose  these 
ministerial  orders,  freeze  development,  cause 
great  hardship  in  innumerable  cases  and  do 
not  provide  immediately  for  compensation  in 
some  form  or  another  to  those  whose  lands 
are  down-zoned. 

In  my  area,  I  have  had  the  experience  of 
the  ministerial  airport  zoning  imposed  on 
March  2,  1972.  The  minister  himself  knows 
of  many  cases  that  have  been  brought  to  his 
attention  of  hardship  and  difficulty.  For  two 
and  a  half  years,  they've  had  absolutely  no 
help  except  in  a  few  cases  where  the  minister 
has  been  able  to  give  special  relief.  There 
are  some  cases  where  people  are  suffering 
severe  health  damage  as  a  result  of  the  stress, 
the  financial  strain  and  the  difficulties  of 
maintaining  positions  that  they  should  not 
have  had  to  endure  if  he  had  proper  legisla- 
tion here  to  protect  these  people.  When  the 
province  imposes  ministerial  orders  and  de- 
cides to  freeze  development  for  the  green 
belt  or  some  other  good  purpose,  it  should 
provide  at  the  same  time  compensation  to 
those  whose  rights  are  being  removed. 


I  would  like  to  cite  some  cases  in  Markham 
and  Vaughan  in  connection  with  the  parkway 
belt. 

People  operating  small  businesses  in  this 
country  have  enough  difficulties  and  in  one 
case  a  small  business  sold  its  property  in  the 
city,  bought  property  on  Don  Mills  Rd.  and 
entered  into  a  contract  to  build  a  buildine. 
The  whole  deal  was  done  in  accordance  with 
local  planning  zoning.  It  was  industrial  land 
and,  of  course,  this  parkway  development 
ministerial  order  came  down.  They  could  not 
go  ahead  with  their  building.  They  lost  the 
deposit  on  the  contract.  They  had  to  move 
out  of  their  old  plant.  They  had  severe  losses 
of  many  thousands  of  dollars  and  the  business 
had  no  reserves  to  withstand  such  losses. 
That  business  is  just  teetering  as  to  whether 
it  can  survive  today,  because  of  the  manner 
in  which  we  are  doing  this  sort  of  thing. 

We  are  in  agreement  with  the  minister 
that  this  type  of  long-term  planning  must  be 
done.  But  the  minister  must  introduce  legis- 
lation which  provides  immediately  for  com- 
pensation to  those  who  are  affected,  whose 
rights  are  withdrawn  or  taken  away  from 
them  so  that  we,  on  behalf  of  all  the  people 
of  the  province,  in  eflFect,  compensate  them 
immediately  for  the  losses  they  suffer. 

There  is  a  piece  of  land  at  Highway  7  and 
Highway  400;  a  movie  production  firm  had 
entered  into  an  agreement  for  purchase  of 
property.  They  had  worked  out,  with  the 
Ministry  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions, an  adjustment  to  the  property  so  they 
could  fit  in  this  development.  Then,  suddenly, 
the  parkway  zone  comes  down  and  those 
people  suflFered  considerable  loss.  Lands  that 
were  valued  at  $100,000  suddenly  become 
worth  less  than  $10,000  and  it  had  nothing 
to  do  with  their  speculating  in  the  land.  They 
were  buying  land  to  use  it  and  buying  land 
on  the  basis  of  the  values  it  had  then  because 
of  zoning  permitted  by  the  municipality. 

I  am  very  concerned  about  this  whole 
principle  of  planning  and  development  under 
this  legislation,  when  we  don't  have  provided 
in  this  legislation  proper  means  of  protecting 
people  against  this  type  of  hardship.  I  feel  the 
minister's  legislation  is  inadequate  and  I  hope 
the  minister  will  be  indicating  to  us  steps  he 
will  take  to  alleviate  these  cases,  to  remove 
the  possibility  of  people  suffering  hardship 
to  this  extent. 

I  don't  think  there  is  anything  more  un- 
fair that  we  have  done  in  this  province  than 
imposing  this  type  of  planning  which  involves 
down-zoning  of  property  and  removing  the 
rights    people    have   purchased    in    so   many 


3886 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


cases  in  transactions  in  municipalities  of  al- 
ready zoned  properties.  People  had  the  expec- 
tation of  being  able  to  put  it  to  certain  uses 
but  we  suddenly  removed  that  without  com- 
pensation. I  don't  think  it's  fair.  In  my  mind, 
it's  absolutely  equivalent  to  stealing,  and  I 
hope  the  minister  will  be  providing,  in  some 
form  or  another,  proper  compensation  in 
these  cases. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member  wish 
to  enter  this  debate?  The  member  for  Ot- 
tawa East. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
the  matter  brought  up  by  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  and  my  colleague  about  the  rights  of 
individuals  which  are  being  infringed  upon 
by  this  type  of  legislation  is  not  something 
new.  It  should  not  be  new  to  this  minister, 
even  though  he  was  not  the  minister  respon- 
sible at  the  time  that  these  bills  were  passed 
last  year. 

During  the  end  of  the  session  last  June,  I 
can  recall  spending,  I  think,  a  whole  week 
discussing  these  three  bills.  At  the  time  the 
amendments  were  brought  in,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  recall  that  the  hon.  member  for  Downs- 
view,  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George  and 
I  spent  innumerable  hours  drafting  amend- 
ments to  the  original  legislation  in  relation  to 
the  hearings.  One  of  the  matters  we  were  not 
able  to  convince  the  minister  of  was  that 
when  we  aflFect  people's  fundamental  rights 
to  land  use  there  should  be  a  corresponding 
right  of  compensation. 

In  other  words,  the  legislation  in  these  three 
bills  is  basically  the  same  but  limiting  my 
comments  to  the  amendment  to  the  Ontario 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  there  was 
one  part  I  found  frightening  about  the  legis- 
lation. We  had  briefs  submitted  to  us  at  the 
time  we  were  discussing  the  legislation  and, 
as  was  mentioned  by  the  leader  of  the  NDP 
and  my  colleagues,  some  people's  develop- 
ments were  blocked  and  they  had  no  rights  of 
compensation.  Secondly  there  were  people 
whose  land  was  down-zoned.  We  had  specific 
cases,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  people  having  land- 
some  of  them  happened  to  be  large  corpora- 
tions—but there  were  also  small  individuals, 
people  of  this  province,  whose  land,  for  in- 
stance, was  zoned  commercial.  All  at  once, 
because  of  this  legislation  it  was  turned  into 
a  belt,  was  turned  into  a  park,  was  turned 
into  a  lower  form  of  zoning.  In  other  words, 
the  common  expression  used  throughout  the 
debate  on  these  bills  was  down-zoning,  refer- 
rinor  to  people  who  had,  not  an  expected 
right;  and  I  might  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we 


spent  hours  trying  to  convince  the  Treasurer 
of  the  distinction. 

I  can  recall  the  Treasurer  at  that  time,  Mr. 
Speaker,  talking  about  his  grandfather's  farm 
near  London.  Apparently  it  was  on  one  side 
of  the  river  and  he  had  expectations  that  as 
the  city  developed  he  would  benefit  from  the 
accretion  in  property.  But  this  was  expecta- 
tion, and  it  so  happened  that  the  city  fathers 
in  London  drew  the  dividing  line  short  of 
the  grandfather's  farm.  It  did  not  aflFect  the 
farm  and,  therefore,  he  did  not  benefit. 

That  is  expected  accretion  and  that  is  not 
something  we've  been  talking  about.  There 
is  a  clear  distinction  between  people  who 
have  certain  acquired  rights— for  instance,  the 
sisters  that  the  leader  of  the  NDP  was  talk- 
ing about,  or  some  of  the  matters  mentioned 
by  my  colleague,  or  people,  in  fact,  who  have 
land  which  was  zoned  to  a  particular  level- 
zoned  residential,  zoned  commercial  and  so 
on— which  all  at  once  was^umed  into,  let's 
say,  a  park,  so  they  could  not  develop  it. 

These  people  in  fact  could  put  a  financial 
tag  on  the  loss  that  they  were  suffering.  At 
that  point  their  only  right,  Mr.  Speaker,  was 
simply  to  pay  taxes  on  the  land.  Because 
who  would  buy  this  land  which  was  turned 
into,  for  instance,  part  of  the  parkway 
belt? 

This  was  {>atently  unfair  and  we  tried  to 
convince  the  minister  that  this  type  of  down- 
zoning  is  a  form,  in  fact,  of  expropriation 
without  compensation.  I  recall  the  Treas- 
urer spending  hours  talking  with  his  legal 
adviser  at  the  time,  Rendall  Dick,  and  he 
was  saying:  "They're  not  losing  anything 
imder  our  system.  We're  not  changing  the 
law."  But  in  fact  they  were. 

I  give  you  an  example,  Mr.  Speaker,  of 
the  accepted  law— for  instance,  before  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board.  If  a  person's  land 
is  affected  through  a  certain  zoning  and, 
in  fact,  his  land  is  down-zoned,  what  the 
Ontario  Municipal  Board  tells  that  muni- 
cipal body  or  otherwise  is:  "Buy  the  land. 
Take  it  off  his  hands.  Compensate  him."  But 
there's  nothing  in  this  legislation  and  in 
the  amending  legislation,  Mr.  Speaker,  any 
compensation  to  people  who  are  affected  in 
that  way. 

To  come  back  to  the  point  that  was  made 
earlier.  We  are  in  agreement  with  the  basic 
principles,  but  when  legislation  affects  a 
wholesale  number  of  individuals  like  that, 
surely,  Mr.  Speaker,  you  will  find  in- 
dividuals who  in  fact  have  their  basic  rights 
affected  without  any  rights  of  compensation. 
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And  I'll  tell  you  something.  If  you  had 
in  this  province  an  Ontario  bill  of  rights— 
and  I've  always  been  surprised,  Mr.  Speaker, 
at  our  not  having  an  Ontario  bill  of  rights 
—this  legislation  we  are  talking  about,  the 
Ontario  Planning  and  Development  Act— 
and  there  are  two  other  bills  to  follow,  the 
Niagara  Escarpment  bill  and  another— would 
be  quashed  by  the  courts  because  they  are 
contrary  to  the  basic  rights  as  afforded  by 
the  Ontario  bill  of  rights. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  may  say,  it  is  after  that 
type  of  legislation  that  I  felt  compelled  to 
present  to  this  House  a  bill  called  the  On- 
tario Bill  of  Rights,  which  states  clearly 
that  one  of  the  fundamental  freedoms  in 
this  country  and  in  this  province  is  the 
right  to  property.  If  I  might  just  read  a  brief 
quotation  about  the  question  of  enjoyment- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  the  member's  party  that 
believes  in  an  untrammelled  form  in  the 
right  to  property  above  all.  That  is  a  Liberal 
slogan. 

Mr.  Roy:  My  friend  wouldn't  understand 
this,  so  he  shouldn't  interrupt. 

Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  basic  rights  under 
the  Canadian  Bill  of  Rights,  which  as  you 
know  has  no  application  to  any  provincial 
legislation,  is: 

It  is  hereby  recognized  and  declared 
that  in  Canada  there  have  existed  and 
shall  continue  to  exist  without  discrimi- 
nation by  reason  of  race,  national  origin, 
colour,  religion  or  sex,  the  following 
human  rights  and  fundamental  freedoms, 
namely: 

(a)  The  right  of  the  individual  to  life, 
liberty,  security  of  the  person  and  enjoy- 
ment of  property,  and  the  right  not  to  be 
deprived  thereof  except  by  due  process 
of  law— 

That  is  what  we  are  doing  in  this  bill. 
Without  this  type  of  bill,  without  an  On- 
tario Bill  of  Rights,  the  government  is  allow- 
ed to  go  in  and  down-zone  people,  to  affect 
their  lands,  in  fact  to  aflFect  their  rights  and 
to  take  away  value  from  their  lands  without 
any  form  of  compeaisation. 

I  don't  know  how  this  government,  which 
talks  about  individual  liberty,  the  right  to 
free  enteaprise  and  so  on,  has  the  nerve  to 
do  this.  It  is  obvious,  as  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  mentioned,  that  30  or  so  years  is  just 
too  long;  this  government  has  lost  its  sen- 
sibility to  the  rights  of  individuals. 


Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  They  are 
a  bunch  of  Communists. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  might  mention  again,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  this  was  the  very  reason  that 
type  of  legislation,  the  Canadian  Bill  of 
Rights,  was  brought  in. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  A  bad 
lot. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Certainly  for  that  party. 
Let's  go  back  to  the  19th  century. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  fact,  if  we  'had  this  type  of 
legislation  in  the  province,  the  courts  would 
strike  it  down.  I  dare  the  minister  to  bring 
in  an  Ontario  Bill  of  Rights  in  this  prov- 
ince and  see  what  happens  to  such  legis- 
lation as  the  Ontario  Planning  and  Devel- 
opment Act. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  They  brought  in  a  "Bill  of 
Wrongs"  a  long  time  ago  and  have  never 
been  able  to  rectify  it  since. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  A 
great  admirer  of  Dave  Barrett. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  tried  to  ex- 
plain to  the  Treasurer  how  people  were 
being  affected,  but  I  don't  understand  him. 
We  convinced  some  of  the  committee  mem- 
bers from  that  side  of  the  House.  I  recall 
that  the  member  for  Prince  Edward-Lennox 
(Mr.  Taylor)  was  extremely  concerned  about 
this  legislation.  Unfortunately,  he  did  not 
dare  vote  against  the  government  when 
this  matter  was  brought  up  and  when  we 
opposed  it  so  strongly. 

The  cases  that  are  being  brought  forward 
today  should  not  be  news  to  the  minister. 
We  pointed  out  last  June,  in  fact,  that 
people  were  being  deprived  of  their  rights 
without  any  form  of  compensation.  The  fact 
the  government  can  proceed  as  though 
nothing  is  happening  is  clear  evidence  of 
its  lack  of  sensibility  for  certain  individuals 
in  this  province. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
Forest  Hill. 

Mr.  Givens:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  em- 
barked again  on  this  discussion,  which  was 
to  no  avail  when  the  legislation  was  origi- 
nally going  through  and  which  probably 
will  be  of  no  avail  now.  But  that  seems  to 
be  the  name  of  the  game  around  here:  We 
get  up  and  talk  about  things  that  affect  us 
very  deeply  but  about  which  we  can  do 
very  littie. 
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I  really  consider  this  legislation  to  be 
vicious,  arbitrary  and  confiscatory,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  said  so  in  this  Legislature 
and  I  have  said  so  on  the  public  platform. 
I  feel  completely  filled  with  consternation 
that  a  so-called  small-c  conservative  govern- 
ment would  pass  this  kind  of  legislation, 
which  I  would  have  thought  was  furthest 
from  its  particular  credo,  from  its  principles 
of  free  enterprise  and  the  belief  of  what  my 
friend  was  just  talking  about,  the  fundamental 
belief  in  the  right  to  a  person's  property. 

There  is  only  so  far  that  the  government 
can  go.  There  has  been  this  guflFawing  from 
our  friends  to  the  left  over  here,  but  it 
amazed  me  how  one  can  get  caught  up,  as 
the  leader  of  the  NDP  was  in  the  case  of 
the  two  sisters,  which  will  be  multiphed  in 
hundreds  and  hundreds  of  cases  of  people 
who  have  been  caught  in  the  parkway  belts 
and  the  injustices  that  are  being  done. 

This  is  even  worse  than  the  confiscatory 
speculation  tax  which  is  now  very  much  in 
limbo  and  probably  will  wind  up  in  the 
courts  and  which,  I  suggest,  the  government 
doesn't  have  the  chance  of  a  snowball  in 
Hades  of  winning  because  the  federal  govern- 
ment will  not  depart  from  its  jurisdiction  on 
the  question  of  whether  the  50  per  cent  tax 
will  come  off  the  top  or  not.  But  time  will 
tell  if  that  will  work  itself  out  or  not. 

This  is  even  more  vicious  than  that  tax, 
and  I  vdll  tell  you  why,  Mr.  Speaker.  At 
least  with  the  speculation  tax  the  government 
is  trying  to  punish  a  class  of  people  who 
were  playing  Russian  roulette  v^ath  the 
people  of  the  province  by  investing  a  small 
amount  of  money  in  a  piece  of  land  and  who 
were  hoping,  because  of  the  inflamed  finan- 
cial situation  with  respect  to  land,  that  within 
a  short  period  of  time  they  would  make  a  lot 
of  money  and  skim  off  a  lot  of  profit.  This 
is  an  anti-social  act  that  we  are  trying  to 
punish  by  that  legislative  action. 

But  in  this  particular  case  people  haven't 
done  anything  of  that  nature.  They  haven't 
taken  any  anti-social  action.  They  happen 
to  be  people  who  are  either  farmers,  or 
people  like  the  hon.  member  for  Bellwoods 
(Mr.  Yaremko)  who  thought  that  buying  a 
piece  of  Canada  was  a  good  thing.  They 
are  professional  people  and  business  people 
and,  indeed,  working  people  who  thought  it 
was  a  good  idea.  It  was  a  good  hedge  against 
inflation  to  invest  a  little  money  against  a 
rainy  day  for  the  future.  They  might  have 
had  a  piece  of  land  that  they've  been  hold- 
ing on  to  for  20  or  25  years  in  the  past— 
and  what's  wrong  with  that? 


What  was  wrong  with  the  farmer,  or  the 
businessman  or  the  professional  man  who 
bought  a  piece  of  land  and  thought  that  he 
was  putting  away  a  little  nest-egg  for  his 
widow  or  for  his  children?  There's  absolutely 
nothing  wrong  with  that.  It  is  certainly  in 
keeping  with  our  concept  of  society,  with 
our  concept  and  our  philosophy  of  private 
enterprise. 

And  this  government  comes  ahead  and 
swoops  down  from  above  and  says:  "Your 
zoning  shall  remain  forever  and  a  day  agri- 
cultural." 

The  only  kind  of  agricultural  activity  that's 
been  carried  on  has  been  a  holding  opera- 
tion, because  everybody  knows  that  as  the 
value  for  agricultural  land  in  the  immediate 
vicinity  was  going  up  to  $10,000  or  $15,000 
an  acre  people  weren't  able  to  carry  on  agri- 
cultural activity  from  an  economical  basis. 

So  this  government  is  punishing  people 
for  nothing.  It  is  confiscating  their  land. 

Now,  even  in  the  Land  Speculation  Tax 
Act— and  the  minister  is  not  listening  to  me; 
he  is  listening  to  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart)— even  in  the  Land 
Speculation  Tax  Act,  the  govemment  has 
gone  ahead  and  made  certain  exceptions.  The 
minister  went  ahead  and  listened  to  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food  and  has 
provided  for  every  passing  year  a  10  per  cent 
increment  allowance  for  farmers. 

The  minister  doesn't  even  allow  this  in 
the  parkway  belt  legislation.  Let  the  minister 
show  me  where  in  the  parkway  belt  legisla- 
tion he  is  permitting  that  kind  of  increment. 
Doesn't  he  think  that  in  order  to  be  consistent 
he  should  at  least  allow  an  increment? 

The  minister  swoops  down  on  a  person 
from  nowhere  and  tells  him  that  his  land  is 
suddenly  worth  $500  an  acre  when  the  day 
before  last  June  that  person  thought  it  was 
worth  $5,000  or  $10,000  an  acre.  At  least 
that  person  should  get  a  10  per  cent  incre- 
ment a  year  if  he's  been  holding  on  to  it 
for  20  or  25  years. 

Where  is  there  that  provision?  Where  is 
the  provision  for  the  other  exemptions  that 
are  made  in  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act? 
There  isn't  any  at  all. 

I  say  the  government  is  being  unfair  and 
I  think  the  chickens  will  come  home  to  roost. 
There  are  so  many  people  who  feel  that  this 
is  such  an  honourable,  such  a  fair,  just  and 
reasonable  go\'ernment,  that  it  is  far  beyond 
their  comprehension  that  it  would  do  some- 
thing that  is  so  outrageous  and  so  vicious. 
They  really  don't  think  the  government  is 
going  to  do  this. 


JUNE  27,  1974 


3889 


There  are  going  to  be  people  like  those 
two  sisters  and  others,  about  whom  the 
leader  of  the  NDP  waxed  so  eloquent, 
who  will  have  to  challenge  these  things  in 
court.  People  just  aren't  going  to  stand  idly 
by  if  they  own  50  or  100  acres,  or  the  bits 
and  pieces  that  are  going  to  be  left  over 
after  the  government  expropriates  some  of 
this  land  for  highway  purposes  or  for  serv- 
ice purposes  of  one  kind  or  another.  The 
government  has  indicated  in  various  parts  of 
the  parkway  belt  legislation  that  it  is  going 
to  have  to  expropriate  for  purposes  of  specific 
needs. 

People  are  going  to  challenge  the  legisla- 
tion in  the  courts;  and  even  in  the  absence 
of  a  bill  of  rights  the  courts  are  going  to  hold 
that  the  government  can't  do  this  without 
compensation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  nowhere  in  the  democratic 
free  world,  nowhere  in  any  of  the  50  states 
of  the  United  States,  nowhere  in  Britain  can 
you  get  away  with  this  kind  of  legislation. 

Everybody  knows  that  the  power  of  the 
state  is  supreme.  There  is  this  business  of  the 
law  of  eminent  domain— as  they  have  in  the 
United  States.  The  Province  of  Ontario  can 
come  along  tomorrow  and  say:  "Givens,  we 
need  your  property."  And  if  the  government 
can  prove  that  it  needs  it  for  a  public  pur- 
pose for  the  benefit  of  the  people  of  Ontario, 
it  can  acquire  it.  The  government  can  take  it, 
but  it  has  to  compensate  me  for  it. 

There  are  various  formulae  that  have  been 
worked  out  over  a  period  of  time  as  to  what 
the  basis  of  compensation  should  be.  But 
nowhere  in  the  free  world  can  the  govern- 
ment come  in  and  steal  land  from  anybody 
which  is  what  it  is  doing  by  virtue  of  this 
legislation. 

They  do  it  in  the  Soviet  Union,  they  do  it 
in  countries  behind  the  Iron  Curtain— in  Po- 
land and  Rumania.  I've  seen  them  do  that. 
But  in  Britain  and  the  United  States  and  any- 
where in  the  free  countries  of  the  world,  the 
government  cannot  do  what  it  is  doing  here 
now. 

I  really  can't  for  the  life  of  me  under- 
stand why  there  hasn't  been  a  terrible  up- 
rising in  this  province  because  of  this  park- 
way belt  legislation,  because  the  government 
is  stealing  property  from  people.  It  has  the 
right  to  take  it.  I  repeat  myself  again.  If  it 
wants  to  benefit  the  mass  of  the  people  of 
Ontario  by  beautifying  their  province,  by 
putting  in  this  parkway  belt,  by  sowing  grass, 
this  government  can  do  that;  but  by  tihe  same 
token  let  me  say  this,  that  the  land  lying  out- 


side the  parkway  belt,  on  either  side  of  it,  and 
the  Niagara  Escarpment  land,  has  tripled  and 
quadrupled  in  value  while  the  government 
has  been  doing  this  because  it  is  putting  in 
the  parkway  belt. 

So  it  was  punishing  one  class  of  people 
willy-nilly  and  it  has  been  benefitting  another 
class  of  people  three-  and  four-fold.  Now  if 
that  is  right  and  that  is  just  and  that  is 
reasonable,  then  I  don't  know.  Where  is  the 
conscience  of  the  Conservative  Party  that  lets 
them  sit  in  caucus  and  countenance  the  pas- 
sing of  this  kind  of  legislation.  The  govern- 
ment will  compensate  the  people  three-quar- 
ters of  their  property  value  or  50  per  cent  of 
their  property  value.  Tax  the  windfall  profits 
of  those  who  are  lying  outside  the  parkway 
belt  in  order  to  benefit  those  who  lie  inside 
the  parkway  belt,  whom  the  government  is 
condemning  to  penury  because  it  says  their 
land  is  almost  worthless;  but  don't  steal  it 
from  them! 

Surely  there  must  be  something  in  what  we 
are  saying  to  the  government.  Show  me  a 
precedent  anywhere,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  any  of 
the  provinces  of  Canada,  in  any  of  the  states 
in  the  United  States,  anywhere  in  Britain  or 
France  or  Italy,  anywhere  in  the  free  world, 
where  this  sort  of  tiling  is  being  done  in  this 
way,  where  a  government  simply  comes  along 
and  says;  "We  take  your  land  for  the  benefit 
of  all  of  the  people,  and  because  your  poor 
unfortunate  wretches  happen  to  be  in  the 
way  of  our  improvement  that  we  want  to 
improve  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  people,  thy 
land  shall  be  expropriated.  It  shall  be  confis- 
cated." 

I  am  not  against  expropriation.  The  govern- 
ment has  the  right  to  do  it,  provided  that  it 
shows  it  needs  it.  But  for  heaven's  sake, 
don't  steal  it,  which  is  what  this  government 
is  doing.  If  this  is  what  it  chooses  to  do,  don't 
let  it  make  it  any  worse  than  this  speculative 
thing.  Make  provisions  for  the  people  that  it 
had  pity  on,  the  old  people  that  my  friend 
from  St,  George  talked  about.  What  about 
those  people  who  are  about  to  go  into  an 
old  folks'  home?  What  is  going  to  happen  to 
those  who  had  a  few  acres  of  land  that  they 
were  hoping  was  going  to  be  beneficial  to 
them  in  their  old  age?  We  were  able  to  con- 
vince the  government  to  make  a  change 
there,  but  it  is  not  making  any  change  for 
them  in  this  particular  case. 

What  the  government  is  doing  isn't  right. 
It  made  various  and  sundry  promises.  It  is 
now  over  a  year  since  this  legislation  was 
promised.  The  government  was  going  to  set 
up    committees.    Finally,    an    announcement 
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was  made  two  or  three  weeks  ago  that  it  is 
going  to  set  up  a  lay  committee  and  an 
expert  committee  and  they  are  in  the  process 
of  setting  them  up  now. 

So  a  whole  year  has  gone  by  and  nothing 
has  taken  place.  Meanwhile,  people  are  dy- 
ing. The  leader  of  the  NDP's  sisters  are  suf- 
fering. Other  people  are  suffering.  Transfers 
have  to  take  place.  Sales  have  to  take  place. 
Purchases  have  to  take  place.  Life  goes  on. 
People  can't  just  sit  around  on  their  butts 
like  people  sit  in  this  Legislature.  Life  is 
dynamic.  Changes  have  to  take  place.  It's 
going  to  take  the  government  five  years 
before  it  works  anything  out.  Indeed  it  may 
take  10  years. 

What  are  people  going  to  do  with  respect 
to  succession  duties  or  with  respect  to  gift 
taxes?  Do  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
federal  succession  duty  deparbnent  and  the 
income  tax  department  and  the  gift  tax 
department— forget  about  income  tax— have 
been  charging  people  succession  duty  and 
gift  taxes  on  the  basis  of  market  values,  on 
the  basis  of  $10,000  or  $15,000  an  acre  prior 
to  the  passing  of  this  legislation,  which  has 
reduced  the  value  of  the  land  to  $500  an 
acre? 

How  can  one  government  come  along  and 
say  that  the  land  is  worth  $15,000  an  acre 
and  this  government  comes  along  and  says  it 
is  worth  $500  an  acre?  I'm  rounding  out  the 
figures  for  simplicity.  Don't  quarrel  with  me 
about  $100,  give  or  take  a  little,  one  way  or 
another.  But  that's  what  has  been  happen- 
ing and  it's  no  laughing  matter.  I  know  that 
there  have  been  fathers  who  have  gifted 
property  to  their  children  and  paid  gift  tax 
on  the  basis  of  the  land  being  worth  $10,000 
and  $15,000  an  acre.  The  children  have 
shares  in  these  pieces  of  land  and  the  chil- 
dren own  these  pieces  of  land  and  this  land 
is  now  worth  $500  an  acre.  How  is  there 
going  to  be  a  readjustment  of  this  situation 
the  way  this  government  is  doing  things? 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  unjust.  Again,  I  say, 
we  are  going  to  have  the  same  situation  take 
place  here  as  has  taken  place  with  respect 
to  the  speculation  tax.  Somebody  is  going 
to  get  tough  enough— it's  not  so  much  a 
matter  of  becoming  tough  enough— they  are 
going  to  become  desperate  enough  that  they 
are  going  to  have  to  challenge  the  govern- 
ment in  the  courts  on  the  basis  of  common 
law. 

I  don't  know  how  the  precedents  are  going 
to  go  on  this  thing  because  I  don't  think 
there  is  any  precedent  in  Canada  on  this  but 
there  is  certainly  precedent  in  other  demo- 
cratic countries  of  the  world  where  the  law 


of  eminent  domain  prevails.  A  government 
has  the  right  to  take  but  hasn't  got  the 
right  to  steal;  it  hasn't  got  the  right  to  con- 
fiscate. The  minister  is  stealing  under  this 
legislation.  I  tell  the  Tory  members  it's  on 
their  heads.  It's  wrong;  it's  morally  wrong; 
it's  immoral  and  it's  amoral.  The  minister 
knows  it  is  and  he  should  correct  it  while 
he  can  do  so  in  good  conscience  before  he  is 
forced  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Does  any  other  member 
wish  to  enter  the  debate?  If  not,  the  hon. 
minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think,  as  it 
is  five  to  6  and  I  will  take  a  few  more 
minutes  than  that,  I'll  move  the  adjoiurn- 
ment  of  the  debate. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Hold  on. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  there 
is  a  disposition  to  conclude  second  readings. 
I  would  ask  the  minister  to  proceed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  de- 
lighted to  proceed  at  this  time. 

I  want  to  go  back  to  the  original  bill 
which  I  believe  is  what  we  are  debating 
now  and  have  been  for  some  while.  We  are 
not  debating  the  amendments  before  us.  The 
amendments  before  us  are  to  make  the  origi- 
nal bill  more  flexible  and  to  clarify  certain 
procedures.  As  the  member  for  Waterloo 
North  said,  in  general  he  has  accepted  all 
the  amendments  we  have  here  because  they 
have  clarified  what  should  happen  in  regard 
to  hearings;  who  should  be  notified;  how 
municipalities  will  deal  with  the  hearings  and 
what  notification  will  go  to  municipalities; 
how  the  hearing  oflBcers  will  be  appointed. 
They  certainly  will  be  independent,  they  will 
not  be  ones  who  are  going  to  be  partial  to 
certain  people  and  impartial  to  others.  The 
appeal  to  the  cabinet.  I  think,  is  also  some- 
thing which  is  most  necessary. 

Rather  than  answering  all  of  the  members, 
I  think  we  must  say  that  what  we  are  doing 
here  is  not  depriving  any  citizen  of  any 
rights.  It  may  be  that  certain  citizens  feel 
their  property  will  be  worth  many  more 
dollars  in  the  future  than  it  is  at  the  present 
time.  We  can't  anticipate  that  but  what  we 
are  saying  is  we  want  to  preserve  land  for 
parkway  purposes.  I  think  it  is  acceptable 
to  all  parties  that  we  have  land  for  park- 
way belts. 

We  are  going  to  proceed  to  deal  with  the 
lands  in  question.  It  may  be  that  it  has  taken 
longer  than  it  should  have.   It  may  be  that 
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the  Misses  Anderson  have  a  case;  it  may  be. 
I  would  like  to  look  into  that  particular  case 
and  I  will,  to  find  out  if  there  is  more  than 
one  side  to  that  story.  On  the  surface,  from 
what  the  hon.  leader  of  the  NDP  has  said,  it 
would  seem  they  have  not  been  dealt  with  as 
promptly  as  they  should  have  been  dealt 
with. 

I  would  like  to  find  out  if  anyone  can 
tell  me— I  think  the  member  for  York-Forest 
Hill  should  be  able  to— what  compensation 
was  given  to  the  owners  in  Toronto  when  the 
city  put  through  the  45-ft  bylaw? 

Mr.  Givens:  It  isn't  through  yet.  I  criticiz- 
ed that  and  that  is  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  What  compensation  has 
been  given  to  any  owner  where  there  is  a 
change  in  zoning?  There  has  never  been  any 
compensation  given  and  there  never  will  be 
because  we  haven't  got  enough  money  to  do 
so,  either  at  the  municipal  level,  the  federal 
or  the  provincial. 

Mr.  Givens:  Does  that  justify  stealing? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  not  stealing.  We  are 
not  depriving  anyone,  Mr.  Speaker,  of  any 
right  of  the  lands  that  they  have.  They  can 
still  use  those  lands,  but  we  will  deprive 
them  of  the  right  of  subdividing  those  lands 
or  using  them  for  a  different  use  than  the 
present  one. 

Mr.  Givens:  The  45-ft  bylaw  has  never 
been  applied.  It  has  never  been  applied. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  hon. 
member  for  York-Forest  Hill  is  talking  about 
two  different  things  entirely.  He  has  been 
talking  about  anticipatory  speculation.  We  are 
talking  about  giving  to  the  people  what  right- 
ly belongs  to  them,  but  not  what  they  think 
belongs  to  them  because  of  some  future  gain 
which  they  felt  they  should  have. 

Mr.  Givens:  Well,  they  are  going  to  go  to 

arbitration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  This  government  will 
determine  as  quickly  as  possibly  by  the  com- 
mittees we  have  set  up  what  lands  are  need- 
ed for  parkway  belts  and  what  lands  are  not; 
what  we  must  expropriate  and  what  we  must 
not.  Those  cases  are  being  dealt  with  day  by 
day,  I  can  tell  the  hon.  members.  They  may 
have  been  dealt  with  too  late,  but  we  are 
dealing  with  certain  cases  at  all  times.  I  can 
only  assure  members  that  we  will  continue  to 
improve  our  processing  procedures  as  we  are 
continuing  to  improve  our  legislation.  I  don't 
mind  admitting  that  the  legislation  wasn't 
perfect.  How  could  it  be?  This  is  a  very  com- 


plex situation.  I  am  delighted  to  bring  in, 
on  behalf  of  the  Treasurer,  the  amendments 
that  we  we  have  here  today. 

Mr.  Givens:  Is  the  minister  promising  me 
he  won't  confiscate? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  saying  to  all  mem- 
bers that  this  government  will  deal  very 
fairly  with  anyone  who  is  affected;  I  am  say- 
ing that  we  have  not  taken  away  anything 
from  anyone  because  of  this  legislation. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
biU. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading. 

Agreed  to. 


PARKWAY  BELT  PLANNING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  85,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Parkway  Belt  Planning  and 
Development  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  are  we  adjourning 
at  6  o'clock? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  we  are  going 
through  until  we  finish  the  second  readings. 
Is  that  correct? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes. 

Mr.  Good:  The  one  point  in  this  bill  I 
would  like  to  draw  attention  to  is  section  2, 
which  says  that  sections  3  and  4  of  the  said 
Act  are  repealed.  This,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  a 
section  which  does  away  with  payments  by 
the  province  in  lieu  of  taxes  formerly  made 
under  the  Parkway  Belt  Plaiming  and  De- 
velopment Act. 

The  reason  for  doing  away  with  this  under 
this  Act  is  because  the  amendments  to  the 
Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax  Assistance 
Act,  which  will  also  be  before  us,  now  in- 
clude the  parkway  belt  and  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  as  being  included  along  with 
provincial  parks- St.  Lawrence  park  and  the 
Niagara  park— for  payments  in  lieu  of  taxes 
under  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax 
Assistance  Act. 

Whether  we  debate  the  principle  here  or 
in  the  other  bill  when  it  comes  up  doesn't 
matter  to  me.  But  certainly  there  is  going  to 
be    a    great    concern    by    the    municipalities 


3892 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


involved  when  they  realize  that  the  maxi- 
mum payment  they  will  get  for  land  in  the 
parkway  belt  which  is  bought  and  owned  by 
the  province,  will  be  the  schedule  put  forth 
in  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax  Assist- 
ance Act.  It  limits  the  payments  to  $5  an 
acre  for  each  of  the  first  100  acres  and  $2 
per  acre  for  each  acre  in  excess  of  100  acres 
in  each  such  park  up  to  a  maximum  of  100 
acres  or  $100,  whichever  is  the  greatest. 

Now  certainly  that  formula  was  probably 
all  right  half  a  dozen  years  ago— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder 
if  I  might  interject  just  for  a  minute? 

I  want  to  say  to  the  hon.  members  that  I 
wish  to  make  an  amendment  to  this  bill  and 
to  the  next  one,  Bill  86,  in  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  because  of  the  fact  we 
are  not  proceeding  with  the  Provincial  Parks 
Municipal  Tax  Assistance  Act.  It  passed  first 
reading  in  this  session,  but  we  will  be  bring- 
ing it  forth  in  the  fall.  I  expect  at  that  time 
there  will  be  a  change  in  the  maximum  set 
out  in  the  Act  at  the  present  time.  I  believe 
that  is  the  point  to  which  the  member  is 
speaking. 

Mr.  Coed:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  We  can  only 
debate  the  bills  as  they  appear,  and  we  seem 
to  run  into  this  so  often  in  this  House.  We 
get  going  after  studying  a  bill  and  reading 
out  some  obscure  section  of  it,  finding  the 
implications  of  it,  only  to  find  out  then  that 
it  is  the  intention  of  the  minister  to  amend 
the   bill   further   after   second   reading. 

Really,  what  is  before  the  House,  Mr. 
Minister,  is  the  bill  as  it  now  appears.  And 
the  bill  as  it  now  appears  says  that  these 
sections  will  be  deleted  from  the  parkway 
belt;  that  the  province  will  not  be  making 
payments  in  lieu  of  taxes  any  more  for  land 
held  by  the  Crown  in  the  right  of  Ontario 
that's  situated  in  the  parkway  belt. 

The  same  principle  will  be  in  Bill  86. 
Land  held  in  the  Niagara  Escarpment  area 
will  also  not  be  receiving  payment  in  lieu  of 
taxes  under  that  particular  piece  of  legisla- 
tion. 

Now  the  difference,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
under  the  existing  legislation  there  are  no 
limits  on  the  payment  that  is  made  in  lieu 
of  taxes.  It  is  an  arbitrary  amount  set  forth 
by  the  government.  The  government  has  over 
the  years  very  slowly  increased  payments  to 
municipalities  for  Crown  land  held,  especially 
in  the  more  highly  populated  areas.  But  by 
transferring  these  payments  over  to  the  other 
bill,  which  would  happen  as  the  bill  is  now 
written,  under  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal 


Tax  Assistance  Act  the  payments  are  limited 
to  $5  an  acre. 

Since  the  minister  tells  me  this  will  not 
happen  until  a  later  date,  at  which  time  these 
rates  will  be  amended,  I  will  sit  down,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  await  the  amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
clarify  what  my  amendment  is.  The  amend- 
ment is  to  take  this  particular  section  out 
and  say  if  the  Act  comes  into  force  on  royal 
assent.  In  other  words,  we  will  not  deal  with 
the  maximum  or  otherwise  until  this  section 
of  the  bill  has  been  proclaimed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor.  In  the  fall,  we  will  be 
debating  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal  Tax 
Assistance  Act  and  we  will  be  talking  at 
that  time  about  whether  or  not  there  should 
be  a  maximum  of  10,000  acres  or  otherwise. 
As  it  is  now,  this  deletes  any  payment,  which 
we  don't  want.  We  want  to  make  sure  that 
the  municipalities  receive  payment. 

Mr.  Good:  So  the  government  is  going  to 
leave  this  in? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  are  just  saying  it 
doesn't  come  into  effect  until  royal  assent. 
We  are  leaving  everything  as  it  is. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  realize  this  kind  of 
debate  is  somewhat  irregular,  Mr.  Speaker, 
especially  as  we  are  perhaps  dealing  with  a 
bill  that  is  going  to  be  substantially  changed 
in  a  few  moments.  But  my  understanding 
of  it  is  that  the  minister  is  simply  going  to 
hold  this  for  royal  assent  on  the  order  paper 
until  we  are  able  to  deal  with  Bill  81,  which 
will  set  out  the  Provincial  Parks  Municipal 
Tax  Assistance  Act.  When  that  comes  through 
and  is  passed  or  attended  to  later  in  the 
fall,  then  this  bill  will  receive  royal  assent 
sometime  thereafter. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That  is  right.  Bills  85 
and  86. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  further  comments  on 
this? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  wording  of 
the  bill  is  such  that  one  could  debate  on 
almost  anything  but  the  parkway  belt.  I 
simply  want  to  use  the  occasion,  since  the 
amendment  is  in  fact  retained  and  consequen- 
tial on  the  previous  bill,  to  ask  the  minister 
if  he  could  give  us  some  kind  of  a  statement 
on  the  progress  in  planning  and  preparing  a 
development  plan  for  the  parkway  belt? 

Secondly,  I  want  to  ask  him  if  we  are  e\'er 
going  to  see  a  designation  of  the  parkway 
belt  in  the  area  east  of  Yonge  St.  over  into 
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the  region  of  Durham;  and  thirdly  when  he 
expects  hearings  and  all  the  other  things  that 
are  anticipated  in  the  Act  are  going  to  take 
place?  I  think  this  is  a  proper  time  to  ask 
for  that  kind  of  a  statement  from  the  minister, 
particularly  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
Legislature  is  going  to  adjourn  within  the 
next  four  or  five  days— maybe  even  tomorrow. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Are  there  any  further  speak- 
ers to  this?  If  not,  the  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  understand 
what  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
wishes  to  receive  in  the  way  of  a  commit- 
ment, but  I  am  not  able  to  give  him  that 
commitment.  I  don't  know  when  we'll  be 
proceeding  with  a  parkway  designation  east 
of  Metro  Toronto  or  when  we'll  be  having 
hearings.  I  can't  give  the  member  a  definite 
commitment    whatsoever. 

All  I  am  able  to  say  at  this  time  is  that 
the  Treasurer  and  myself  and  our  staff  are 
determining,  along  with  the  other  members 
of  our  caucus,  as  to  when  and  how  we  will 
proceed  with  the  parkway  belt  east  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  When  that  time  comes,  it 
will  be  announced  by  the  Treasurer  as  to 
where  it  will  be  and  when  the  hearings  will 
commence.  I  can't  give  the  member  anything. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Do  I  understand  this  is  going 
eventually  to  committee  of  the  whole  House? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Committee  of  the  whole 
House. 


NIAGARA  ESCARPMENT  PLANNING 
AND  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine,  on  behalf  of  Hon.  Mr. 
White,  moves  second  reading  of  Bill  86,  An 
Act  to  amend  the  Niagara  Escarpment  and 
Development  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  The  amendments  in  this  bill, 
Mr.  Speaker,  are  comparable  in  most  aspects 
to  those  in  Bill  84  and  also  to  the  deletion 
of  the  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes  section  in 
Bill  85.  I  presume  this  bill  will  be  treated 
in  a  like  manner  for  the  debate  on  the  pro- 
visions of  payment  in  lieu  of  taxes.  Certainly 
one  cannot  apply  the  same  formula  to  land 
down  here  in  southern  Ontario  that  one 
would  to  a  less  densely  populated  area,  even 
in  the  recreational  parts  of  the  province,  and 


be  fair  to  the  municipalities  for  payment  in 
lieu  of  taxes. 

I  was  talking  to  Mr.  McCague,  chairman 
of  the  Niagara  Escarpment  commission,  a  few 
weeks  ago.  He  indicated  as  soon  as  we  passed 
the  necessary  resolutions  here  and  the  bills 
and  amendments  then  they  will  be  embarking 
on  their  development  control  plan.  I  suppose 
the  timetable  that  has  been  scheduled  means 
it  will  probably  be  the  best  part  of  three 
years  before  we  can  expect  a  completed  plan 
with  the  various  consultations,  the  hearing 
officers'  need  for  advertising,  the  complexities 
of  establishing  this  plan  and  what  not.  I 
would  ask  has  there  been  any  deviation  from 
the  government's  projection  of  three  years 
to  develop  such  a  plan? 

The  amendments  in  here,  Mr.  Speaker, 
being  similar,  will  also  clarify  the  necessity 
of  the  hearings,  where  the  information  will 
be  held  and  who  all  will  be  entitled  or  will 
be  required  to  have  the  necessary  maps  and 
copies  of  the  plan  after  it  is  completed.  There 
is  no  change  in  the  provisions  whereby  at 
the  present  time  the  ministry  is  resjyonsible 
for  everything  that  goes  inside  the  plan.  Once 
the  commission  takes  over  it  will  be  they  who 
will  be  responsible  and,  eventually,  as  I 
understand  it,  that  responsibility  will  be 
handed  back  to  the  municipalities  involved, 
once  the  plan  is  completed. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  we  can't  get  a  statement 
from  the  minister  in  the  course  of  the  second 
reading  debate,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  hope 
that  maybe  we  could  put  this  bill  into  com- 
mittee and  get  some  statements  from  him 
at  that  time. 

I  want  to  elaborate  in  particular  on  the 
declarations  made  by  the  Treasurer  in  the 
Legislature  a  few  days  ago.  I  can't  remember 
the  exact  day  but  I  did  take  some  notes  with 
my  copy  of  the  bill.  These  state  specifically 
that  something  like  40  per  cent  of  the  Escarp- 
ment area  will  be  subjected  to  development 
controls  and  I  believe  indicate  that  a  draft 
plan  for  the  parkway  belt  west  is  in  the  pro- 
cess and  not  far  from  coming  forward.  They 
refer  to  the  appointment  of  a  couple  of  advis- 
ory committees  for  the  Niagara  Escarpment 
planning  area,  as  far  as  I  can  establish  from 
my  notes.  One  of  these  would  include  the 
regional  chairman  and  Paul  Godfrey  and 
would  be  headed  by  Lou  Parsons  of  the 
region  of  Peel.  The  other  is  to  be  a  citizen 
group. 

The  final  notes  I  have  refer  to  the  fact 
that    the    OMB    is   to    be   expanded    in   staff 
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and  scope  in  order  that  it  may  provide  the 
people  who  will  act  as  hearing  oflBcers.  I 
think  we  should  get  some  more  information 
from  the  minister  on  that  point  too,  which 
was  not  discussed  when  we  considered  the 
same  similar  set  of  clauses  in  the  Ontario 
Planning  and  Development  Act  amendments. 

This  was  all  read  out  in  the  Legislature, 
I  think.  The  minister  is  nodding  his  head.  It 
was  in  a  statement  by  the  Treasurer  about 
two  weeks  ago.  Unfortunately  I  can't  remem- 
ber exactly  when  it  was. 

I  have  too  little  information  right  now 
really  to  go  ahead.  That's  why  I  think  that 
probably  this  bill  should  be  put  into  com- 
mittee in  order  that  we  can  look  at  it  in 
more  detail,  and  since  I  don't  think  we  put 
the  Planning  and  Development  Act  into 
committee,  we  can  do  it  just  as  well  in  this 
particular  Act. 

I  would  just  like  to  raise  one  other  ques- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker,  and  that  is  the  way  in 
which  the  structure  of  the  division  of  respon- 
sibility between  the  Treasurer  and  the  Minis- 
ter of  Housing  is  working  out.  The  Minis- 
ter of  Housing  has  taken  over  the  respon- 
sibility of  administration  of  the  Planning  Act 
within  the  policy  framework  developed  by 
the  Treasurer  and  Minister  of  Intergovern- 
mental AflFairs. 

When  that  came  to  be  applied  to  this  parti- 
cular Act,  the  Niagara  Escarpment  Act,  that 
meant  that  the  development  control  powers, 
which  are  essentially  a  sophisticated  form  of 
zoning  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  which  were 
to  have  been  with  the  Treasurer,  are  now 
being  passed  to  the  planning  people  who 
moved  over  to  the  Ministry  of  Housing  when 
that  ministry  was  created.  That  ministry 
hadn't  been  anticipated  and  certainly  wasn't 
in  existence  at  the  time  that  the  bill  was  de- 
bated a  year  ago. 

We  have  a  rather  ironic  and  disturbing 
situation,  Mr.  Speaker,  where  a  bill  that  was 
ostensibly  intended  to  protect  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  as  a  unique  place  for  recreation 
and  for  scenic  preservation  is  now  going  to 
be  partly  in  the  administration  of  a  minister 
whose  major  role  is  to  encourage  the  produc- 
tion of  housing  and  to  encourage  develop- 
ment. It  is  the  same  land  of  contradiction 
you  have  when  you  have  a  Minister  of  Na- 
tural Resources  whose  job  it  is  to  encourage 
the  most  rapid  possible  exploitation  of  our 
minerals,  of  our  forests  and  so  forth,  and  who 
also  is  responsible  for  conservation  authori- 
ties across  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

It  is  a  contradiction  in  terms,  which  we 
regret,  that  the  Minister  of  Housing  should 


be  put  into  this  role  of  administering  de- 
velopment controls,  and  it  leaves  us  to  feel 
that  there  probably  should  be  more  safe- 
guards around  the  development  control  pro- 
cedure that  is  written  into  the  Act,  given  the 
fact  that,  by  reasons  of  the  things  that  he's 
in  government  to  do,  the  Minister  of  Hous- 
ing just  isn't  liable  to  be  sensitive  to  the 
kinds  of  things  that  development  controls 
were  meant  to  protect  in  the  Niagara  Escarp- 
ment area. 

It  lends  a  lot  more  credibihty  to  what  we 
said  in  this  Legislature  a  year  ago,  Mr. 
Speaker,  when  we  suggested  that  the  actions 
of  the  government  in  refusing  to  acquire 
land,  in  refusing  to  require  eiasement  and 
then  in  giving  these  development  control 
powers  to  the  ministry,  were  just  as  much 
directed  to  the  development  and  exploitation 
of  the  Niagara  Escarpment  as  to  its  preser- 
vation. I'm  afraid  that  is  confirmed  by  the 
decisions  of  the  government  in  this  particular 
case. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  bill 
certainly  is  much  diflPerent  from  the  situation 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
referred  to  before,  in  regard  to  the  imple- 
mentation of  a  parkway  belt  east  of  Metro- 
politan Toronto.  We  are  very  much  further 
ahead  as  far  as  the  Niagara  Escarpment  Plan- 
ning and  Development  Act  is  concerned.  We 
do  expect  that  we  will  have  a  plan  published 
in  September  and  the  hearings  will  start 
some  time  around  the  first  of  the  year. 

There  is  no  deviation  at  this  particular 
time  from  our  original  three-year  term,  as 
the  member  for  Waterloo  North  inquired.  We 
do  feel  that  it  is  quite  in  order  to  have  the 
Ministry  of  Housing  implement  the  provisions 
of  a  designation  which  was  made  by  the 
Treasurer.  The  Treasurer  decides  what  areas 
will  be  designated  and  what  will  be  pro- 
ceeded with  in  that  designation,  and  I  feel 
that  there  is  no  conflict  at  all  in  having  the 
two  ministries  involved  in  this  particular  pro- 
cedure—the implementation  by  one  and  the 
deteision-making  by  the  other.  So  as  far  as 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  is  concerned, 
I  would  say  it  isn't  a  concern  wihich  I  share. 
I  feel  that  we  can  work  together  quite  easily. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  know  that.  I  know  the 
minister  doesn't  share  that  concern.  At  least 
we  voiced  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  feel  that  there  is 
absolutely  no  danger  whatsoever.  We  work 
together  in  other  matters  of  planning,  where- 
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by  our  ministry  has  the  input  on  planning 
and  makes  the  decisions  on  planning  all  over 
Ontario,  and  the  Ministry  of  Housing  imple- 
ments that  planning. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  But  the  ministers  credi- 
bility on  preserving  the  Escarpment  has  still 
to  be  proved. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr,  Speaker,  I  will  not 
go  any  further  with  this  particular  bill  at 
this  time.  It  has  to  go  into  committee  of  the 
whole  House  to  take  care  of  the  section  that 
was  referred  to  before. 

Motion  agreed  to;  second  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  understand  it  is  to  go  to 
the  committee  of  the  whole  House. 

Agreed. 

THIRD  READINGS 

The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  84,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  1973. 


Clerk  of  the  House:  Bill  109,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Regional  Municipality  of  Ottawa- 
Carleton  Act. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Shall   the  motion  carry? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  Bill  109 
being    read   the    third    time   will   please   say 
aye. 

Those  opposed   will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  third  reading  of  the  bill. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  fourth  order, 
House  in  committee  of  the  whole. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Is  the  House  leader  going  to 
adjourn? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Yes,  right  now. 

It  being  6:20  o'clock,  p.m.,  the  House 
took  recess. 
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The  House  resumed  at  8  o'clock,  p.m. 


HEALTH  INSURANCE  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  100,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Health  Insurance  Act,  1972. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  100.  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Health  Insurance  Act,  1972.  I  notice  that 
the  parliamentary  assistant  had  an  amend- 
ment to  section  1.  Would  he  like  to  place 
that  first  of  all? 

Mr.  Walker  moves  that  section  1  of  the 
bill  be  deleted  and  the  following  sections  2 
to  15  be  renumbered  1  to  14  respectively. 

Mr.  J.  A.  Renwick  (Riverdale):  Mr.  Chair- 
man, why  is  the  minister  deleting  that? 
Simply  as  a  matter  of  information,  why  are 
you  deleting  that? 

Mr.  G.  W.  Walker  (London  North):  It's  a 
change  since  the  bill  was  printed;  that's 
about  all  it  boils  down  to.  I  suspect  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White)  felt  all  his  powers 
were  being  denuded  giving  them  back  to  the 
municipalities  and  he  wanted  to  keep  this 
one  to  himself. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  am  quite  happy  with  the 
renumbering.  No;  obviously,  since  the  bill 
was  presented  to  the  assembly  there  has  been 
a  change  in  the  policy;  and  I'd  like  to  under- 
stand what  it's  about. 

The  explanatory  note  stated  that  the  pur- 
pose of  the  amendment  was  to  provide  that 
the  Minister  of  Health  would  represent  the 
government  of  Ontario  in  respect  of  the  agree- 
ment with  the  government  of  Canada  referred 
to  in  section  3,  subsection  1  of  the  Act.  And 
now  apparently,  as  you  say,  the  Treasurer 
feels  threatened,  I  guess,  that  he  won't  have 
enough  to  dio. 

Has  he  clashed  head  on  with  the  Minister 
of  Heakh  (Mr.  Miller)  andi  dbcidled'  that  come 
hell  or  high  water  he  is  going  to  be  party  to 
that  agreement?  Is  that  what  the  parliamen- 
tary assistant  is  saying  to  us?  Aiidl  did  the 
parliamentary  assistant  succumb  because  you 
happen  to  sit  for  one  of  the  London  seats,  and 
the   Treasurer  sits  there,   whereas  the  poor 
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Minister  of  Health  just  comes  from  Muskoka? 
Is  that  why?  Did  you  Itend  your  weight  to 
subverting  your  minister? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  was  able  to  levy  upon  the 
minister  and  get  him  to  change  this? 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  reason? 

Mr.  Walker:  I'm  really  being  facetious. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  was,  too,  but  there  must 
be  a  reason. 

Mr.  Walker:  The  change  was  quite  obvi- 
ously a  change  of  heart  on  the  way  through. 
I  think  the  feeling  of  the  Treasurer  was  that 
where  dealings  are  on  an  intergovernmental 
basis  it  would  be  better  if  the  Treasurer 
were  conducting  the  negotiations,  being  the 
Treasurer  and  Minister  of  Intergovernmental 
Affairs.  It  was  merely  to  maintain  some 
consistency  which  had  been  overlooked  when 
we  made  the  original  change. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  I  want  to  make 
a  suggestion  for  some  future  consideration, 
in  regard  to  one  of  the  sections  of  the  bill. 
It  is  section  12  on  page  6. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  12? 

Mr.  Renwick:  In  the  interests  of  eflBcient 
dispatch  of  business,  I  wonder  if  the  parlia- 
mentary assistant  would  take  time  to  com- 
ment on  each  of  the  sections?  There  is  a 
series  of  amendments  and  the  explanatory 
notes  are  reasonably  clear  but  there's  much 
more  that  needs  to  be  said.  I  don't  mean  to 
take  up  a  lot  of  time  but  I  think  it  is  most 
important  that  we  talk  a  little  bit  about  what 
these  various  amendments  carry  out.  If  that's 
acceptable,  it  might  be  an  eflBcient  way  to 
deal  with  it. 

Mr.  Walker:  One  by  one? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chaurman:  On  section  2. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  sure 
if  the  hon.  member  wishes  me  to  go  through 
it  in  total  at  this  point  or  as  we  come  to 
each  section. 
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Mr.  Renwick:  Eacsh  section  as  they  come 


up. 


Mr.  Chainnan:  Commence  with  section  2, 
then. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  2  and 
section  3  are  somewhat  related.  Section  2 
establishes  some  alterations  in  the  medical 
review  committee.  As  you  know,  the  medical 
review  committee  is  made  up  of  representa- 
tives of  the  College  of  Physicians  and 
Surgeons,  and  these  people  sit  in  judgement 
on  matters  referred  to  them  by  the  general 
manager  of  OHIP;  matters  such  as  over- 
payment and  the  like. 

In  this  case,  it  will- 
Mr.  V.  M.   Singer  (Downsview):  Is  there 
not  an  ability  for  someone  concerned  to  go 
to  the  medical  review  committee  directly? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  there*  not  an  ability,  for 
someone  who  is  imhappy  with  the  decision 
of  the  general  manager,  to  go  to  the  medi- 
cal review  committee  directly? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  believe  the  general  man- 
ager must  refer  any  matter  to  the  medical 
review  committee  about  which  you're  now 
making  reference.  It  goes  that  route  and 
the  proper  appeal  procedure  is  established, 
of  course. 

Formerly,  the  medical  review  committee 
consisted  of  up  to  seven  physicians.  I  be- 
lieve in  this  case  there  were,  in  fact,  seven 
physicians  on  it,  and  there  were  lay  people 
on  the  board.  This  will  create  a  medical  re- 
view committee  made  up  of  six  members 
nominated  by  the  College  of  Physicians  and 
Surgeons,  presumably  physicians,  and  two 
members  not  to  be  practitioners  or  physi- 
cians to  be  appointed  by  the  minister.  These, 
of  course,  would  be  the  lay  people. 

Part  of  section  2  relates  to  the  quorrnn 
and  the  fact  that  the  expenses  of  the  MRC 
will  be  paid  by  the  ministry. 

Section  3  really  is  somewhat  related  in 
that  it  establishes  the  practitioner  review 
committee  for  the  other  bodies  paid  under 
OHIP— the  other  bodies  being  chiropody, 
chiropractic,  dentistry,  optometry  and  osteo- 
pathy. In  these  areas  this  completes  the 
balance  of  disciplines  paid  under  OHIP.  The 
practitioner  review  committee  would  be 
established  for  each  of  those  five  bodies, 
to  include  two  lay  people  and  three  of  the 
particular  professional  body. 


It  again  parallels  section  2  by  identifying 
the  size  of  the  quorum  and  the  remunera- 
tion, expenses. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  2  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  On  section  2,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  the  parliamentary  assistant  not  think 
it  reasonable  and  logical  that  there  should 
be  in  the  statute  some  fixed  periods  when 
this  committee  should  sit?  I  had  an  experi- 
ence some  months  ago  when  I  was  trying 
to  process  a  complaint  through  the  various 
bodies  set  up  by  the  original  statute.  And 
even  though  the  statute  had  been  on  the 
books  for  some  months,  I  found  some  dif- 
ficulty in  ascertaining  what  the  procedure 
was.  Eventually  the  procedure  was  more  or 
less  ascertained  by  substantial  reference  to 
the  statute  and  explanation  to  the  civil 
servants  concerned  that  this  was  what  the 
statute  said  so  it  had  to  be  done.  Then  we 
had  trouble  in  getting  the  committee  to  meet 
because  they  had  never  met  before. 

I  just  wonder  whether  there  might  not  be 
some  provision  in  here  that  the  committee 
shall  meet,  say  a  minimimi  of  three  times 
a  year,  or  four  times  a  year,  or  on  some 
kind  of  regular  basis.  It  is  all  very  well  to 
set  these  things  out  in  statute,  but  in  the 
event  that  the  people  who  arei  on  these 
conmiittees  decide  not  to  meet,  there  is  very 
little  that  someone  who  wants  their  advice 
and  help,  or  who  wants  to  take  advantage 
of  the  statutory  provisions,  can  do  about  it. 

I  think  it  might  be  very  salutary  if  the 
Legislature  did  write  into  this  statute  at  this 
time  some  provision  to  the  eflFect  that  they 
shall  meet  at  least  three  or  foirr  times  a 
year;  I  don't  want  to  be  particularly  arbi- 
trary about  that. 

But  it  was  a  great  new  experiment.  In  the 
case  I  was  interested  in  they  had  never  met 
before;  and  they  might  never  meet;  and  they 
didn't  know  how  they  would  meet,  or  if 
anybody  could  attend,  or  if  they  couldn't  at- 
tend—and so  on.  I  wonder  if  it  shouldn't 
be  tightened  up  a  little  bit. 

Mr.  Walker:  On  the  first  point,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  medical  review  committee,  as  it  is 
now  constituted  and  as  it  is  presently  acting, 
probably  meets  something  like  12  months  of 
the  year.  It  has  matters  referred  to  it;  it  is 
complaint-oriented,  so  to  speak. 

When  the  general  manager  of  OHIP,  Mr. 
Fetherston,  refers  a  matter  to  the  medical 
review  committee  it  then  goes  into  action. 
The  first  thing  it  does  is  review  the  matter 
and  order  investigations.  We  have  so  many 
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now  referred  to  the  medical  review  com- 
mittee that,  in  fact,  they  have  developed  a 
backlog.  But  they  are  going  through  the 
process  of  continuous  investigations.  They 
charge  the  party  to  do  the  investigation  and 
that  party— usually  accountants  and  other- 
wise—conducts his  investigation  and  then 
reports  back  to  the  medical  review  commit- 
tee. From  there  certain  procedures  are 
taken. 

But  there  is  no  problem  on  the  question 
of  meeting.  They  are  meeting  sort  of  contin- 
uously. 

Mr.  Singer:  To  allay  my  fears  can  you  tell 
me  how  many  times  the  medical  review  com- 
mittee met  in  the  months  of  June,  May, 
April,  and  March,  1974? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  can't  tell  you,  but  I  can 
request  my  assistants  here  to  obtain— 

Mr.  Singer:  We  could  sort  of  pause  for  a 
moment  while  you  get  that  information. 

Mr.  Walker:  —to  attempt  to  obtain  the  in- 
formation from  whomever  and  I  will  try  to 
give  it  to  you.  It  will  probably  be  later  on 
in  the  bill  as  we  are  proceeding  through. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  If  you  can't  give  us  the 
information  now  perhaps  we  should  stand 
down  section  2  imtil  you  can,  because  I 
think  this  is  most  important.  It  is  very  easy 
for  the  parliamentary  assistant  to  say  that 
they  meet  frequently  and  regularly  and  al- 
most constantly,  but  I  would  like  to  know,  for 
the  last  three  months,  how  many  times  they 
have  met,  how  many  complaints  they  have 
dealt  with. 

If  they  are  somewhat  difficult  to  pin  down 
to  a  specific  meeting  then  perhaps  we  should 
get  to  the  point  where  we  do  write  directly 
into  the  statute  that  they  shall  meet  a  mini- 
mum of— and  my  mind  is  quite  open  and  I  am 
willing  to  accept  the  parliamentary  assistant's 
suggestion— they  should  meet  X  times  a 
month,  or  every  three  months,  or  whatever. 
But  I  think  it  should  be  there.  I  think  we 
should  tell  them  that  they  have  to  work. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  I  would 
suggest  here  is  that  the  bill  be  proceeded 
with  and  I  will  request  one  of  the  people 
here  to  contact  Mr.  Fetherston,  who  would 
have  this  information.  If  we  can  reach  him 
I  will  convey  that  information  to  the  member 
tonight  during  the  clause  by  clause.  If,  as  a 
result  of  the  information,  an  amendment  is 
forthcoming  I  wouldn't  be  adverse  to  re- 
opening section  2  of  the  bill. 


Mr.  Singer:  We  can  withhold  the  passage 
of  the  bill  in  the  committee,  Mr.  Chairman, 
with  what  the  parliamentary  assistant  has 
said,  until  he  can  bring  us  that  informa- 
tion. I  am  not  necessarily  saying  there  should 
be  an  amendment.  But  I  am  a  litde  con- 
cerned about  it  and  I  would  like  to  know 
how  often  they  meet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  can  hold  it  for  a  while 
at  least,  until  we  get  the  information  for 
you. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  All  right.  Let's  hold  it 
for  a  while  and  see  what  happens. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  section  2. 
Section  3?  Carried?  Do  we  wish  an  ex- 
planation for  that? 

Mr.  Walker:  I've  given  it  to  the  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh,  they  were  together. 

Mr.  Walker:  There  are  other  parts  of  sec- 
tion 3  that  I  didn't  touch  on. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Don't 
bother.  It  is  carried. 

Mr.    Walker:    Sections    5    and    6— well    I 

won't  bother,  maybe  that  will  be  easier. 

Mr.  Deans:  You  can't  take  a  hint,  can  you? 
Mr.  Walker:  Not  quickly  enough. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comment,  question  or 
amendment  on  a  later  section  of  bill? 

An  hon.  member:  Section  7. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  7. 

Mr.  Singer:  What  about  section  3? 

Mr.  Walker:  We  just  finished  that. 

Mr.  Singer:  I'm  sorry  if  I  was  being  a 
little  lax.  Could  I  ask  the  member  a  question? 
In  these  practitioner  review  committees,  why 
is  the  plan  sensible  that  each  of  these  com- 
mittees has  a  majority  of  members  of  that 
particular  discipline?  Would  it  not  be  more 
logical  that  they  have  a  majority  of  members 
who  are  not  of  that  particular  discipline? 

I  was  very  fascinated  yesterday,  in  fact,  to 
hear  a  gentleman  from  the  College  of  Physi- 
cians and  Surgeons  explaining  the  complaints 
committee  related  to  the  college.  He  was 
standing  in  great  dignity  and  beating  his 
breast  and  saying  they  had  a  very  good 
committee,  which  consisted  of  three  doctors 
and  one  lay  person.  The  one  lay  person,  yes, 
it  was  true,  didn't  have  a  vote,  but  the  one 
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lay  person  really  had  always  indicated  to 
them  that  she  agreed  with  everything  they 
had  said.  As  much  respect  as  I  have  for  Betty 
Kennedy,  who  is  the  one  lay  person  on  the 
College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons'  com- 
plaints committee,  even  she  might  be  a  bit 
overwhelmed  by  the  presence  of  three  doc- 
tors who  gave  her  an  opinion  and  said:  "Now, 
Betty,  do  you  agree  or  don't  you  agree?" 

If  these  review  committees  and  complaints 
committees  and  so  on  are  going  to  have  the 
real  confidence  of  the  people  of  Ontario,  and 
since  the  minister  is  going  to  appoint  them, 
what  would  be  wrong  in  having  a  majority 
of  people  on  these  committees  who  are  not 
members  of  that  particular  discipline? 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  this  parti- 
cular body  sits  in  judgement  of  bills,  of  ac- 
counts, of  overpayments  primarily,  and  the 
decision  that  it  renders  is  then  a  decision 
made  primarily  by  its  peers;  it  has  the  lay 
numbers  there  to  ensure  that  the  public  has 
an  interest  and  the  public's  interest  is  re- 
spected in  it.  By  the  same  token,  the  majority, 
like  the  medical  review  committee,  being  of 
the  profession,  so  to  speak,  then  peers  are 
sitting  in  judgment  on  the  question  of  over- 
paym^it.  I  think  that's  not  unlike  the  Law 
Society.  On  any  overpayments  that  we  may 
be  involved  in,  our  peers  render  an  opinion. 

Mr.  Singer:  Maybe  we  are  around  to  the 
time,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  we  should  begin 
to  rethink  that.  Even  the  Law  Society  might 
do  it  that  way;  perhaps  even  the  Law  Society 
could  be  in  error.  I  think  this  might  be  the 
time  right  now  to  consider  having  members 
who  are  independent  and)  dissociated  from  a 
particular  group.  This  is  the  great  day  when 
we  talk  about  conflict  of  interest  frequently. 
A  chiropodist— and  that's  sub  (1)  of  the  new 
5— who  sits  in  review  of  his  fellow  chiro- 
podist's bill,  might  be  a  little  more  inclined 
to  say:  "Good  old  Joe,  who  I  went  to  chiro- 
pody college  with,  is  not  an  unreasonable 
fellow,  and  his  bill  surely  isn't  unreasonable," 
while  a  person  who  is  not  a  chiropodist  might 
want  to  look  at  it  a  little  more  realistically. 
It's  the  same  thing  with  chiropractors,  den- 
tists, optometrists,  and  osteopaths.  If  we  are 
going  to  bring  in  this  new  kind  of  idea 
about  public  participation— I've  heard  the 
Premier  (Mr.  Davis)  say  so  many  times  that 
this  government  is  the  government  of  the 
people— why  don't  we  trust  the  people  to 
make  this  kind  of  decision?  I  think  it  is  some- 
thing the  parliamentary  assistant  should  think 
about  a  little  more  thoroughly. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  have  more  faith  in  the  peers 
and  I'm  satisfied,  if  one  chiropractor  or  chiro- 
podist who  happened  to  be  a  friend  of  one 
of  the  parties  submitting  an  account,  the  other 
four  people,  two  of  whom  would  be  lay  and 
two  of  whom  would  be  in  the  profession, 
would  ensure  that  the  rights  of  the  pubhc 
are  protected. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  3  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions 
or  amendments  on  a  later  section  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Section 
7. 

Sections  4  to  6,  inclusive  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Welland 
South. 

On  section  7: 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  a  little 
bit  concerned  about  this  section. 
The  explanatory  note  reads: 

Section  24(l)(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
general  manager  to  serve  notice  on  a  claim- 
ant where  the  general  manager  reduces 
the  amount  claimed  for  payment  for  an  in- 
sured service.  The  amended  clause  will 
only  require  notice  that  a  claim  is  reduced 
where  the  claim  is  reduced  to  an  amount 
less  than  the  amount  payable  by  the  plan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  happen  to  represent  an  area 
that  is  pretty  close  to  the  American  border 
and  our  neighbours  to  the  south.  In  a  num- 
ber of  cases,  persons  in  my  area  have  to  go 
to  the  major  hospitals  in  Buffalo  for  medical 
treatment.  They  are  sent  there  by  their  local 
family  physician  or  doctor  for  special  treat- 
ment. There  is  a  problem,  however,  in  that 
the  Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan  only  covers 
a  certain  percentage  of  the  fee  that  is  charged 
in  the  United  States.  In  some  cases  quite  a 
bit  is  left  owing,  and  the  person  himself  has 
to  pay  the  additional  cost. 

I  can  recall  an  instance  where  a  young 
family  man  was  in  Buffalo  and  had  a  heart 
attack  on  the  city's  main  street,  I  believe. 
He  was  rushed  to  one  of  the  major  hospitals 
there  for  heart  surgery.  I  believe  the  hos- 
pital bill  alone  was  close  to  $12,000.  There 
was  quite  a  bit  of  communication  between 
myself  and  the  Minister  of  Health  about  that 
particular  bill,  and  it  was  finally  paid.  But 
now  the  person  is  confronted  with  the  doc- 
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tor's  bill,  which  I  believe  amounts  to  about 
$1,300  or  $1,400.  He  is  faced  with  paying 
this  large  bill,  which  has  just  come  in  now, 
almost  a  year  after  the  surgery.  I  have  a 
letter  off  to  one  of  the  minister's  staff  in  the 
hope  that  he  will  give  consideration  to  the 
payment  of  this  charge. 

There  are  a  number  of  Ontario  people 
who  travel  down  to  the  United  States,  par- 
ticularly in  the  winter  months,  and  who 
sometime  require  special  medical  services  in 
places  like  Florida.  If  they  do,  they  some- 
times are  left  with  a  large  bill  to  be  paid 
for  the  medical  services   rendered   there. 

I  know  people  can  go  out  and  buy  special 
coverage— I  believe  Blue  Cross  has  special 
premiums  that  cover  this  —  but  surely  it 
should  come  under  the  Ontario  Health  In- 
surance Plan.  A  person  shouldn't  have  to 
pick  up  this  extra  charge  that  is  required 
in  the  United  States.  It's  a  misfortune  if  a 
person  does  become  sick  in  the  United 
States,  and  I  believe  it  is  a  responsibility 
of  the  Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan  to 
pay  the  bill  in  full. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  merits  of 
the  point,  of  course,  relate  to  other  sections 
of  the  Ontario  Health  Insurance  Plan  and 
not  particularly  to  this  one.  This  section 
speaks  only  of  the  type  of  notice  that  would 
be  required  where  the  general  manager 
reduces  or  limits  the  amount  to  be  paid  to 
a  figure  something  less  than  is  provided  in 
the  OHIP  schedule. 

For  instance,  if  a  bill  from  the  United 
States  was  $5,000  and  the  maximum  tarif- 
fable  payment  was  $1,000  for  the  same 
matter,  and  ff  OHIP  intended  to  render  an 
account  of  moneys  for  $800,  then  in  that 
case  proper  notice  would  have  to  be  served 
upon  the  individual. 

The  points  about  which  the  member 
makes  reference  may  well  have  some  merit 
but,  of  course,  they  don't  relate  to  this  par- 
ticular section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  7  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Section  7  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  a  later  sec- 
tion? 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Section  8. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

On  section  8: 


Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  a  bit  con- 
cerned about  the  import  of  section  8,  and 
I  would  like  to  make  the  following  com- 
ments to  the  parliamentary  assistant. 

This  section  deals  with  overpayments  and 
such,  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we  have  been 
discussing  in  this  House,  at  least  since  1971, 
some  methods  of  keeping  an  eye  on  the 
question  of  overpayment,  or  the  payment 
made  to  doctors. 

One  of  the  first  things  that  the  ministr\- 
should  be  doing— in  fact  we  discussed  this 
situation  when  the  member  for  Carleton 
East  (Mr.  Lawrence)  was  Minister  of  Health 
—why  wouldn't  all  the  people  insured  under 
the  plan  have  a  card;  and  when  billings  are 
made  and  when  doctors  provide  services,  then 
the  patient  gets  a  copy? 

It  seems  to  me,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  would 
be  one  of  the  first  things  that  would  at  least 
reduce  the  incentive  for  doctors  to  be  sub- 
mitting claims  when  services  have  not  been 
performed. 

I  would  like  to  an  answer  from  the  par- 
liamentary assistant  as  to  why  this  system 
has  not  been  functioning.  As  I  understand 
it,  isn't  that  the  way  it  operates  presently 
in  Quebec?  You  work  on  the  basis  of  a 
credit  card.  Every  time  a  service  is  perform- 
ed, the  patient  receives  a  copy  showing  this. 
It  seems  to  us  that  is  a  practical  way  of  doing 
things.  The  way  it  is  now,  the  doctor  is  bill- 
ing through  the  plan,  and  very  often  the 
patient  doesn't  know  this— there  is  no  check 
on  this.  In  this  way,  you  could  enlist  the 
services  of  the  general  public  of  this  prov- 
ince to  keep  an  eye  on  this. 

I  want  to  make  it  very  clear,  iMr.  Chair- 
man, that  I  feel  it  is  a  very  small  minority  of 
the  profession  who  might  be  abusing  it.  But 
even  the  president  of  the  profession  men- 
tioned this  in  his  address  here  in  Toronto 
last  week;  that  there  are  some  doctors  that 
are  gouging  the  plan.  Unfortunately,  these 
few  doctors  are  giving  the  profession  a  bad 
reputation. 

I  wonder  why  this  system  has  not  been 
enacted  yet  in  this  province?  That  is  the 
first  question  I  have;  and  perhaps  the 
parliamentary  assistant  might  respond  to 
that, 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  responding, 
I  must  say  that  the  card  is  being  very  actively 
considered  within  the  ministry.  Some  of  the 
considerations  relate  to  some  of  the  draw- 
backs. There  are  some  significant  costs  to  in- 
stalling a  credit  card  system  for  every  person 
in  Ontario  who  has  OHIP.  We  have  given 
verv  serious  consideration  to  that.  There  is  an 
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additional  cost  for  some  kind  of  machine  in 
every  doctor's  oflBce  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh  yes,  but  what  is  $5? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  have  never  seen  a  $5  ma- 
chine. I  think  at  least  we  are  talking  in  ex- 
cess of  $25,  and  probably  something  higher 
than  that  for  every  doctor's  office. 

Mr.  Roy:  Get  together  with  Gulf  Oil  or 
some  other  oil  people  among  your  friends. 

Mr.  Walker:  We'll  borrow  the  Gulf  Oil 
card. 

Another  consideration  is,  do  you  have  the 
person  sign?  Would  you  have  the  person  sign? 

Mr.  Roy:  Why  not? 

Mr.  Walker:  One  of  the  problems  is  that 
many  of  the  services  are  given  to  people  who 
are  incapable  of  signing.  For  example,  many 
are  in  beds  and  the  services  are  rendered, 
perhaps  while  they  are  not  even  awake.  They 
are  in  hospitals,  or  they  are  otherwise  incapa- 
citated. 

These  are  some  of  the  considerations  that 
have  been  looked  at.  I  generally  tend  to  think 
that  a  card  would  be  a  preferential  thing. 
However,  these  other  considerations  do  weigh 
somewhat  heavily. 

Nevertheless,  all  those  comments  do  not 
relate  at  all  to  this  section,  particularly  8(2). 
This  section  is  our  means  of  getting  at  doctors 
who  do  not  use  OHIP— who  have  opted  out. 
This  is  the  opting  out  section.  And  of  course 
a  card  would  be  useless  in  that  case,  because 
they  don't  participate  in  OHIP.  This  is  the 
opting  out  section;  it  allows  us  the  oppor- 
tunity to  recover  through  civil  process,  going 
to  the  courts. 

Mr.  Roy:  Do  you  mean  this  section  applies 
only  to  those  docors  who  are  opting  out? 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  are  you  trying  to  recover? 

Mr.  Walker:  Overpayment. 

Mr.  Roy:  Overpayment  to  whom? 

Mr.  Deans:  That  doesn't  really  make  much 
sense. 

Mr.   Roy:   I   don't   quite   understand   it. 

Mr.  Walker:  We  would  not  be  able  to 
recover  from  people  who  do  not  have  an 
ongoing  account,  as  is  now  the  situation. 
Where  there  is  no  ongoing  account  with 
them,  we  then  could  not  make  a  deduction 


from  the  account  for  any  overpayment  pur- 
pose. This  allows  us  the  process  of  going  to 
court  to  recover  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  couldn't  they  go  to 
court  anyway? 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  what  I  don't  understand. 
Why  couldn't  you  go  to  court  anyway.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  patient  pays  directly  to 
doctors  who  are  not  in  the  plan,  and  then 
the  patient  is  the  one  who  submits  the  bill 
to  OHIP? 

Now,  we  are  talking  about  an  overpay- 
ment to  whom,  exactly? 

Mr.  Walker:  This  will  be  for  overpayment 
for  charges  made  when  the  doctor  gives  an 
account  to  a  patient  and  the  patient  then 
submits  the  account  to  OHIP.  The  overpay- 
ment is  made  to  the  patient  who  then  sends 
on  the  money  to  the  doctor.  In  that  case,  the 
recovery  becomes  very  difficult  as  we  do  not 
have  the  rimning  accounts  from  which  we 
can  make  the  deduction. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  see. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  section  8  carry? 

Mr.  Deans:  No;  I  just  have  one  question 
to  ask.  I  suppose  it  is  not  directly  related. 
It  may  well  be  and  you  can  correct  me  if 
I  am  wrong.  There  was  a  recent  case  in  the 
newspaper  with  regard  to  a  doctor  who  had 
seen  some  extremely  large  number  of  pa- 
tients- 
Mr.  Roy:  He  claimed  for  155  patients  in 
one  day. 

Mr.  Deans:  —during  a  number  of  different 
days  in  two  or  three  different  months  and  it 
bothered  me.  It  bothered  me  not  that  he 
had  claimed  to  have  seen  the  patients  because 
it  is  entirely  possible  he  did  see  the  patients 
although  it  may  be  very  difficult  to  imagine. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  member  for  Ottawa  East 
in  his  legal  practice  sees  more  than  that  doc- 
tor. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  will  tell  you  what  bothered 
me  about  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  I've  never  seen  more  than  125. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  a  person  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  were  to  steal  something— it  wouldn't 
matter  what  it  was— if  they  were  to  steal  any- 
thing; if  they  go  into  a  store  and  steal  a  loaf 
of  bread  or  they  go  out  and  steal  something, 
they  get  dragged  into  court  and  they  get  30 
days  or  whatever  and  $100  fine. 
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I  had  a  case  about  a  year  and  a  half  ago 
when  a  lady,  on  a  first  offence,  stole  some 
meat  during  the  month  of  December.  She 
got  10  days  or  $100  but  she  had  two  small 
kids  and  there  was  no  way  she  could  go  to 
jail.  We  had  a  lot  of  trouble  getting  the  fine 
put  together  to  pay  for  it  That  woman  was 
treated  pretty  harshly  by  the  courts. 

I  want  to  know  what  you  do  with  a  doo- 
tor  who  is  obviously  stealing  from  the 
system?  He  is  making  claims  for  services 
which  really  couldn't  be  rendered  and  it's 
obvious  they  couldn't  be  rendered.  If  they 
were  being  rendered,  it  would  have  to  be 
an  inadequate  service  in  order  to  have  done 
it.  I  read  in  that  one  case,  for  example, 
there  were  two  or  three  well-baby  examina- 
tions, a  couple  of  general  physicals  and  all 
kinds  of  things  which  were  supposed  to  have 
done,  yet  he  was  able  to  see  all  these 
patients  in  a  given  day. 

When  are  we  going  to  start  treating  those 
people  the  same  way  we  treated  that  woman 
who  stole  the  meat  in  the  store?  Maybe 
even  a  little  differently;  maybe  more  harshly 
because  there  is  no  need  for  stealing  at  that 
end.  There  may  well  have  been  need  in  the 
case  of  the  woman.  When  are  we  going  to 
start  treating  those  people  that  way,  making 
it  plain  to  physicians,  in  fact  to  all  kinds  of 
people,  that  we  are  just  not  going  to  tol- 
erate this  abusing  of  a  system  which  is 
intended  to  help  them  and  help  patients? 

This  is  a  great  benefit  to  a  lot  of  doctors, 
this  system.  It  cuts  down  on  overhead.  It 
cuts  down  on  problems  of  collection.  It 
provides  them  with  a  substantial  income 
from  people  they  might  not  have  been  able 
to  collect  from.  For  them  to  go  ahead  be- 
yond that  and  virtually  to  steal  money  out 
of  the  public  Treasury,  I  can't  feel  very 
badly  for  them. 

I  feel  badly  for  the  public  purse  and 
for  the  Ministry  of  Health.  What  are  you 
going  to  do?  There  are  more  and  more  doc- 
tors being  examined;  their  accounts  are  being 
examined.  More  and  more  of  them  in  this 
day  and  age  are  being  reviewed  to  deter- 
mine what  they  are  doing  in  regard  to  ser- 
vices being  rendered. 

What  is  the  Ministry  of  Health  going  to 
do?  Are  they  going  to  lay  charges  against 
this  fellow  who,  a  couple  of  weeks  ago,  stole 
from  that  system?  Are  they  going  to  take  him 
to  court  and  have  him  convicted  of  theft? 
Are  you  going  to  try  to  do  that?  When  you 
find  somebody  stealing  like  that,  is  he  going 
to  be  treated  the  same  as  everybody  else 
with   30  days   and  a   $1,000  or  something? 


Will  you  tell  me  what  you  are  going  to  do 
about  it? 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member 
raises  a  very  good  point.  I  do  not  wish  to 
comment  directly  on  the  case  he  has  raised 
or  as  to  whether  charges  will  be  laid  in  that 
particular  case.  However,  I  will  tell  the 
member  that  an  individual  who  finds  him- 
self perhaps  in  a  fraudulent  situation  suf- 
fers from  three  particular  penalties.  One, 
which  he's  likely  to  appreciate,  is  having 
his  privileges  withdrawn  by  the  college  in- 
volved. In  the  reference  you  have  made, 
if  I  recall  the  newspaper  story,  this  in- 
dividual was  suspended  for  six  months.  The 
period  was  delayed  pending  the  appeal— or 
at  least  the  immediacy  of  the  suspension 
was  delayed  pending  the  appeal  and  if  the 
appeal  falters,  I  presume,  of  course,  the 
suspension  will  go  on. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  sentence  was  suspended,  if 
I  recall  the  case. 

Mr.  Walker:  No,  suspended  pending  the 
appeal.  I  read  that  quite  carefully. 

The  other  penalties,  if  we  can  call  them 
that,  available  to  the  individual  are  cer- 
tainly the  recovery  of  the  overpayment; 
that's  a  penalty  and  that's  appropriate 
justice  of  course.  The  third  one  is  that  all 
of  these  matters  are  referred  to  the  police 
and  to  the  Attorney  General  and  charges  for 
fraud,  presumably,  or  other  charges,  if 
there  are  others,  would  be  laid  against  the 
individual,  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  Crown 
oflScers  it  is  warranted,  but  these  are  in  fact 
referred.  I  can  tell  the  member  right  now 
that  there  is  one  matter  actually  being  prose- 
cuted, to  which  he  made  reference  but  not 
related  to  the  individual  case  he  brought 
up.  Others  are  under  a  great  deal  of  inves- 
tigation by  the  police. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  just  wish  to  comment  briefly, 
Mr.  Chairman,  on  the  point  raised  by  the 
parliamentary  assistant  and  by  the  member 
for  Wentworth. 

I  quite  appreciate  that  prosecution  of  doc- 
tors for  the  type  of  scheme  that  the  member 
was  referring  to  are  extremely  diflBcult.  I 
have  had  discussions  with  a  number  of 
Crown  attorneys  and  I  appreciate  that  it  is 
extremely  difficult.  I  intend  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion in  the  Health  Disciplines  Act  when  we 
get  into  the  discipline  diing.  It  appears  to 
me,  by  and  large,  that  the  discipline  afforded 
in  relation  to  overpayment  and  this  type 
of  thing  or  to  outright  fraud  has  not  been 
stiff  enough.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  a  false 
sense  of  priorities. 
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Possibly  I  have  got  this  thing  all  wrong, 
but  this  article  appeared  about  a  doctor 
who  had  seen  155  patients.  I  would  think 
that  someone  seeing  that  many  patients  and 
performing  other  services  would  not  be  ren- 
dering much  service  to  any  patient.  When 
you  are  cranking  out  people  at  that  rate, 
surely  you  can't  be  spending  any  time  with 
them.  It  is  questionable  whether  any  patients 
are  getting  benefit. 

This  doctor  had  a  penalty  that  was  sus- 
pended, and  we  don't  know  what  the  penalty 
is.  In  the  same  newspaper  on  the  same  day 
there  was  a  doctor  who  was  found  guilty 
of  having  sexual  intercourse  with  a  patient. 
This  doctor  had  his  licence  susi)ended.  I 
just  wonder  which  of  the  two  was  the  worse. 
Which  is  the  more  severe,  a  guy  who  abuses 
155  patients  or  a  doctor  who  takes  advantage 
of  one  patient? 

There  is  something  wrong  in  the  system 
maybe.  I  know  it  is  one  of  the  cardinal  sins 
of  that  profession  to  take  advantage  of  a 
patient— that  is  traditional— but  on  the  other 
hand  it  seems  to  me  there  is  something 
lacking  when  you  get  that  type  of  result 
from  similar  cases. 

Sections   8  to   15,   inclusive,   agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  2  has  been  mo- 
mentarily held  over.  Is  there  any  comment 
on  that? 

Mr.  Walker:  The  member  for  Downsview 
is  not  here.  I  had  hoped  he  would  be  in 
in  time  for  these  remarks.  I  am  told  the 
medical  review  committee  meets  every  two 
to  three  weeks,  and  during  the  interim 
periods  reviews  much  of  the  background 
material  provided  by  its  secretariat. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

Bill  100,  as  amended,  reported. 

PUBLIC  HEALTH  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  101,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Public  Health  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  comments,  ques- 
tions or  amendments,  and  if  so,  on  which 
section? 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  made  certain 
comments  on  second  reading,  and  possibly 
the  questions  I  have  are  on  the  latter  part 
of  the  bill  dealing  with  the  immunity  from 
action  of  these  inspectors  acting  in  good 
faith.  We  said  if  the  provincial  inspectors 
had  immunity  from  action,  we  feel  that  in- 


spectors   for   local   boards    should   have   the 
same  immunity. 

I  would  just  like  to  ask  the  parliamentary 
assistant,  Mr.  Chairman,  whether  he  has  any. 
His  explanation  this  morning— I  did  not  want 
to  say  it  to  you  publicly— I  thought  was 
somewhat  weak,  and  I  apologize  for  being 
so  direct. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  You  can 
say  it  now. 

Mr.  Roy:  You  are  not  proposing  any 
amendments,  are  you?  There  were  more 
people  here  this  morning  and  I  didn't  want 
to  take  advantage  of  the  situation,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments? 

An  hon.  member:  That  is  in  a  later  section, 
Mr,  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Later  than  what?  We 
haven't  called  a  section.  This  is  just  a— 

Mr.  Laughren:   Pull  yourself  together. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Parkdale. 
Which  section? 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  The  same  sec- 
tion as— 

Mr.  Chairman:  That  is  a  later  section. 
Does  the  hon.  parliamentary  assistant  have 
a— 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  in 

my  desk.  I  think  the  section- 
Mr.  Roy:  I  think  it's  section  11,  isn^t  it? 

Isn't  that  the  section  we  are  interested  in? 

Section  11? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  I  am  interested  in  section 
2  just  to  get  another  answer  from  the  par- 
liamentary assistant  on  the  question  of  im- 
munity. That  really  comes  by  extension  from 
section  2  if  you  apply  it  to  the  board.  It's 
the  same  question  I  raised  this  morning. 
I  got  some  funny  answer  from  you  in  the 
morning;  and  also  later  when  we  were  talk- 
ing outside.  I  wonder  if  you  could  give  us 
a  legal  reason  why  immunity  could  not  be 
extended  to  the  members  of  the  board? 
I  will  give  you  an  example  why  it  ^  really 
essential. 

Abatement  orders  were  issued  against  To- 
ronto Refiners  &  Smelters  on  May  24;  now 
the  board  has  been  taken  to  court  on  grounds 
of  bias.  But  if  the  board  was  independent 
or  was  protected  from  this  type  of  thing, 
they    could   proceed   more   straightforwardly 
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with   their  work.    In   this   way,   I   think  the 
boards,    specifically    the    board    in    Toronto, 
are  hamstrung  entirely  in  their  actions. 
I  wonder  if  you  could  comment  on  it. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  are  we  up  to 
section  11? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  question  was 
on  section  2,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  Dukszta:  It's  under  section  2?  Well  I 
stand  corrected. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  member's 
point  is  well  taken.  It's  actually  section  2, 
subsection  2c,  where  we  talk  about  immunity 
at  the  provincial  level.  That  is  the  section. 
Yes,  subsection  2c.  This  is  at  the  bottom  of 
page  2  of  the  bill. 

The  member's  point,  I  take  it,  is  that  if  we 
are  going  to  give  immunity,  it  should  be 
given  in  that  section. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Yes,  by  extension  to  the 
board.  That  is  why  I  want  to  discuss  it  now. 

Mr.  Walker:  Mr.  Chairman,  allow  me  to 
comment  on  the  immimity  question.  There  is 
some  inferential  reference  to  it,  certainly,  in 
section  2  of  the  Act;  but  it  does  specifically 
fall  within  section  11  of  the  Act.  However, 
there  were  two  questions  raised;  one  relates 
to  the  immunity  of  the  inspector,  raised  by 
the  member  for  Ottawa  East,  and  the  other 
to  the  immunity  of  the  board  member,  raised 
by  the  member  for  Parkdale. 

In  the  question  of  immunity  for  the  local 
inspector  or  the  inspector  working  for  the 
local  board  of  health,  as  I  indicated  this 
morning  to  extend  the  immunity  to  a  body 
other  than  a  person  reporting  directly  to  the 
province  is  an  extension  of  precedent  that  I 
don't  think  we  should  proceed  along. 

It  may  be  subject  to  very  careful  review 
over  the  next  year  or  so,  but  to  go  that  route 
means  there  would  then  be  no  liability  for 
the  local  inspector.  To  whom  would  the 
public  then  look  for  redress?  Well  they 
couldn't  look  to  the  board,  because  the  mem- 
ber for  Parkdale  would  have  it  removed 
from  the  board  as  well.  So,  in  fact,  the  public 
would  have  no  redress  other  than  for  some 
type  of  gross  negligence. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  They 
could  estreat  the  board,  the  same  as  the 
province  estreats— 

Mr.  Walker:  We  in  the  province  have  re- 
tained our  responsibility  by  indicating  in  sec- 
tion 2  on  page  3,  subsection  2,  that  we  would 


retain  our  liability  and  not  be  relieved  at  all 
for  any  tort  committed  by  an  agent  or  servant 
of  the  Crown  who  would  otherwise  be  sub- 
ject. The  Crown  is  liable  imder  the  Pro- 
ceedings against  the  Crown  Act  for  any  such 
tort  in  a  like  manner  as  if  subsection  1  had 
not  been  enacted. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  you  eliminate  the 
liability  for  the  local  inspector  of  the  local 
board  of  health,  presmnably  he  might  have 
some  redress  against  the  directors  of  the  local 
board.  However,  the  local  boards  have  never 
indicated  that  they're  prepared  to  accept 
that  responsibility.  We  in  the  province  have 
said  we  would  accept  the  liability  for  tort. 
The  local  boards  of  health  have  not  accepted 
that.  If  they  came  to  us  and  indicated  they 
were  prepared  to  accept  it,  that  might  be 
another  question,  but  we  would  be  imposing 
an  obligation  upon  them,  a  liabihty,  and  we 
would  be  rightly  criticized  for  so  doing. 

If  we  went  as  far  as  what  the  member  for 
Parkdale  indicates,  in  addition  to  what  the 
member  for  Ottawa  East  suggests,  we  would 
eliminate  the  liability  on  the  board.  The 
board  being  not  liable,  the  local  inspector 
being  not  liable,  who  would  be  hable  for  a 
tort?  There  would  be  no  one  liable  for  tort 
and  the  public  would  not  have  proper  redress. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  understand 
it,  what  you're  trying  to  do  in  subsection  2(c) 
—you're  not  saying  an  inspector  is  not  liable 
or  cannot  be  sued  for  a  tort.  You  are  saying 
that  he  cannot  be  sued  for  a  tort  or  for  any 
action  which  is  done  in'  good  faith.  If  an 
action  is  done  in  good  faith  it's  a  defence  for 
the  inspector  and  it's  a  defence  for  the 
Crown.  If  it's  not  done  in  good  faith,  and  it  is 
a  tort,  it  is  not  a  defence  for  the  inspector 
and  it  is  not  a  defence  for  the  Crown.  That 
is  basically  what  this  bill  says,  as  I  read  it. 
You  could  have  the  same  thing  for  the  local 
board— that  it  is  immune  to  any  action  for 
any  act  done  in  good  faith.  But,  if  it's  a 
tort,  he  is  responsible  and  the  municipality  is 
responsible;  his  employer  is  responsible. 

The  way  I  read  your  argument  is  that  sub- 
section 2  on  page  3  makes  the  Crown  liable. 
It  does  not  make  the  Crown  liable  for  any 
act  of  the  inspector  when  he  acted  in  good 
faith.  It  makes  the  Crown  responsible  for  a 
tort,  as  I  read  it.  That  says  "if  it's  not  done 
in  good  faith." 

I  don't  get  your  point  at  all.  The  Crown 
only  takes  responsibility  for  a  tort  and  we're 
not  trying  to  ask  you  to  put  in  legislation  to 
remove  all  responsibility.  All  we're  saying, 
basically,  is  make  certain  people  immune  from 
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responsibility   for    acts    done    in    good    faith. 
That's  the  way  I  read  it. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  point, 
does  it  not  seem  somewhat  inconsistent  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  inspection  done,  say 
under  part  6  of  the  Environmental  Protection 
Act— the  inspection  of  the  installation  of  pri- 
vate sewage  systems— is  done  by  local  boards 
of  health  inspectors  in  areas  where  the  prov- 
ince has  made  an  agreement  with  the  local 
board  of  health?  Where  the  Minister  of  the 
Environment  has  made  an  agreement  with  the 
local  board  of  health,  it's  the  local  board  of 
health  inspectors  who  are  doing  the  inspec- 
tion under  part  6  of  the  Environmental  Pro- 
tection Act. 

In  otter  areas,  where  the  inspectors  are 
doing  it  under  the  Minister  of  the  Environ- 
ment—doing the  same  job  where  they  have 
retained  that  and  haven't  turned  it  over  to 
the  local  boards  of  health— we  included  this 
protection  in  an  Act  about  two  weeks  ago 
under  the  Minister  of  the  Environment,  for 
provincial  inspectors.  Here  you  have  two 
inspectors  doing  exactly  the  same  job,  the 
same  person;  except  the  Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment (Mr.  Newman)  has  farmed  it  out  to 
the  local  boards  of  heaMi  by  agreements 
which  usually  run  about  three  years. 

Does  it  not  appear  somewhat  inconsistent 
that  one  should  be  excluded  from  liability  and 
the  liability  is  taken  by  the  Crown,  yet  the 
other  inspectors  who  have  taken  over  the  job, 
with  an  agreement  from  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment,  are  not  given  that  exemption? 

Mr.  Walker:  I  don't  think  I  follow  that.  Is 
the  member  saying  that  in  the  Ministry  of  the 
Environment,  where  there  are  local  inspectors 
reporting  to  a  local  board  of  health,  the 
liability  is  assumed  by  the  Crown? 

Mr.  Good:  No,  it  isn't;  that's  in  your  biU. 

Mr.  Walker:  Then  at  last  we  are  consistent 
with  what  the  environment  people  are  doing. 
There's  no  lack  of  consistency  there. 

Mr.  Good:  But  when  their  inspectors  do 
the  same  job  in  areas  where  they  don't  have 
an  agreement  with  the  local  board  of  health, 
we  put  this  into  that  bill  two  weeks  ago. 

Mr.  Walker:  Then  that's  consistent. 

Mr.  Good:  But  there  are  two  people  doing 
the  same  job  and  one  is  protected  and  the 
other  isn't. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 


Mr.  Dukszta:  Let  me  go  over  that  point 
again.  The  Toronto  Refiners  &  Smelters 
brought  this  motion  at  the  divisional  court 
against  the  board  of  health  in  Toronto,  alleging 
bias  against  the  three  members  of  the  board. 
Would  you  agree  that  this  is  a  direct  inter- 
ference, if  you  like,  by  way  of  negating  the 
work  of  the  board,  which  they  were  doing 
in  terms  of  the  possible  lead  poisoning  in  the 
area,  because  they  have  no  immimity  here? 
Because  they  have  no  immunity  the  smelters 
could  bring  this  motion  and  paralyse  the 
action  of  the  board;  and  at  the  same  time  by 
alleging  that  this  is  a  bias,  well  if  they  were 
not  elected  o£Bcials,  who  are  not  particularly 
frightened  by  this  sort  of  thing,  it  would 
frighten  most  of  the  members  of  the  board. 
Consequently,  it's  a  paralysis  of  die  action  of 
the  board.  IJF  you  oflFer  immunity  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  board  this  probably  would  not 
occur  and  they  would  continue  doing  the 
function  which  they  are  constituted  to  do 
without  any  fear. 

Do  I  make  a  point  here? 

Mr.  Walker:  You  make  a  point,  but  I  am 
very  concerned  about  immunity  being  given 
to  Ijodies  other  than  those  directly  within  the 
control  of  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  this  section  carry? 

The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East  has  an 
amendment  to  some  section? 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  not  to  this  bill,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Oh  I  see.  Any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  to  this  sec- 
tion? 

Mr.  Renwick:  Section  11, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  11.  Anything  be- 
for  11?  All  right,  the  member  for  Riverdale. 

Sections  1  to  10,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
On  section  11: 

Mr.  Renwick:  I'd  just  like  to  ask  the 
parliamentary  assistant  why  in  section  11  he 
doesn't  extend  that  authority  to  the  local 
board  as  well  as  to  the  medical  oflBcer  of 
health  of  the  municipality.  And,  in  order  to 
make  my  point  perfectly  clear,  I  have  an 
amendment. 

Mr.  Renwick  moves  that  section  11  of  the 
bill  be  amended  by  adding  the  words,  "or 
the  local  board"  after  the  word  "health"  in 
the  first  line  of  subsection  1  of  section  87  of 
the  Act. 


JUNE  27,  1974 


3909 


Mr.  Renwick:  So  the  first  line  would  then 
read:  "The  medical  officer  of  health  or  the 
local  board  of  a  municipality  or  any  inspector 
or  other  person  in  the  employ  of  the  local 
board  acting  under  his  instructions  may  enter 
any  premises.  .  ." 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comment  on  this? 

Mr.  Roy:  While  the  parliamentary  assistant 
is  reviewing  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  possibly  I 
could  make  a  few  comments. 

As  I  understand  local  boards,  these  are 
ratepayers  who  are  named  to  the  board. 
Is  the  member  for  Riverdale  saying  that  he 
would  suggest  that  these  people  on  that  board 
may  enter  premises  in  a  municipality  as  in- 
spectors —  may  enter  any  premises  at  all 
reasonable  times?  Isn't  the  function  of  the 
board  really  something  supervisory  and  isn't 
it  the  job  of  the  medical  officer  of  health  and 
inspectors,  to  go  out  and  do  the  work?  I 
mean,  I  just  don't  quite  understand.  Maybe 
the  member  for  Riverdale  can  explain.  Would 
he  have  the  board  enter- 
Mr.  Renwick:  What  I  am  trying  to  say  is 
that  the  local  board  on  occasion,  as  has 
happened  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  seems  to  be 
having  difficulty  between  itself  and  the 
medical  officer  of  health.  It  would  appear  to 
me  in  a  situation  such  as  has  developed  in 
Toronto  that  the  local  board  itself  should  be 
able  to  go  and  take  the  action  set  out  in  sec- 
tion 87,  including  the  making  of  the  order 
that  the  premises  be  closed.  If  we  leave  it 
entirely  with  the  medical  officer  of  health, 
who  is  appointed  by  the  province,  you  have 
this  conflict  between  the  local  board  whose 
job  it  is  to  make  certain  that  the  health 
standards  of  the  commimity  are  maintained. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  thought  the  MOH  was  an  em- 
ployee of  the  board. 

Mr.  Good:  He's  hired  by  the  board.  He's 
not  appointed  by  the  province. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comment? 
Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Renwick's  motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

Mr.  Renwick:  Is  the  parliamentary  assistant 
not  saying  anything? 

Mr.  J.  F.  FouldS  (Port  Arthur):  No,  he 
doesn't  know  anything. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  thought  I'd  get  away  with 
that. 


I  tend  to  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  as  the 
member  for  Ottawa  East  has  suggested,  the 
local  board  is  of  course  the  non-professional 
part  of  the  operation.  They're  usually  indi- 
viduals who  are  not  trained  in  the  field  of 
health  in  the  sense  that  an  MOH,  of  course, 
would  be. 

It  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  more 
appropriate  for  the  medical  officer  of  health 
or  his  employees  to  enter  upon  the  premises 
and  make  the  professional  judgement  that 
would  be  required  in  matters  of  cleanliness, 
sterilization  or  other  matters  that  might  relate 
entirely  to  health  problems. 

We  are  dealing  here,  of  course,  with  health 
problems.  I  think  of  a  dairy;  I  can  see  the 
local  board  of  health  members,  who  might 
be  a  gasoline  station  operator  or  other  lay 
people,  walking  in  and  not  being  able  to 
render  a  very  proficient  judgement  on  the 
basis  of  what  they  might  see  in  any  par- 
ticular establishment. 

The  purpose  of  the  board  of  health  is  to  sit 
in  judgement  on  the  professional  evidence 
tendered  to  it.  I  really  think  there  would 
tend  to  be  a  lack  of  professionalism  about 
the  evidence  that  might  be  coming  forward 
for  a  variety  of  other  reasons.  But  truly,  if 
they're  to  sit  in  judgement  on  matters  of 
health,  they  should  have  the  professional 
advice  before  them  and  see  it  with  a  properly 
open  mind. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  raised  the  question  and  I 
recognize  that  the  drafting  of  that  amend- 
ment, in  order  to  make  the  point,  may  leave 
something  to  be  desired. 

What  I'm  endeavouring  to  say  is  that  the 
local  board  should  be  able  to  instruct  the 
medical  officer  of  health  or  members  of  the 
medical  of  health  officer's  staflF  to  go  and 
make  an  inspection  and  to  submit  a  report  to 
the  local  board,  on  the  basis  of  which  the 
local  board  could  make  the  order  with 
respect  to  the  rectffication  of  whatever  the 
dangerous  situation  was. 

If  I  imderstand  the  problem,  and  my  col- 
league from  Parkdale  would  have  a  clearer 
appreciation  of  the  nature  of  the  problem, 
the  problem  at  the  moment  is  that  for  prac- 
tical purposes  the  local  board  of  health  can't 
instruct  the  medical  officer  of  health  to  do 
anything,  because  the  medical  officer  of 
health  is  appointed  by  the  provincial  gov- 
ernment and  the  local  board  is  a  representa- 
tive body  of  citizens. 

I  think  that  we  have  to  accept  the  natiure 
of  our  system  is  such  that  a  local  board  is 
of  necessity  going  to  be  a  lay  body  or  an 
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amateur  body,  just  the  same  as  we're  ama- 
teurs here.  But  we  also  have  to  give  them 
credit  for  being  able  to  accept  advice,  to 
give  instructions  and  to  deal  with  a  situ- 
ation where  there  may  be  some  reluctance, 
as  there  obviously  has  been  on  the  part  of 
the  medical  oflBcer  of  health  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  to  really  deal  with  the  question  of 
lead  pollution  in  the  areas  of  the  Canada 
Metal  plant  and  the  Toronto  Refiners  and 
Smelters  plant. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  agree  entirely  with  what 
the  hon.  member  is  saying.  If  tiiis  is  the  in- 
terpretation of  his  amendment,  I  don't  feel 
that  the  amendment  achieves  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Renwick:  I  admit  that. 

Mr.  Walker:  That  being  the  case,  let  me 
say  that  the  situation  that  you  suggest  as 
being  appropriate— in  other  words,  that  the 
MOH  be  directed— will  now  come  to  pass, 
as  the  MOH  becomes  the  employee  of  the 
board.  The  MOH  is  removed  from  the  board 
by  this  particular  section.  At  one  point  in 
time  he  was  an  equal  officer  with  whatever 
number  of  members  were  on  the  board  that 
existed. 

Following  passage  of  this  bill,  if  the  Legis- 
lature so  grants,  it  will  remove  the  MOH 
from  the  board;  therefore  he  becomes  an 
employee  of  the  board.  In  fact,  the  case  in 
Toronto,  it  is  my  understanding— I  stand  to 
be  corrected  on  this,  but  it  is  what  I  think 
to  be  a  very  valid  understanding— is  that 
the  MOH  is  appointed  from  or  by  the  city. 
In  this  case  the  recommendation  will  now 
start  to  come  from  the  board  of  health  as 
to  who  the  MOH  should  be  or  the  decision 
of  hiring  and  firing.  The  MOH  is  there  really, 
now,  with  this  bill,  to  execute  the  will  of 
the  board. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  one  point; 
I  take  it  what  the  parliamentary  assistant  is 
saying  is  that  he  would  be  prepared  to  ac- 
cept an  amendment  which  would  provide 
that  on  receiving  the  report  of  the  medical 
officer  of  health,  the  inspector  or  whoever 
makes  the  inspection,  that  then  it  is  the 
local  board  that  can  issue  the  order  with 
respect  to  the  closing  of  the  plant.  I  don't 
see  that  this  section  as  presently  drafted, 
or  with  my  amendment,  accomplishes  that 
purpose. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just 
ask  you  about  this  point?  It  has  been  anoma- 
lous that  an  employee,  as  you  call  the  medi- 
cal officer  of  health  that,  is  able  to  defy  any 
order  or  ruling  by  the  board.  And  when  I 


look  at  this,  you  are  now  assuring  me  that  he 
becomes  an  employee  of  the  board.  That  is 
to  say,  I  assume  he  has  to  obey  what  the 
board  tells  him.  I  am  not  a  lawyer,  but  as 
I  look  through  this  Act  I  don't  see  in  which 
section  you  say  this  is  going  to  be  accomp- 
lished. 

The  inspectors  are  surely  dijfferent  from  a 
medical  officer  of  health.  In  the  very  first 
line  it  says:  "The  medical  officer  of  health 
of  a  municipality  or  any  inspector  or  other 
person."  To  which  section  are  you  refer- 
ring which  makes  it  so  doubly  sure  that 
he  now  becomes  an  employee? 

Mr.  Roy:  Just  to  support  the  member  for 
Parkdale,  I  heard  you  say  that  this  morning 
when  we  were  discussing  this  bill.  I  glanced 
at  it  as  well,  and  I  don't  see  anything  like 
that  in  the  bill.  I  can  see  that  the  medical 
officer  of  health  is  not  on  the  board.  That  is 
obvious  from  section  4,  because  we  say  who 
is  going  to  be  on  the  board. 

But  there  is  nothing  in  this  legislation 
that  I  have  seen— and  maybe  I  have  missed 
it  as  well— which  establishes  a  sort  of  servant 
role  for  the  medical  officer  of  health;  that 
he  has  to  follow  instructions  once  they  are 
given  to  him  by  the  local  board  of  health.  I 
really  don't  see  where  that  is  the  situation  in 
this  legislation.  Is  the  medical  officer  of 
health  not  appointed  by  the  province? 

Mr.  Walker:  No,  not  by  the  province.  He 
is  appointed  under  the  Act,  but  not  by  the 
province. 

Mr.  Good:  By  the  municipality. 

Mr.  Walker:  He  is  appointed  by  the  muni- 
cipality. 

Mr.  Roy:  Why  is  it,  then,  in  section  5, 
that  the  medical  officer  of  health  ceases  to 
hold  office  at  65  years  of  age,  but  the  munici- 
pal council  may  retain  him  on  a  year-to-year 
basis  after  that,  with  the  approval  of  the 
minister?  The  minister  has  to  approve  if  he  is 
over  65,  then? 

Mr.  Walker:  He  is  appointed  by  the  munic- 
ipality. 

Mr.  Roy:  In  any  event,  where  is  it  in  the 
legislation  that  says  he  has  to  follow  instruc- 
tions from  the  board  of  health;  he  is  a  ser- 
vant? I  don't  see  anything— 

Mr.  Walker:  It  is  just  inconceivable  to 
think  that  he  would  not  now  follow  the  in- 
structions of  the  board  of  health.  The  Public 
Health  Act,  chapter  337,  section  l(k),  des- 
cribes a  medical  officer  of  health. 
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Mr.  Dukszta:  Which  section?  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Walker:  Section  l(k)  of  the  Act-the 
medical  officer  of  health  of  the  municipality 
or  of  a  health  miit  appointed  under  the  Act. 
The  Act  is  used  as  a  basis  to  appoint  the  in- 
dividual, to  give  the  MOH  the  appropriate 
powers,  and  so  on.  But  he  is  the  employee  of 
the  municipality;  the  employee  of  the  board 
of  health. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  He  is  not  appointed  by  the 
municipality  any  more. 

Mr.  Walker:  Pardon? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  He  is  not  appointed  by  the 
municipality  any  more. 

Mr.  Dukszta:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  point 
out  that  the  department  does  not  refer  to 
the  municipality,  but  refers  to  the  Ministry 
of  Health.  That  is  in  the  Act  itself.  He  is 
appointed  by  the  minister,  indirectly  or  other- 
wise; but  he  is  not  appointed  by  the  munici- 
pality. Unless  you  specify  in  the  Act  that  he 
should  be  directly  responsible  to  the  board, 
the  same  condition  will  continue  in  which  the 
medical  officer  of  health  is  not  responsible  to 
the  local  board  and  acts  as  an  independent 
satrap. 

An  hon.  member:  A  good  point. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  member  for  Timiskam- 
ing  (Mr.  Havrot)  is  looking  for  a  job,  you 
know. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  have  long  ears.  Section  41 
of  the  Act- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Walker:  Section  41,  the  medical  oflBcer 
of  health  is  the  executive  officer  of  the  local 
board,  and  with  the  local  board  is  respon- 
sible for  carrying  out  this  Act  and  the  regula- 
tions under  the  public  health  or  sanitary  by- 
laws of  the  municipality.  Very  clearly,  he  is 
set  out  as  the  executive  officer  of  the  local 
board.  He  is  the  employee  of  the  local  board. 

Mr.  Renwick:  That's  what  is  not  clear. 

Mr.  Walker:  We  are  eliminating  his  so- 
called  status  as  a  board  member  by  this  par- 
ticular Act.  He  therefore  reverts  to  being 
definitely  an  employee  rather  than  being  both 
an  employee  and  a  board  member.  There 
is  no  question  he  is  an  employee,  and  with 
respect  to  the  city  of  Toronto  he  is  appointed 
by  Toronto. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Could  I  ask  just  one  ques- 
tion?  Can   the   local  board  make  the   order 


that  the  premises  be  closed  and  remain  closed 
until  the  condition  no  longer  exists  in  or  about 
the  premises?  I  take  it  from  the  reading  of 
the  Act  that  the  local  board  caimot  make  that 
order. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  probably  the  member 
is  correct  that  the  board  itself  caimot  do  a 
closing  and  that  it  requires  the  MOH 
to  make  the  decision.  However,  it  is 
inconceivable  that  he  would  disagree  with 
the  board  as  the  situation  now  stands.  His 
job  is,  of  course- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Walker:  I  think  the  hon.  member 
missed  some  of  the  information  earlier.  The 
MOH  would,  in  fact,  be  dumped  if  he  didn't 
follow  the  policy  of  the  board. 

Mr.  Haggerty  The  parliamentary  assistant 
has  missed  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  may  be  of  assistance  to  the 
parliamentary  assistant,  as  I  read  section  87 
(1)  the  people  who  could  make  the  order 
to  close  the  premises  are  the  medical  officer 
of  health,  any  inspector  or  other  person  in 
the  employ  of  the  local  board  board.  I  take 
it,  then,  under  this  section,  if  the  medical 
officer  of  health,  let's  say,  did  not  want  to 
follow  the  instructions  of  the  local  board, 
the  local  board  could  employ  someone  or 
instruct  someone  else  to  go  down  there  and 
make  the  inspection,  and  under  the  in- 
structions of  this  inspector  that  they  have 
sent  out,  they  could  then  close  the  premises 
if  they  found  it  to  have  something  wrong 
under  clauses  (a)  and  (b).  Isn't  that  the  way 
this  thing  retads,  that  it's  one  of  these  three 
people,  these  three  alternatives,  who  can 
make  the  order? 

Mr.  Walker:  Yes,  that's  the  way  I  read  87 
(1).  The  medical  officer  of  health,  any  in- 
spector or  other  person  in  the  employ  of 
the  local  board  can  then  make  an  order  to 
close  the  premises. 

Mr.  Renwick:  The  local  board  should  be 
able  to  make  it. 

Mr.  Walker:  Section  3  relates  to  revoking 
the  order  that  may  be  given.  If  the  MOH 
gives  an  order  to  close,  then  under  certain 
circumstances  he  may  revoke  that  order;  for 
instance  compliance. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those   in   favour   of  Mr. 
Renwick's    motion    will    please    say    "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
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I  declare  the  motion  lost. 
Section  11  agreed  to. 
Bill  101  reported. 

PRIVATE  VOCATIONAL  SCHOOLS 

(concluded) 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  73,  An  Act 
to  provide  for  the  Regidation  of  Private 
Vocational  Schools. 

Mr.  Chairman:  In  Bill  73,  the  bill  had 
been  carried,  except  for  one  section  where 
Mr.  Renwick  made  an  amendment.  I  think 
there  was  supposed  to  have  been  a  concilia- 
tion between  the  hon.  member  and  the  par- 
liamentary assistant  or  some  such  arrange- 
ment. 

Mr.  Renwick:  My  friend,  the  member  for 
Oxford  (Mr.  Parrott),  had  very  kindly  shown 
me  the  two  additional  provisions  which 
would  reflect  in  substance  the  points  which 
I  made  on  the  second  reading  of  the  bill.  I 
would  move  both  sections.  I've  had  an  op- 
portunity of  considering  subsection  5  and 
also  subsection  6.  I'm  perfectly  happy  with 
subsection  6  and  I'm  content  with  subsection 
5. 

Sections  5  and  6  agreed  to. 
On  section  18: 

Mr.  Renwick  moves  section  18  of  the  bill 
be  amended  by  adding  thereto  the  following 
subsections: 

(5)  Where  a  private  vocational  school 
is  convicted  of  an  ofiFence  under  section 
18,  any  person  who  has  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  private  vocational  school 
may  at  his  option  void  the  contract  by 
delivering  a  notice  personally  or  by  regis- 
tered mail  addressed  to  the  private  vo- 
cational school  at  the  address  shown  in 
the  contract,  and  the  private  vocational 
school  shall  forthwith  return  any  moneys 
received  or  realized  in  respect  of  the 
contract. 

(6)  Any  person  who  enters  into  a  writ- 
ten contract  with  a  private  vocational 
school  in  respect  of  a  course  or  courses 
of  instruction  may  rescind  the  contract  by 
delivering  a  notice  personally  or  by  reg- 
istered mail  addressed  to  the  private  vo- 
cational school  at  the  address  shown  in 
the  contract  within  two  days  after  the 
duplicate  original  copy  of  the  contract  first 
comes  into  the  possession  of  the  person, 
and  where  the  contract  is  rescinded  the 
person  shall  immediately  return  any  goods 


received  imder  the  contract  and  the  private 
vocational  school  shall  return  any  moneys 
received  or  realized  in  respect  of  the  con- 
tract. 

Mr.  Renwidc:  I  would  withdraw  the  for- 
mer motion  which  I  had  placed  before  the 
House. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I'm  wondering  if  the  par- 
liamentary assistant,  the  member  for  Oxford, 
might  wish  to  comment  on  the  amendment 
first  and  that  might  save  us  some  debate. 

Mr.  H.  C.  Parrott  (Oxford):  Yes,  I  think 
it  might,  Mr.  Chairman.  First  of  all,  I  would 
like  to  suggest  to  the  member  for  Riverdale 
that  we  do  appreciate  the  comments  that  he 
made  on  that.  I  am  quite  prepared  to  accept 
the  second  of  those  proposed  amendments. 
That  i«  labelled  section  18,  subsection  6. 
There  is  agreement  by  myself  on  the  second 
of  those  two  amendments  that  you  have  in 
front  of  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

On  the  other  one,  as  you  know  we  had  a 
section  presented  in  written  form  by  the 
member  for  Riverdale  and  we've  given  it  a 
fair  amount  of  consideration.  It  was  reworked 
into  the  draft  form  which  the  member  read, 
and  it's  our  opinion  after  a  good  deal  of  con- 
sideration that  that  section  is  perhaps  best 
done  under  regulations,  as  suggested  when 
we  debated  the  bill  previously. 

I  don't  know  whether  the  other  members 
of  the  House  would  like  to  hear  my  reasons 
for  that,  but  to  answer  the  member  for 
Kitchener,  the  position  is  that  we  are  quite 
prepared  to  accept  subsection  6  as  indicated 
there  and  not  5. 

(Now,  if  you  want  me  to  proceed  with  our 
arguments  at  this  time  we  will. 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  are  placing  the  two 
separately.  First  of  aU,  I  understand  there  is 
agreement  on  subsection  6  so  I'll  place  that 
first. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Renwick's  amend- 
ment, which  will  be  known  as  section  18, 
subsection  6— 

Mr.  Parrott:  Five.  It  will  be  known  as  18 
(5)  if  you  take  it  first,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
believe. 

Mr.  Chairman:  It's  6  here.  It  is  the  second 
one  anyway. 

Shall  this  motion  carry? 

(Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  that  one  is  carried. 
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Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Ren  wick's  other 
amendment- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  perhaps  the 
member  for  Riverdale  might  have  some 
further  comments  that  would  encourage  the 
parliamentary  assistant  to  change  his  mind. 
If  he  doesn't,  then  I  daresay  the  vote  will 
simply  have  to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Well,  I  don't  know  whether 
I  can  do  anything  to  change  the  member  for 
Oxford's  mind  on  the  topic. 

I  can  understand  that  he  believes  it  can 
be  done  by  regulation.  The  basic  point,  and 
the  only  point,  was  that  if  a  contract  between 
any  person  and  one  of  these  private  voca- 
tional schools  has  any  term  or  condition  in 
the  contract  which  contravenes  the  regulations 
or  the  Act,  then  the  person  should  be  able 
to  void  the  contract  at  his  option.  And  that 
was  the  purpose  of  it. 

The  redraft,  as  the  parliamentary  assistant 
discussed  it  with  me,  and  the  one  which  I 
read,  which  I  had  thought  until  this  evening 
would  be  acceptable  to  the  parliamentary 
assistant,  was  to  tie  it  to  the  question  of  a 
conviction  for  a  breach  of  the  regulation  of 
the  Act,  I  was  prepared  to  accept  that,  even 
though  I  would  have  preferred  the  more 
straightforward  method  that  I  had  indicated 
rather  than  to  have  no  section  at  all  in  the 
bill. 

It  doesn't  seem  to  me  that  by  passing  the 
section  as  it  has  been  proposed,  tying  the 
matter  to  the  conviction,  would  preclude 
you  at  all  from  dealing  with  other  aspects  of 
the  same  problem  by  way  of  regulation.  I 
would  certainly  urge  that  it  be  accepted  and 
passed. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Oxford. 

Mr.  Parrott:  In  reply  to  the  member's  com- 
ments, I  want  to  assure  the  member  and  the 
House  that,  indeed,  we  appreciate  the  argu- 
ments that  have  been  put  forward.  But  we 
think  subclause  (n)  of  20,  where  we  discuss 
regulations,  will  indeed  give  us  the  element 
of  speed  which  is  extremely  important  in 
consumer  protection. 

I  think  this  is  perhaps  the  overwhelming 
factor  in  making  a  decision  in  that  favour. 
If  it  were  necessary  to  go  to  the  courts  to 
have  that  determination  made,  perhaps  time 
would  delay  the  possibility  suflBciently  that 
indeed  we  wouldn't  be  able  to  accomplish 
what  the  member  wants  to  do. 

There   is    no    disagreement   between   what 


the  member  is  suggesting  and  what  we  wish 
to  do.  We  are  in  agreement  in  principle;  I 
think  it's  a  matter  of  whether  we  think  we 
can  do  it  better  under  regulations  or  under 
a  subsection  in  the  Act.  It  is  on  that  portion, 
I  guess,  we  are  in  disagreement;  but  cer- 
tainly not  the  principle  and  I  want  to  em- 
phasize that.  We  think  we  can  do  it  quite 
nicely  under  section  20(n). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  the 
portion  of  Mr.  Renwick's  motion  in  question, 
will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Shall  the  bill,  as  amended,  be  reported? 

Agreed. 

Bill  73,  as  amended,  reported. 


PARKWAY  BELT  PLANNING  AND 
DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  85,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Parkway  Belt  Planning  and  De- 
velopment Act,  1973. 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Chairman,  I  indicated  before  I 
had  an  amendment  to  make  to  the  bill  be- 
cause of  section  2  not  coming  into  force  until 
proclamation  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  section  3  of 
the  bill  be  struck  out,  and  the  following  in- 
serted in  lieu  thereof: 

3(1)  This  Act,  except  section  2,  comes  into 
force  the  day  it  receives  royal  assent. 
3(2)  Section  2  comes  into  force  on  a  date 
to  be  named  by  the  proclamation  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments, 
questions  or  amendments  on  this  bill?  If  not, 
shall  the  bill,  as  amended,  be  reported? 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  do  I  understand  the  minister  to  say 
that  sections  3  and  4,  which  relate  to  the 
taxation  revenue,  will  be  dealt  with  when 
they  come  up  with  the  provincial  parks  legis- 
lation later  on?  Is  that  right? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  that  is  exactly  right, 
Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  only  had  first  read- 
ing and  we  can't  have  this  bill  come  into 
force  until  we  have  the  other  enacted  which 
will  be  in  the  fall.  We  have  to  have  taxation 
of  some  sort. 
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Mr.  Deacon:  What  really  concerns  me  is 
trying  to  work  out  a  formula  under  the  pro- 
vincial parks  formula. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  the  same  formula 
that  exists. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  realize  that,  but  working 
out  a  formula  which  will  apply  to  areas  well 
away  from  urban  areas  and  subject  to  much 
fewer  pressures,  and  a  formula  for  an  area 
such  as  the  parkways  in  municipalities  which 
have  completely  different  revenue  require- 
ments are  not  the  same.  The  pressures  on  the 
parkway  land  are  so  diflFerent. 

I  have  talked  to  some  of  the  members  of 
council  in  the  area  which  will  be  affected  in 
my  riding  and  they,  too,  are  concerned.  I 
hope  there  is  going  to  be  room  in  that  other 
Act  to  take  care  of  the  discrepancies  and  the 
differences  in  the  conditions. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  matter  was  brought  up  before  by  the 
member  for  Waterloo  North.  That  is  one  of 
the  reasons  we  are  quite  happy  to  look  into 
in  the  fact  of  taxation,  that  is  where  the  lands 
are  situated. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  as  amended 
be  reported? 

Agreed. 

Bill  85,  as  amended,  reported. 


NL\GARA  ESCARPMENT  PLANNING 
AND  DEVELOPMENT  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  86,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Niagara  Escarpment  Planning  and 
Development  Act,  1973. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments,  questions  or 
amendments  on  any  of  the  first  five  sections? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  want  to  inquire,  Mr. 
Chairman,  whether  the  minister  is  bringing 
forward  any  amendment  in  this  bill  to  deal 
approximately  with  the  same  thing?  If  he  is, 
perhaps  the  mini.'Jter  could  place  the  amend- 
ment and  then  there  may  be  really  nothing 
further  that  requires  much  involvement. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  be  happy  to  bring  forward  the  amend- 
ment to  section  6. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  section  6  of  the 
bill  be  struck  out  and  the  following  in- 
serted in  lieu  thereof: 

6(1)   This  Act,  except  section  5,  comes 

into   force    on   the    day    it    receives    royal 

assent. 


(2)  Section  5  comes  into  force  on  a  day 
to  be  named  by  the  proclamation  of  the 
Lieutenant  Governor. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  Mr. 
Chairman,  before  accepting  that  amendment, 
I  have  some  comments  on  earlier  sections 
of  the  bill  and  we  haven't  got  to  that  yet. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Perhaps  we  could  agree 
to  pass  section  6  and  then  go  back  to  other 
general  things. 

Section  6,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre.   I   will   recognize  him. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you.  During  the  course 
of  the  debate  I  said  I  wanted  to  get  more 
clarification  from  the  minister  about  the  use 
of  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  as  hearing 
officer  and  for  some  elaboration  of  the  Treas- 
urer's statement  that  the  OMB  was  going  to 
be  expanded  in  sta£F  and  in  scope.  During 
the  course  of  the  debate,  it  may  have  been 
because  of  the  time  being  after  6  o'clock, 
the  minister  was  not  able  or  didn't  comment 
on  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
sorry,  I  forgot.  The  OMB  has  been  expanded 
by  four  new  officers  recently  and  will  be  ex- 
panded by  quite  a  few  more  in  the  near 
future.  This  is  what  you  asked? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  I  am  sony,  I  v\'asn't 
aware  of  the  announcement  of  the  apjKJint- 
ments.    I  must  have  missed  it  in  my  mail. 

There's  a  real  problem  in  this,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, and  that  is  that  the  background  and 
the  training  of  the  OMB  people,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  OMB,  tends  to  encourage  them 
to  act  in  a  quasi- judicial  kind  of  fashion. 
The  hearing  officer  technique  which  is  being 
developed  under  the  Planning  and  Develop- 
ment Act  and  the  two  related  Acts  is  an  in- 
novation in  legislation  in  the  province,  as 
the  minister  is  aware.  It  seems  to  me— I  am 
not  completely  familiar  with  it— that  the 
kind  of  qualities  that  are  needed  in  a  hear- 
ing officer  are  going  to  be  different  from 
those  that  are  needed  in  members  of  the 
OMB.  If  OMB  members  were  always  doing 
a  job,  they  may  not  necessarily  always  be 
doing  the  job  that  they  should  do. 

Certainly,  for  example,  a  lawyer  is  ill 
fitted,  I  would  suggest,  to  take  on  the  job 
of  a  hearing  officer  under  the  requirements 
that  are  put  into  this  bill  and  put  into  the 
Planning  and  Development  Act.  It  may  be 
that  some  of  the  other  people  with  financial 
training    or    municipal    legal    training    and 
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municipal  adrrtinistrative  training  who  have 
tended  to  get  appointed  to  the  OMB  are 
also  not  particularly  well  suited  to  the  kind 
of  work  that  is  required  to  be  done  in  this 
particular  case. 

On  the  other  hand,  one  can  argue  that 
the  experience  of  OMB  commissioners  in 
going  around  the  province  and  listening  to 
objections  and  getting  some  feeling  for  what 
people  are  talking  about  in  planning  these 
days  does  fit  them  better  than  just  an  ordi- 
nary layman  for  doing  the  job.  Unfortunately, 
too  many  of  those  OMB  commissioners  just 
don't  know  where  it's  at  and  the  reputation- 
Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince  Edward-Lennox): 
That's  not  so. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  true.  The  reputation 
of  OMB  as  being  sensitive  to  what's  hap- 
pening and  as  being  the  citizen's  friend  and 
this  kind  of  thing  was  based  on  the  tenure 
of  J.  A.  Kennedy  and  the  cases  in  which  he 
was  either  directly  involved  or  to  which  he 
sent  two  or  three  of  the  OMB  members  who 
were  particularly  sensitive  to  these  consider- 
ations. I  see  the  OMB  decisions  on  a  regular 
basis  through  the  news  clippings  that  come 
in,  and  I  would  judge  right  now  that  the 
OMB  is  completely  quixotic  in  its  decisions 
and  that  it  really  depends  on  who  you  get 
as  to  what  kind  of  decision  you  get  from 
OMB. 

In  some  cases  they  are  exceptionally  re- 
sponsive or  sensitive  to  citizens  groups,  and 
in  other  oases  they  simply  ignore  them  com- 
pletely. If  I  can  cite  a  couple  of  examples, 
without  trying  to  inflame  the  House:  the 
lengthy  series  of  hearings  that  went  forward 
in  the  Kingston  township  case;  and  on  the 
other  hand,  the  treatment  of  citizens  who 
sought  to  object  to  the  west  St.  James  Town 
case  in  Toronto  about  six  or  eight  months 
ago,  when  even  David  Crombie,  for  example, 
was  told,  "Well,  okay,  who  are  you  anyway? 
What  are  you  doing  here?"  There  was  simply 
no  common-sense  recognition  that  David 
Crombie  had  a  legitimate  right  to  be  there 
and  speak,  even  though  he  wasn't  a  resident 
of  the  immediate  area,  and  that  citizen 
groups  also  had  the  right  to  come  and  speak 
even  though  they  were  not  incorporated— 
another  rather  silly  decision  that  was  made 
by  some  commissioners  of  the  OMB. 

It  is  this  uneven  quality  and  unpredict- 
ability of  the  OMB,  as  much  as  the  lack  of 
training  of  OMB  members  for  the  hearing 
officer  role,  that  I  think  raises  very  serious 
questions  in  the  government's  decision,  which 
the  Treasurer  announced,  that  the  OMB  com- 
missioners will  serve  as  hearing  ofiBcers. 


In  addition,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  this  bill  and 
in  the  Planning  and  Development  Act,  which 
we  passed  without  putting  into  committee,  it 
refers  to  the  appointment  of  "one  or  more 
hearing  officers"  to  conduct  the  hearings,  and 
then  it  says  that  "separate  hearings  may  be 
conducted  at  different  times  and  places  in 
respect  to  diflFerent  parts  of  the  [Escarpment] 
planning  area."  It  says,  "A  hearing  officer 
shall  fix  the  time  and  place  for  the  hearing 
or  hearings  as  determined  under  subsection 
2,"  and  then  in  subsection  6  of  the  amend- 
ment it  says,  "Not  more  than  three  months 
after  the  conclusion  of  the  hearing,  or  hear- 
ings, the  hearing  officer  conducting  the  in- 
quiry will  report  a  summary  of  representa- 
tions made  to  the  commission,  together  with 
a  report  stating  whether  the  plan  should  be 
accepted,  rejected  or  modffied;  giving  his 
reasons  therefor,"  and  then  if  he  wants  modi- 
fications he  will  make  those  recommendations 
to  the  commission  and  the  commission,  in 
turn,  will  submit  them  to  the  minister. 

The  point  about  this  is  that,  in  the  first 
place,  the  reference  indicates  that  the  govern- 
ment expects  that  it  will  be  one  hearing 
officer  carrying  out  this  function  rather  than 
two  or  three.  It  is  not  mandatory  that  it  be 
one,  I  quite  agree  about  that,  but  I  think 
the  minister  will  agree  that  where  it  says, 
"the  hearing  officer  will  set  the  date  and 
place  of  the  hearing  and  the  hearing  officer 
who  conducted  the  hearing  will  report  to  the 
commission,"  the  expectation,  I  think,  when 
the  legislation  was  drafted  was  that  normally 
one  hearing  officer  would  sit. 

Again,  without  being  partisan  about  this, 
I  would  be  happier  about  that  precedent  if  it 
weren't  people  from  the  OMB,  but  I  have 
had,  personally,  a  rather  grievous  experience 
of  that  period  of  a  year  or  so  when  under 
the  legislation  passed  in  this  chamber  the 
OMB  was  permitted  to  have  single-member 
hearings  on  OMB  cases.  In  the  case  of  Rose 
Fletcher,  the  speech  therapist  in  Ottawa  who 
was  originally  rejected  in  a  hearing  before 
one  OMB  officer,  there  was  an  appeal  to 
cabinet,  a  rehearing  was  ordered  and  sub- 
sequently I  think  two  OMB  commissioners 
heard  the  final  appeal,  which  was  again  re- 
jected on  the  basis  of  complaints  by  four 
people  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood  who 
had  been  conducting  a  vendetta  against  that 
particular  woman  and  the  very  good  work 
that  she  has  been  doing  with  young  children 
for  many  years. 

The  problem  there  was  that,  the  original 
decision  having  been  made  by  one  OMB 
conmiissioner,  when  the  members  of  the 
commission  came  back  a  year  or  so  later  to 
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rehear  the  thing,  on  orders  of  the  cabinet 
but  without  instructions  from  the  cabinet, 
there  was  a  very  strong  tendency  for  them 
to  stick  to  the  club  in  the  same  way  as  Tory 
back-benchers  will  stick  to  the  club,  or,  for 
that  matter,  NDP  back-benchers  will  support 
each  other  here  in  the  NDP. 

The  OMB  has  got  that  coUegiality  as  weU, 
and  therefore,  in  that  particular  case,  two 
supported  one  rather  than  going  another  way. 
The  one-member  hearings  of  the  OMB,  if 
that  was  any  indication,  proved  to  be  a 
grievous  mistake  and  that  is  why  they  were 
dropped  as  quickly  as  they  were,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  don't  think  that  they  are  conducting 
them  like  that  any  more,  except  in  certain 
very  limited  cases  such  as  procedural  matters. 

I  don't  want  to  condemn  the  board  out- 
right, because  it  has  done  a  lot  of  good  work, 
and  because  it  is  a  imique  institution,  and 
because  the  OMB  over  the  last  five  or  six 
years  earned  itself  quite  a  reputation  and  has 
been  widely  supported  by  municipal  people 
across  the  province.  I  think,  though,  that  the 
minister— I  will  sit  down  in  a  second— might 
comment  on  the  qualification  of  the  OMB  to 
carry  out  the  hearing  officer  function,  talk 
about  what  alternatives  were  considered  by 
the  government  and  talk  about  what  steps 
were  being  taken  by  the  govermnent  and 
what  discussions  have  been  held  with  Mr. 
Palmer,  the  chairman  of  the  OMB,  in  order 
to  strengthen  the  board's  capacity  to  carry 
out  the  role  of  hearing  officer. 

The  minister  may  recall,  although  he  wasn't 
directly  involved,  when  these  three  bills  came 
forward  a  year  ago  there  was  heavy  em- 
phasis made  in  the  committee  that  looked  at 
the  bills  on  strengthening  the  particular 
clauses  of  the  bills  which  are  parallel  to 
section  10,  I  guess  it  is,  of  this  Act,  section  6 
of  the  Planning  and  Development  Act.  We 
did  a  great  deal  in  strengthening  it;  but  if 
the  OMB  simply  treats  it  as  a  perfunctory 
formality,  then  all  of  that  work  could  be 
destroyed.  A  very  useful  innovation  in  plan- 
ning technique  and  one  that  well  may  be 
adopted  in  many  cases  by  the  commissioner, 
when  you  get  him,  who  looks  into  the  Plan- 
ning Act  could  become  discredited  because  of 
over-reliance  on  a  body  that  is  getting  rather 
creaky  and  may,  in  fact,  not  be  capable  of 
carrying  out  that  responsibility. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
say  to  the  member  we  are  considering  whether 
or  not  the  role  of  the  OMB  should  be  ex- 
panded or  retracted  in  certain  ways.  I  think 
some  of  their  functions  can  be  handled  by  our 
ministry   in   particular.   As   for  the   new  ap- 


pointments which  will  be  forthcoming.  I 
would  expect  that  certainly  considerable  em- 
phasis will  be  placed  on  qualifications  in 
regard  to  hearings  such  as  this.  I  agree  it 
is  not  necessary  to  have  everyone  a  lawyer. 
In  the  past  the  practice  was  to  have  the 
majority  lawyers.  I  do  know  this  is  a  matter 
to  which  the  chairman  and  the  government 
are  giving  very  careful  consideration  as  to 
the  appointments  in  the  future.  Although  it 
may  take  a  little  longer  than  it  should  to  get 
good  people,  I  think  it  is  better  to  wait  than 
to  appoint  some  we  might  be  sorry  for.  All 
I  can  say  to  the  hon.  member  is  we  are 
aware  of  the  situation,  we  are  trying  to  im- 
prove it,  and  we  will  do  our  best. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  present  members  of  the 
municipal  board  hold  oflBce  at  pleasure.  In 
practice  that  has  meant  they  have  had  life 
tenure  in  the  post.  I  gather  they  tend  to 
retire  around  the  age  of  65,  but  they  stick 
around  for  a  fair  amount  of  time.  I  cannot 
remember  exactly  what  the  recommendation 
of  the  OMB  committee,  the  select  committee 
of  this  House,  was  in  terms  of  tenure.  I  think 
we  may  have  talked  about  a  fixed  tenure  of 
five  or  seven  years  or  something  like  that.  The 
minister  was  involved  with  that  and  he  recalls 
that  better  than  I  do. 

I  wonder  whether  the  government  might 
not  consider  in  a  very  gentle,  gentlemanly, 
polite  kind  of  way  some  kind  of  an  early 
retirement  programme  which  would  find  al- 
ternative places  for  some  of  the  present  OMB 
members  to  go  to,  or  which  would  permit 
those  who  wish  to  take  an  earlier  retirement 
than  65  to  go  out  with  a  reasonable  kind  of 
pension  which  would  permit  them  to  go  back 
into  business  or  to  quit  at  60  or  something 
like  that. 

In  other  words,  if  the  government  is  now 
intent  on  improving  the  qualifications  and 
capacity  of  people  who  serve  terms  on  boards, 
if  that  is  the  route  they  chose,  I  wonder  if 
they  couldn't  accelerate  the  infusion  of  new 
blood  into  the  OMB,  by  gently  accelerating 
the  rate  at  which  people  leave  it,  with  par- 
ticular regard  to  these  new  functions  which 
are  being  given  and  which  are  pretty  demand- 
ing in  relation  to  what  the  OMB  has  done  in 
the  past. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  really 
don't  know  whether  there  is  any  one  or  more 
persons  that  we  should  remove. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  I  didn't  say  that  I  just 
said  encourage  them  to  move. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  It  is  somewhat  similar. 
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Mr.  Breithaupt:  Something  like  having  a 
senate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  In  any  event,  we  will  in- 
vestigate the  matter, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  one  other  question, 
Mr.  Chairman,  relating  to  these  three  bills. 
When  the  Treasurer  commented  on  these,  he 
said  that  the  government  was  prepared  to 
make  advance  purchases,  if  land  is  offered 
that  would  ultimately  be  needed,  and  if  the 
owners  were  suffering  hardships  because  of 
government  policies.  I  think  that  applies  to 
the  Escarpment  as  well  as  the  parkway  belt. 
Could  the  minister  elaborate  on  that  rather 
sketchy  or  streaky  declaration  of  government 
policy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Not  too  fully.  All  I  can 
say  is  that  the  govermnent,  through  our 
ministry,  has  recently  settled  on  a  formula 
as  to  what  we  should  do  in  the  way  of 
advance  purchase  and  purchases  in  general. 
I  expect  that  hardship  cases  will  be  dealt 
with  much  more  quickly  than  they  have  in 
in  the  past.  I  mentioned  this  before  when 
we  were  debating  it.  We  realize  that  some 
cases  have  been  too  slow,  and  we  wish  to 
relieve  those  who  are  hardship  cases.  All  I 
can  say  to  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
is  that  we  will  do  our  best  to  alleviate  any 
hardship  problems. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  wonder- 
ing whether  the  minister  can  clarify  what  I 
understood  the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre 
to  infer,  namely  that  the  Municiijal  Board 
was  fraught  with  incompeteint  personnel  in 
terms  of  the  membership.  I  have  that  im- 
pression from  what  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  said,  and  I  think  that  should  be  clari- 
fied. In  my  opinion,  the  personnel  of  the 
Municipal  Board  are  ve!ry  competent  indeed 
and  comprise  members  from  all  walks  .of 
life  and  all  professions. 

Surely  the  minister  isn't  concurring  that 
there  should  be  early  retirement  or  that  the 
present  membership  should  be  encouraged  to 
leave  because  of  a  need  to  change  in  some 
way  the  makeup  of  that  board. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
clearly  stated  that  I  didn't  know  of  any  per- 
son or  persons  who  should  be  changed.  I 
said  we  would  look  into  the  situation.  The 
officers  we  have,  as  far  as  I'm  aware,  have 
done  a  very  good  job.  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  may  disagree  and  the  member 
for  Prince  Edward-Lennox  may  agree.  How- 
ever, I  think  we  should  make  sure  that  the 
qualifications    of    the    ones    we    hire   in    the 


future  are  suitable  for  the  jobs  they  are  going 
to  perform.  That  is  what  I  was  saying. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  should  want 
them  to  do  an  even  better  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  And  I  think  they  may 
be  able  to  do  a  better  job.  I'm  not  saying 
they're  not  doing  an  adequate  job  now. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Have  not  the  members  been 
chosen  from  a  point  of  view  of  looking  at 
their  qualifications  and  ascertaining  that  they 
are  competent  to  do  the  job  for  which  they 
are  appointed?  In  the  past  you  have  taken 
on  people  from  the  accounting  area,  from 
the  engineering  field  and  a  number  of  plan- 
ners; you  have  all  kinds  of  competence  on 
the  board. 

I  am  wondering  if  there  is  some  problem 
in  connection  with  the  discharge  of  the 
function  of  those  members.  I  hate  the  im- 
pression to  be  left  with  the  House  that  that 
board  is  not  functioning  as  well  as  it  might 
in  terms  of  the  quality  of  its  personnel. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  No,  no.  It  isn't  functioning 
as  well  as  it  should. 

Mr.  Taylor:  It  may  be  lacking  in  ninnbeis 
of  personnel,  but  that's  a  question  of  quan- 
tity, not  of  quality. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  have  said  what  I  wanted  to 
say  about  the  OMB.  I  would  judge  them  by 
the  results.  They're  dedicated  people,  sure; 
and  they  are  doing  their  best.  But  the  results 
are  quixotic,  their  decisions  are  uneven  in 
quality  and  there  are  really  some  serious 
questions  to  be  raised. 

Were  there  any  women  in  the  four  recent 
appointments  to  tfie  OMB? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  not  a  sin^e  woman 
on  that  board.  Are  you  not  going  to  do 
something  about  that?  I  would  have  thought, 
when  it  comes  to  these  queistions  of  the 
hearing  oflBcers,  for  example,  that  it  mi^t 
be  useful  if  women  occasionally  were  to  be 
looking  at  the  problems  that  are  environ- 
mental, such  as  land  use,  the  future  of 
communities  and  so  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'd  be  happy  to  look 
into  that. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Why  don't  you  do  scwnething 
about  it  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  you've  got  somebody 
who  wants  to  take  the  job,  that's  fine.  We 
haven't  got  anybody  who  wants  to  yet. 
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Mr.  Oassidy:  This  is  a  standard  copout 
on  the  part  of  the  government.  You  never 
wait  for  men  to  apply  for  the  jobs;  you  go 
out  and  look  for  them.  That's  what  happens. 
You  should  be  looking  for  qualified  women 
as  well— and  the  member  from  Rosedale 
should  be  helping  you.  But  you  should  be 
out  actually  looking.  There  are  a  lot  of 
qualified  women  aroimd  who  could  do  a 
very  good  job  on  the  OMB  as  well  as  many 
other  boards  and  commissions,  if  it  weren't 
for  the  anti-women  attitude  of  this  par- 
ticular government. 

Bill  86,  as  amended,  reported. 


PLANNING  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  88,  An  Act 
to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  questions, 
comments  or  amendments  to  any  of  the  first 
five  sections? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman- 
Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  On  the 
Planning  Act,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  understood 
there  were  some  amendments- 
Mr.  Chairman:  We  will  have  amendments, 
starting  at  section  6.  Is  there  anything  be- 
fore section  6? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Could  we  have  the  benefit 
of  copies  of  those  amendments,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, so  that  we  might  be  some^vhat  better 
prepared  to  discuss  them  when  they  do  come 
forward? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes.  Mr.  Chairman,  could 
I  table  the  amendments? 

Mr.  Chairman:  You  had  better  start  out 
with  the  first  one  anyway. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  That's  on  section  6. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  we  finished  section  5. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  In  the  other  bill,  there 
were  just  those  particular  amendments  in  84 
and  85  which  dealt  with  that  problem  of 
assent.  Perhaps  it  might  be  more  practical 
then  to  take  this  bill  in  the  ordinary  way  and 
get  the  comments  in  a  more  routine  fashion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  That's  what  we  are  trying 
to  do.  We  have  four  amendments  to  section 
6,  will  the  minister  place  the  first  one? 

Mr.  Good:  To  what  section  are  we  going 
to  have  the  first? 


Mr.  Chairman:  Section  6. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  hke  to  speak 
on  section  4. 

Mr.  Chaiiman:  I  am  sorry,  section  4. 

Mr.  Good:  I'd  like  to  know  what  are  the 
implications  of  subsection  2  of  section  4 
coming  into  efi^ect  on  Dec.  17,  1973?  Could 
the  minister  tell  us  what  the  reason  for  that 
is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I'll  have  to  ask  the  mem- 
ber to  repeat  the  question. 

Mr.  Good:  Subsection  2  of  section  4  is 
shown  to  come  into  effect  on  Dec.  17,  1973. 
I  am  wondering  what  the  reason  for  that  is? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  under- 
stand the  reason  for  the  subsection,  but  I  must 
confess  I  don't  know  the  reason  for  the 
actual  date.  I'll  try  to  get  it  from  the  staff, 
if  you'll  let  me  proceed  with  the  rest  of  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments  on 
section  4?  On  section  5?  The  minister  has  an 
amendment  to  section  6. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  subsection  1 
of  section  37(a)  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in 
section  6  of  the  bill  be  struck  out  and'  the 
following  inserted  in  lieu  thereof: 

(1)  In  this  section, 

(a)  "dwelling  unit"  means  any  property 
that  is  used  or  designed  for  use  as  a  domes- 
tic estabhshment  in  which  one  or  more 
persons  may  sleep  and  prepare  and  serve 
meals. 

(b)  "residential  property"  means  a  build- 
ing that  contains  one  or  more  dwelling 
units  but  does  not  include  subordinate  or 
accessory  buildings,  the  use  of  which  is 
incidental  to  the  use  of  the  main  building. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  also  moves  that  subsection 
7  of  section  37(a)  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in 
section  6  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  inserting 
after  "$20,000"  in  the  13th  line  "for  each 
dwelling  unit  contained  in  the  residential 
property  in  respect  of  which  the  demolition 
permit  is  issued." 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  am  wondering,  Mr.  Min- 
ister, if  we  can  carry  the  first  amendment  and 
then  deal  with  the  one  that  you  have  just 
read. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  amendments  I  have 
are  all  on  the  same  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Kitchener. 
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Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  just  wanted  to  ask  a 
question.  I  presume  that  the  reason  for  put- 
ting in  this  residential  property  definition  is 
to  avoid  the  one  apartment  in  an  otherwise 
commercial  building  where  perhaps  there 
might  be  an  apartment  for  the  superintendent 
or  there  might  be  a  penthouse  in  which  the 
owner  might  choose  to  live  or  whatever,  but 
basically  it  remains- 
Mr.  Cassidy:*  That's  residential  by  the  defi- 
nition. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes,  that  becomes  a  resi- 
dential building.  Oh,  I  see,  I  had  misunder- 
stood that  on  the  theory  that  I  was  looking 
at  the  incidental  use.  But  it's  only  additional 
buildings  to  which  this  incidental-use  situa- 
tion pertains. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  An  outhouse. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  So  I  was  wrong  in  that 
if  there  is  one  residence  within  a  building, 
even  if  it's  a  commercial  building,  it  still 
does   include  itself  in  this   definition. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  behalf  of  the  NDP,  I 
would  say  we're  willing  to  accept  these  am- 
endments which  simply  toughen  the  penal- 
ties, as  I  understand  it,  in  the  case  where  a 
property  owner  demolishes  a  building  with- 
out permission. 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine:  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  the  two  penalty  clauses 
are  both  toughened  up  and  we  certainly 
accept  that.  I  think  the  intention  of  the 
government  was  that  the  penalty  clauses  be 
so  severe  that  in  effect  nobody's  going  to 
risk  flouting  municipal  wishes  by  simply 
tearing  down  a  building  and  going  ahead 
and  doing  something  else  without  getting 
a  permit.  We  would  accept  that. 

However,  I  also  have  an  amendment  to 
subsection  1  of  37a  as  set  out  in  section  6, 
and  possibly  you  could  pass  the  minister's 
amendment  and  then  I  would  be  able  to 
move  my  amendment  as  a  further  amend- 
ment to  his,  if  that's  okay. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  minister's  amend- 
ment carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  6  subsection  1 
carried. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  also  moves  in  section  6 
that  subsection  7  of  section  37a  of  the  Act 


as  set  out  in  section  6  of  the  bill  be  amended 
by  inserting  after  "$20,000"  in  the  13th  line, 
"for  each  dwelling  unit  contained  in  the 
residential  property  in  respect  of  which  a 
demolition  permit  is  issued." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon,  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  subsection  13 
of  section  37a  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  section 
6  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  inserting  after 
"$20,000"  in  the  fourth  line,  "for  each  dwel- 
ling unit  contained  in  the  residential  pro- 
perty, the  whole  or  any  portion  of  which  has 
been  demolished." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine  moves  that  subsection  15 
of  section  7a  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  section 
6  of  the  bill  be  amended  by  striking  out 
"notwithstanding"  in  the  first  line  and  insert- 
ing in  lieu  thereof  "subject  to." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister 
have  a  further  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  have  an  answer,  if  I 
might,  to  the  Dec.  17  matter.  I  have  been 
informed  that  it  comes  into  force  on  Dec. 
17,  1973,  because  that  was  the  date  that 
subsection  5c  was  originally  enacts.  So,  we 
want  this  re-enactment  to  be  at  the  same 
time  as  the  original. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  have  an  amendment? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  fact, 
I  want  to  propose  a  couple  of  amendments 
here  and  I'll  refer  to  them  both  quickly. 

One  would  be  to  extend  the  application 
of  these  demolition  control  procedures  to 
include  non-residential  properties  as  well 
as  residential  properties,  while  maintaining 
the  exemption  that  the  minister's  proposals 
have  for  subsidiary  or  ancillary  buildings. 
This  would  be  outhouses,  sheds,  porches, 
garages  and  that  kind  of  thing,  I  woiJd 
assume. 

A  second  amendment  which  I  would  like 
to  put  forward  after  that  one  will  be  to  re- 
quire a  municipality  to  set  out  a  policy  to 
govern  its  decision  about  demolition  control 
in  a  demolition  control  area. 

The  third  one,  which  I've  discussed  with 
the  minister's  officials  and  also  briefly  with 
the  minister,  would  be  to  clarify  that  housing 
standards— maintenance  and  occupancy  stan- 
dards—remain in  full  force  in  an  area  of 
demolition    control    except    in    the    circum- 
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stances  where  a  property  owner  has  appUed 
for  a  demolition  permit.  And  that's  governed 
by  a  particular  procedure  in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  37a(l)  of 
the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  6  of  Bill  88  be 
amended  to  add  at  the  end  the  words  "(c)  a 
non-residential  property  means  a  building  not 
used  for  human  habitation  but  does  not  in- 
clude subordinate  or  accessory  buildings,  the 
use  of  which  is  incidental  to  the  use  of  the 
main  building."  And  that  section  37a  (2)  and 
(3)  of  the  Act  as  set  out  in  the  bill  be 
amended  by  inserting  after  the  word  "resi- 
dential" the  words  "or  non-residential." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  effect  of 
that  would  be  that  a  definition  of  non-resi- 
dential property  is  inserted  into  this  section 
37(a).  In  effect,  what  the  amendment  says  is 
that  non-residential  property  is  everything 
that  isn't  residential  and  the  only  exemption 
would  be  in  the  case  of  ancillary  or  sub- 
ordinate or  accessory  buildings. 

Secondly,  subparagraphs  2  and  3,  I  guess 
it  is,  where  the  reference  is  to  the  power  to 
issue  or  refuse  a  demolition  permit  and  to 
create  and  to  prevent  the  demolition  of  any 
property  within  that  demolition  control  area, 
is  extended  to  include  non-residential  prop- 
erty as  defined  in  the  previous  section  as  well 
as  residential  property. 

I  don't  want  to  argue  for  a  long  time  about 
this,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  that  the  points 
have  already  been  made  in  the  debate,  and 
the  points  were  also  made  in  the  discussions 
that  Mayor  Crombie  and  others  have  had 
with  this  minister,  and  the  points  were  made 
at  Toronto  city  council  in  its  meeting  yester- 
day. 

City  council,  which  was  the  instigator  of 
the  demolition  control  procedures  that  we  are 
considering  in  the  House,  and  which  sought 
unsuccessfully  on  two  occasions  in  the  private 
bills  committee  to  get  this  legislation  passed, 
on  June  27  decided  to  request  the  provincial 
government  to  amend  the  demolition  control 
legislation  so  that  it  is  applicable  to  all  types 
of  structures— and  that  was  one  of  the  two 
major  requests  that  they  made  in  comment- 
ing on  the  proposals. 

Now,  as  I  recall,  the  promise  that  was 
made  by  the  minister  to  the  private  bills 
committee,  when  the  private  bills  committee 
narrowly  defeated  the  city  of  Toronto  private 
legislation,  was  that  he  would  bring  in  legis- 
lation that  was  acceptable  to  the  city  of 
Toronto. 

As  I  said  during  the  second  reading,  cer- 
tain things  here  are  different.  For  example, 


the  six-month  feature  of  the  city  legislation 
has  been  extended  to  the  possibility  of  having 
a  permanent  demolition  control  area  designa- 
tion. But  the  city's  request  covered  both 
kinds  of  property. 

The  member  for  Riverdale  has  a  riding  that 
is  particularly  affected.  It  is  even  more 
jumbled  in  terms  of  uses  than  is  my  riding  in 
central  Ottawa.  He  certainly  put  forward  a 
very  cogent  case.  It  doesn't  itiake  any  sense 
to  tie  the  city's  hands  in  areas  that  are  pre- 
dominantly residential,  for  example,  b>'  pre- 
venting it  from  refusing  demolition  permits 
to  buildings  that  just  happen  to  be  commer- 
cial or  industrial,  while  allowing  that  jurisdic- 
tion over  neighbouring  buildings  that  are 
residential.  That  doesn  t  make  any  sense  at 
all. 

I  would  suppose  that  if  we  were  all  to  sit 
down  and  work  at  it  we  might  come  up  with 
a  further  compromise  that  said  where  there 
are  non-conforming  uses,  or  where  there  was 
commercial  property  or  non-residential  prop- 
erty in  an  area  that  was  largely  residential, 
that  the  demolition  control  powers  would  ex- 
tend to  that  commercial  property;  but 
wouldn't  extend  to  the  Globe  and  Mail  build- 
ing on  King  St.  at  York  in  downtown  Toronto 
because  the  area  there  is  predominantly  com- 
mercial. I  suppose  that  some  saw-off s  like 
that  would  also  be  possible. 

But  it  seems  to  me  that  the  most  sensible 
thing  to  do  is  simply  to  give  the  powers  for 
both  non-residential  as  well  as  residential 
property.  I  don't  think  you  are  going  to  see 
abuses.  I  think  that  the  present  situation  in 
Toronto  and  in  downtown  Ottawa  indicates 
that  where  other  measures  are  available  to 
channel,  curb,  control  or  create  a  pause  in 
the  redevelopment  of  the  downtown  core, 
those  measures  are  being  used  right  now. 

It  is,  therefore,  not  going  to  lead  to  an 
over-reliance  by  municipalities  on  demolition 
control  legislation  in  the  downtown  commer- 
cial areas.  That  is  not  going  to  happen. 

On  the  other  hand,  Mr.  Chairman,  in  my 
area  of  Ottawa  where  there  is  now  a  35-ft 
height  limit  as  a  part  of  a  major  planning 
study,  it  would  be  damn  useful  sometimes  if 
the  developers  who  were  tearing  buildings 
down  could  be  forced  to  hold  back  for  a  bit 
until  decisions  were  made  about  the  future. 
They  are  pre-empting  decisions  about  the 
future  of  that  particular  area  when  they  tear 
down  commercial  property  in  an  area  that, 
depending  on  the  outcome  of  the  plan,  may 
prove  to  be  ultimately  residential,  or  mLxed 
residential  and  commercial,  or  possibly  high- 
rise  commercial. 
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Those  decisions  haven't  been  made  yet, 
but  the  developers  and  the  owners  of  that 
property  pre-empt  those  decisions  if  they 
apply  for  and  get  demolition  permits,  and 
they  will  not  be  controlled  under  this  par- 
ticular law. 

I  know,  and  I  think  the  minister  may  have 
already  commented  on  it,  that  there  is  the 
possibility  of  preventing  parking  lots  as  a 
permitted  use.  But  that,  in  fact,  may  not  be 
what's  required.  It  may  be  that  in  one  area 
of  dovwitown  Hamilton  or  dowoitown  Wind- 
sor or  dovmtown  Ottawa,  it  doesn't  make 
bad  sense  to  allow  the  transitional  use  of 
certain  lands  as  parking  lots.  But  in  another 
area  it  is  very  important  to  preserve  the 
buildings  for  a  period  of  time  until  it  is 
decided  what  is  going  to  come  after. 

So  you  can't  come  forward  and  suggest 
that  a  blanket  prohibition  on  parking  lots  as 
a  permitted  use  will  be  effective  in  every 
case.  In  certain  cases  there  may  be  quite 
other  circumstances  that  prevail.  The  minis- 
ter, for  example,  if  he  makes  that  argument, 
or  his  officials  make  that  argument,  didn't 
comment  on  the  fact  that  under  federal 
legislation  there  are  important  tax  advantages 
involved  in  tearing  down  a  building  which  is 
otherwise  perfectly  worthwhile  in  keeping. 
I  see  the  minister  nodding  his  head.  I  don't 
know  if  that  was  deliberate  or  not. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  I  think  I  was  falling 
asleep.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  was  an  accident,  okay. 
When  the  Toronto  Star  building,  for  ex- 
ample, was  demolished,  Mr.  Chairman,  it 
was  clearly  because  of  tax  write-off  pro- 
visions within  the  federal  Corporations  Tax 
Act.  It  was  more  profitable  to  the  owner  of 
that  property— the  Toronto  Star,  I  guess— to 
destroy  the  building  and  deliver  the  site  in 
a  levelled  condition,  and  therefore  not  to 
have  to  pay  recaptured  depreciation  to  the 
federal  tax  collector,  than  it  was  to  hand 
over  the  building  as  a  standing  and  useful 
structure  that  could  have  easily  been  reno- 
vated. That  is  a  bizarre  quixotic  kind  of 
result  of  federal  tax  law  which  won't  be 
stopped  simply  by  a  prohibition  on  parking 
lots  as  a  permitted  use. 

People  may  say  that  it's  still  to  their 
advantage  to  tear  down  their  building  to 
sell  a  lot  that  is  empty  and  to  let  it  sit  idle 
for  three  or  four  years  before  redevelopment 
without  any  use  whatsoever,  because  of  the 
tax  write-offs  that  are  available  to  them. 
Clearly,  that  is  about  the  worst  of  all  possible 
worlds.    The    member    for    Prince    Edward- 


Lennox    shotdd    know    about    these    things, 
having— 

Mr.  Taylor:  I  know  about  them  and  it  may- 
be that  it's  a  lousy  federal  law. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  but  we— 

Mr.  Taylor:  If  the  laws  don't  make  sense 
then  maybe  the  laws  should  be  changed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Okay,  but  as  provincial  legis- 
lators, we  can't  change  the  federal  laws,  al- 
though there  are  some  of  us  who  have  been 
arguing  for  a  long  time  that  we  should,  and 
there  are  others  of  another  party,  the  gov- 
ernment party  in  this  House,  who  have  been 
defending  the  corporate  interests  to  thwart 
the  tax  laws  of  the  country  for  a  long  time 
up  in  Ottawa.  But  whatever  we  think  about 
those  federal  laws,  we  can't  change  them  in 
this  chamber  overnight. 

It's  important,  it  seems  to  me,  if  we  are 
concerned  about  the  future  of  our  cities,  to 
prevent  the  kind  of  gapped-tootii  effect  of 
the  mammoth  creation  of  parking  lots,  the 
mammoth  creation  of  unneeded,  dirty  space 
which  is  simply  staying  there  idle  while  spec- 
ulators wait  for  something  to  happen  to  it. 
We  don't  want  to  create  that  and  we 
shouldn't  encourage  it.  That's  why  non-resi- 
dential demolition  should  be  covered  by 
these  provisions  and  not  just  residential  de- 
molition. Maybe  the  minister  could  copiment 
on  some  of  those  points. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Perhaps  before  the  minis- 
ter comments,  I  should  read  into  the  record 
the  amendment  moved  by  Mr.  Cassidy. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  37a(l)  of 
the  Act  as  set  out  in  section  6  of  Bill  88 
be  amended  to  add  at  the  end  the  words, 
"non-residential  property  means  a  building 
not  used  for  human  habitation  but  does  not 
include  subordinate  or  accessory  buildings, 
the  use  of  which  is  incidental  to  the  use  of 
the  main  buildings;"  and  that  section  37a 
(2)  and  (3)  as  set  out  in  the  bill  be  amended 
in  line  9  by  inserting  after  the  word  "resi- 
dential," the  words  "or  non-residential." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  would  like  to  put  a 
question  to  the  mover  of  this  amendment, 
if  I  could.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  if  this 
is  adopted— and  of  course  I  am  supporting  it, 
as  I  indicated  originally— but  would  it  not  be 
suitable    to    move    an    amendment    whereby 


3922 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


this  would  apply  where  a  municipality  had 
by  bylaw  a  non-resident  standard  of  occu- 
pancy? Because  then  it  would  clarify  the 
situation  so  that  it  would  apply  generally, 
and  not  specifically  to  a  completely  residen- 
tial area. 

It  would  seem  that  following  the  form  and 
the  philosophy  of  this  bill,  and  knowing  that 
this  is  in  efi^ect  in  Toronto,  it  might  be  useful 
to  insert  that  or  to  move  an  amendment  for 
that  purpose. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  agree  with  what  the  mem- 
ber for  St.  George  says.  It's  loosely  covered 
in  section  2  where  it  says  that  the  bylaw  to 
declare  a  demolition  control  area  applies  "in 
any  area  within  the  municipality  to  which 
the  standards  and  maintenance  of  occupancy 
bylaw  applies." 

That's  rather  slim,  but  I  think  that  if  the 
minister  accepts  the  amendment— as  I  am  sure 
he  is  going  to  do— then  we  can  sort  out  the 
point  that  you  have  made— and  make  the 
amendment.  It's  obviously  in  the  spirit  of  the 
thing  that  we  would  assume  that  demolition 
control  area  covering  commercial  property 
would  require  the  passage  of  a  maintenance 
and  occupancy  standards  bylaw  for  com- 
mercial property. 

Actually,  the  standards  are  probably  less 
needed  as  a  prerequisite  for  commercial  prop- 
erty than  they  are  for  a  residential  property. 
If  you  are  not  applying  minimum  standards 
to  try  to  bring  up  the  quality  of  your  resi- 
dential housing  stock,  then  the  government 
argues— and  I  think  it  is  right— to  say  that 
you  don't  have  the  right  to  go  ahead  and  stop 
people  from  demolishing,  because  you  are  not 
doing  anything  else  to  bring  the  area  up. 

So  let's  see  the  municipality  do  its  bit 
first,  before  denying  to  property  owners 
what  had  been  their  right  before— to  tear 
down  the  place  if  they  didn't  like  the  look 
of  it. 

But  if  you  would  accept  as  granted  that 
when  the  minister  accepts  the  amendment 
we  can  tidy  it  up— okay? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  sorry 
I  don't  quite  accept  it  in  that  term.  It  seems 
to  me— 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  you  could  draft  the  differ- 
ent wording,  I  would  be  happy  to  accept  it. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  It  just  seems  to  me  that 
we  have  to  cover  the  threat  of  the  non- 
residential standards  so  that  a  municipality 
is  not  tied  simply  to  the  situation  of  the 
non-conforming  use  in  a  residential  area.  I 


have  concerns  that  this  could  happen  on  the 
amendment  which  is  proposed. 

However,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the  minister 
is  prepared  to  reply  and  if,  in  fact,  he  is 
interested'  in  accepting  the  amendment  as 
proposed;  then  there  would  be  no  problem 
in  having  that  portion  redrafted  to  cover  the 
point  I  am  making. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
can  dispense  with  further  conversation  in  this 
particular  part,  because  I  thought  I  had  out- 
lined the  government's  position  before.  We 
had  considerable  debate.  There  is  nothing  to 
add  to  what  I  said. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  have  had  four  hours  to 
change  your  mind,  though. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  said  we  would  only 
consider  residential  property  at  this  time.  For 
us  to  change  our  minds— four  months,  four 
years— I  don't  know.  But  in  any  event- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  I  am  considering  that  it  took 
you  a  year  and  a  half  to  get  to  this  par- 
ticular point. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  take  it  into  con- 
sideration. It's  not  loosely  covered  in  section 
2  of  37a,  whereby  you  have  to  have  main- 
tenance and  occupancy  standards.  It  is  very 
properly  covered  there.  Not  only  our  legal 
officials  but  officials  of  the  city,  officials  who 
are  ouside  in  private  business  in  the  legal 
profession,  have  said  that  is  the  proper 
word  for  that  section:  "maintenance  and 
occupancy  standards  must  be  enforced  at 
all  times."  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reject  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  going 
to  argue  a  long  time  about  this.  There's  some 
hope  we  may  even  get  home  before  the  end 
of  next  week  if  we  go  fairly  quickly  now. 

The  minister  is  right  about  the  drafting  of 
the  second  part  of  it.  I  was  talking  on  a 
slightly  different  matter.  I  would  ask  him 
and  his  oflScials  though,  to  monitor  very 
closely  the  application  of  the  demolition  con- 
trol bylaws  and  to  look  particularly  at  the 
questions  of,  say,  the  inability  of  a  munici- 
pality to  control  demolitions  of  commercial 
property  or  industrial  property  where  it  is  in 
non-conforming  use,  or  in  areas  that  are  pre- 
dominantly residential.  It  is  not  covered  right 
now. 

You  could  have  a  situation  where  the  zon- 
ing is  residential  and  yet  the  propert>'  can  be 
demolished  without  the  municipality  being 
able  to  do  a  thing  about  it.  I  think  that  is 
wrong.    Even   though   we   would   go   further 
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and  say  it  should  apply  to  all  property,  we 
will  divide  on  this  one,  Mr,  Chairman,  but 
we  are  willing  to  stack  this  vote  with  a 
couple  of  other  votes  that  are  coming  at  a 
later  time. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  want 
to  add  that  we  are  going  to  be  giving  very 
careful  consideration  to  all  parts  of  this  par- 
ticular section  of  this  bill,  and  we  will,  if 
necessary,  amend  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  amendment  to  the  motion  will 
please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

You  are  prepared  to  stack  this  vote? 

Does  the  hon.  member  have  any  further 
amendments  under  section  6,  section  37? 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  37a(3)  of 
the  Act,  as  set  out  in  section  6  of  the  bill,  be 
deleted  and  replaced  by  the  following: 

37a(3):  Subject  to  subsection  6,  a  muni- 
cipality shall  set  out  the  grounds  on  which 
demolition  permits  shall  be  granted  or  re- 
fused for  each  area  that  is  designated  as  an 
area  of  demolition  control,  and  where  appli- 
cation is  made  to  council  for  a  permit  to 
demolish  residential  property,  the  council 
may  issue  the  permit,  or  refuse  to  issue  the 
permit,  and  shall  make  its  decision  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  policy  statement  re- 
ferred to  in  this  section. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  will  comment  on  this 
briefly,  Mr.  Chairman.  For  two  or  three 
reasons  I  suggested  there  was  a  need  for  a 
council  to  try  to  decide  the  guidelines  by 
which  it  would  make  its  decisions  on  granting 
or  refusing  demolition  control  permits. 

One  reason  was  so  that  property  owners 
knew  where  they  stood.  A  second  reason  was 
just  that  maybe  it  would  help  the  council  it- 
self to  decide  what  it  was  doing  and  why, 
and  therefore  avoid  future  difficulties  in 
making  the  decisions  when  applications  came 
before  it. 

A  third  reason  was  that  where  a  property 
owner  was  refused  a  permit,  or  chose  to  go 
to  the  OMB  because  he  hadn't  had  an  an- 
swer within  a  month  from  the  council,  it 
would  help  to  serve  as  a  guide  to  the  On- 
tario Municipal  Board  commissioner  hearing 
the  appeal  of  the  property  owner  against  the 
refusal  to  grant  the  demolition  permit.  In 
other  words,  if  the  OMB  could  see  that  the 
application  was  directly  contrary  to  the  muni- 
cipal policy,  and  if  the  OMB  was  satisfied 


that  the  municipal  policy  was  a  reasonable 
one,  it  might  be  more  liable  to  support  the 
municipal  decision  than  it  would  be  in  the 
absence  of  any  guidelines. 

In  the  absence  of  any  guidelines  you 
might  have  a  situation  in  which  the  munic- 
ipal solicitor  would  go  before  the  OMB 
to  say,  "We  don't  want  to  allow  demolitions 
in  this  area  for  these  three  reasons."  But  the 
developer  or  the  property  owner's  solicitor 
would  then  go  before  the  OMB  and  say, 
"We  think  we  should  have  the  right  to  de- 
molish because  the  right  to  demolish  is  part 
of    the    sacred    rights    of   private   property." 

Given  the  kind  of  quixotic  way  in  which 
the  OMB  tends  to  work  in  the  absence  of 
dear  directions  in  policy  from  a  government 
body— like  the  cabinet  or  the  government  or 
the  municipality— it  might  lean  toward  the 
rights  of  private  property  over  what  the 
municipal  solicitor  said.  Whereas  if  there 
was  a  policy  required  by  law  and  laid  out  by 
the  municip^ity,  it  wouldn't  be  just  the 
municipal  solicitor  saying,  "We  cooked  up 
this  policy  a  couple  of  days  ago  because  we 
knew  we  would  have  to  defend  our  refusal 
to  grant  the  demolition  permit  at  this  hear- 
ing." 

It  would  be  the  representative  of  the 
municipality  saying,  "This  was  our  policy. 
The  property  owner  knew  the  policy  and  he 
has  still  chosen  to  come  to  you  despite  the 
fact  that  his  request  for  a  demolition  permit 
is  clearly  against  the  policy  which  has  been 
laid  out  publicly  and  passed  by  the  munic- 
ipality." 

Those  are  the  three  reasons  I  think  guide- 
lines should  be  laid  down  by  the  muni- 
cipalitj'.  If  the  minister  accepts  the  idea— I 
don't  think  it  s  an  objectionable  amendment— 
if  he  accepts  the  idea  and  wants  to  clean  up 
the  drafting,  I  woidd  cheerfully  allow  the 
clause  to  be  stood  imtil  it  could  be  redone 
by  one  of  the  officials. 

Mr.   Chairman:   The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Ciiainnan,  it  is  our 
opinion  that  the  OMB  should  deal  with  the 
matter  before  it  on  grounds  of  natural  jus- 
tice and  not  conditions  w'hioh  the  munic- 
ipality is  going  to  set  out  in  refusal  of  a 
permit.  We  feel  it  will  be  de^t  with  quite 
fairly. 

I  don't  share!  the  member's  views  that  the 
OMB  has  not  done  its  best  in  all  cases.  I 
do  share  his  view  that  we  can  always  im- 
prove in  the  future  and  therefore  I  would 
like  to  see  that  we  have  the  OMB  deal  with 
the  particular  cases  as  they  come  before  it 
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on  the  merits  of  whether  the  permit  should 
be  refused  or  granted. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Did  the  hon.  member  for 
St.  George  have  a  question? 

Mrs.  Campbell,  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
concerned  with  the  answer  given  by  the 
minister;  let  me  put  it  in  these  terms.  I  am 
not,  in  expressing  my  concern,  reflecting  in 
any  way  upon  the  abilities  or  the  integrities 
or  anything  else  of  the  Ontario  Municipal 
Board.  However,  I  am  sure  there  wouldn't 
be  many  judges,  learned  in  the  law  or  other- 
wise, who  would  wish  to  undertake  the  hear- 
ing of  an  appeal  without  knowing  what  the 
ground  rules  were  for  that  appeal. 

I  am  speaking  now  purely  in  the  legal 
sense  and  I  cannot  see  how  a  body  of  this 
sort  or  of  any  sort  could  make  a  decision 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  city  were  right  or 
the  individual  were  right  in  the  absence  of 
any  land  of  criteria.  While  I  thoroughly  un- 
derstand the  principle  of  natural  justice,  I 
could  see  that  the  whole  matter  of  demolition 
control  could  be  thwarted  by  the  Ontario 
Municipal  Board  simply  on  the  basis  that  a 
person  has  a  natural  right,  prior  to  the  legis- 
lation, to  demolish  his  own  property.  There- 
fore, it  would  almost  consistently,  I  should 
think,  grant  that  right  because  there  were 
no  criteria  upon  which  the  municipality  re- 
lied for  refusing  a  demolition  permit. 

The  Premier  is  present.  I  don't  know 
whether  he  calls  himself  a  lawyer  today  but 
he  certainly  is  of  that  profession.  I  would 
seriously  doubt  the  advisability  of  not  having 
the  municipalities  set  out  some  criteria  upon 
which  they  base  the  refusal  of  a  demolition 
permit.  How  can  you  sit  in  appeal  from  the 
city's  refusal  if  you  have  no  guidelines? 

I  would  submit  that  you  are  imposing 
apon  the  Ontario  Municipal  Board  a  very 
diflScult  task  of  decision.  I  notice  the  minister 
is  shaking  his  head.  I  hope  one  day  he  is  a 
judge  and  that  he  sits  on  cases  without  any 
law  or  any  precedent  to  back  his  decisions. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  We  can't 
arrange  that  until  after  July  8. 

Mr.  Deans:  Frankly,  I  hope  the  minister 
never  is  a  judge. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  But  surely  that  is  stan- 
dard? If  you  have  got  a  law,  you  have  got 
to  have  some  basis  for  making  a  decision. 
Why  is  the  minister  so  resolute  in  this  po- 
sition? Is  it  because  he  really  doesn't  want 
the  demolition  control  section  to  function? 
Because  if  it  is,  then  all  I  can  say  is,  don't 


play  games  with  mimicipalities  in  this  way. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  mem- 
ber for  St.  George  has  said  exactly  what  she 
said  this  afternoon  and  not  re^ly  very  much 
more;  if  anything,  I  would  say  she  has  said 
less. 

What  we  are  trying  to  say  to  you  is  this: 
We  know  this  bill  will  work.  We  have  had 
many  people  involved  in  this  particular  legis- 
lation, and  I  think  they  are  much  more 
learned  than  the  hon.  member- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  now,  that  remark  should 
be  withdrawn.   You  should  withdraw  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  would  say,  with  all 
respect  to  the  hon.  member,  that  maybe  we 
should  let  this  legislation  be  in  force  for  a 
few  months  to  find  out  if  there  are  some 
problems- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  St.  George 
is  learned  in  the  law;  the  minister  shouldn't 
draw  odious  comparisons. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  say  to  you  that  the 
OMB  is  well  able  to  judge  on  matters  of 
planning— and  this  is  what  it  is;  it  is  a  matter 
of  planning  for  the  development  of  a  city 
or  a  mimicipality,  whatever  the  case  may 
be,  and  I  think  the  OMB  can  do  that. 

We  have  had  absolutely  no  objections 
from  anyone  except  the  hon.  member  for 
St.  George  and  the  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre  as  to  this  particular  wording  of  the 
appeal  to  the  OMB,  and  I  would  like  to  say, 
with  all  sincerity,  that  I  think  we  should  wait 
and  see;  if  we  have  a  problem  we  will  amend 
it. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  minister  provokes  me  to  rise. 
I  haven't  been  a  participant  in  this  debate, 
but  he  and  I  were  members  of  the  OMB 
committee— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  beg  your  pardon? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  You  were  on  the  OMB 
committee,  weren't  you? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes. 

Mr.    MacDonald:    Yes.    And    one    of    the 

things  we  learned  and  discussed  at  great 
length,  particularly  after  we  watched  the 
operation  of  comparable  boards  in  Manitoba, 
say,  was  the  firm  advice  that  the  OMB  is 
an  interpreter  of  the  law;  it  doesn't  make  the 
law.  Indeed,  the  chairman  of  the  Manitoba 
Municipal  Board  said:   "If  we  have  a  case 
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come  before  us  and  the  law  isn't  clear,  we 
call  a  halt  on  the  case,  and  I  write  a  letter  to 
the  government  saying,  'What  is  the  law 
here?'  Until  we  know  what  the  law  is,  we 
can't  operate." 

Mr.  Taylor:  Same  thing  here. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  do  you  mean  it's 
the  same  thing  here? 

Mr.  Taylor:  Why  certainly. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  same  thing  is  valid 
here? 

Mr.  Taylor:  The  proposition  is  just  as  valid 
here.  That's  what  happens. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  I  am  saying  is— 

Mr.  Taylor:  Matters  of  law  are  now  de- 
cided by  the  courts,  not  by  the  board. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  The  minister's  comment 
was  that  he  is  leaving  the  board  to  make  a 
decision  on  the  basis  of  natural  justice.  Now 
that,  of  course,  is  nonsense. 

Mr.  Taylor:  There  is  a   legal  interpretation. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  What  is  natural  justice 
when  you  come  to  the  question  of  a  demo- 
lition? Is  it  natural  justice  to  deny  somebody 
who  owns  a  property  to  do  as  he  pleases  with 
it?  That's  the  kind  of  natural  justice  that 
many  people— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  no. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Well,  just  a  minute.  That 
is  the  old  concept  of  natural  justice,  and 
there  is  a  conflict  in  terms  of  keeping  public 
interests  in  balance  to  those  traditional  private 
interests.  But  the  only  way  you  can  get  the 
kind  of  operation  which  I  think  is  desirable  is 
that  the  law  should  be  clear,  whether  it  be  in 
a  municipal  bylaw  or  in  a  provincial  law. 
Then  the  OMB  knows  clearly  within  what 
framework  it  has  to  operate,  and  it  doesn't 
have  to  go  oflF  into  a  vague  philosophic  con- 
cept of  natural  justice.  Natural  justice  is  a 
last  resort  in  trying  to  achieve  justice  when 
you  haven't  got  a  law  that  is  clear  on  the 
issue.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  minister  has 
defeated  his  own  case. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Your  concept  of  justice  is  un- 
natural. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No  further  comment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  amendment 
moved  by  Mr.  Cassidy,  the  second  amend- 
ment, carry? 


Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy 's  motion 
will  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Shall  this  be  stacked  along  with  the  prev- 
ious amendment  and  any  subsequent  amend- 
ments to  this  bill? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes.  Let  me  just  clarify  some- 
thing. We  are  quite  prepared  to  have  all  of 
the  votes  in  committee  stacked  and  held  at 
the  end  when  we  complete  all  the  bills. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  Mr.  Deans'  suggestion 
agreeable  to  the  House? 

Mr.  Deans:  As  long  as  you  keep  a  running 
tab  of  whose  amendment  is  what. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Agreed. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  subsection  7,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  don't  have  an  amendment  written  out 
but  this  is  the  section  which  says  if  you  get 
a  building  permit  to  build  something  else, 
you  can  get  a  demolition  permit  notwith- 
standing anything  else.  I  said  during  the 
course  of  the  debate  that  we  disagree  but 
rather  than  prolong  the  debate,  I  would 
suggest  very  seriously  to  the  government,  on 
subsection  7,  that  we  are  unhappy  with  the 
section  in  its  present  form.  We  would  re- 
commend that  there  be  either  a  delaying 
procedure  or  some  other  technique  in  order  to 
prevent  the  automatic  right  of  a  builder  to 
get  a  building  permit  if  he  wants  a  demo- 
lition permit. 

For  one  thing  it  refers  here  to  an  applica- 
tion to  construct  and  substantially  complete 
a  new  building.  It  doesn't  say  what  kind  of 
new  building.  For  example,  it  might  be  pos- 
sible for  a  property  owner  who  wished  to  be 
difiicult,  who  wished  to  blockbust,  to  put  up 
a  new  building  of  very  small  value,  of  margi- 
nal value— a  set  of  garages  or  something  like 
that  if  that  happened  to  be  a  permitted  use- 
in  order  to  get  away  with  a  demolition.  That 
doesn't  seem  to  be  acceptable. 

I  think  the  clause  should  be  thought 
through  much  more  carefully  than  it  is  now. 
I  would  just  say  that  we  would  disagree  with 
subsection  7. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comment  on 
section  6?  Any  subsections  of  section  6? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  subsection  15,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  have  spoken  to  the  minister  about  this. 
I  wonder  if  I  can  persuade  him  to  accept  an 
amendment  now. 

If  I  can  take  the  House  through  the  14,  15 
and  the  proposed  15(a)  I  am  going  to  suggest: 
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Section  14  says  that  health  and  safety  rules 
remain  in  full  force  in  a  demolition  control 
area.  Subsection  15  says  "subject  to  health 
and  safety  regulations,  a  building  for  which  a 
demolition  control  permit  is  sought  remains 
subject  to  health  and  safety  regulations,"  but 
any  proceedings  under  housing  minimum 
standards  bylaws  which  may  happen  to  be 
taken  out  or  be  out  against  the  building  on 
which  a  demolition  permit  is  sought  are 
stayed  until  a  decision  is  reached  on  the 
demolition  permit. 

As  the  minister  knows  there  have  been 
objections  from  Toronto  city  council  which 
has  looked  at  this  carefully.  John  Sewell  says, 
with  the  support  of  city  council,  that  this 
would  mean  if  somebody  had  a  place  which 
didn't  come  up  to  housing  standards,  he 
would  simply  seek  a  demolition  permit  on  it 
rather  than  conform  with  the  housing  stand- 
ards order. 

I  am  prepared— we  are  prepared— to  go 
along  with  the  situation  that's  put  in  sub- 
section 15  for  now  to  see  whether  or  not  it 
is  abused.  Health  and  safety  standards  would 
continue  to  apply  to  that  building,  even  if 
a  demolition  permit  had  been  sought,  and 
even  if  it  was  dragging  out  for  six  months 
before  the  OMB.  That  seems  to  be  okay;  we 
are  willing  to  try  it. 

However,  what  the  bill  doesn't  make  clear 
is  the  express  intention  of  the  government 
that  housing  standards  bylaws  will  remain  in 
full  force  in  a  demolition  control  area  with 
the  single  exception  of  dwellings  on  which  a 
demolition  permit  has  been  applied  for.  It 
says  health  and  safety  rules  remain  in  fiill 
force  everywhere,  even  on  buildings  where 
you  apply  for  a  demolition  permit. 

Mr.  Taylor:  They  have  got  to.  They  may 
be  a  hazard.  The  building  may  bum  par- 
tially down  and  be  a  hazard  to  the  passing 
public.  We  have  to  have  safety  rules. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right,  health  and  safe- 
ty rules  apply.  It  doesn't  say,  though,  that 
housing  standards  continue  to  apply  to  all 
buildings  except  those  on  which  demolition 
permits  are  being  applied  for. 

Mr.  Taylor:  The  bylaw  would  still  be  in 
effect. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  bylaw  is  still  in  effect, 
but  the  way  the  bill  is  worded  is  ambiguous, 
because  by  saying  that  health  and  safetv  rules 
remain  in  full  effect  there  is  an  implication 
which  the  lawyers,  like  the  member  for 
Riverdale  and  the  member  for  Lakeshore, 
would    appreciate    that    because    it    doesn't 


mention  maintenance  and  occupancy  stand- 
ards that,  therefore,  those  standards  may  not 
apply. 

I've  known  municipal  solicitors  who  tended 
to  be  a  timorous  bunch  and  I've  known  too 
many  of  them  advise  the  counsel  against 
taking  an  action  which  was  fully  within  the 
law  because  the  municipal  sohcitor  could 
foresee  the  slimmest  chance  of  somebody  up- 
setting him. 

Mr.  Taylor:  They  are  faint-hearted. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  really  are  faint-hearted, 
yes.  They  tend  to  be  faint-hearted  and  I 
would  therefore  move  an  amendment. 

Mr.  P.  D.  Lawlor  (Lakeshore):  You  know 
what  Falstaff  said. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  37a  of  the 
Act  as  set  out  in  section  6  of  the  bill  be 
amended  by  adding  a  new  subsection  15(a) 
as  follows: 

37a(15)  (a):  A  bylaw  prescribing  stand- 
ards for  the  maintenance  and  occupancy  of 
property  remains  in  full  force  and  effect  in 
respect  to  residential  property  situate  with- 
in an  area  of  demolition  control  save  in  the 
case  of  property  mentioned  in  subsection 
15. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I'm  sorry  I  don't  have  copies 
of  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  maybe  the  min- 
ister could  comment  while  I  finish  writing 
this  out. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
would  be  happy  to  comment.  The  amend- 
ment is  not  neicessary;  we  already  have  this 
covered.  You  can't  have  a  demolition  control 
area  unless  you  have  a  maintenance  and  oc- 
cuxjancy  bylaw  to  begin  with,  so  you  tie  the 
two  in  together. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  minister 
says  it's  not  necessary;  I  say  it's  necessary. 
The  minister  says  that  it's  covered  elsewhere. 
I  can't  find  the  place  where  it  is  explicitly 
covered  elsewhere. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Right  at  the  first,  37a(2), 
maintenance  and  occupancy  standards.  I 
mentioned  it  to  the  member  before. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I've  seen  that,  Mr.  Chairman; 
I'm  not  satisfied.  I  suggest  that  there  are 
reasonable  grounds  for  doubt  and  since 
there's  so  much  redundant  legislation  on 
the  statute  books  anyway  and  since  I  don't 
happen  to  consider  this  amendment  is  re- 
dundant, I  think  it's  a  necessary  one,  and 
since  the  minister  and  I  are  agreed  on  what 
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it  is  we  want  to  achieve— there's  no  disagree- 
ment between  the  government  and  the  NDP 
on  this  particular  matter;  we  both  agree  that 
the  housing  standards  ought  to  apply  on  all 
propert>'  save  properties  for  which  a  demo- 
lition permit  has  been  applied  for— would 
the  minister,  therefore,  not  succumb  to  our 
doubts   and  accept  the  amendment? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Accept  Mr.  Cassidy's  seduc- 
tive blandishments. 

Hod.  Mr.  Irvine:  No.  It's  not  necessary.  I 
suggest  that  the  member  save  his  strength. 

Mr.  Renwick:  As  part  of  the  legal  staff  of 
the  New  Democratic  Party's  caucus  I  think 
the  member  for  Ottawa  Centre  has  a  very 
valid  point.  It's  extremely  diflRcult  and  I'm 
not  trying  to  be  legally  technical  about  it. 
It's  difficult  in  the  sense  of  what  exactly  is 
meant  by  subsection  14  and  subsection  15. 
Subsection  14  appears  to  say  that  so  far  as 
health  and  safety  are  concerned  there  must 
be  compliance.  If  that  was  all  that  was  in 
the  bill  that  would  be  fine,  but  then  sub- 
section    15    says:     "Notwithstanding—" 

Mr.  Cassidy:  "Subject  to";  it's  been 
changed,    "Subject   to    subsection    14   .    .    ." 

Mr.  Renwick:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Sorry  about  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  the  amendment 
made  by  Mr.  Cassidy  that  I  should  put  at 
this  time. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy's  amend- 
ment please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 

Shall  this  be  stacked  with  the  others? 

Are  there  any  questions,  comments  or 
amendments  on  any  other  section  of  this 
bill? 

S'haU  the  bill  be  reported,  subject  to  the 
division  on  the  stacked  votes,  as  we  agreed? 

Bill  88,  as  amended,  reported. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  was  the  minis- 
ter able  to  get  the  answer  to  the  question  I 
asked  about,  subsection  2  of  section  4? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  The 
hon.  member  was  out  at  the  time.  The 
original  date  applied  when  the  bill  was  en- 
acted previously,  so  we  want  to  tie  it  in  with 
the  original  Act 


HEALTH  DISCIPLINES  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  22,  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  questions  or  comments 
on  any  section  of  this  bill? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East  has  something  on  the  Health  Disciplines 
bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East,  on  which  section? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): We  want  to  deal  with  the  title. 

Mr.  Good:  Talk  about  the  title. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  section 
I  want  to  discuss  in  this  bill  is  section  17. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section 
17? 

Sections  1  to  16  carried. 

Section  17,  the  member  for  Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  17  or- 
iginally read  that  the  limitation  period  in 
relation  to  actions  against  these  professional 
people  was  to  be  a  period  of  two  years.  Then 
there  was  a  discretion  in  the  courts  to  ex- 
tend it  further  on  the  basis  of  a  prima  facie 
case. 

I  recall  discussing  this  matter  with  the 
minister,  first  of  all,  on  second  reading  of 
the  bill.  I  was  surprised  at  that  time,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  we  had  not  heard  much  from 
the  professions  or  the  disciplines  about  this 
section  because  it  was  a  section  originally 
which  was  a  precedent-setting  section.  In 
other  words,  it  had  a  limitation  period,  the 
right  being  granted  to  the  court  to  extend  it. 
We  discussed  this  section  in  committee  and, 
unfortunately,  when  the  amendment  was 
made  I  did  not  participate  in  the  voting  when 
the  decision  was  made.  I  notice  the  minister 
reverted  back  to  one  year.  As  it  reads  now, 
it  states  that  the  limitation  is  within  one 
year  from  the  date  when  the  person  com- 
mencing the  action  knew  or  ought  to  have 
known  the  fact  or  facts  of  the  alleged  negli- 
gence or  malpractice. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  are  on  the  limitations, 
aren't  we? 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes. 

Mr.  Singer:  How  about  the  other  sections? 
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Mr.  Roy:  I  have  nothing  to  say  about  the 
others. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  did. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  my  colleague 
from  Downsview  apparently  had  some  com- 
ments to  make  about  some  earlier  sections. 

Mr.  Renwick:  It  is  unfortunate,  but  those 
sections  have  been  passed. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  no,  I  have  been  waiting  all 
night  for  them.  I  wasn't  even  here  then. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Sections  1  to  16  were  passed. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  will 
agree  that  when  a  bill  is  called  in  a  hurry 
like  this  the^-e  should  be  some  discretion 
given  to  members  who  are  just  waiting  out- 
side to  make  it  here. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
East  has  the  floor  on  section  17. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Rov:  That's  ^i^ht.  We  have  been  wait- 
ing all  day  for  this  bill, 

Mr.  Renvnck:  What  does  the  member 
mean? 

Mr.  Good:  We  were  waiting  on  the  mem- 
ber for  Ottawa  Centre  to  finish.  We  have 
been  waiting  on  the  minister  and  on  the 
House. 

Mr.  Renwick:  Some  discretion  for  members 

waiting  out«:ide?  That  i<:  stage  talk.  That  is 
waiting  in  the  wings. 

Mr.  Rnv:  We  ^^'ere  waiting  in  the  wings. 
We  are  always  ready. 

Interiections  bv  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Roy:  l"rt  anv  event,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
Dossiblv  might  complete  my  comments  in  re- 
lation to  section  17,  and  state  to  the  minister- 
Mr.  Renwick:  They  always  miss  their  cue. 
That's  their  problem. 

Mr.  Roy:  —that  I  feel,  respectfully,  that  we 
went  possibly  too  far  the  first  time.  And  we 
certainly  have  gon°  too  far  this  time  by  bring- 
ing the  limitation  back  to  one  year,  which  it 
was  originallv.  We  have  known  traditionally 
and  experience  has  told  us  that  in  relation  to 
a  malpractice  action  there  is  great  difficultv 
in  proving  it.  Often  there  is  great  difficulty  in 
determining  the  time  when  the  action  started, 
and  this  type  of  thing. 


We  feel  that  no  citizen  in  this  province 
should  be  denied  the  right  to  have  an  action 
in  relation  to  malpractice  because  of  a  limi- 
tation period.  We  feel  that  by  reverting  back 
to  one  year  we  are  getting  back  on  the  old 
point  on  which  we  were  originally,  and  it's 
really  not  an  improvement  to  the  situation.  I 
will  be  moving  an  amendment  to  section  17. 

Mr.  Roy  moves  that  after  the  word  "within" 
in  the  fourth  line  of  section  17  the  words  be 
changed  from  "one  year"  to  "two  years." 

An  hon.  member:  Right. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  that's  wrong. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  should  be- 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  you  can  talk  about  it  if 
you  like.  Basically,  these  are  my  comments  in 
relation  to  this  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I'll  hold  this  particular 
amendment  and  we'll  revert  back  to  accom- 
modate the  hon.  member  for  Downsview. 
What  section? 

Mr.  Singer:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
appreciate  that.  I  do  want  to  address  some 
later  remarks  to  section  17,  but  I  think  there 
are  several  earlier  sections  that  deserve  com- 
ment. The  first  one  I  wanted  to  talk  about 
was  section  6. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right.  Is  there  anything 
before  section  6?  Shall  sections  1  to  5  carry? 

Sections  1  to  5  agreed  to. 

On  section  6: 

Mr.  Singer:  Section  6,  Mr,  Chairman, 
establishes  a  body  to  be  known  as  the  Health 
Disciplines  Board.  The  board  shall  be  com- 
posed of  not  fewer  than  five  and  not  more 
than  seven  members  to  be  appointed  by  the 
Lieutenant  Governor  on  the  recommendation 
of  the  minister,  and  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
shall  designate  one  of  the  members  of  the 
board  to  be  chairman  and  one  to  be  vice- 
chairman. 

The  only  limitation  on  who  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  may  appoint  is  that  he  shall  not  be 
a  person  who  is  in  the  public  service  of  On- 
tario, or  an  agency  of  the  Crown,  or  a  mem- 
ber of  a  council,  or  a  person  who  has  been 
registered  under  this  Act. 

I  suppose  that  eliminates  members  of  any 
of  the  disciplines,  Mr.  Minister?  Or  just 
officials  of  those  disciplines? 
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Hon.  F.  S.  Miller  (Minister  of  Health): 
Members  of  the  disciplines. 

Mr.  Singer:  Members  of  any  of  the  disci- 
plines? So  we  have  a  board  that  is  going  to 
sit  in  review  over  the  various  disciplinary 
bodies,  as  set  out  in  section  58,  and  we  have 
a  two-tier  effort  to  deal  with  complaints  re- 
lating to  discipline. 

I  don't  imderstand  at  all  why  the  thrust  of 
this  statute  separates  disciplinary  problems 
and  remedial  problems,  and  why  they  can't 
be  dealt  with  together.  Because  when  you 
come  to  the  other  sections  that  deal  with  the 
remedies,  particularly  the  legal  remedies, 
those  are  ofiF  separate  and  apart  and  the  two 
things  conflict,  one  as  against  the  other. 

The  availability  of  records?  There  is 
nothing  here  about  the  availability  of  records 
at  all.  Granted,  by  the  time  you  get  to  this 
board,  whatever  the  complaints  committee 
has  done,  you  may  have  exhausted  weeks 
and  months  in  time.  There's  nothing  here  in 
58,  which  is  the  later  section,  that  indicates 
that  people  may  appear  in  person.  Finally, 
there  is  something  about  a  decision  being 
forwarded  to  the  complainant. 

There  is  no  compulsion  to  make  the  medi- 
cal records  available,  which  is  a  most  im- 
portant thing.  Really  the  concern  is  not  neces- 
sarily related  only  to  discipline.  Surely  the 
two  matters  are  companion  matters,  the  dis- 
ciplinary matter  as  well  as  the  remedial 
matter,  or  even  the  matter  of  damages? 
Because  if  a  person  has  been  injured  by  the 
negligence  or  malpractice  of  a  member  of 
one  of  these  disciplines,  he  may  be  left  as 
a  cripple;  he  may  be  left  with  serious,  per- 
manent, physical  injury,  and  he  may  have 
no  remedy  at  all  unless  he  goes  to  court, 
and  unless  he  has  available  to  him  indepen- 
dent and  expert  medical  evidence;  and  also, 
usually,  unless  he  has  available  to  him  an 
awful  lot  of  money. 

The  government  doesn't  seem  to  come  to 
grips  with  this  at  all  in  setting  up  this  board. 
Why  is  the  board  not  able  to  deal  with  the 
question  of  remedies;  the  thought  that  people 
might  be  rehabilitated  or  the  thought  that 
there  might  be  damages?  Why  is  the  resort 
still  left  to  the  courts,  which  stand  over  and 
separate  and  apart? 

I've  just  taken  part  in  a  very  interesting 
television  programme  arranged  by  the  CBC, 
and  I  had  the  privilege  of  listening  to  several 
persons  who  sujffered  serious  damage  to  them- 
selves or  their  relatives  as  a  result  of  what 
they  said  was  medical  malpractice.  They 
spoke  of  their  inability  to  get  attention  from 


the  college,  to  get  records,  to  get  indepen- 
dent expert  advice  —  they  were  absolutely 
limited— their  inability  to  prosecute  actions  in 
court,  and  the  delays  incurred. 

My  colleague  from  Ottawa  East  was  talking 
about  the  limitation  period  of  one  year.  That's 
not  suflBcient  at  all,  because  these  procedures 
as  they  now  exist  often  drag  on  long  over  a 
year  and  the  information  available  to  the 
complainant  is,  in  fact,  non-existent.  There  is 
nothing  in  this,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  can 
see  that  compels  the  matter  to  be  dealt  with 
quickly.  There  is  nothing  in  this  that  hurries 
up  the  procedures  provided  for  in  section  58. 
There  is  nothing  in  section  6  that,  in  fact, 
establishes  an  independent  body  of  experts  to 
be  available  to  complainants.  And  there  is 
nothing  in  this  that  requires  the  production  of 
records,  that  often  is  a  very  difficult  struggle. 

Surely  if  the  minister  has  in  mind  fairer 
treatment  for  the  people  of  Ontario,  why,  in 
fact,  does  he  not  take  some  of  these  basic 
steps?  Why  does  he  continue  to  be  ruled  by 
the  attitudes  of  the  officials  of  the  medical 
association  or  of  the  dental  association  who 
want  these  things  kept  separate  and  apart? 

Did  the  minister  read,  just  the  other  day, 
a  report  made  by  the  College  of  Physicians 
and  Surgeons  about  the  number  of  cases  they 
had  heard  and  how  they  dealt  with  them? 
Did  he  read  about  the  very  minor  punish- 
ments in  the  very  small  percentage  of  cases 
they  actually  felt  were  worth  dealing  with? 
I  have  read  them  and  I  am  sure  the  minister 
did  too. 

Really,  it  is  an  interesting  commentary  on 
the  way  the  complaints  group  of  the  college 
does,  in  fact,  work.  That  complaints  group, 
as  I  understand  it,  meets  three  or  four  times  a 
year  and  handles  maybe  15  or  20  complaints 
each  time  it  sits.  But  they  receive,  according 
to  Dr.  Metzler,  who  is  now  the  chairman  of 
the  complaints  committee,  or  another  doctor 
who  is  the  registrar,  40  telephone  complaints 
and  50  letters  a  week,  an  average  of  90  a 
week,  and  they  deal  with  maybe  60  in  the 
whole  course  of  a  year. 

Surely  the  minister  has  to  come  to  grips 
with  this  very  serious  kind  of  a  problem? 
Surely  he  has  to  knit  together,  not  only  the 
disciplinary  aspects  that  have  to  be  brought 
out  into  the  open,  but  he  has  to  make  avail- 
able in  some  way  to  members  of  the  public 
who  may  have  legitimate  complaints,  records 
and  the  ability  to  find  independent  medical 
advice?  Is  there  anything  radical  or  wrong 
with  the  thought  that  either  the  college  or 
this  board  should  maintain  a  list  of  available 
experts  in  various  fields  of  medicine,  dentistry 
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or  any  of  these  other  disciphnes,  who  can  be 
called  upon   to   give   independent   evidence? 

In  this  same  programme  I  was  talking 
about,  there  was  a  discussion  with  a  doctor 
from  New  York  City  who  specializes  in  this 
kind  of  legal  practice,  and  he  answers  the 
problem  about  getting  independent  evidence 
by  coming  to  Toronto  to  get  good  doctors 
who  will  give  evidence.  I  suppose  if  you 
start  one  of  these  actions  in  Toronto  you 
would  find  it  easier  to  get  a  medical  expert 
from  New  York  to  come  and  give  evidence. 

Surely  there  is  something  wrong  there? 
And  surely  within  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
the  time  is  here  that  the  government  should 
be  much  more  concerned  than  it  is  with  the 
protection  of  people  who  want  to  assert  a 
claim? 

That  is  what  I  find  wrong  with  section  6. 
The  board  is  going  to  be  given  the  power,  if 
it  wants,  to  consult  independent  advisers. 
Whether  or  not  it  asserts  that  power  is  going 
to  be  up  to  the  board.  Rut  shouldn't  there  be 
some  kind  of  compulsion  upon  it? 

This  is  in  section  7  (2):  "The  board  may 
seek  expert  or  professional  advice."  Why 
shouldn't  the  complainant  have  resources 
made  available  to  him  in  the  names  of 
people— doctors,  dentists,  chiropractors,  any 
one  of  them— who  can  be  called  upon  to  ap- 
pear if  necessary  before  this  board  and  give 
evidence?  And  why  shouldn't  we  be  brave 
enough  to  write  in,  either  to  section  6  or  to 
section  7,  the  thought  that  the  records  must 
be  made  available?  Whv  shouldn't  that  be 
part  of  the  statutes  of  the  Province  of  On- 
tario? 

I  tried  to  arqne  this  at  the  time  this  bill 
came  before  the  standing  committee,  but  as 
usual  the  two-ring  circus  was  going  on— and 
there  was  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

The  minister  was  somewhat  reasonable  and 
some  of  these  things  that  are  underlined  and 
that  have  the  hands  going  backwards  and 
forwards,  were  put  in  as  a  result  of  discus- 
sions that  took  phce  at  thp  hearing.  Rut  it 
doesn't  go  nearly  far  enough. 

It  seems  to  me  that  there  should  be  manda- 
tory provisions  about  the  availabilitv  of 
records;  mandatory  provisions  to  limit  delays. 
Surely  time  limits  can  be  set.  Mandatory  pro- 
visions that  would  allow  for  the^well,  would 
instruct  the  setting  up  of  a  panel  of  inde- 
pendent experts  who  will  be  available  to  the 
complainant  to  give  advice.  Mandatorv  pro- 
visions about  the  availability  of  records. 

And  then,  even  though  it  may  sound  quite 
radical,  and  even  though  this  is  a  non-fudicial 
body,    this    body    should    have    the    right   to 


order  rectification  and/or  award  damages  with 
the  right  of  appeal  to  the  courts  from  there 
on  in. 

Why  should  that  be  such  an  anathema  to 
the  government? 

This  is  the  time.  If  you  are  going  to  make 
any  change;  if  you  are  going  to  take  a  real 
advance,  this  is  the  time  to  do  it.  Recause 
once  this  bill  gets  onto  the  statute  books,  and 
it  gets  on  in  its  present  form,  it's  going  to 
take  another  50  years  before  in  fact  it  is 
changed.  I  think  that's  wrong. 

I  would  urge  the  minister  to  take  an- 
other serious  look  at  sections  6  and  7  and  8 
before  we  get  too  much  further  in  the  pro- 
gress of  this  statute. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  yoiu-  permission.  If 
I  may  I  will  talk  about  sections  6,  7  and  8 
together;  because  they  are  really  on  the 
same  subject  and  I've  been  touching  on  7 
and  8.  Let's  look  at  8(1): 

Where  a  complaints  committee  has 
made  a  disposition  of  a  complaint  respect- 
ing a  member  of  its  college  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  applicable  part 
of  this  Act  governing  that  college,  the 
registrar  of  the  college  shall  send  to  the 
member  and  to  the  complainant  by  pre- 
paid first  class  mail,  a  copy  of  a  written 
decision  made  by  the  complaints  commit- 
tee and  the  reasons  therefor,  if  an\^  .  .   . 

Now  if  thev've  come  to  a  decision,  surely 
there  should  be  reasons  therefor;  and  why 
do  you  put  in  the  words  "if  any"? 

Are  you  continuing  to  encourage  the  kind 
of  correspondence  that  citizens  regularly  have 
been  getting  from  the  college  after  repeated 
delays— some  delays  have  gone  on  as  long 
as  two  or  three  years?  They  get  the  stan- 
dard form  letter;  all  they  do  is  change  the 
heading:  "Dear  Mr.  Smith,  we  have  investi- 
gated your  complaint  and  find  that  there  is 
nothing  in  it.  We  are  sorry.  Yours  very 
truly." 

No  reasons.  And  if  you  are  going  to  give 
them  an  escape  hatch  with  the  words  "if 
any"  in  subsection  1  of  8,  you  are  inviting 
this  thing  again.  When  the  complaints  com- 
mittee dbes  this,  surely  they  can  and  should 
be  compelled  to  state  reasons. 

And  we  come  to  section  58  again,  and 
the  complaints  committee  is  going  to  have 
one  lay  member  on  it,  who  maybe  now 
is  going  to  be  able  to  vote.  Retty  Kennedy 
was  put  on  there  along  with  three  doctors. 
Three  doctors  and  Retty  Kennedy  on  the 
complaints  committee.  And  they  said  "Even 
though  Retty  Kennedy  doesn't  have  the  right 
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to  vote,  in  all  of  the  hearings  in  which  she 
sat,  she  never  once  disagreed." 

Betty  Kennedy  is  a  very  fine  lady  who  has 
donei  great  community  service.  But  I  imagine 
she  would  be  overawed  at  the  presence  of 
three  doctors,  and  she  is  the  only  lay  person 
on  that  committee.  Besides  which  she  doesn't 
havei  a  right  to  vote.  Besides  which  there 
are  no  reasons  that  anybody  writes  down. 
Besides  which  the  records  are  not  made 
available.  Really,  it  is  a  kangaroo  court 
kind  of  system. 

That's  what  we  are  concerned  about.  All 
you  are  doing  is  paying  lip-service  to  some  of 
these  ideas.  While  you  put  in,  in  section  7, 
that  the  board  may  seek  expert  or  profes- 
sional advice  from  an  adviser  independent  of 
the  parties,  the  burden  is  put  on  the  com- 
plainant to  provide  his  own  independent 
expert  advice,  whether  or  not  he  has  any 
money  and  whether  or  not  he  can  find  a 
sympathetic  doctor,  dentist  or  chiropractor  to 
come  and  give  evidence  on  his  behalf.  The 
minister  must  know  that  this  is  a  very  diffi- 
cult task,  because  doctors  don't  like  to 
testify  against  doctors,  dentists  don't  like  to 
testify  against  dentists,  and  so  on  through 
the  other  disciplines.  Surely  you  have  to 
remedy  that. 

I  could  go  on  at  great  length,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, I  could  read  you  the  provisions  of  the 
private  member's  bill  that  I  have  before  the 
House,  but  I  think  I  have  covered  the  main 
principles  which  concern  me. 

What  I  am  anxious  to  get  is  some  kind  of 
fairness  brought  to  these  very  serious  prob- 
lems, I  think  the  government  has  to  lean 
over  backwards  to  guarantee  to  the  citizen 
who  feels  that  he  has  a  complaint,  the  op- 
portunity to  properly  pui'Sue  that  complaint— 
to  get  prompt  answers,  to  have  hearings,  to 
be  represented  by  counsel  at  all  levels,  to 
get  the  records  and  to  get  rectification. 

I  don't  know  if  there  is  any  point  in  try- 
ing to  move  amendments  to  sections  6,  7 
and  8.  Probably  not.  SuflBce  it  to  say  that 
I  don't  think  the  government  has  come  to 
grips  with  the  problem  set  out  in  this  field. 
They  have  paid  some  lip-service,  but  really 
they  are  not  going  to  provide  any  adequate 
remedies.  I  would  feel  much  more  confident 
if  the  minister  were  prepared  to  have  a  much 
better  and  closer  look  at  all  of  the  ramifi- 
cations of  this,  as  he  seemed  to  indicate 
when  the  matter  was  before  the  standing 
committee,  or  at  least  the  first  time  I  was 
there. 

Mr.  Chairman,  those  are  my  remarks  on 
sections  6,  7  and  8.  I'll  have  some  more  on 


section   17   and  some  of  the  other  sections, 
but  that's  it  for  the  moment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  questions  or 
comments  on  sections  6,  7  or  8? 

Shall  these  sections  stand  as  part  of  the 
bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  Is  the  minister  going  to  reply? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Chairman,  no  amend- 
ment was  made,  and  I  quite  agree  that  we 
discussed  this  at  length  in  the  committee.  In 
fact,  I  would  like  to  say  in  general  that  I 
appreciated  the  comments  made  in  that  com- 
mittee by  members  of  both  the  opposition 
parties.  I  thought  they  were  useful,  and  I 
thought  we  made  a  goodly  number  of 
changes  that  helped  us  to  improve  this  bill 
throughout. 

I  also  have  to  say  that  at  the  time  we  dis- 
cussed these  parts,  I  felt  the  member  tried 
to  expand  the  role  of  the  Health  Disciplines 
Board  into  a  court  function  and  was  losing 
track  of  the  fact  that  we  have  courts  to  look 
after  appeals  from  the  disciplinary  decisions 
of  the  disciplines  committees;  and  we  have 
courts  to  look  after  civil  actions  against  prac- 
titioners in  any  field.  I  believe  we  should 
leave  those  functions  to  the  courts. 

This  Health  Disciplines  Board  has  a  certain 
duty,  and  that  is  to  make  sure  that  com- 
plaints are  dealt  with  fairly  and  that  the 
public  has  an  opportunity  to  appeal  to  some- 
one other  than  the  discipline  itself  to  ensure 
that  those  complaints  are  looked  at.  That 
really  is  the  function,  as  first  stated  we've 
expanded  the  role  to  give  them  certain  pro- 
tections, as  you  know;  to  give  them  the  right 
to  appear  before  the  board,  which  is  some- 
thing they  didn't  have  in  the  first  draft,  and 
to  make  sure  that  reasons  are  given  when 
reasons  are  available. 

Since  there  is  no  amendment  before  the 
House,  I  simply  say  that  I  did  give  it  serious 
thought  and  I  did  discuss  it  with  counsel, 
both  at  the  time  and  between  our  meetings, 
and  I  am  satisfied  that  the  role  as  described 
in  the  statute  is  correct. 

Mr.  Singer:  Well,  I  am  glad  we  got  the 
minister  to  say  something.  But  he  is  really 
copping  out  if  he  says  that  because  there  is 
no  amendment  here,  it  is  hardly  worth  getting 
up  and  talking  about  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  was  just  trying  to  avoid 
bothering  you  tonight,  because  I  knew  we 
should  get  to  the  dentistry  part  for  your 
benefit. 
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Mr.  Singer:  You  are  quite  right.  However, 
the  antibiotics  I  got  are  having  an  eflFect,  and 
I  think  the  swelling  is  going  down.  There  is 
nothing  wrong  witii  my  voice,  so  you  can 
bother  me  as  much  as  you  want.  I  am  equally 
going  to  try  to  bother  you. 

I  don't  see  why  there  is  this  distinct,  or 
there  has  to  be  this  distinct  separation  be- 
tween the  so-called  court  fimction  and  the 
disciplinary  matter.  Surely  the  two  things  are 
intertwined?  If  you  want  to  put  some  judges 
on  this  or  some  lawyeirs,  fine;  if  you  are 
worried  about  giving  a  judicial  function  to 
people  who  aren't  legally  trained,  put  a  few 
legally  trained  people  on  this  board.  There  is 
nothing  to  prevent  you  from  doing  that;  there 
is  nothing  to  prevent  you  from  putting  in  a 
section  which  says  that.  The  two  things  are 
companion  matters. 

You  must  know,  as  I  know,  as  probably 
every  member  of  this  House  knows,  when  you 
try  to  go  through  the  college  on  a  complaint 
procedure,  the  answers  are  slow;  they  lose 
correspondence;  they  give  no  reasons  if  they 
can  avoid  it.  You  are  giving  them  the  excuse 
to  avoid  giving  reasons  again;  there  is  a  fight 
always  for  the  availability  of  records. 

How  does  the  complainant  reasonably  get 
an  opportunity  before  the  board  to  present 
his  case,  unless  he  is  prepared  to  take  the 
best  legal  counsel  available  and  pay  a  sub- 
stantial amount  in  fees  and  unless  he  is  pre- 
pared at  that  point  to  fight  the  fight  to  get 
the  records— it's  a  hard  fight  to  get  the  re- 
cords—unless he  is  prepared  to  seek  out  inde- 
pendent practitioners  of  the  particular  dis- 
cipline andi  to  pay  their  very  expensive  fees? 
The  complainant,  really,  in  order  to  find  out 
whether  or  not  there  is  a  reasonable  ground 
on  which  to  object,  is  put  to  all  this  great 
difficulty. 

There  is  no  facility  here  other  than  another 
board  which  the  minister  is  setting  up  and 
which  is  going  to  handle  the  very  unsatis- 
facton,'  procedures  that  the  various  disciplines 
now  provide,  particularly  the  medical  dis- 
ciplines. 

Surely,  if  you  are  going  to  start  off  on 
somewhat  of  a  new  track,  put  something  in 
there  which  will  make  the  task  of  the  com- 
plainant a  little  easier.  Is  it  too  much  to  ask? 
Without  my  proposing  the  amendment,  is 
it  too  much  to  have  the  minister  put  in  an 
amendment  which  will  say  the  complainant 
is  entitled  on  his  own  request  to  get  the 
records?  Is  that  too  much  to  ask?  Is  it  too 
much  to  ask  that  you  put  in  time  limits  so 
that  these  complaint  procedures  don't  threat- 
en to  run  out  beyond  the  limitation  period; 


which  is  a  very  serious  problem  because 
your  section  17  cuts  the  limitation  period 
back  to  a  year? 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  from  the  time  one  knew 
or  ought  to  have  known.  If  you  are  going 
to  hang  your  hat  on  the  phrase  "ought  to 
have  known,"  I've  lost  you  long  ago  on  that; 
you  are  all  wrong. 

These  things  are  most  peculiar  and  I  don't 
understand  why  the  minister  is  so  reluctant 
to  exercise  a  little  bravery. 

Carve  a  few  new  paths.  You  could  be  doing 
a  great  public  service.  Other  jurisdictions 
have  done  it.  In  New  York  State,  for  instance, 
there  is  no  question  that  a  patient  or  his 
counsel  is  entitled  by  law,  and  it  is  written 
in  their  statutes,  to  get  the  medical  records. 
Why  shouldn't  that  be  so  h^e? 

There  are  procedures,  and  you  can  play 
that  game  with  them  and  you  get  the  delays. 
You  get  the  delays  all  the  way  through  from 
the  college  and  there  is  no  guarantee  that 
the  board  is  going  to  move  expeditiously  or 
quickly.  Why  can't  you  come  part  of  the 
way  along  the  line  and  provide  some  real  pro- 
tection to  people  who  believe  they  have  a 
grievance? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  sections  6,  7,  and  8 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  these 
sections  standing  as  part  of  the  bill,  will 
please  say  "aye." 

Opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In   my   opinion,   the  "nays"   have   it;    and 
6,  7,  and  8  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Singer:  That  is  good.  We  will  accept 
that,  the  bill  without  6,  7  and  8. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  I  think  you  understand 
what  I  meant.  There  was  no  amendment; 
so  we  take  it  again. 

Shall  sections  6,  7  and  8  stand  as  part  of 
the  bill? 

Those  in  favour,  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "ayes"  have  it.  Sections 
6,  7  and  8  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Sections  6  to  8,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  else  before  sec- 
tion 17?  On  section  17:  the  member  for 
Downsview.  We  have  an  amendment  on 
section  17  also. 

On  section  17: 

Mr.  Singer:  I  don't  think  really  it  would 
have  stood,  no  matter  how  you  had  said  it. 

On  section  17,  Mr.  Chairman;  I  wonder 
if  the  minister  has  ever  bothered  to  look  at 
the  report  of  the  Law  Reform  Commission  on 
the  limitation  of  actions.  It's  a  very  interest- 
ing volume.  I  wonder  if  the  minister's  advis- 
ers ever  looked  at  that  before  they  put  in 
section  17. 

Mr.  P.  G.  Givens  (York-Forest  Hill):  He 
looks  mystified. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Renwick:  What  is  the  name  of  it? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  will  read  it  to  you.  For 
those  slow  learners,  I  will  read  it  slowly. 

Mr.  Deans:  In  its  entirety? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  the  whole  thing.  I  would 
like  to  tell  the  minister  a  little  bit  about  the 
history  of  the  present  Limitations  Act.  Believe 
it  or  not,  the  Limitations  Act,  as  it  stands  on 
the  statute  books  of  Ontario,  comes  from  the 
English  statute  of  limitations  of  1623  in  its 
entirety-16231 

Mr.  Renwick:  That  was  just  before  Charles 
lost  his  head. 

Mr.  Singer:  That's  right.  And  it  has  had 

effect  in  this  jurisdiction,  originally  in  the 
Province  of  Upper  Canada,  since  1792,  and 
it  really  hasn't  been  changed  since  that  time. 
The  classifications  are  based  on  the  old  forms 
of  actions  long  ago  abolished  and  are  obvi- 
ously hopelessly  out  of  touch  with  modem 
tort  law.  Negligence  and  nuisance,  for  exam- 
ple, have  grown  out  of  old  actions  on  the 
case— and  that  word  "case"  is  a  very  impor- 
tant word  in  this  context- 
Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  different  from  "access 
and  trespass." 

Mr.  Singer:  —a  term  which  is  now  almost 
archaic;  and  I  am  sure  the  member  for  Lake- 
shore  will  tell  us  about  actions  on  the  case 
in  due  course. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  was  going  to  say,  I  can  re- 
member some. 

Mr.  Singer:  To  continue: 


Thus  negligence  actions  are  subject  to  a 
six-year  period,  which  is  undoubtedly  too 
long  in  most  circumstances,  particularly  in 
personal  injury  cases.  This  state  of  affairs 
has  been  a  major  factor  in  special  interest 
groups  seeking  and  obtaining  individual 
treatment  by  the  Legislature. 

Does  the  minister  know  about  the  hodge- 
podge that  we  have  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario with  limitation  periods? 

The  commission  here  recommends  that  a 
two-  or  threef-year  period  is  clearly  desirable 
for  all  personal  injury  actioins.  And  you  know 
who  is  on  the  commission.  You  know  who  is 
on  the  Law  Reform  Commission  and  who 
signed  this  report?  Allan  Leal  and  James 
McRuer  and  Richard  Bell  and  Gibson  Gray 
and  William  Poole;  the  same  people  who  still 
constitute  the  Law  Reform  Commission. 

It  considers  the  present  six-year  period 
for  negligence  insofar  as  it  results  in  in- 
juries to  the  person  is  too  long.  It  also  be- 
lieves that  if  the  periods  appropriate  to 
modern  conditions  are  established  for  all 
kinds  of  actions  as  well  as  personal  injury 
claims,  there  will  be  no  longer  any  justifi- 
cation for  the  special  limitation  periods 
that  now  exist. 

And  then  the  most  noteworthy:  The  one-year 
limitation  periods  of  the  Highway  TraflBc  Act 
and  the  Medical  Act;  a  three-month  period 
in  the  Municipal  Act.  Special  limitations  are 
separately  discussed  later  on— and  let's  look 
at  some  of  these  limitation  periods.  This  is 
the  mess  that  we  have  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario now,  and  the  minister  is  further  com- 
pounding the  mess. 

The  following  are  periods  applicable  to 
professional  negligence  and  malpractice  ac- 
tions: 12  months  against  doctors  —  that  is 
what  the  minister  is  continuing,  apparently, 
if  he  gets  his  way  on  this  section  17.  Twelve 
months  against  radiological  technicians  —  I 
guess  it's  whichever  lobby  managed  to  speak 
§ie  loudest  tkit  got  the  limitation.  Six 
months  against  dentists— six  months  against 
pharmacists,  six  months  against  veterinarians; 
and  believe  it  or  not,  three  months  against 
funeral  directors  and  embahners. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  I  guess  they  bad  the  best 
lobby  of  the  whole  bimch— funeral  directors 
and  embalmers. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  They  were  very  powerful  in 
1623. 
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Mr.  Singer:  It  sort  of  boggles  my  mind,  in 
any  event,  to  anticipate— 

Mr.  Good:  There  has  never  been  any  need 
for  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  —the  kind  of  action  that  one 
would  want  to  maintain  against  a  funeral 
director  and  embalmer  for  professional  negli- 
gence and  malpractice.  But  I  suppose  it  is 
possible.  However,  the  likelihood  of  such  an 
action  ever  being  brought  has  pretty  well 
been  taken  away  by  the  Legislatiure. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Smith  (Hamilton  Moimtain):  Six 
ft  under. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  wasn't  enough  room. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  report  goes  on  to  say  the 
22  special  limitation  periods  all  give  protec- 
tion to  "special  interest  groups."  You  know 
the  special  interest  groups  that  have  been 
oinitted  completely— lawyers,  architects,  ac- 
countants, engineers.  They  can  all  be  sued 
under  that  famous  phrase  "action  on  the 
case,"  up  to  a  period  of  six  years.  Surely 
there  should  be  some  reasonable  imiformity? 
For  hospitals,  against  hospital  people,  the 
limitation  period  was  six  months.  That  was 
changed  in  1972  to  two  years.  And  now  the 
minister  is  going  to  have  apparently  two 
limitation  periods  if  he  gets  his  way— one  for 
these  disciplines  of  a  year,  and  one  for  hos- 
pitals of  two  years. 

Now,  why  there  couldn't  have  been  uni- 
formity when  one  of  your  predecessors  —  I 
think  it  was  the  member  for  Carleton  East 
decided  that  the  six-month  period  for  hos- 
pitals was  too  little  and  it  should  be  changed 
for  two  years;  why  couldn't  you  even  have 
accepted  that  uniformity? 

That  change  was  brought  in  only  two 
years  ago.  Surely  the  very  modest  suggestion 
put  in  in  the  form  of  an  amendment  by  my 
colleague  makes  some  sense.  Two  years,  I 
think,  is  far  too  short.  If  the  minister  will 
buy  that,  I  am  prepared  to  have  him  do  it; 
but  it  doesn't  make  any  sense  at  one  year. 

All  of  these  procedures  you  now  set  out 
within  the  disciplinary  body  of  the  college, 
and  within  the  board  procedures,  will  ex- 
haust the  year's  period. 

And  let  me  emphasize  again  that  these 
disciplines  have  retained  on  permanent,  or 
near  i)ermanent  retainer,  some  of  the  best 
legal  advisers  as  there  are  available  in  the 


Province  of  Ontario.  And  that  they  stick  on 
these  limitation  periods;  and  if  you  are  be- 
yond them  one  day,  you  are  out— and  there 
is  no  question. 

Why  doesn't  the  minister,  when  he  comes 
to  rewriting  an  Act  like  this  one,  pay  some 
attention  to  some  of  the  expert  knowledge 
that  has  been  brought  before  this  Legisla- 
ture, and  some  of  the  things  that  are  done 
in  other  jurisdictions? 

It  is  interesting,  Mr.  Chainnan,  to  contrast 
what  was  put  forward  in  the  first  draft,  and 
what  comes  forward  now.  In  the  first  draft, 
section  17: 

No  duly  registered  member  of  a  college 
is  liable  to  an  action  for  negligence  or 
maintenance  by  reason  of  professional 
services  requested  or  rendered  unless  such 
action  is  commenced  within  two  years  of 
the  date,  except  that  the  court  may  extend 
the  time  for  commencing  an  action  either 
before  or  after  the  time  so  limited  on  such 
terms  as  it  considers  proper  where,  if  it 
is  satisfied  that  there  are  prima  facie 
grounds  for  relief,  and  no  substantial 
prejudice  or  hardship  will  result  to  any 
person  affected  by  reason  of  the  delay. 

It  may  well  be  that  the  person  who  drafted 
that  original  section  17  had  paid  a  little  at- 
tention to  the  recommendations  of  the  Law 
Reform  Cormnission,  because  there  are 
points:  One  is  the  length  of  time,  and  the 
other  is  the  ability  to  extend  it. 

There  is  a  very  important  section  of  this 
report  that  talks  about  the  ability  to  extend 
it.  I  am  reading  now  from  page  99  of  this 
report: 

There  should  be  one  general  provision 
relating  to  disabilities  Which  would  apply 
to  all  causes  of  action.  The  running  of 
time  should  be  suspended  whether  or  not 
the  disability  existed  at  the  time  the  cause 
of  action  occurred  to  that  person. 

What  are  they  talking  about  when  they  talk 
about  a  disability?  If  the  plaintiflF  is  unable 
to  proceed,  by  reason  of  his  physical  or 
mental  condition,  the  time  runs  anyway.  If 
we  are  going  to  adopt  section  17,  he  is  just 
out  of  luck  whether  he  is  able  mentally  or 
physically  to  carry  on,  "Tough;  the  limita- 
tion period  has  expired."  And  someone  who 
may  have  a  just  claim  that  he  wants  to  pur- 
sue, if  he  has  been  mentally  disabled,  is 
going  to  be  completely  unable  to  pursue  his 
claim  because  the  limitation  period  has  run 
out.  And  that  is  a  'matter  that  did  concern 
the  Law  Reform  Commission: 
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Time  should  begin  to  run  against  a 
person  when  he  ceases  to  be  under  a  dis- 
ability on  the  following  basis. 

Now  surely  that  kind  of  a  recommendation 

makes  sense? 

>A  person  should  be  entitled  to  the  longer 
of  either  the  period  he  would  have  had 
to  bring  his  action  had  he  not  been  under 
a  disability  running  from  the  time  the 
cause  of  action  arose,  or  such  period  run- 
ning from  the  time  that  the  disability 
ceased,  except  that  in  no  case  should  the 
period  extend  over  more  than  six  years 
beyond  the  cessation  of  liability. 

Now  surely  that  makes  some  sense?  Surely 
if  a  person  is  in  such  a  physical  or  mental 
state  that  he  is  unable  to  proceed  with  an 
action  in  court,  the  limitation  should  not  run 
against  him.  And  that's  what  the  law  com- 
mission report  says,  and  they  say  it  most 
firmly,  and  that  was  one  of  the  ideas,  I 
guess,  that  the  original  draftsman  had  in 
mind.  But  the  minister  was  wooed  by  Mr. 
Shibley— I  said  the  other  night  Mr.  Porter- 
acting  on  behalf  of  the  dentists. 

Let  me  tell  you.  The  Shibleys  and  the 
Porters  who  are  retained  by  these  profes- 
sional associations  earn  every  penny  of  their 
retainer.  They  are  good  lawyers  and  their 
job  is  to  protect  their  clients,  and  they  pro- 
tect them.  Their  concem  is  not  to  protect 
the  public.  That  has  got  to  be  our  concem; 
that  has  got  to  be  the  minister's  concem, 
and  I  say  that  you  were  wooed  and  suc- 
cumbed to  Shibley. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  was? 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  you  succumbed  to  him; 
absolutely.  You  gave  in,  you  were  seduced. 
That  is  what  happened!  And  you  should  have 
read  this  Law  Reform  Commission  report, 

Mr.  Lawlor:  If  you  weren't  the  committee 
members  of  your  party  were— in  bulk. 

Mr.  Singer:  It  goes  on: 

The  provision  recommended  with  regard 
to  disability  should  not  apply  where  an 
infant  is  in  the  custody  of  parents  or  guard- 
ians or  the  affairs  of  a  person  of  unsound 
mind  are  being  administered  by  the  public 
trustee. 

The  onus  of  showing  you  are  a  person 
entitled  to  a  benefit  of  disability  provi- 
sion should  rest  on  the  person  claiming 
that, 

And  that's  logical.  A  man  can  go  before  the 
court  and  say:  "I  had  a  disability,  therefore 


I  wasn't  able  to  proceed."  There  are  a  couple 
of  other  recommendations  in  connection  with 
disability. 

Well  then,  what  about  the  absence  of 
knowledge?  You've  got  this  wonderful  phrase 
now,  "knew  or  ought  to  have  known." 

There  is  one  very  famous  case  that  has 
been  written  about  in  the  newspapers  and 
which  was  talked  about  in  that  television 
programme  "Tonight"  where  the  complainant 
didn't  know  for  three  years  after  the  first 
operation  what  in  fact  was  wrong.  It  took 
three  years  and  a  variety  of  operations  and 
a  variety  of  medical  opinions  until  finally  the 
correct  diagnosis  was  given.  According  to 
this  statute,  tough.  Oh  yes:  "You  ought  to 
have  known." 

What  does  "ought  to  have  known,"  mean? 
Maybe  a  court  could  say .  and  certainly  the 
Shibleys  and  Porters  are  going  to  argue 
before  a  court:  "Well,  if  you  had  gone  to 
the  right  doctor  in  the  first  place,  you  ought 
to  have  known."  Why  don't  you  define  it 
here?  What  does  "ought  to  have  known" 
mean? 

Mr.  Givens:  A  definite  maybe. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  The  judges  are  not  the 
legislators,  we  are.  If  you  are  going  to  sit 
there  and  say  that  phrase  "you  ought  to  have 
known"  is  an  umbrella  that's  going  to  protect 
anybody,  I  say  you  are  wrong.  I  say  you  are 
quite  wrong. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  No.  Why  can't  you  go  back— 
at  least  be  brave  enough  to  go  back— to  what 
your  draftsman  wrote  in  the  first  draft  that 
you  brought  before  us.  At  least  go  back  to 
that.  That's  a  halting  step  forward,  not  nearly 
as  brave  as  what  the  Law  Reform  Com- 
mission suggests. 

You  know  all  the  members  of  the  Law 
Reform  Commission;  I  read  their  names  to 
you.  They  are  not  rebels;  they  are  not  radi- 
cals, they  are  trained  people  who  have  had 
a  multiplicity  of  experience  in  the  law  and  in 
other  fields,  and  when  they  make  recom- 
mendations the  fact  that  they  are  not  paid 
any  attention  to  just  continues  to  be  a  source 
of  amazement. 

On  page  102.  sub  3  there,  they  talk  about 
the  Davies  committee,  which  was  an  English 
committee  that  wrestled  with  these  same 
problems. 

An  injured  person  should  not  be  liable 

to   have   his    claim   defeated   by  operation 

of  the   Limitations   Act  if  he  satisfies   the 
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court  that  he  could  not  reasonably  have 
been  expected  to  discover  the  existence  or 
cause  of  his  injury  in  time  to  start  pro- 
ceedings within  the  limitation  period. 

Well  if  you  think  those  words  "ought  to  have 
known"  mean  that,  why  don't  you  take  the 
wording  of  the  Davies  committee  and  put  it 
in  that  way  so  it  is  clear  what  we  are  talking 
about?  Because  if  that's  going  to  be  the 
ministry's  argument,  why  don't  you  just  put 
in  language  that  the  judges  will  be  able  to 
readily  interpret? 

The  Davies  committee  also  says  that  he 
may  start  the  proceedings— and  this  is  the 
complainant— within  12  months  of  the  earliest 
date  on  which  he  could  reasonably  have  been 
expected  to  make  the  discovery.  Why  don't 
you  elaborate?  Are  we  short  of  paper,  or 
short  of  words,  or  short  of  sentences  that 
you're  afraid  to  spell  it  out? 

The  Law  Reform  Commission  in  conclu- 
sion, at  pages  108  and  109,  recommends 
"There  should  be  an  extension  procedure 
where  a  plaintiff  is  not  aware  that  he  has  a 
cause  of  action"— not  that  he  ought  to  have 
known. 

I  would  ask  the  minister  to  catch  the  dif- 
ference in  the  phraseology  in  the  Act  in  the 
section  before  us  and  what  the  Law  Reform 
Commission  says.  In  the  section  before  us 
the  words  are,  "ought  to  have  known."  The 
Law  Reform  Commission  says:  "There  should 
be  an  extension  procedure  where  the  plaintiff 
is  not  aware  that  he  has  cause  of  action." 
Why  couldn't  the  minister  put  that  in? 

The  extension  procedures  shall  be  appli- 
cable only  to  personal  injury  or  property 
damage  action  and  professional  negligence 
action  is  not  covered  by  (a)  and  (b).  The 
extension  should  be  granted  where  a  poten- 
tial plaintiff  was  unaware  of  the  material 
facts  which,  if  he  were  a  reasonable  per- 
son knowing  the  facts  and  having  obtained 
appropriate  advice  with  respect  to  them, 
would  have  been  of  a  decisive  character 
in  determining  that  he  had  an  action  that: 
(a)  would  have  had  a  reasonable  prospect 
of  succeeding;  and  (b)  would  result  in  the 
award  of  damages  sufficient  to  justify 
bringing  it. 

It  goes  on,  the  fourth  and  fifth  recommenda- 
tions, on  this  line: 

Applications  for  extension  should  be 
made  to  the  court  which  would  have  juris- 
diction over  the  action  and  should  be 
required  to  be  made  within  12  months 
from  the  time  the  potential  plaintiff  be- 
came aware   of  the  relevant  and  material 


facts.    The    notice    of    the    application   be 
served  on  the  potential  defendant. 

And  5(b)  gets  off  into  fraudulent  statements. 
I  don't  want  to  talk  about  that  one;  that 
gets  off  into  another  field  altogether. 

Are  those  suggestions  unreasonable?  When 
the  minister  takes  Mr.  Shibley's  words  he 
puts  the  onus  onto  the  plaintiff,  he  throws  it 
into  court  and  the  judge  is  going  to  say: 
"Ought  you  to  have  known  as  a  reasonable 
person?"  The  Law  Reform  Commission  says, 

The  extension  should  be  granted  where 
a  potential  plaintiff  was  unaware  of  mater- 
ial facts  which,  if  he  were  a  reasonable 
person  knowing  those  facts  and  having  ob- 
tained appropriate  advice  with  respect  to 
them,  would  have  been  of  a  decisive 
character  in  determining  he  had  such  an 
action. 

Again,  we're  not  short  of  paper.  These  recom- 
mendations were  prepared  by  excellent  drafts- 
men and  by  people  very  learned  in  the  law. 

One  of  the  gentlemen  on  this  commission 
was  the  dean  of  the  law  school,  the  chair- 
man. One  of  the  gentlemen  served  many 
years  honourably  as  Chief  Justice  of  the  High 
Court  and  wrote  the  tome  which  has  been 
responsible  for  so  much  law  reform  in  this 
province.  Other  people  on  the  commission 
were  Richard  Bell,  a  cabinet  minister  in  a 
Conservative  government,  a  man  whom  I'm 
sure  the  minister  must  know  all  about;  a 
man  of  high  reputation,  a  good  lawyer; 
Gibson  Gray,  an  outstanding  lawyer;  William 
Poole,  another  outstanding  lawyer. 

Surely,  when  all  of  those  persons  come 
before  this  Legislature  with  this  kind  of 
recommendation  the  minister  makes  a  fool 
out  of  the  legislative  process  if  he  lets  him- 
self get  wooed  by  the  comments  of  a  Shibley 
in  a  couple  of  hours  on  the  standing  com- 
mittee. He  didn't  even  pay  attention  to  what 
his  people  told  him  in  the  first  draft. 

He  gave  in:  On  one  year;  and  "ought  to 
have  known." 

It's  inadequate.  It  is  not  a  step  forward. 
It  is  retrograde.  It  continues  grave  injustice, 
and  there  is  no  way  in  which  that  section  17 
should  continue  to  be  a  part  of  the  Health 
Disciplines  Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  support 
the  Liberal  amendment.  May  I  say  I'm  de- 
lighted with  the  member  for  Downsview's 
remarks  tonight. 

Mr.  Givens:  There  must  be  something 
wrong. 
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Mr.  Lawlor:  They're  well  researched,  well 
thought  out.  He  can  really  come  through  at 
the  11th  hour. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville):  He 
is  always  like  that. 

Mr.  Givens:  Don't  you  feel  contrite? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  What  the  hon.  member  has 
just  said  is  both  erudite  and  poignant  and  I 
certainly  subscribe  to  it. 

Mr.  Givens:  It's  what?  Erudite  and  poign- 
ant? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  remember  during  the  course 
of  the  one  evening  which  I  attended  there 
this  particular  problem  arose  and  I  got  the 
distinct  impression  there  was  a  bit  of  a  snow 
job  being  performed  and  that  the  minister 
was  seduced  with  some  degree  of  charm. 
I  never  saw  him  give  in  so  easily  before  on 
a  measure  that  was  proposed,  coming  from  a 
self-interested  group  in  this  regard. 

Regarding  what  has  been  said,  with  respect 
to  the  extension  of  time  particularly,  you 
know,  in  modern  English  law,  for  a  century 
something  called  equity— and  I  think  the 
word  carries  its  own  connotations,  fair  play, 
the  business  of  flexibility  and  adaptation  to 
circumstance— for  a  century  equity  became 
harsh,  equity  became  calcified  and  very  much 
the  same  as  the  common  law  with  its  rigorous 
rules  and  its  unbending  precedents.  Equity 
was  designed  to  smooth  out  and  alleviate 
injustices. 

And,  as  I  say,  it  ossified  through  the  19th 
century     under    laissez-faire     doctrines     and 
economics.    The    whole    mentality    was    that 
way.    Everything    had    to    be    technical    and 
according  to  technique  and  hard  rules  or  not 
at  all.  And  in  this  particular,  of  recent  years, 
particularly  in  the  English  jurisprudence  and 
particularly  with  perhaps  the  greatest  living 
judge,  Denning,  Lord  Denning  of  the  English 
Court   of   Appeal— a   man    who   has   brought 
such  creativity  and  completely  new  thinking 
into  English  law,  always  in  the  direction  of 
humanity,  always  to  the  direction  of  alleviat- 
ing ills  -Denning  has  moved  in  this  particular 
way  and   the  whole  British  jurisprudence   is 
switching   to   getting   away   from   the   deter- 
mination,   the   dogmatism   and   the   arbitrari- 
ness of  narrow  rules. 

Now  you  return  to  it.  In  your  first  draft 
you  showed  a  modicum  of  compunction  with 
respect  to  the  matter,  particularly  on  the 
business  of  that  extension  of  time.  It's  with 
great  loathing  that  I  see  that  deleted  with 


a  wave  of  the  hand,  so  to  speak,  from  the 
legislation. 

I  argued  in  the  committee  that  that  was 
something  that  was  kind  of  an  ongoing  fea- 
ture of  our  law  at  the  present  time.  If  you 
look  at  bill  after  bill  that  has  appeared  in 
this  Legislature— true,  not  with  respect  to 
the  operations  of  the  courts  particularly,  but 
with  respect  to  tribunals  of  all  kinds,  with 
respect  to  ministerial  hearings,  with  respect 
to  the  times  at  which  submissions  may  be 
made— almost  invariably  now  your  legislation 
says  that  some  alleviation  will  be  given  under 
certain  circumstances.  You  have  done  it  and 
then  you  took  it  out.  You  aflSrmed  the  prin- 
ciple and  then  you  deleted  it— and  it's  a 
grotesquerie  for  you  to  have  done  so— sub- 
stituting in  its  place  this  one-year  business. 

The  very  least  we  can  do  to  make  this 
legislation  at  all  palatable,  from  the  point 
of  view  of  the  public  at  least,  is  to  have  the 
two-year  period  in  there.  We  should  go  on 
and  even  alleviate  from  that  in  the  exigent 
circinnstances  as  they  arise  for  the  reasons 
that  have  already  been  cited,  which  there 
is  very  little  point  in  my  reiterating  in  this 
particular  section. 

Also,  in  the  committee,  the  member  for 
St.  George,  I  remember  well,  spoke  well  on 
that  particular  subject  of  the  sneaking, 
weasel  phrase.  Mr.  Shibley  didn't  like  the 
word  weasel.  Maybe  he  doesn't  like  weasels 
at  all.  But  he  certainly  didn't  like  the  use 
of  the  terminology  "or  ought  to  have 
known." 

This  is  Shibley's  amendment,  you  know. 
This  is  introduced  through  those  auspices— 
"known  or  ought  to  have  known"— with  that 
maleficent  sense  of  being  the  very  paragon 
of  rationality  which  he  carries  about  him 
like  a  cloak. 

It's  quite  a  marvellous  thing.  I  dare  say 
Shibley  doesn't  even  walk  down  Bay  St.— 
he  floats,  avoiding  all  obstacles. 

Well,  it's  part  of  negligence  law.  We  see 
it  in  the  Criminal  Code- 
Interjection  by   an   hon.   member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  —the  "known  or  ought  to 
have  known,"  It's  a  well-accepted  portion  of 
our  general  jurisprudence. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  say  it  isn't  right  in  the  con- 
text of  this  particular  kind.  This  is  a  com- 
plaint situation,  this  is  where  the  incident 
arises,  where  they  become  cognizant  of  the 
injury  done.  What  a  cavalier  time  any  lawyer 
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can  have  with  "ought  to  have  known."  I  can 
see  him  standing  there  with  his  finger  up 
three  inches  from  the  nose  of  the  poor  devil 
who  is  hardly  conscious  because  some  doctor 
has  wrecked  his  life.  He's  half  demented  in 
the  witness  stand. 

"Didn't  you  twig  at  2:20  a.m.,  according 
to  your  examination  in  chief.  Didn't  your 
bowels  move?  Oughn't  you  to  have  known?" 

Mr.  Singer:  He  ought  to  have  known  that. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  was  in  the  divination.  The 
Romans  could  lay  it  out  and  haruspicate  and 
scry  this  particular  text. 

In  area  after  area  we  get  this  twist,  this 
self-serving,  legalistic,  lawyer's  wisdom 
trick. 

Why  should  you  fall  victim,  you  who  are 
so  innocent  of  all  these  machinations,  and 
this  type  of  deviousness?  The  very  fact  is 
that  you  are  particularly  innocent  in  this 
regard— I  hate  to  say  even  naive  in  face  of 
those  masterminds.  You  have  fallen  prey  to 
this  particular  piece  of  legerdemain,  this  ex- 
quisite legal  footwork,  I  can  tell  you  that. 
Boy,  did  you  ever  fall  for  it!  So  you  ought 
to  have  known. 

Since  I'm  sure  we're  not  going  to  get  any 
of  these  things,  as  they  presently  stand,  I 
would  ask  you  to  bow  your  head  on  one 
thing  and  accede  to  the  two-year  limitation. 
You  know  what's  been  mentioned  about 
other  professional  bodies  with  the  six-year 
nile.  Shibley's  argument  was  the  opposite 
way.  He  said  under  this  particular  form, 
with  the  very  wording  involved  here,  one 
year  from  the  date  when  the  person  com- 
mencing the  action  knew— and  let's  leave 
out  the  weasel  words  "or  ought  to  have 
known"— the  fact  or  facts  upon  which  he 
alleges  negligence,  that  that  may  extend  any 
time  into  the  future;  and  that  a  doctor,  one 
year  running  thereafter,  would  be  subject  to 
it,  even  if  the  real  cause  of  knowledge  came 
to  be  20  years  from  now.  He  said  this  was 
far  more  detrimental  to  the  dentistry  boys 
or  to  the  medical  people  generally  than  what 
the  other  situation  is. 

I  just  don't  feel  that  that  is  so,  particu- 
larly if,  as  the  other  wording  runs,  such  an 
action  is  commenced  within  two  years  from 
the  date  when,  in  the  matter  complained  of, 
such  service  is  terminated.  I  have  misgivings 
about  that  too,  because  two  years  after  they 
terminate  it,  it  might  not— but  then  you  had 
the  good  grace  to  forfend  and  to  introduce 
the  saving  clause. 

You  have  to  balance  these  things  out;  the 
loss   of  the  saving  clause  over  against  that 


particular  wording  here  with  respect  to  hav- 
ing known,  the  time  at  which  the  knowledge 
came  into  being.  The  loss  of  the  saving 
clause  is  very  much  outweighed  in  a  detri- 
mental way  by  this  new  wording,  if  you 
balance  them  off.  The  only  way  that  you  can 
rectify  the  ill  caused  by  the  thing  is  to  come 
down  the  middle  between  them  now  and  be 
gracious  enough,  in  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic and  not  in  the  interest  of  these  other 
people  for  whom  theise  very  shrewd  fellows, 
are  the  spokesmen,  to  substitute  the  word 
two. 
I  would  like  to  ask  the  minister  to  con- 
sider it  very  profoundly.  I  am  asserting  that 
it  will  do  a  great  deal  of  good  and  will  reach 
the  cause  that  you,  as  the  Minister  of  Health, 
seeking  to  serve  the  general  public  and  not 
a  specialized  profession  or  professions,  should 
serve.  That  is  the  ambit  of  your  responsibil- 
ity. You  have  a  wider  perspective.  If  you're 
going  to  ameliorate  the  thing  at  all,  then 
for  heaven's  sake  at  least  do  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  hon.  member? 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  minister  prepared  to  ac- 
cept the  amendment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  were 
subject  to  seduction,  then  these  sweet  sibi- 
lant sounds  that  have  poured  from  these  two 
masters  of  rhetoric  in  the  last  i&w  minutes 
would  have  definitely  caused  me  to  change 
my  mind. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Just  lean  back  and  enjoy  it, 
eh? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  found  the  first  draft  of 
this  bill  quite  acceptable  when  it  was  put 
before  me  and  discussed  in  committee.  To 
the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  major  objec- 
tions to  it  were  raised  by  the  members  of 
the  committee,  not  necessarily  by  the  lawyers 
who  quite  properly  represented  their  clients. 

Mr.  Singer:  I'm  not  saying  they  didn't 
have  a  right  to  be  there.  They  were  good 
lawyers  doing  a  good  job. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  must  say,  with  the 
words  going  onto  the  record  rather  than  into 
the  air,  the  quality  of  the  English  expression 
has  improved  tremendously. 

I  think,  though,  that  you  have  both  missed 
the  point.  Most  certainly  there  were  very 
few  times  in  all  of  our  discussions  when  we 
had  unanimity  among  the  legal  fratemit>'.  I 
take  at  face  value  that  you  are  both  serious. 
I  am  not  questioning  your  good  intent  in 
making  this  suggestion.  The  recommendations 
of  the  Law  Reform  Commission  or  the  times 
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that  are  mentioned  in  the  report,  I  believe, 
stem  from  the  time  an  incident  occurred. 

In  our  first  case,  it  also  stemmed  from 
the  time  an  event  occurred.  And  the  court 
could  only  extend  that  time  on  prima  facie 
evidence.  And  this  required,  as  I  under- 
stand it,  two  sets  of  hearings.  One  to  deter- 
mine whether  one  could  have  a  case,  and, 
secondly,  the  case  if  leave  were  granted  to 
issue  the  writ. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  not  in  the  setup  recom- 
mended by  the  Law  Reform  Commission. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  talking  about  the 
one  in  section  17  as  it  first  was  written. 

Now  we  have  simplified  it  and  that  suits 
one  of  the  intents  that  you  mentioned.  We 
have  not  set  any  time  limits.  It  is  not  six 
years;  it  is  not  one  year;  it  is  not  five  years. 
It  is  whatever  time  it  is  required  for  a 
patient  to  have  an  awareness  of  the  fact 
that  he  or  she  is  suflFering  from  a  complaint 
that  could  have  been  related  to  a  duty  per- 
formed by  a  health  person  at  some  time  in 
his  hfe. 

We  recognized  in  this  discussion  that  there 
were  many  times  when  a  person  could  go  on, 
under  the  care  of  a  physician  particularly, 
who  allegedly  had  carried  out  some  improper 
act;  and  could  have  continued  to  believe  in 
that  physician  or  dentist,  or  whoever  it  may 
have  been,  so  he  or  she  thought  that  the 
symptoms  they  had  were  not  caused  by  mal- 
practice or  lack  of  competence.  But  then,  he 
or  she  could  then  go  to  someone  else,  or 
symptoms  could  appear  to  cause  them  to 
suspect  that  something  had  gone  wrong.  It 
could  be  many  years  down  the  line;  and 
that's  why  the  expression  "ought  to  have 
known"  was  put  in.  It  gives  a  person  far 
more  protection  than  two  years  ever  would 
have  ^iven  them. 

Therefore,  after  listening  to  the  arguments 
—and  they  were  very  good  arguments— I  am 
inclined  not  to  accept  the  amendment  pro- 
posed by  the  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  the 
minister's  remarks  very  disappointing.  He 
didn't  deal  with  the  question  of  disability. 
What  about  a  person  who  is  under  disability; 
a  persorj  who  is  mentally  or  physically  unable 
either  to  know  or  even  to  "ought  to  have 
knowm,"  whatever  that  might  be? 

The  Law  Reform  Commission  has  got 
several  pages  dealing  with  that  aspect.  This 
someone  is  in  such  a  mental  state  that  they 
aren't  able  to  make  up  their  mind  or  be 
aware    of  what's   going  on;  unless   they  are 


in  a  provincial  hospital  and  come  under  the 
care  of  the  public  trustee. 

"Known  or  ought  to  have  known."  When 
is  it? 

The  Law  Reform  Commission  says:  "Look 
after  the  people  with  disability."  You  don't. 

The  member  for  Lakeshore  talks  about 
those  weasle  words  "ought  to  have  known." 
That's  the  trap.  Any  lawyer  who  is  worth  his 
salt  who  is  defending  the  doctors  or  the 
dentists  is  going  to  have  the  greatest  time 
with  those  words  "ought  to  have  known." 
They  will  say:  "As  a  reasonable  person,  Mr. 
Jones,  wouldn't  you  know  when  you  had  a 
pain  in  your  left  toe?  And  you  went  to  Dr. 
Smith  for  a  year  and  a  half,  and  he  didn't  do 
anything  about  it?  Didn't  you  know  you 
should  have  gone  to  Dr.  Jones;  or  shouldn't 
you  have  gone  to  see  an  orthopaedic  sur- 
geon? Really,  ought  not  you  to  have  known?" 
The  reply:  "Yes,  my  lord,  he  ought  to  have 
known."  And  the  learned  judge  sits  down 
and  says:  "That  is  what  the  Legislature  tells 
me  to  determine.  He  had  a  pain  and  he  didn't 
go  to  see  the  orthopaedic  surgeon  and  he 
didn't  change  doctors.  He  ought  to  have 
known  and  the  time  is  over— one  year  is  gone. 
Tough,  out  you  go." 

Mr.  Givens:  What  did  the  Legislature  in- 
tend by  those  remarks? 

Mr.  Singer:  My  colleague  from  York-Forest 
Hill  says  "What  did  the  Legislature  intend 
by  those  remarks?"  They  intended  the  judge 
to  apply  the  test:  "Ought  to  have  known." 

And  the  mythical  reasonable  man,  who 
was  supposed  to  act  reasonably  and  intelli- 
gently, is  not  really  a  reasonable  man  at  all. 
He  is  a  person  who  has  a  pain.  He  is  a  per- 
son who  has  a  stomach  that  doesn't  work. 
And  he  ought  to  have  known  that  "Dr.  A" 
was  no  good  and  he  ought  to  have  gone  to 
"Dr.  B."  But  he  didn't  do  it-tough. 

And  there  is  Shibley,  there  is  Porter  or 
there  is  Laidlaw  pounding  a  table  and  say- 
ing: "My  Lord,  anyone  ought  to  have  known 
that  they  should  have  done  something." 
The  year  is  over— out.  It's  not  fair.  Let  me 
try  one  more  appeal  to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Givens:  He  is  not  even  listening.  He 
is  callous. 

Mr.  Singer:  Can  you  not  take  section  17 
back?  Redraft  it. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Singer:  Take  a  look.  Tonight  as  your 
bedtime  reading  read  a  few  pages  here  in 
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this    Law    Reform    Commission    report.    Talk 
to  Leal.  Talk  to  MoRuer.  Talk  to  Bell. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Talk  to  Welch. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  Talk  to  some  of  these 
people. 

Mr.  Givens:  Talk  to  the  birds  out  in  Mus- 
koka. 

Mr.  Singer:  You  admitted  your  naivety  in 
matters  of  this  sort.  Why  don't  you  take  ad- 
vantage of  these  people  who  have  served 
Ontario  well  and  find  out  what  they  really 
had  in  mind  when  they  wrote  this  report  in 
1969,  and  whether  they  really  think  that 
what  you  have  before  this  House  makes 
sense?  Will  you  try  that  before  you  ram  it 
through  the  House? 

That's  my  last  effort,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  it  wiU  work. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Would  the  member  for 
Lakeshore  wait  just  one  minute.  We  have 
a  very  distinguished  guest  who  just  came 
into  the  Spyeaker's  gallery  —  Elmer  Sopha, 
who  used  to  be  the  member  from  Sudbury. 
Let's  all  welcome  him. 

The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  He  will  be  back. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Ohairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Back  where? 

Mr.  Singer:  He  made  a  good  speech  on 
this  one  too. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  How  we  miss  you.  May  I  also 
seek  once  again,  and  finally,  to  prevail  upon 
the  minister  in  this  regard.  The  minister  does 
sometihing  that  is  passing  strange  indeed  and 
something  that  a  layman  might  be  disposed 
in  all  gradousness  to  do  and  that  is,  he  said 
a  moment  ago  that  that  phrase  "ought  to 
have  known"  was  designed,  and  he  construes 
it  as  being  designed,  to  bei  favourable  to  a 
plaintiff.  All  I  can  beg  you  to  understand  is 
that  for  invidious  lawyers  nothing  could  be 
further  from  the  truth. 

I  think  we've  said  that,  and  yet  you  re- 
plied in  a  vein  to  think  that  somehow  it  can 
be  beneficial.  The  phrase  is  a  trap  and  a 
snare.  It's  designed  precisely  to  mulct  people 
who,  for  indisposition,  because  of  the  state 
of  their  mind,  because  of  the  state  of  their 
body,  for  heaven's  sake,  are  unable  or  for 
many,  many  reasons  —  neuroses,  mental  ill- 
ness, al  those  things  that  grow  out  of  shock 
and  the  biology  of  a  situation— are  ill-disposed 
within  that  period  of  time  to  make  any  over- 
tures or  to  go  to  the  courts. 


One  year  is  not  enough  to  determine  this. 
Why  don't  you  give  those  people  more 
time?  Once  the  time  has  gone  it  is  too  late— 
the  guillotine  falls;  it's  the  end  of  the  road. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Now  we  are  moving  in  the 
Highway  Traffic  Act  at  least  to  place  it  over 
for  two  years,  because  how  many  innocent 
people  in  this  province  and  even  relatively 
innocent  lawyers  have  been  victimized  by 
that  particularly  condign  piece  of  legislation. 

Now  you  bring  it  into  being  in  this  par- 
ticular piece  of  legislation.  You  are  doing  a 
freat  disservice,  I  can  see  that  you'll  rue  the 
ay  on  some  future  occasion  when  some 
poor  devil  is  three  days  over  the  one  year, 
simply  because^  of  his  debility  and  Iiis  dis- 
orientation, due  to  his  illness,  and  pleads  to 
the  minister's  office  to  do  something  about 
it  because  some  doctor  has  placed  him  in 
that  plight. 

Two  years  is  a  minimum;  it  is  the  least 
you  can  do. 

Mr.  Givens:  Come  on,  make  it  two. 

Mr.  Good:  Make  it  two. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  any  othw  membar 
wish  to  speak  on  section  17  before  I  put  Mr. 
Roy's  amendment? 

Mr.  Roy  moves  that  the  word  "one"  in 
line  4  of  section  17  of  Bill  22  be  changed 
to  "two." 

All  those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Roy's  amend- 
ment, please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Roy:  Stack  it. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  stacking. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No  stacking. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  stacking  on  that, 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  Clerk  says  there  is  an 
agreement  to  stack. 

Mr.  Singer:  Oh,  come  on! 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Earlier  I  thought  we  had 
an  agreement  to  stack  votes,  did  we  not? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That  wasn't  the  Health 
biU. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That  was  another  bill. 
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Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  No,  that  wasn't  another 
bill.  With  great  respect,  I  would  say  it 
wasn't  another  bill.  Stack  it,  please. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Agreed? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No. 

Mr.  Singer:  No. 

An  hen.  member:  There  was  unanimous 
consent  to  stack  all  bills. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  refuse  to  give  unanimous 
consent. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Well,  that  is  your  pri- 
vilege, of  course. 

Mr.  Singer:  All  right.  We  are  not  stacking 
it.  We  have  a  right  to  vote  on  it,  so  let's 
vote. 

Hon.   Mr.   Miller:   Then   I   would  like  to 

vote  very  quickly. 

Mr.  Singer:  We  can  vote  as  quickly  as 
you  can  bring  in  your  members. 

PLANNING  ACT 
(concluded) 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  section  6  37a(l)  of  Bill  88 
which  was  negatived  on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  20,  the  "nays"  are  43. 

Mr.  Chairman:   I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  section  6  37a(3)  of  Bill  88 
which  was  negatived  on  a  stacked  vote,  the 
same  count  as  the  first  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  to  section  6  37a  (15a)  which  was 
negatived  on  a  stacked  vote,  the  same  count 
as  the  finst  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost. 

Bill  88,  as  amended,  reported. 

HEALTH  DISCIPLINES  ACT 
(concluded) 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Roy's 
amendment  to  section  17  of  Bill  22  which 
was  negatived  on  a  stacked  vote,  the  same 
count  as  the  first  vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  declare  the  motion  lost 
and  the  section  carried. 


Any  comments  on  sections  18  or  19? 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  no  one  rose 
in  opposition  to  that  vote  so  I  believe  the 
vote  must  have  carried. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  He  said  the 
same  vote. 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Same 
vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  sections  18  and  19? 
The  member  for  Lakeshore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Section  37  is  the  next  section 
I  am  interested  in. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  right,  37.  We  are  into 
part  II  on  dentistry  then;  does  section  37 
come  in  that? 

Mr.  Roy;  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It  covers  a  lot  of  ground,  37. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  have  amendments  to  section  37. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  37?  All 
right,  the  member  for  Ottawa  East  on  sec- 
tion 37. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman:  in  relation  to 
section  37,  this  is  the  section  dealing  with 
the  powers  of  the  discipline  committee  and 
whatever  they  might  be  able  to  impose. 
There  was  considerable  discussion  in  com- 
mittee on  these  sections  and  whether  the 
disciplinary  committee  of  the  various  disci- 
plines—and here  we  are  talking  about  den- 
tistry—was able  to  impose  fines. 

Mr.  Roy  moves  subsection  5  of  section  37 
be  amended  by  adding  a  clause  (f )  to  read: 
Levy  such  fines  as  deemed  appropriate 
to  a  maximum  of  $5,000  to  be  paid  by  the 
member  to  the  consolidated  revenue  fund. 

Mr.  Roy  moves  that  section  37  be  further 
amended  by  adding  a  new  subsection: 

(g)  direct  that  the  member  pay  part  or 
all  of  the  cost  of  the  investigation  to  the 
college. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
these  amendments  be  dealt  with  separately. 
Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  address  my  remarks 
to  the  minister,  we  have  discussed  this  point 
at  length- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Good:  Order.  This  is  very  important. 

Mr.  Roy:  I  see  the  minister  is  having  great 
difficulty  in  listening  to  my  remarks. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Roy:  First  of  all,  all  the  professions 
dealt  with  under  the  Health  Disciplines  Act 
have  been  asking  the  ministry  for  the  right 
to  impose  costs;  we  would  limit  the  costs, 
of  course,  to  the  cost  of  the  investigation. 

The  reason  the  minister  doesn't  want  to 
accept  this,  apparently,  is  that  he  is  relying 
on  the  McRuer  report;  and,  having  relied  on 
the  McRuer  report,  he  has  asked  for  an  opin- 
ion from  his  justice  section,  which  relies  on 
the  McRuer  report  in  denying  these  rights 
to  the  profession. 

I  have  scrutinized  the  McRuer  report,  and 
I  want  to  thank  the  member  for  Lakeshore 
for  having  lent  me  his  copy  of  the  report. 
If  I  might  speak  to  the  first  amendment, 
I  would  like  to  read  from  McRuer  where  he 
deals  with  the  question  of  sanctions  available 
to  disciplinary  bodies.  I  am  reading,  Mr. 
Chairman,  at  chapter  83  in  report  No.  1,  vol. 
3  of  the  McRuer  report: 

In  all  other  cases,  except  the  Public 
Accountancy  Act,  the  only  sanctions  avail- 
able to  the  disciplinary  body  are  suspen- 
sion and  cancellation  of  the  right  to  prac- 
tise. In  the  Public  Accountancx'  Act  the 
only  sanction  available  is  cancellation  of 
the  right  to  practise.  This  is  unsatisfactory. 
Unless  the  disciplinary  body  has  power  to 
impose  a  lesser  penalty  than  suspension  of 
the  right  to  practise,  it  is  likely  that  one  of 
two  undesirable  results  will  follow. 

Either  the  professional  body  will  refuse 
to  take  disciplinary  action  against  the  prac- 
titioners who  have  committed  minor 
offences,  which  will  be  a  dereliction  of  the 
duty  owed  to  the  public  to  maintain  high 
professional  standards;  or  the  professional 
bodv  will  take  action  in  all  cases  and  thus 
produce  a  situation  in  which  the  sanctions 
imposed  may  be  out  of  all  proportion  to 
the  offence  committed,  which  mav  be 
grossly  unfair  to  the  individual  practitioner 
involved. 

We  recommend  that  all  disciplinary 
bodies  have  a  full  range  of  sanctions  made 
available  to  them,  ranging  from  reprimand 
to  revocation  of  the  right  to  practise,  except 
the  right  to  impose  fines  as  is  given  in  the 
Dentistry  Act.  We  do  not  think  anv  self- 
governing  body  exercising  judicial  powers 
should  have  power  to  impose  fines,  especi- 
ally when  the  fines  are  paid  to  the  treasury 
of  the  body. 

Dealing  first  of  all  with  the  question  of  fines, 
Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  exceedingly  diflBcult  to 
follow  the  argument  of  the  learned  commis- 


sioner. Is  he  against  fines  because  he  feels 
that  they  are  paid  to  the  treasury  of  the 
body,  or  is  he  against  fines  per  se?  In  read- 
ing his  last  comment,  he  says: 

We  do  not  think  any  self-governing  body 
exercising  judicial  powers  should  have 
power  to  impose  fines,  especially  when  the 
fines  are  paid  to  the  treasury  of  the  body. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  you  will  note  in  our  amend- 
ment, we  feel  that  in  fact  such  fines  should 
be  paid  to  the  consolidated  revenue  fund 
and  not  to  the  treasury  of  the  body;  so  that 
takes  away  part  of  his  argument. 

The  second  point,  a  point  that  has  been 
made  consistently  by  the  profession,  is  that 
given  just  these  limited  ranges  of  sanctions, 
you  have  situations  which  are  ridiculous. 
And  we  have  had  some  just  last  week.  We 
had  a  doctor  who  apparently  saw  155  patients 
in  a  day  and  conducted  other  operations  or 
saw  other  patients  in  other  capacities.  He 
received  something  like  a  suspended  sen- 
tence. We  feel  these  types  of  sanctions  are 
not  appropriate  and  that  the  body  itself 
should  have  the  power  to  impose  these  fines, 
especially  when  the  fines  are  being  paid  to 
the  treasury. 

I  would  like  to  know  from  the  minister 
why  his  legal  section  has  decided  it  is  against 
this  principle.  In  an  area  where  a  practitioner 
is  the  only  practitioner  in  the  community, 
what  do  you  do  with  an  individual  like  that 
when  he  is  guilty  of  professional  misconduct? 
Do  you  remove  him  from  practice? 

Mr.  Good:  That's  what  they  ought  to  do. 

Mr.  Roy:  Why  not  have  the  right  to  im- 
pose fines?  Certainly  that  seems  a  sensible 
approach. 

Secondly,  what  do  you  do  in  a  situation 
where  you  are  facing  malpractice  by  a 
doctor?  Your  choice  is  to  impose  certain 
restrictions  which  are  not  adequate.  Do  you 
take  away  his  livelihood?  The  whole  approach 
to  sanctions  in  the  criminal  field  is  working 
in  a  direction  of  the  imposition  of  fines 
or  making  some  form  of  retribution  to  the 
victim.  It  seems  to  me  that  you  shouldn't  do 
this  at  the  expense  of  the  community.  That  is 
what  you  are  doing  by  limiting  the  use  of 
fines  by  the  bodies. 

The  third  point  to  be  made  is  that  if  all 
the  disciplines  under  the  Health  Disciplines 
Ac"t  are  asking  for  this  type  of  legislation 
which  will  affect  only  the  members  to  their 
own  bodies,  why  should  they  not  be  gixen 
that  right?  They  are  unanimous  in  this,  all 
the     disciplines     apparently     including     the 
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nurses.    Why   wouldn't   you   give   them   that 
right  to  impose  fines? 

Mr.  Chairman,  having  said  this  about  the 
fines,  I  feel  in  the  area  of  costs,  it  is  even 
more  important.  We  have  bodies,  such  as  the 
Law  Society  of  Upper  Canada.  I  recall  the 
minister  saying  they  are  moving  in  the  area 
where  they  even  want  to  take  that  right  away 
from  the  law  society.  I  can  just  imagine 
what's  going  to  happen  if  you  try  to  do  that. 
You  are  going  to  get  the  lawyers  opposing  it. 

In  any  event,  in  relation  to  the  question 
of  costs,  if  costs  for  any  investigation,  costs 
of  procedures  against  a  person  who  later  is 
found  to  have  breached  one  of  the  rules  of 
the  discipline  and  is  found  guilty  of  profes- 
sional misconduct,  are  borne  by  the  profes- 
sion at  large,  what  happens?  Obviously  if 
you  incur  this  type  of  cost,  the  fees  to  the 
profession  have  to  increase,  and  if  you  in- 
crease their  fees  they  are  going  to  turn 
around  and  increase  their  fees  to  the  public. 
So  again  the  public  is  supporting  this. 

Why  should  the  individual  who  has  breach- 
ed a  statute  or  one  of  the  professional  roles  of 
a  particular  discipline  not  be  made  to  pay  a 
part  or  whole  of  the  cost?  This  has  worked 
exceedingly  well  in  relation  to  the  Law 
Society,  and  I  don't  see  why  you  would  want 
to  take  it  away.  McRuer  states  on  the  ques- 
tions of  costs  that  the  imposition  of  costs  is 
something  which  should  only  be  a  judicial 
function.-  Our  amendment  deals  only  with 
the  cost  of  the  investigation.  We  arp  not 
talking  about  partv  costs  or  costs  for  a 
fpjlow's  lawver  or  the  cost  of  other  matters. 
Tt  is  the  cost  of  the  investigation  that  we  are 
talking  about. 

I  would  ask  this  of  the  minister.  During 
the  course  of  the  debate  in  the  standing 
committee,  we  tried  to  apDroach  legislation 
on  this  particular  bill  without  any  partisan 
aDoroach.  We  tried  to  make  it  the  best  bill 
possible,  all  members  who  were  on  this  com- 
mittee includine  the  minister.  I  would  con- 
gratulate the  minister  for  the  fairness  with 
which  he  annroached  most  of  the  amend- 
ments we  discussed,  whether  the  amend- 
ments were  brought  by  the  professionals 
themselves  or  members  on  the  committee. 

Bv  and  large,  we  have  all  contributed  to 
making  this  a  better  bill.  I  would  ask  you, 
now  we  are  in  committee  again,  why  would 
vou  not  leave  the  question  of  costs  or  even 
the  question  of  fines?  Whv  do  we  have  to 
solit  on  a  partisan  basis?  Why  don't  we  have 
a  free  vote  on  something  like  this?  Surely  we 
as  members  here  should  not  take  a  partisan 
anproach  to  something  as  important  as  health 
disciplines    or    whatever    sanctions    that    the 


various  disciplines  should  impose.  I  see  you 
shaking  your  head.  Why  don't  you  do  that? 
Let  us  have  a  free  vote.  Just  get  all  the  mem- 
bers in  here— 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  We  didn't.  I'll  quote  you 
chapter  and  verse. 

Mr.  Roy:  You'll  quote  me  chapter  and 
verse  on  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  On  partisanship.  In  all 
fairness,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  issue  got  a  lot 
of  attention.  It's  interesting  that  in  the  final 
summation  the  other  day  I  had  one  lawyer 
state  that  he  was  for  fines  and  not  costs. 
Another  lawyer  stated  that  he  was  for  costs 
and  not  fines  and  a  third  law>'er  stated  that 
she  was  for  both. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  right,  and  you'll  probablv 
get  as  many  opinions  as  that  if  you  poll  all 
the  members  who  are  here.  I  personally  feel 
that  they  should  have  the  right  to  impose 
fines  and  costs  but  I  think  the  professions, 
or  the  disciplines  here,  can  live  with  either 
one.  But  they  should  at  least  have  the  one, 
and  it  seems  to  me  if  I  were  to  put  emphasis 
on  anything  I  would  put  it  on  the  question 
of  costs. 

The  question  of  fines  is  maybe  a  strong 
remedy  for  something  other  than  a  court  as 
a  disciplinary  body.  But  if  I  were  to  put 
emphasis  on  anything  it  would  seem  to  me 
I  would  put  it  on  the  question  of  costs.  An 
individual  who  is  being  investigated  for 
malpractice,  and  who  is  subsequently  found 
guilty  of  professional  misconduct  or  other- 
wise, such  individual  should  be  the  one  to 
bear  the  costs  of  the  investigation  and  it 
should  not  be  his  colleagues  in  that  particu- 
lar body  who  pay  the  costs  of  this  because, 
eventually,  the  public  will  pay. 

WeVe  seen  the  system  work  and  work 
well  with  the  Law  Society  of  Upper  Canada. 
Why  shouldn't  this  system  work  now?  So, 
on  the  question  of  costs,  I  would  say  to  the 
minister,  yes,  there  is  a  variety  of  opinions 
and  I  don't  think  that  you're  right  and  I'm 
wrong  or  somebody  else  over  here  would  be 
right  or  wrong.  But  put  it  to  a  free  vote. 

Surely,  we  members  here  are  not  going  to 
take  a  partisan  approach  to  this.  We  don't 
want  to  shout  or  scream  at  you;  what  we 
want  is  to  have  the  best  bill  possible.  Why 
doesn't  the  minister  put  it  to  a  free  vote  of 
the  members  of  the  Legislature,  because  I'm 
sure  that  all  members  have  certain  feelinQr<5 
about  whether  a  disciplinary  body  should 
have  these  powers  or  not. 

I  ask  you,  this  is  a  challenge  I  leave  to 
you.     You're    an    objective    minister.     Look 
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around  you;  leave  it  to  a  free  vote  just  as 
we  did  in  committee  when  we  were  voting. 
Why  shouldn't  you  have  an  open  mind  on 
this  question? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  I  think 
the  minister  at  the  committee  stage  of  the 
Health  Disciplines  Act  is  well  aware  of  my 
feelings  on  this  matter.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment  that  would  allow  professional 
organizations  and  their  discipline  committees 
to  levy  fines  with  the  amount  so  collected  to 
go  to  the  consolidated  revenue  fund.  And  I 
so  do  on  the  simple  argument  that  it  should 
be  one  of  the  tools  that  the  discipline  com- 
mittee has  of  levying  against  a  member  who 
has  been  incompetent  or,  in  some  way,  has 
not  practised  correctly. 

I  say  this  because  I'm  particularly  con- 
scious of  our  communities  in  the  north,  or 
any  community  in  Ontario  which  is  cut  oflF 
the  rest  of  Ontario  and  has  only  one  or  two 
practising  dentists  or  medical  doctors  in  that 
area.  If  the  discipline  committee  has  a  choice 
between  letting  the  person  go  and  imposing 
no  penalty  whatsoever  on  him,  or  suspending 
him  for  a  period  of  time  or  withdrawing  his 
licence  altogether,  that  isn't  really  much  of 
an  alternative.  In  many  instances  they're  go- 
ing to  have  to  go  to  the  first  one  because  the 
withdrawal  of  a  licence  for  a  short  period  is 
going  to  cause  real  hardship  on  the  people  in 
that  area  as  that  service  is  withdrawn. 

If  they  had,  as  an  additional  tool  for  that 
committee,  a  fine  which  they  could  levy  on 
that  person,  particularly  with  that  fine  being 
non-taxable,  not  eligible  for  a  tax  deduction, 
in  fact  that  would  constitute  a  severe  repri- 
mand on  that  professional  person. 

I  would  urge  the  minister,  for  the  same 
reasons  that  the  member  for  Ottawa  East  has, 
to  allow  this  to  come  to  a  free  vote.  There 
certainly  isn't  a  matter  of  principle  involved 
here  that  adheres  to  any  sort  of  party  line 
and,  on  the  matter  of  both  these  amend- 
ments, they  should  come  to  a  vote.  I  per- 
sonally can  see  a  lot  of  good  justification  in 
having  fines  as  one  of  the  tools  to  be  levied 
by  the  discipline  committee  of  these  societies. 

On  the  second  amendment,  I  must  admit 
I'm  one  of  those  who  feel  that  costs  should 
not  be  included.  I  would  admit  here  I  was 
rather  in  agreement  with  the  minister  at  the 
time  in  committee  when  he  said:  "The  cost 
of  these  discipline  hearings,  the  cost  of  con- 
ducting those  hearings  to  the  society,  is  one 
of  the  costs  of  that  society  having  the  right 


to  discipline  their  fellow  members  and  should 
be  so  viewed  as  such,  one  of  the  costs  of 
having  that  particular  right." 

As  a  subsidiary  argument,  I  also  feel  that 
if  costs  of  the  discipline  hearings  were  not 
allowed  to  accrue  to  the  society  inevitably 
this  would  turn  up,  not  so  much  in  higher 
costs  to  the  community  when  you  are  talking 
about  dentists  and  medical  doctors  and  nurses, 
but  rather  as  a  cost  on  their  professional  fees. 
If  professional  fees  were  required  to  be  raised 
because  of  the  number  of  discipline  hearings 
involving  a  charge  of  incompetence  or  mal- 
practice I  feel  that  when  doctors  and  dentists 
met  socially  one  of  the  topics  of  conversation 
would  indeed  be  the  fee  increases  and  that 
there  would  be  a  sort  of  joking  admonition 
to  each  other  that  they  had  better  not  in- 
crease each  other's  fees  by  malpractising. 

This,  at  the  very  grassroots  level,  might 
have  some  eflPect  upon  the  individual  pro- 
fessional. Many  of  them  will  go  all  through 
their  lives  without  coming  anywhere  close  to 
malpractising,  but  this  might  have  a  bene- 
ficial eflFect  on  the  odd  one  who  might  tend 
to,  but  who  has  been  reminded  for  months 
or  years  by  his  colleagues  that  it's  adding  to 
their  costs  and  coming  out  of  their  pocket- 
books. 

For  those  reasons  I  would  say  that  this 
bill  shouldn't  include  costs  but  should  in- 
deed include  the  power  of  the  discipline 
committees  to  levy  fines. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  would  first  like  to  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  minister  who,  imlike  his  colleague, 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  perhaps  my  legal 
opinion  at  least  stood  with  others  as  having 
some  equal  merit— or  perhaps  not,  as  you  see 
fit. 

I  spoke  on  this  in  committee  and  I  did  not 
speak  on  the  matter  of  the  limitations  because 
I  felt  that  I  had  said  all  that  I  could  say 
usefully  at  that  time.  But  I  think  now  cir- 
cmnstances  have  altered  somewhat  since  we 
discussed  the  position  taken  by  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Welch)  in  this  particular 
matter.  We  have  now  seen  the  precedent  set 
where  this  government  has  not  seen  fit  to 
follow  the  recommendations  of  the  Law 
Reform  Commission  in  another  instance. 

If  I  may,  it  seems  to  me  that  in  this 
particular  situation  the  report  is  very  ambigu- 
ous as  to  its  intent.  It  seems  for  once  to  speak, 
as  it  were,  out  of  both  sides  of  its  mouth, 
because  on  the  one  hand  there  is  a  concern 
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expressed  that  the  disciphnary  bodies  ought 
to  have  available  to  them  tools  other  than 
suspension  and/or  revocation.  Then  of  course 
it's  quite  true  that  at  the  same  time  the  report 
speaks  of  the  necessity  to  keep  for  the  courts 
the  matter  of  fines  and  costs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  ought  to  look  at 
what  could  be  the  effect  of  this  particular 
lack  in  legislation  if  it  continues.  You  have  a 
disciplinary  body;  it  has  an  obligation  to  in- 
vestigate and  presumably  to  investigate  fully. 
I  am  advised  that  some  of  the  investigations 
which  have  been  undertaken  have  run  into 
very  substantial  costs.  If  there  are  no  costs 
available  then  I  would  feel  that  it  would  be 
very  likely  that  the  investigations  would  be 
greatly  curtailed  and  a  serious  injustice  done 
to  members  of  the  public. 

As  I  said  in  committee,  supposing  the 
disciplinary  body  took  the  position  that, 
having  no  other  recourse,  they  would  either 
suspend  or  revoke?  If  it  were  in  the  city  of 
Toronto  and  they  suspended  or  revoked, 
there  might  be  little  hardship  done  so  far 
as  the  public  is  concerned.  But  if,  in  those 
parts  of  Ontario  which  may  only  have  one 
dentist,  having  no  other  alternative  open  to 
them,  they  were  to  suspend  or  revoke,  surely 
then  there  would  be  a  hardship  to  that  com- 
munity? 

My  information  is  also  that  very  often  the 
investigations  are  not  a  matter  of  malpractice, 
they  are  not  a  matter  which  indicates  the 
incompetency  of  the  person  against  whom 
the  complaint  has  been  made,  but  it  is 
perhaps  a  matter  of  ethics. 

So  we  have  the  situation  where  the  discip- 
linary body  decides  that  in  the  absence  of 
any  other  recourse  it  will  suspend.  In  the 
alternative,  without  any  other  penalty,  that 
same  body  could  very  well  take  the  position 
that  it  did  not  think  that  the  offence  merited 
suspension,  and,  therefore,  would  take  no 
action  at  all  governing  the  ethics  of  its  own 
profession. 

It  would  appear  that  nothing  that  we  say 
is  goinff  to  be  effective  in  this  matter,  but 
I  would  urge  upon  the  minister  that  he  take 
into  consideration  the  fact  that  this  govern- 
ment does  not  follow  slavishly  the  law  re- 
form report  even  when  it's  very  positive  in 
its  recommendations.  Here,  where  you  have 
a  distinct  dichotomy  within  that  report  itself 
—an  ambiguity,  virtually— surely  it  is  time 
when  the  disciplines  themselves  and  the 
members  of  those  professions  ought  to  have 
the  opportimity  to  regulate  the  bodies  as 
they  see  fit  within  the  ambit  of  the  amend- 
ments posed  by  my  colleague. 


Something  was  said  earlier  about  the 
costs  being  passed  on  to  the  community.  I 
would  say  that  that  would  be  exactly  and 
precisely  what  would  happen  if  the  costs 
were  not  recovered.  If  the  college  has  to  pay 
thousands  of  dollars  for  an  investigation, 
there  is  no  doubt  in  my  mind  that  in  that 
case  the  costs  would  be  passed  on  to  the 
community.  Either  that  or  they  would  not 
undertake  an  investigation  at  all,  and  that  to 
me  would  be  no  protection  to  the  public. 
None  whatsoever. 

Here  you  have  the  very  rare  case  where 
individual  members  of  these  disciplines  have 
said,  "We  want  the  disciplinary  body  to 
have  this  recourse."  We  sit  here  and  say, 
"No,  no,  no,"  because  of  a  very  ambiguous 
statement  in  the  Law  Reform  Commission 
report. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  see  the  minister  look- 
ing the  way  he  looked  in  committee  when 
he  had  absolutely  no  intention  of  listening. 
But  I  hope  that  if  I  can't  convince  him 
that  some  others  in  this  room  may  be  able 
to  put  the  matter  more  strongly  than  I  can 
and  that  he  might  be  once  more  seduced  by 
arguments  on  this  side. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  have  been  seduced 
three  times  tonight. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman;  The  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Yes,  thank  you.  There  are 
three  alternatives  in  this  partiailar  situation. 
You  can  take  the  fines  and  say  that  is  legiti- 
mate; or  you  say  no,  and  take  the  costs  and 
say  they  are  legitimate;  or  you  say  they  are 
both  legitimate.  And  there  is  a  fourth,  of 
course;  that  none  of  them  are.  The  minister 
has  taken  the  fourth.  It  is  kind  of  a  pur- 
blind stance. 

I  don't  think  it  is  any  breach  of  faith  to 
say  in  this  House  I  thought  I  had  an  tmder- 
standing  with  the  Attorney  General  of  this 
province  about  this  particular  piece  of  busi- 
ness. I  thought  that  understanding  was  that 
we  would  accept  fines  in  this  legislation,  and 
I  wish  he  were  here.  We  would  accept  fines 
and  we  wouldn't  accept  costs. 

The  reason  we  would  accept  fines,  as  I 
understood  the  situation,  was  that  mone- 
tary penalty  was  all  to  the  good.  It  was  one 
more  weapon  in  the  arsenal,  and  a  very  valid 
weapon.  If  you  don't  want  to  reprimand,  if 
you  don't  want  to  suspend,  if  you  don't  want 
to  counsel,  you  can  fine  them  a  hundred 
bucks.  It  has  a  lasting  effect.  It  is  not  as 
good  as  getting  off  scot  free. 


3946 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Because  of  the  weight  of  money  on 
people's  minds  in  our  civilization  it  is  very 
often  a  very  effective  way,  without  immo- 
lating a  person  and  without  placing  them 
under  severe  detriment  with  respect  to  their 
livelihood,  to  simply  say:  "We  think  that  the 
penalty  here  ought  to  be  500  bucks;  not  just 
a  slap  on  the  wrist." 

'If  you  are  in  some  kind  of  willfully  self- 
sacrificing  mood  and  remove  that  particular 
weapon  from  the  arsenal,  then  you  have  left 
yourselves  with  an  inadequate  way  in  which 
to  approach. 

McRuer  says  that  there  is  nothing  against 
fines  heincr  levied.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
text  that  has  never  been  quoted  so  far  as  I 
know  is  contained  quite  a  bit  later  on  in  his 
book,  at  page  1206.  He  comes  down  quite 
strongly  in  favour  of  fines,  if  you  read  it. 

I  am  not  going  to  take  the  time  of  the 
House  to  read  the  several  paragraphs.  He  says 
there  is  only  one  caveat,  namely  that  the 
monev  be  paid  into  the  public  treasury.  He 
says  that  in  no  case  should  a  private  prosecu- 
tor have  a  monetary  interest  in  the  result  of 
that  prosecution.  He  points  out  that  in  some 
statutes  it  is  paid  into  the  treasury  of  the  self- 
governing  body;  and  in  other  cases,  such  as 
the  Law  Society  Act  or  the  Public  Ac- 
countancy Act,  it  is  paid  into  the  public 
treasury. 

So  there  is  no  uniformity  in  this  particular 
regard.  Therefore,  for  that  very  reason,  to 
preserve  a  monetary  penalty  as  having  valid- 
ity in  our  time,  we  would  agree  with  the 
imderstanding  tiiat  the  money  be  paid  to  the 
public  treasury.  I  don't  go  for  the  argument, 
or  think  it  is  very  valid  or  has  much  weight, 
that  this  would  increase  the  cost  to  the 
public.  I  just  don't  think  that  is  true. 

The  amount  of  penalty  in  this  regard,  or  in 
the  matter  of  costs,  can  very  well  be  borne. 
It  is  a  privilege  to  be  a  self-governing  institu- 
tion. It  is  a  benison  extended  by  the  general 
public.  They  don't  exist  for  their  own  sake. 
They  exist  to  serve,  solely  and  entirely;  and 
thev  are  to  be  measured  solely  and  entirelv 
in  those  terms.  They  are  in  no  wise  to  benefit 
themselves,  either  in  hard  cash  terms  or  in 
the  disposition  of  prerogatives  and  powers 
which  are  specifically  reserved  to  the  courts 
and  to  judicial  moves. 

The  business  of  costs,  we  can't  agree  with. 
It's  all  right  for  the  member  for  Ottawa  East 
to  say  he  doesn't  mean  certain  things  to  be 
covered  by  costs,  namely  the  lawyer's  fees. 
But  as  we  said  in  committee,  and  I  don't 
think  there  is  any  harm  in  putting  it  on  the 
record,  costs  tend  to  be,  regrettably  or  not, 
a  lawyers'  in-game. 


You  line  somebody  up;  he  makes  $1,500  a 
day.  The  society  itself  lines  up  its  boy;  he 
wants  a  commensurate  fee  otherwise  he'll  feel 
terribly  inferior  and  downgraded.  He  might 
charge  even  a  little  bit  more  because  he's 
right  at  the  meal  head.  This  goes  on  for  35 
days  and  at  the  end  of  the  day  the  fellow  is 
adjudged  guilty,— if  I  may  use  criminal  lan- 
guage in  this  context— and  he's  bereft  of  his 
livelihood.  He's  also  paying  $50,000  to  some 
lawyer  on  the  other  side,  apart  from  what  he 
has  to  pay  to  his  own  lawyer  by  way  of  costs. 
Now  that's  just  not  admissible. 

If  the  costs  were  confined  to  the  tran- 
scripts of  evidence;  to  obtaining  expert  wit- 
nesses; to  the  hotel  and  travelling  expenses 
of  such  witnesses;  or  even  expert  consultants 
of  various  kinds  which  would  be  better,  that 
would  be  a  different  thing. 

But  there  is  no  such  nice  discrimination  in 
the  proposal  before  us  at  this  time.  There- 
fore, we  will  reject  in  this  party  the  notion 
of  costs,  except  to  the  extent  already  in  the 
legislation,  which  seems  to  me  quite  legiti- 
mate: 

Where  the  discipline  committee  isi  of  the 
opinion  that  the  commencement  of  the 
proceedings  was  unwarranted,  the  com- 
mittee may  order  that  the  college  reimburse 
the  member  for  his  costs  in  such  proportion 
thereof  as  the  discipline  committee  fixes. 

I  suppose  that,  too,  should  legitimately  cover 
legal  costs.  In  that  particular  context  a  man 
acquitted,  innocent  from  the  very  beginning, 
shouldn't  have  to  bear  the  weight. 

To  get  into  adversary  concepts  and  into  the 
business  of  dividing  up  costs  seems  to  me  to 
tarnish  and  to  render  subject  to  mercenary 
motives  the  whole  range.  The  lawyers  no 
doubt  appearing  before  the  committee  would 
be  wise  enough  in  their  own  interests— the 
evil  of  the  day  is  suflBcient  thereof— to  want 
these  costs.  We  certainly  don't  find  them 
palatable. 

I  would,  before  I  sit  down,  finally  seek  to 
prevail  upon  you  to  give  recognition  to  some 
kind  of  money  being  involved  in  this  situa- 
tion, and  let  the  motion  with  respect  to  (f)  go 
through  and  make  it  part  of  the  law  of  this 
province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Singer. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  support  both 
the  amendments  put  forward  by  my  col- 
league. It  seems  to  me  that  the  penalties 
presently  being  assessed  against  erring  mem- 
bers of  these  disciplines— I  wish  I  had  the 
minister's  attention  because  some  of  us  think 
this  is  a  very  important  debate.  I'm  going  to 
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pause  until  the  minister  gets  back  and  pre- 
tends he's  interested. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I  am  really  listening. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  you  owe  the  House 
the  courtesy  of  being  in  your  seat  and  listen- 
ing to  the  debate  on  this  bill,  which  is  your 
bill. 

An  hon.  member:  Sage  advice. 

Hon.  W.  D.  McKeough  (Minister  of  Ener- 
gy ) :  Don't  be  such  a  pompous  ass. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  It  happens  that  I  was 
thinking, 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Well,  sit  down  and  think. 

Mr.  Singer:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  started  to 
say,  I  think  the  amendments  put  forward 
by  my  colleague  are  sensible.  I  have  been 
disturbed  recently. 

There  was  an  article  in  the  paper  the  other 
day  in  which  the  College  of  Physicians  and 
Surgeons  reported  on  the  penalties  it  had 
awarded  against  certain  erring  members  of 
the  profession.  They  seemed  picayune  in  re- 
lation to  the  oflFences  as  they  were  described 
in  that  article.  The  offences  described  seemed 
very  serious  to  me  and  the  penalties  assessed 
were  short-term  removal  from  the  rolls;  limi- 
tations on  practice  for  a  short  period  of  time. 

In  the  legal  profession,  when  the  Law 
Societ>-  embarks  upon  a  search,  say,  of  a 
lawyer's  trust  funds,  it  brings  in  accountants 
and  checks  out  with  various  clients  and 
people  shown  on  the  rolls.  If  it  finds  the 
lawyer,  as  they  sometimes  do,  has  mishandled 
his  trust  fund,  the  cost  of  those  investigations 
can  run  into  many  thousands  of  dollars.  Why 
should  either  the  public— and  the  public  is 
eventually  going  to  pay— or  the  profession, 
apparently,  because  it's  charged  to  the  pro- 
fession and  the  professional  fees  go  up— why 
should  those  fees  to  the  professional  members 
have  to  go  up  to  protect  society  against  their 
erring  members? 

Why  shouldn't  the  erring  members  pay? 
It  would  be  my  hope— and  I  don't  think  I 
am  going  to  realize  it— it  would  be  my  hope 
that  somewhere  under  the  new  provisions  of 
the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  that  there  would 
be  a  little  greater  verve  and  a  little  more  zeal 
attached  to  both  the  disciplinary  bodies  and 
the  new  boards  that  they  are  setting  up  which 
would  force  them  into  the  position  of  really 
getting  at  these  complaints— which  would 
force  them  into  the  position  of  examining 
them  thoroughly;  which  would  force  them 
into  the  position  of  calling  in  outside  ad- 
visers who  would  give  them  advice. 


These  things  are  going  to  cost  money  if 
they  are  going  to  be  done  properly  and  if  the 
public  interest  is  going  to  be  protected.  And 
why  should  those  costs  be  assessed  back  as 
against  the  public,  because  it's  the  pubhc 
which  is  eventually  going  to  pay? 

Surely  it  makes  some  sense  that  if  a  mem- 
ber of  a  particular  profession,  one  of  these 
disciplines,  has  been  found  under  these  pro- 
cedures to  have  carried  on  improperly,  and 
the  process  has  cost  somebody  a  lot  of  money 
—it's  the  public  allotted  money— surely  there 
should  be  power  to  award  those  costs  as 
against  that  erring  member. 

There  is  no  point  in  prolonging  this.  The 
minister  is  obviously  disinterested.  The  Act 
is  going  to  go  through  exactly  the  way  it  went 
through  the  standing  committee.  However, 
the  point  is  there.  The  minister,  I  think,  is 
wrong.  He  is  as  wrong  as  he  can  be.  The 
minister  is  stubborn.  So  be  it;  he's  got  more 
votes  than  the  opposition  has  tonight.  That's 
fine.  There  will  be  another  day. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I'd  appreciate  your  carry- 
ing on. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  is  not  hstening  at 
all.  But  to  my  mind,  the  amendments  put 
forward  by  my  colleague,  make  good  sense— 
and  I  am  going  to  vote  for  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  I'd  appreciate  your  carry- 
ing on  for  another  five  mintes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  not  as 
pessimistic  as  many  of  the  former  speakers. 
I  have  a  great  feeling  of  faith  in  the  minister 
and  that  he  has  listened  to  these  Reasonable 
arguments  that  have  been  put  forward  to- 
night. 

All  the  speakers  have  been  lawyers  up  to 
now  and  I  had  no  intention  of  entering  this 
debate  until  yesterday,  when  a  friend  of 
mine  who  is  a  former  past  president  of  the 
College  of  Physicians  and  Surgeons  of  On- 
tario sought  me  out  to  speak  to  me  about 
this  very  matter. 

He  has  sat  on  the  discipline  committee  and 
as  a  member  of  the  present  discipline  com- 
mittee which  is  in  session  these  days  atid  will 
be  next  week,  they  are  most  unhappy,  very 
much  concerned  and  can  hardly  understand 
the  reason  behind  this  present  amendment. 

Presently  they  have  the  power  to  fine  up  to 
$1,000  and  can  add  costs,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
taken; and  can  only  suspend  a  licence  for  sLx 
months  without  it  going  to  a  higher  body. 
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Under  the  new  Act  they  can  have  indefinite 
suspension,  but  the  matters  of  fining  and 
costs  have  been  taken  from  th^n. 

It  would  appear  to  those  concerned  that 
they  are  losing  a  very  great  deterrent  with 
the  matter  of  fines  taken  away  from  the 
disciplines  committee.  The  only  recourse— 
that  is,  of  either  revoking  a  licence  or  sus- 
pending a  licence  for  a  period  of  time- 
could  conceivably  be  of  very  little  conse- 
quence to  a  dentist  of  considerable  means. 
If  he  has  his  licence  revoked  for  six  months, 
he  can  take  a  cruise  or  a  holiday  from  his 
Toronto  or  his  big  city  practice.  He  con- 
ceivably could  have  a  holiday  and  the  com- 
munity at  large  would  not  suffer,  betoause 
his  practice  would  be  divided  at  that  time 
among  other  dentists. 

But  it  was  pointed  out  to  me  quite  forcibly 
that  most  of  the  cases  before  the  discipline 
committee  deal  with  discrepancies  with  Blue 
Cross  or  OHIP-things  that  do  not  affect 
the  competence  or  the  ability  of  the  profes- 
sional to  perform.  And  when  a  professional 
person,  such  as  a  dentist,  is  taken  out  of  the 
conununity  where  there  is  only  one  in  service 
or  two  to  serve  the  whole  community,  it's  the 
community  that  suffers,  more  so  than  the 
person  who  has  only  had  a  licence  to  prac- 
tise revoked  or  suspended  for  a  period  of 
time.  There  is  an  interesting  point  here,  Mr. 
Minister,  and  if  I  might  make  a  rather  crude 
comparison,   I  think  it  is  very  applicable. 

The  other  day,  the  Minister  of  Agriculture 
and  Food  (Mr.  Stewart),  who  is  now  in  his 
seat,  brought  before  this  House  legislation 
to  amend  the  Milk  Act.  The  gist  of  the 
legislation  was  simply  this.  The  minister 
asked  for  penalties  to  impose  on  farmers 
who  did  not  comply  with  the  regulations  and 
the  quality  that  was  required  by  the  Milk 
Commission. 

Up  until  then,  Mr.  Minister,  the  only  thing 
open  to  the  Milk  Commission  was  to  refuse 
the  milk  or  to  have  the  milk  dumped  down 
a  drain,  and  that,  Mr.  Minister,  was  not  con- 
sidered good  enough.  Why  should  we  waste 
the  product  when  something  could  be 
achieved  to  bring  about  a  correction  of  the 
situation  through  a  penalty  or  a  fine? 

Why,  in  this  instance,  should  we  waste 
the  professional  abilities  of  a  person  by 
suspending  his  operation  when  something 
could  be  achieved  through  a  fine  or  a  penalty 
imposed  against  him?  In  the  case  of  minor 
infractions.  I  am  sure  the  discipline  com- 
mittee will  not  be  as  disposed  to  seek  out 
all  the  implications  of  the  charges  and  to 
look  into  them  further  and  deeper  if  it  means 
piling  up  additional  costs  which  cannot  be 


or  will  not  be  allowed  to  be  met  by  the  per- 
son if  he  is  found  guilty. 

Now  the  comparison  with  the  penalties 
against  farmers  under  the  Milk  Commission 
in  the  Milk  Act  may  be  a  crude  comparison, 
but  I  think  it  shows  that  you  are  not  tied 
to  the  principle  that  non-judicial  bodies 
should  not  have  the  right  of  penalties  or 
fines.  We  have  already  changed  one  Act 
this  very  week,  Mr.  Minister,  which  deals 
with  this  very  point,  and  surely  you  cannot 
have  the  Attorney  General  tell  you  that  you 
must  abide  strictly  by  the  new  recommenda- 
tions of  McRuer.  I  feel  very  strongly  about 
this  after  the  three-quarters-of-an-hour  talk 
I  had  last  night  with  my  friend  who  is  faced 
with  a  lot  of  these  problems.  And  to  me  they 
are  very  real  problems. 

It  has  been  mentioned  that  costs  are  very 
considerable;  costs  run  up  to  large  amounts. 
If  these  costs  have  to  be  paid  entirely  by 
the  college,  there  is  no  alternative,  Mr. 
Minister,  but  that  they  be  passed  on  in  the 
form  of  higher  service  charges  to  the  public 
at  large,  if  increased  fees  to  the  college  are 
levied  through  the  profession. 

Revoking  or  suspension  of  a  licence  is 
a  tool  which  sounds  very  practical;  we  have 
to  be  practical,  we  can't  be  idealistic  about 
this.  And  if  this  is  going  to  work  a  hardship 
to  the  public  because  that  is  the  only  tool 
at  the  disp>osal  of  the  discipline  committee, 
then  I  would  say  to  hang  with  the  Law  Re- 
form Commission  report  if  the  Law  Reform 
Conmnission  report  says  that  a  non-judiciary 
body  should  not  have  this— 

Mr.  Roy:  Not  the  Law  Reform  Commis- 
sion, it's  the  McRuer  report. 

Mr.  Good:  Or  if  the  McRuer  report  says 
that   we  shouldn't  have  this  power. 

Mr.  Minister,  I  wish  and  I  hope  that  you 
have  consulted  those  professional  people 
who  have  been  working  on  this  discipline 
committee.  As  you  know,  Mr,  Chairman, 
this  discipline  committee,  as  it  sits  presently, 
has  a  lay  person  and  professional  people 
sitting  on  it.  And  the  lay  person  I  am  sure 
is  amazed  at  the  work  that  is  involved  in 
turning  out  a  self-disciplinary  professional 
group.  We  have  it  in  other  disciplines,  and 
we  have  it  in  this  one.  And  if  we  are  moving 
away  from  the  idea  of  allowing  fines  and 
penalties,  I  think  we  are  making  a  great 
mistake. 

In  all  sincerity,  Mr.  Minister,  I  would  ask 
you  to  give  this  fullfer  consideration.  As  I  say, 
I  had'  no  interest  in,  or  very  little  knowledge 
about   this    subject   until   yesterday,    when   I 
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was  sought  out  by  and  had  this  long  talk 
with  my  friend  who,  as  I  say,  is  a  past  presi- 
dent of  the  college  and  sits  on  the  discipline 
committee.  They  feet  so  strongly  about  it 
that  he  could  hardly  believe  it  when  I  said 
it  was  going  to  become  law  this  week. 

He  said:  "Is  there  anything  that  can  be 
done?"  I  said:  "Well,  we  will  do  what  we 
can."  I  have  taken  the  best  part  of  today  talk- 
ing to  people  in  the  Legislature,  trying  to  get 
some  support  for  this,  so  we  leave  this  in  the 
hands  of  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I 
sincerely  hope  that  he  will  reconsider  this 
amendtment. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  just  make 
one  further  comment  in  relation  to  my  amende 
ment? 

I  feel,  Mr.  Chairman  to  the  minister,  that 
if  you  reject  both  of  these  amendSments,  then 
in  fact  you  are  going  to  have  to  go,  for  in^- 
stance,  against  a  body  like  the  Law  Society  of 
Upper  Canada  and  take  away  its  right  to  im- 
pose the  costs  of  the  investigation.  Let  me  tell 
you,  I  think  you  are  going  to  have  problems 
there. 

The  second  thing  that  has  to  be  kept  in 
mind  by  the  minister,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  right  of  appeal.  There  is 
a  rig;ht  of  appeal  under  section  13.  If  you  are 
afraid  that  a  non-judicial  body  is  imposing 
fines  or  costs  that  they  might  be  abusing,  that 
might  be  too  stringent  or  that  might  not  be 
adequate,  then  there  are  provisions  in  your 
Act  for  the  court  of  appeal  to  review  these. 
So  what  are  we  afraid  of?  The  right  of  appeal 
is  open  to  us. 

Hon.  R.  Welch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Justice  andi  Attorney  General):  Not  to  levy 
fines. 

Mr.  Roy:  Well,  as  I  read  section  13,  it  says: 
"Any  party  to  proceedings  before  a  discipline 
committee  may  appeal  from  its  decision  or 
order  to  the  Supreme  Court  in  accordance 
with  the  rules  of  court."  That  is  an  ordier 
under  section  37,  subsection  5.  It's  an  ordter  to 
revoke  the  licence,  to  suspend',  to  impose'  re- 
strictions, to  reprimand  the  member,  to  direct 
the  imposition,  to  levy  fines  and)  to  levy  costs. 
As  I  read  this,  there's  a  right  of  appeal. 

An  hon.  member:  Oh  yes,  sure. 

Mr.  Roy:  Pardon  me? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Not  on  costs. 

Mr.  Roy:  And  on  the  fines;  and  on  the  fines. 

Mr.  Good:  If  you  put  them  in.  They  are 

are  not  in  now. 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  ques- 
tion becomes  a  ver^-  interesting  one  on  the 
bask  of  chapters  84  and'  85  of  McRuer.  I 
don't  know  whether  the  hon.  members  have 
read  McRuer— 

Mr.  Roy:  I  have  read  McRuer  in  the  de- 
bate. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  -but  the  point  is  that 
what  we  are  faced)  with  here  is  the  fact  that 
McRuer  is  very  diefinite,  in  his  report  on  civil 
rights,  that  only  a  court  should  fine.  Even  the 
Legislature  of  Ontario  can't  fine.  It  can  pro- 
vide for  an  offence  and  leaves  it  to  a  judge  to 
make  the  fine.  If  I  understand  it,  the  oppos- 
ition is  now  saying  that  it  wants,  as  an  alter- 
native, to  give  the  power  to  a  selfi-regulating 
body  to  impose  a  fine. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Penalty. 

Mr.  Good:  Penalty. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  I  mean,  a  rose  is  a 
rose  is  a  rose. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
that. 

Mr.  Good:  It's  a  penalty. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  No,  no,  that's  not  a  fine. 
No,  it's  entirely  different  in  this  particular 
matter.  In  fact,  it  was  because  of  that  that  we 
went  into  this.  What  the  Milk  Commission  is 
doing  is,  as  I  recall  it— the  Minister  of 
Agriculture  and  Food  can  speak  to  this  him- 
self—the distribution  of  the  costs  to  be  dis- 
tributed among  those  who  actually  suffer  a 
loss  because  of  the  imposition  of— 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  think,  Mr.  Attorney 
General,  that— 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Kit- 
chener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  —those  amendments  to  the 
Milk  Act  are  not  perhaps  in  that  form.  It  was 
my  understanding,  certainly,  of  those  amend" 
ments  that  the  principle  of  dealing  with  that 
statute  was  to  give  an  alternative  to  pouring 
the  milk  dbwn'  the  drain  by  saying  to  a 
farmer,  "You  have  not  reacheii  the  standard 
but  we  can  use  your  product  for  some  other 
purpose,  but  you  are  penalized." 

Mr.  Deacon:  Right. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  result  of  that  penalty 
has  been  to  allow  us  to  use  the  resource  at  a 
cost  to  the  producer.  In  this  case,  when  you 
are  dealing  with  the  health  disciplines  mat- 
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ters,  again  you  are  still  able  to  use  the  serv- 
ice of  the  individual,  especially  in  a  com- 
munity that  may  have  no  alternative,  but  you 
are  imposing  a  penalty  on  that  individual.  I 
would  like  to  hear  from  you,  Mr.  Attorney 
General,  as  to  why  the  two  are  different,  why 
the  principle  is  not  equivalence  which  allows 
the  disciplinary  body  to  have  this  alternative, 
always  on  the  basis  that  the  alternative  can 
only  be  granted  subject  to  review  by  the 
courts? 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  If  I  might  just 
read  this  section  from  the  Milk  Act:  "The 
amount  of  the  penalties  and  the  method  by 
which  the  penalties  are  calculated,  the  pay- 
ment of  the  penalties  to  the  marketing  board 
constituted  to  administer  any  plan**— so  we 
are  speaking  of— 

Mr.  Deacon:  That  was  at  the  time  at  which 
the  penalties  were  payable. 

Mr.  Good:  Right,  at  which  the  penalties 
are  payable.  Now  those  are  straight  penalties 
paid  in  money  by  the  offending  fanner.  It  is 
as  simple  as  that. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  provides  for  use  of  the 
penalties  by  such  marketing  boards. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  make  a 
comment  to  the  Attorney  General.  I  read— 
and  in  fact  the  member  for  Lakedtiore  has  it 
right  here— the  McRuer  report,  and  part  of  it— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Do  you  disagree  with 
McRuer? 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  no  way. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Okay.  Then  this  is  quite 
specific. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  I  don't  disagree  with  McRuer, 
but  McRuer  said  this,  that  you  should  not  let 
bodies  impose  fines  when  these  fines  are  being 
paid  to  the  body. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That's  what  he  says? 

Mr.  Roy:  Well  let's  get  the  book  over  here. 
That's  what  he  said. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Let's  be  fair.  I  disagree 
with  him,  and  I  disagree  with  that  wording. 
He  says,  in  the  first  place,  that  he  disagrees 
with  fines.  He  says  if  there  must  be  fines— if 
there  must  be  fines— he  goes  the  next  step  and 
says  they  should  be  payable  to  the  consoli- 
dated revenue  fund. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  not  tliat  clear  in  his  state- 
ment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  is  quite  clear  to  me. 


Mr.  Good:  This  is  a  case  where  there  must 
be  fines  and  they  must  be  paid  to  the  con- 
solidated revenue  fund. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Let's  not  misrepresent 
things.  McRuer  is  opposed  to  self-regulating 
bodies  imposing  fines.  He  says  if  they  must 
impose  fines  as  an  alternative  they  should  be 
payable  to  the  consolidated  revenue  fund. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  There  is  a  page  in  McRuer 
which  we  did  not  read  in  the  health  dis- 
ciplines committee  downstairs,  and  it  is  not 
the  page  that  you  are  thinking  of.  It  is  10 
pages  later  on.  This  is  at  1206.  You  are 
thinking  of  the  stuff  back  here  at  1195,  where 
he  comes  down  flatly,  you  think.  But  he 
didn't  finish,  he  goes  on.  I  won't  read  the 
first  paragraph,  although  it  is  in  my  favour 
and  against  you— you  are  just  not  read  up  on 
your  McRuer  at  the  moment: 

The  self-governing  statutes,  being  public 
Acts,  are  passed  for  the  benefit  of  the  pub- 
lic. It  is  difficult  to  see  on  what  principle 
the  fines  imposed  for  breaches  of  these 
statutes  should  not  be  paid  into  the  public 
treasury. 

That  is  all  he  says.  That  is  enough.  There 
is  nothing  wrong  with  the  fines,  as  you  say, 
per  se.  It  is  a  question  of  where  they  go. 

The  pubhc  provides  the  courts  and  all 
the  facilities  for  the  prosecution  of  the 
offences.  It  may  be  that  these  bodies  en- 
gage their  own  counsel  and  for  their  own 
purposes  conduct  private  prosecutions.  This 
may  be  permissible,  but  it  is  a  practice  that 
ought  not  to  be  encouraged  in  any  case, 
and  it  is  particularly  undesirable  that  it 
should  be  encouraged  by  statutory  pro- 
visions that  the  fines  imposed  by  the  court 
should  go  to  the  private  body. 

Mr.  Good:  That's  straightforward. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  He  says:  "In  no  case  should 
a  private  proseicutor  have  a  monetary  inter- 
est in  the  result  of  a  prosecution."  Then  he 
goes  on  in  the  same  vein.  He  doesn't  object 
to  fines,  I  suggest  to  you,  as  such.  You  heard 
what  he  said,  and  it  is  quite  a  different  thing. 
By  the  way,  I  thought  the  Attorney  General 
and  I  had  an  understanding  about  this 
whole  thing— namely,  that  the  fines  weren't 
objectionable  in  principle  at  all  and  that  it 
was  a  viable  monetary  way  in  which  to  deal 
with  a  wide  range,  the  whole  panoplj^  of  in- 
struments? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Well,  if  you  \vant  to 
raise  the  question  of  imderstanding,  I  con- 
sulted with  you  and  I  consulted  wnth  my 
critics    in    the    Liberal    Party    and    I    found 
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you  both  at  variance.  I  found  you  in  favour 
of  fines  and  him  opposed  to  fines;  you 
against  costs,  and  him  in  favour  of  costs. 
Now  ii'  you  want  to  get  that  on  the  record, 
let  me  put  that  quite  clearly. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  You  didn't  discuss  it  with 
me— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  You  are  not  my  critic. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  hon. 
member  for  Oxford  wants  to  sx>eak. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Now  do  you  want  to 
put  it  on  the  record  that— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  think  you  should  at  least 
have  the  courtesy  to  come  back  and  give  me 
some  indication  of  what  your  intentions 
were,  because  as  you  left,  I  understood  you 
to  have  rejected  costs  and  accepted  fines. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order  please.  The  hon. 
member  for  Oxford  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  somewhat 
difficult  for  me  to  speak  on  this  without 
letting  my  professional  bias  show  through, 
but  I  will  attempt  to  do  so.  I  don't  really 
feel  I  can  get  into  the  debate  on  a  very 
sound  basis  on  the  difference  between  fines 
and  costs.  I  would  think  that  perhaps  the 
Minister  of  Health  and  the  Attorney  General 
might  come  to  some  undetetanding  of  how 
that  might  be  best  done.  I  would  plead  for 
some  compromise  to  be  reached  on  this 
particular  issue.  Maybe  there's  a  point  I  can 
give  testimony  to  tom'ght  on  the  basis  of  a 
treatment  procedure.  If  you  leave  the  only 
alternative  to  the  discipline  committee  to 
suspend  me— I'm  now  talking  as  though  I 
were  a  practitioner— if  the  only  choice  was 
to  suspend  me  or  to  reprimand  me,  indeed, 
I  think  it  destroys  the  need  to  give  me  more 
than  a  reprimand  and  to  discipline  me  in 
some  way.  If  you  suspend  my  licence  you 
disrupt  my  practice,  my  personnel  in  my 
oflBce  and  the  quality  of  the  service  I  can 
render. 

If  I  can  use  the  illustration  only  to  make 
the  point— I'm  sure  it's  true  of  other  disci- 
plines—if you  destroy  a  continuity  of  ap-» 
pointments  in  my  office,  indeed,  you  destroy 
my  treatment.  I  may  not  have  been  guilty. 
I  may  not  have  been  guilty  of  bad  ethical 
practice  but  a  bad  monetary  policy  if  that 
can  illustrate  the  point.  You're  not  going  to 
discipline  me,  surely,  by  destroying  the 
quality  of  care  I  was  attempting  to  give.  You 
should  hit  me  where  it  hurts,  in  the  pocket- 
book.   That's   the   area  where   I   ofi^ended. 


I  would  ask  the  two  ministers  in  this  par- 
ticular instance  to  give  very  serious  con- 
sideration to  some  compromise  which  would 
hurt  me  as  a  practitioner  for  the  offence  I 
am  guilty  of  but,  please,  do  not  destroy 
the  kind  of  treatment  that  frequently  a 
fairly  decent  practitioner— as  far  as  his  treat- 
ment procedures  are  concerned— would  ren- 
der. If  you  suspend  me  for  three  months  I 
can  see  some  of  the  treatment  I  would  render 
not  only  to  the  individual— my  staff  might 
leave  me— I  can  see  a  great  effect  upon  the 
procedures  I  would  do  in  my  office. 

I  hope  that  many  of  the  logical  arguments 
presented  tonight  would  come  to  you  in 
such  a  way  that,  perhaps,  you  would  allow 
fines  or  costs.  I  guess  the  fairer  thing  would 
be  to  allow  fines  because  it  would  put  it 
back  into  the  public  purse  and  I  feel  there 
has  been  an  offence,  in  this  instance,  against 
the  public.  I  would  be  quite  happy  to  see 
the  fines  levied  by  a  discipline  committee 
go  back  into  the  public  coffers  because, 
really  in  truth,  this  was  an  offence  against 
society  and  society  should  benefit. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Attorney  General. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might 
just  comment  for  a  moment,  I  think  that,  re- 
gardless of  the  outcome  of  this  discussion,  we 
Siould  set  the  record  very  clear  about 
McRuer.  With  the  greatest  respect  to  the 
member  for  Lakeshore,  the  references  he  was 
making  had  nothing  to  do  with  fines  but 
rather  with  penalties  with  respect  to  violation 
of  regulations, 

Mr.  Lawlor:  With  the  greatest  respect— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  May  I,  with  the  greatest 
of  respect,  diraw  his  attention  to  page  1195  of 
McRuer— 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Take  a  look  at  1207. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  —report  No.  1,  vol.  3. 
Let  me  read'  now.  The  commission  said): 

We  recommend;  that  all'  disciplinary 
bodies  have  a  full  range  of  sanctions  made 
'available  to  them,  ranging  from  reprimand 
to  revocation  of  the  right  to  practise  [and 
listen  to  this]  except  the  right  to  impose 
fines  as  is  given  under  the  Dentistr}-  Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  Carry  on. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  It  goes  on: 

'Wei  do  not  think  any  self-governing  body 
(exercising  judicial  powers  should  have 
'.power  to  impose  fines,  especially  when  the 
fines  are  paid  to  the  treasury  of  the  body. 
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Mr.  Roy:  Exactly. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  He  goes  on  to  qualify,  I 
appreciate  that,  but  surely  there  can  be  noth- 
ing more  explicit  than  that? 

Mr.  Lawlor:  Mr.  Minister,  there  is  some- 
thing more  explicit  than  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Wait  a  minute.  You'll 
have  your  chance.  After  all  tliere  is  no  rule 
about  the  number  of  times  you  can  speak. 
That  is  the  reason  the  government,  in  espous- 
ing the  general  principles  of  this  particular 
royal  commission  inquiring  into  civil  rights, 
has  taken  the  position  at  this  stage  that  it 
has.  McRuer  goes  on  to  talk  about  the  ques>- 
tion  of  costs. 

'I  realized  in  the  standing  committee  there 
was  some  diflSculty  with  respect  to  both  of 
these  matters.  I  consulted  with  the  member 
for  Lakeshore  and  I  consulted  with  the  mem- 
ber for  Downsview  and  I  found  a  difference 
of  opinion  with  respect  to  what  the  com- 
promise would  be.  The  government  has 
brought  the  bill  to  committee  of  the  whole 
House  consistent  wdth  McRuer. 

I  want  to  be  sure  that  what  we  are  hear- 
ing tonight  is  a  request  from  the  opposition 
to  amend  McRuer;  in  fact,  not  to  follow 
McRuer  with  respect  to  these  two  recom- 
mendations. That's  what  we  are  being  asked 
to  consider  this  evening,  because  McRuer  is 
quite  clfear  on  both  the  question  of  the  im- 
position of  fines  and  the  recovery  of  costs 
against  the  member  of  the  profession*  who  was 
found  guilty  of  some  misconduct.  It  may  be 
that  the  hon.  member  for  Oxford  has  pro- 
vided us  with  a  compromise;  if  that  is  the 
compromise  I'd  be  glad  to  chat  for  just  a 
minute  with  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Health.  But  let's  have  the  record  clear  as  to 
what  we're  talking  about. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for  Lake- 
shore. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  I  do  not  wish  to  tax  the  minis- 
ter on  what  is  obviously  a  misunderstanding 
between  us.  We'll  let  that  go.  Would  you 
please  tm-n  to  your  book  at  page  1207  which 
is  15  pages  further  on?  I  read  the  first  por- 
tion; just  let  me  read  the  final  paragraph  if 
you  think  McRuer  is  not  more  explicit  than 
that.  He  says: 

For  reasons  that  we  have  already  ex- 
pressed with  respect  to  the  power  to  im- 
pose fines,  we  recommend  that  in  all  cases 
fines  for  breaches  of  the  self-governing 
statutes  should  be  paid  into  the  public 
treasury. 


Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  That's  right-"  ...  of 
the  statutes  ..."  Read  it. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  It's  quite  clear  he  is  aflBrma- 
tive  toward  fines  payable  into  the  public 
treasury. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  are  both  right. 

Mr.  Lawlor:  That's  the  way  I  read  him. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  East. 

Mr.  Roy:  If  I  may  say  this  to  the  Attorney 
General— 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  If  the  opposition  wants 

us  to  amend  it- 
Mr.   Deans:    We  want  you  to  amend  the 

bill;    we're   not   even   dealing   with   McRuer 

tonight. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  Yes,  we  are. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  the  great- 
est respect  for  the  former  Chief  Justice  of  this 
province.  I  think  he  wrote  an  excellent  report 
and  he  is  still  making  a  great  contribution 
to  this  province.  But  if  it  means  that  we 
disagree  with  him  on  this  point,  we  disagree 
with  him  on  that  point.  I'm  saying  it's  not 
that  clear.  I  want  to  make  sure  the  Attorney 
General  understands  what  we're  saying;  it's 
not  all  that  clear  because  he  put  that  caveat 
in  this  line.  He  says,  "Especially  when  these 
fines  are  being  paid  to  the  treasury  of  the 
body." 

The  second  thing  on  the  question  of  costs 
is  not  that  clear  either.  We're  not  talking 
about  party  costs  or  the  discretionary  costs 
imposed  by  a  court.  That's  what  he's  afraid 
of  because  this  is  a  discretionary  thing  for 
the  court— the .  costs— and  are  not  appealable. 
By  our  amendments,  we're  talking  about  the 
costs— all  or  part— of  the  investigation,  and, 
secondly,  we're  talking  about  a  situation  or 
an  order  which  is  appealable. 

You  show  me  where  that's  not  appealable 
if  we  look  at  section  13.  It  is  an  order  of  the 
disciplinary  body  and  is  appealable  to  the 
court  of  appeal.  We're  saying  that  on  that 
basis  these  bodies  should  have  the  right  to 
impose  a  fine  and  to  impose  part  or  all  of  the 
costs  of  the  investigation. 

I'm  saying  to  you  that  if  you  don't  give 
these  disciplines  this  right,  you're  going  to 
have  to  turn  to  the  Law  Society  and  say,  "You 
cannot  impose  the  costs  of  investigation  any 
longer."  Do  you  intend  to  do  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  May  well  have  to. 
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Mr.  Roy:  I'll  bet  you  will  back  ofiF  on  that, 
because  it's  a  system  that  has  worked  well 
for  the  Law  Society. 

Hon.  Mr.  Welch:  They  don't  fine  them. 

Mr.  Roy:  No,  they  don't  fine;  I  quite  agree 
with  you  they  don't  fine. 

Mr.  Rreithaupt:  They  levy  costs. 

Mr.  Roy:  They  levy  the  costs  of  the  in- 
vestigation and  that's  what  we're  talking 
about  here.  We  should  have  some  systematic 
approach  or  at  least  some  consistency  in  our 
approaches  to  all  professions  in  this  province. 
This  is  why  we  feel  there  should  be  some- 
thing else  but  the  remedies  or  the  sanctions 
imposed  by  that  section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Minister  of 
Health. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  no 
question  that  both  in  committee  and  in  the 
debate  tonight,  this  has  been  the  most  difficult 
issue  for  me  to  assess.  We  heard  very  per- 
suasive arguments  in  the  committee.  While 
earlier  tonight  I  was  accused  of  always  listen- 
ing to  the  mercenaries,  I  don't  think  I  did.  I 
had  to  try  to  listen  to  the  varying  legal 
opinions  that  emanated  from  the  people 
present.  The  very  fact  that  there  was  a  great 
deal  of  disagreement  in  those  legal  opinions, 
apart  from  those  of  us  who  were  trying  to 
assess  it  as  laymen,  made  life  all  the  more 
difficult. 

We  went  through  some  somersaults  in  the 
bill.  I  have  to  say  that  I  truly  believe  that  one 
of  the  prices  that  disciplines  pay  for  having 
the  right  to  govern  themselves  is  the  fact  that 
they  must  be  willing  to  accept  the  costs  of 
governing  themselves. 

I  have  listened  very  carefully  to  all  your 
arguments  tonight;  I  have  listened  to  my  own 
member  for  Oxford.  I  have  to  say  to  you 
that  I  am  prepared  to  accept  costs;  I  am 
prepared  to  accept  fines. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  further  dis- 
cussion? 

Mr,  Roy  has  moved  that  section  37(5)  be 
amended  by  adding  new  subsections  (f)  and 
(g).  We'll  deal  with  subsection  (f)  first. 

All  those  in  favour  of  this  amendment  will 
please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  carried. 

Mr.  Roy  further  moved  that  a  new  sub- 
section (g)  be  added. 


All  those  in  favour  of  this  further  amend- 
ment will  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 

Is  there  any  further  discussion  on  any 
section  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  similar  amend- 
ments will  have  to  be  made  in  the  medicine 
section,  the  pharmacy  section  and  the  op- 
tometry section. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  hon.  minister  wish 
to  comment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Yes,  parallel  amendments 
will  have  to  be  made  in  the  other  sections  of 
the  bill.  Perhaps  somebody  could  tell  us  the 
points  at  which  they  should  be  made. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  first  amend- 
ment will  have  to  be  made  in  section  60(5). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  comment  on 
any  previous  section? 

Mr.  Singer:  I  want  to  talk  about  section  58. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We'll  deal  with  that  subsec- 
tion. Does  the  minister  agree  that  the  amend- 
ment we  just  passed  applies  to  that  sub- 
section? I  think  it  does.  Agreed? 

The  hon.  member  for  Downsview  wanted 
to  comment  on  section  58. 

On  section  58: 

Mr.  Singer:  It's  very  diflBcult  to  comment 
without  the  minister  being  here.  If  the  min- 
ister is  gone  for  a  moment  or  two,  I'm  quite 
happy  to  wait  until  he  comes  back.  Only  the 
minister  is  going  to  do  anything,  if  anything 
is  going  to  be  done. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  will 
listen  to  the  comments  of  the  member  for 
Downsview  on  section  58. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  will  be  very  brief,  because 
frankly  I  am  getting  a  little  weary.  Section 
58  deals  with  the  complaints  committee,  and 
I  would  think  that  it  would  be  sensible,  logi- 
cal and  fair  if  there  was  written  into  section 
58  a  provision  that  the  complainant  had  a 
right  to  be  present  at  the  sittings  of  the 
complaints  committee. 

Again,  I  draw  to  the  minister's  attention 
some  remarks  I  made  earlier  tonight  where 
the  registrar  of  a  college  was  explaining  how 
these  complaints  are  handled.  They  like 
people  to  come  in  for  interviews,  but  they 
don't  like  people  to  be  there  while  they  are 
deliberating.  His  figures  were  that  they  get  40 
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written  complaints  and  50  oral  complaints  a 
week,  and  the  complaints  committee  sits  three 
or  four  times  a  year  and  deals  with  15  or  20. 
He  expressed  the  opinion  that  he's  concerned 
with  the  facts;  he  doesn't  want  to  hear  people. 
I  don't  really  know  how,  in  fairness  to  the 
person  complained  about  and  in  fairness  to 
the  complainant,  that  the  complaints  com- 
mittee can  properly  deal  with  the  complaint 
iTnless  there  is  an  opportunity  for  a  public 
hearing. 

Why,  if  a  complainant  feels  that  he's  not 
satisfied  with  what  the  complaints  committee 
has  decided,  should  he  be  denied  the  oppor- 
tunity to  confront  the  person  he  is  complain- 
ing; about  and  to  get  the  reasons  and  to  have 
it  taken  down  in  a  transcript? 

It  is  a  question  of  simple  and  obvious 
justice  to  me,  and  I  would  think  that  before 
the  complaint  committee  comes  to  any  de- 
cision it  should  give  the  complainant  and  the 
person  complained  about  an  opportunity  to 
be  there  to  hear  all  the  evidence.  It  is  as 
simple  as  that.  I  won't  elaborate  on  it.  It  is 
an  obvious  principle  I  hope  the  minister 
would  be  prepared  to  do  something  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  guess 
we  discussed  this  in  the  second  reading  de- 
bate and  you  have  to  realize  that  at  that 
point  in  time  I  did  accept  a  variation  of  your 
proposal.  I've  given  it  quite  a  bit  of  thought 
and  I've  realized  that  a  great  number  of 
complaints  do  reach  the  discipline  itself,  many 
of  them  of  a  kind. 

Many  of  these  are  settled  by  simply  talking 
to  the  person  and  satisfying  them  on  the  tele- 
phone or  some  other  way  that  in  fact  the 
complaint  he  imagines  is  not  valid. 

We  have  made  each  person  have  a  right 
of  appearance  before  our  committee  at  one 
stage  of  the  complaint  procedure  and  that 
is  when  it  gets  to  the  Health  Disciplines 
Board  on  the  assumption  that  the  college 
did  not  deal  with  the  complaint  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  complainant. 

I  feel  that  one  chance  is  enough.  I  feel 
that  the  precedents  that  are  set  by  this  re- 
view if,  in  fact,  the  discipline  ignores  com- 
plaints or  deals  with  them  in  a  high-handed 
way,  will  make  them  realize  there  is  no  use 
doing  so  when  the  person  can  approach  be- 
fore a  Health  Disciplines  Board  later  and 
state  his  case. 

I  have  to  look  at  the  speed  of  service  and 
the  way  with  which  these  things  are  handled. 
I  have  to  come  down  on  the  decision  that 
we  are  better  to  leave  it  the  way  it  is  know- 
ing that  each  person  who  feels  he  has  not 


been    properly    treated    has    one    chance    to 
explain  his  case. 

Mr.  Singer:  Let  me  reply  very  briefly  to 
the  minister,  again.  I'm  all  in  favour  of 
mediation  if  you  can  mediate.  We've  had 
some  reasonable  success  in  that,  under  the 
laws  dealing  with  human  rights.  The  whole 
theme  of  those  statutes,  human  rights  com- 
mission and  so  on,  is  mediation— not  litiga- 
tion, not  confrontation.  "Let's  see  if  we 
can't  solve  it.  Let's  talk  to  the  complainer 
and  the  complainee  and  let's  see  if  we  can't 
come  to  an  agreement."  That's  greiat,  nothing 
wrong  with  that. 

But  if  that  fails— and  I  see  no  ability 
within  the  present  system  for  complaints 
made  at  the  first  level  to  be  dealt  with 
properly  now,  because  at  best  a  person  can 
come  in  for  an  interview— and  when  I  heard 
the  registrar  say,  "They  really  haven't  got 
time  to  listen  to  people.  We'd  like  them  to 
come  in  for  an  interview  in  advance;  but 
we  can't  do  it  with  the  hearing  business," 
then  I  began  to  worry.  Because  if  it  doesn't 
have  to  drag  on  into  the  second  level,  isn't 
that  better  for  everybody? 

I'm  prepared  to  agree  with  the  minister 
that  out  of  the  90  complaints  that  they  get 
in  a  week,  40  written  and  50  phoned  in,  that 
probably  an  explanation  is  going  to  satisfy 
a  substantial  percentage  of  those  people. 
And  if  a  mediator  goes  out  and  says  "Did 
you  know  that  this  is  the  practice  and  this 
is  the  problem"- and  so  on,  you  could  solve 
a  few  more. 

But  when  it  comes  to  a  hearing,  surely  it's 
an  important  principle  of  our  law  that  if 
a  person's  rights  are  being  dealt  with— and 
there  are  two  sets  of  people  whose  rights 
are  being  dealt  with;  the  person  complained 
about  and  the  person  complaining— they  are 
entitled  to  have  a  hearing  and  to  know 
what  the  evidence  is.  Maybe  you'll  avoid  a 
lot  of  work  before  the  board  if  this  happens. 
What  bothers  me  is  a  hearing  in  camera 
and  a  hearing  without  witnesses.  And  who 
really  knows  what  happens?  The  reasons 
may  or  may  not  be  given;  I  made  that  point 
a  little  earlier. 

Unfortunately  I  have  seen  just  too  dam 
many  of  these  letters  from  the  complaints 
body  of  the  college.  I  can  read  you  half  a 
dozen  that  I  have  in  my  file  and  they  are 
non-answers.  The  person  who  has  a  griev- 
ance reads  the  letter— and  the  person  didn't 
file  the  grievance  because  he  thought  lightly 
of  it,  he  was  upset— and  he  gets  a  non-letter 
and   he   is   bothered.    Maybe  justice  has,   in 
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fact,    been    done    but    it   doesn't   appear    to 
have  been  done. 

And  that  is  what  we've  been  talking  about 
in  human  rights  and  civil  rights  and  the 
whole  system  of  British  justice:  Justice  has 
to  appear  to  have  been  done.  When  you 
get  a  small  group  of  people— what  is  it,  four 
that  you  are  going  to  have,  three  doctors 
and  one  lay  person?— meeting  behindi— 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Three  lay  persons. 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  on  the  complaints;  three 
doctors   and   one  lay  person,   all   right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Miller:  Actually  one  lay  person 
on  each. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes,  the  medical  one;  when 
you  have  three  doctors  and  one  lay  person 
meeting  behind  closed  doors  making  a  de- 
cision and  not  having  to  give  reasons  for  it, 
aren't  you  aggravatiug  the  cause?  Aren't  you 
keeping  the  wound  open?  Shouldn't  there 
be  another  opportunity  for  that  person,  if 
he  feels  it  is  still  necessary? 

'Have  your  mediation  procedures,  sure.  But 
shouldn't  there  be  an  opportunity  for  the  per- 
son who  feels  he  is  aggrieved  to  come  before 
the  first  body,  speak  his  piece  and  get  it  over 
with? 

The  minister  has  had  some  municipal  ex- 
perience and  he  has  dealt  with  local  rate- 
payers. Certainly  ini  my  experience  I  have 
found  that  if  me  public  was  brought  into 
the  confidence  of  the  local  council  or  had  an 
opportunity  to  have  its  day  in  court— and  you 
can  put  that  phrase  in  quotation  marks— then 
by  and  large  most  people  were  satisfied  if  the 
people  hearing  their  grievance  listened  to 
them  and  listened  to  them  in  public. 

That  is  all  I  am  asking.  I  think  it  is  reason- 
able. I  think  it  is  logical.  It  will  do  the  people 
of  Ontario  a  lot  of  good  that  the  procedures 
appear  to  be  fair,  even  though  they  might  be 
fair  without  appearing  to.  It  will  save  the 
board  an  awful  lot  of  trouble  by  and  large. 
The  tough  ones  will  go  on,  but  the  simpler 
ones,  where  there  is  an  opportunity  to  talk 
and  an  opportunity  to  hear  what  the  other 
side  says,  will  be  disposed  of. 

•I  don't  think  it  is  unreasonable  and  again, 
I  haven't  the  strength  at  this  horn*  to  start 
writing  amendments.  But  it  is  a  simple 
proposition.  The  proposal  has  been'  made 
many  times-  in  this  House.  Why  did  the 
Attorney  General— and  I  am  sorry  he  is  not 
here— 

Mrs,  Campbell:  He  is  here.  He  is  right 
here. 


Mr.  Singer:  Right.  Why  did  the  Attorney 
General  ask  that  we  do  away  with  grand 
juries?  What  was  the  major  objection  to  grand 
juries?  That  they  sat  in  camera?  That  the 
accused  wasn't  allowed  to  be  there?  That  he 
wasn't  allowed'  to  have  counsel  to  represent 
him?  Everything  went  on  behind  closed  doors 
and  it  gave  an  appearance  that  justice  wasn't 
being  done.  Probably  in  most  cases  the  grand 
jury  did  justice  but  the  appearance  was  not 
there. 

That  is  the  appeal  I  make  to  the  minister  in 
regard  to  this  section  58  and  all  of  these  com- 
plaints come  into  it.  It  is  a  simple  one,  an 
obvious  one,  and  it  is  consistent  with  some 
of  the  steps  we  have  taken,  the  one  the 
Attorney  General  took  the  other  day. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  58  carry? 
Carried. 

Mr.  Singer:  The  minister  doesn't  want  to 
reply? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  60,  subsection  5.  I 
am  advised  that  Mr.  Roy's  amendment  would 
apply  to  section  60,  subsection  5;  section  84, 
subsection  5;  section  107,  subsection  5;  and 
section  133,  subsection  5.  Is  it  agreed  that  the 
same  amendment  will  be  made  to  these 
se'ctions?  Carried. 

Are  there  any  further  comments  on  any 
other  sections? 

Mr.  Roy:  To  be  clear,  Mr.  Chairman,  just 
amendment  (f)  is  added  to  each  of  these 
sections. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Amendment  (f)— that's  cor- 
rect. 

Mr.  Good:  And  (g)  if  you  want  it,  but— 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments on  any  other  sections  of  the  bill? 
The  hon.  member  for  Oxford. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  the  bill 
is  reported- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  new  part  of  the  oppos- 
ition, Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Parrott:  No,  indeed,  it  is  quite  the 
opposite  in  this  occasion.  I  haven't  had  that 
much  experience  in  this  House,  in'  truth,  but 
I  don't  think  I've  ever  had  the  pleasure  of 
sitting  on  a  committee  that  lookedi  at  the 
issues  as  well  and  as  thoroughly  as  this  par- 
ticular committee  did.  It  was  a  pleasure  to 
sit  with  the  minister  who  tried  to  listen  and 
indeed  did  listen.  I  think  tonight  was  an  illus- 
tration of  that  point. 
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It's  a  rare  occasion  when  I  have  seen  us— 
and  I  think  the  other  members  might  join 
with  me  in  this  regard— as  a  House,  looking 
at  a  bill  as  well,  as  intelligently  and  as  non- 
partisanly.  I  could  go  on  and  on,  but  this 
isn't  the  time.  I  want  to  express  the  apprecia- 
tion of,  I  hope,  many  of  the  members  of  this 
House  for  the  great  attention  the  minister  has 
given  to  this  bill  and  also  to  the  members  of 
that  committee.  I  think  they  did  a  first-class 
job. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  add  a  word  of  comment  to  what  has 
been  said.  I  think  that  diu*ing  the  course  of 
this  committee  every  single  person  was  work- 
ing in  what  he  felt  was  the  best  interests  of 
this  particular  bill.  I  found  the  minister  to  be 
very  open  in  listening  to  what  we  said.  In  my 
opinion,  he  made  a  great  eflFort  to  try  to 
accommodate  as  he  could  the  opinions  of 
those  who  were  at  the  committee.  So  in  a 
sense,  if  I  may,  I  second  the  motion  of  the 
member  for  Oxford. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 

Bill  22,  as  amended,  reported. 

COUNTY  OF  OXFORD  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  95,  An  Act  to 
restructure  the  County  of  Oxford. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
that  the  bill  as  reprinted  with  proposed 
amendments  be  considered  by  the  committee. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Mcllveen  (Oshawa):  I'll  agree 
with  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  that  is  satis- 
factory to  the  opposition. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  okay  with  us,  Mr. 
Chairman.  I  understand  that  if  we  objected 
to  any  of  the  amendments  that  are  outlined 
in  the  bill  we  would  then  vote  to  delete  the 
amendment  as  reprinted  in  the  bill.  Is  that 
right? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  that  would  be 
agreed,  I  believe. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  comments, 
amendments  or  questions  on  any  section  of 
the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  2,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Carried. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Oshawa  is 
apparendy  anxious  to  go  home. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  understand  it  is  the  cus- 
tom for  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  to 
comment  first  on  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  he  has  an  amendment  on 
section  1  or  section  2,  then  I  happily  yield 
to  him.  That's  fine. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  don't  have  an  amend- 
ment. I  have  some  comments  on  section  2. 
The  hon.  member  may  certainly  go  ahead. 
I  would  be  delighted  to  hear  what  he  has  to 
say. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
is  welcome  to  go  ahead. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  on  section  2. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Thank  you  very  much, 
gentlemen.  I  simply  want  to  ask  the  minister 
if  the  amendments  in  section  2  establishing 
names  for  the  new  lower-tier  municipalities 
were  the  result  of  the  consultation  last  week 
which  was  undertaken  by  the  minister  and  by 
his  oflBcials?  I  presume  that  is  the  case,  but 
I  wonder  if  he  is  convinced  that  the  names 
suit  the  people  who  are  going  to  be  living 
in  the  areas.  I  wonder  why  he  wouldn't  have 
left  the  procedure  that  has  been  used  else- 
where, that  it  would  be  left  up  to  a  refer- 
endum for  the  names  to  be  decided  locally. 
I  think  that  it  is  of  some  importance.  I  must 
say  that  I  have  had  no  complaints  directed 
to  me  from  anybody  in  the  area.  But  there 
has  really  been  very  little  opportunity  for 
that  to  occur. 

I  would  presume  then  that  the  amendments 
indicated  in  section  2  are  as  a  result  of  those 
consultations.  If  the  minister  can  assure  us 
that  they  suit  the  people,  he  perhaps  should 
tell  us  in  the  same  way  how  he  got  their 
opinion  because,  as  he  knows,  we've  had  an 
argument  before  as  to  what  constitutes  the 
opinion  of  the  community. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  be  delighted  to  answer  the  Leader  of 
the  Opposition.  We  have  had  our  staflF  meet 
with  the  elected  oflBcials  of  the  municipalities 
involved  in  the  new  area  municipality.  And 
the  previous  local  municipalities  agreed  on 
the  names,  except  in  the  one  instance  where 
they  are  saying  they  wish  to  have  a  referen- 
dum. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  there  were  no  objec- 
tions expressed  from  any  other  members? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No. 

Mr.  Good:  One  short  note  on  that.  When 
it  comes  to  a  referendum,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
hope  the  minister  doesn't  put  very  similar 
names  on  the  ballot,  as  was  done  at  the  Lake- 
head.  There  was  a  "Lakehead"  and  "The 
Lakehead"  and  "Thunder  Bay"  put  on  the 
ballot.  The  result  was  that  the  Lakehead 
v^ote  was  split  in  half,  and  the  name  ended 
up  Thunder  Bay— when  in  my  opinion  and 
that  of  many  others,  more  people  wanted  the 
name  Lakehead  in  one  form  or  the  other. 
And  I  would  hope  that  you  don't  pull  some- 
thing like  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  no;  we 
would  like  to  put  the  names  on  that  they 
want. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  you  didn't  do  that 

in  the  Lakehead. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  I  know  that.  I  realize 
that. 

Mr.  Good:  The  name  is  designated  by  the 
minister,  the  way  this  section  reads,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  two 
or  three  general  comments  to  make,  which 
I  will  make  at  this  time  rather  than  inter- 
spersing them  through  the  bill;  and  they  will 
be  very  brief. 

I  just  had  the  opportunity,  after  reading 
the  second  reading  debate,  to  look  through 
the  study  committee's  report  on  which  the 
work  for  preparing  the  bill  was  based  a 
couple  of  years  ago.  And  there  is  one  thing 
that  comes  to  my  mind  in  looking  through 
that  that  I  think  is  important. 

It  was  argued  during  the  course  of  the 
bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  pressures  of  ur- 
banization require  the  creation  of  a  very 
strong  upper  tier  in  the  county  council,  and 
worked  against  decentralization  of  as  many 
powers  as  possible  to  the  seven  or  eight  newly 
created  lower  tier  municipalities.  That  was 
the  government's  argument. 

But  just  for  the  record,  I  would  point  out 
that  the  growth  in  Oxford  county  was  at  the 
rate  of  L8  per  cent,  between  1951  and  1961, 
and  1.3  per  cent  in  1961  to  1966.  But  in  the 
last  three  years  that  they  covered,  1966  to 
1969,  the  rate  of  growth  of  population  in  the 
county  was  only  1.1  per  cent.  That  means 
that  town  and  rural  area  alike  were  not 
growing  at  anywhere  near  the  average  rate 
for  the  province  or  certainly  nothing  like  the 
rate  of  population  growth  for  London  or 
Kitchener-Waterloo    or    for    Metro    Toronto. 


The  area  has  been  depopulating;  and  the 
kind  of  pressures  that  the  minister  has  spoken 
about  simply  haven't  existed  in  anything  like 
the  measure  that  they  existed  elsewhere  in 
the  province. 

Therefore,  it  would  see  to  me  that  the  need 
for  the  excessive  degree  of  powers  at  the 
upper  tier  is  not  proven  by  the  situation  that 
exists  in  the  county. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  2  of  Bill  95 
be  amended  by  adding  new  sections  2(a), 
2(b)  and  2(c)  as  follows: 

2(a)  Each  area  municipality  shall  create 
a  community  advisory  committee  to  advise 
the  area  municipality  for  the  people  of 
each  of  the  police  villages  dissolved  under 
section  2,  and  may  create  such  other  com- 
munity advisory  committees  as  it  deems 
necessary. 

2(b)  A  community  advisory  committee 
shall  have  no  less  than  five  members  elected 
by  a  general  meeting  of  the  residents  of  the 
community,  called  by  the  clerk  of  the  area 
municipality,  to  serve  for  a  period  of  not 
more  than  one  year. 

2(c)  Community  advisory  committees 
shall  advise  the  area  municipality  council 
on  matters  affecting  the  community  and 
may,  by  bylaw  of  said  council,  be  dele- 
gated to  carry  out  functions  on  behalf  of 
the  area  municipality. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  was  a  specific  recom- 
mendation by  the  study  committee,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  with  the  dissolution  of  police 
villages,  which  is  occurring  not  because  of 
local  wishes  but  because  of  provincial  govern- 
ment policy,  the  study  committee  recom- 
mended that  community  advisory  committees 
be  established  in  the  existing  villages  to  work 
with  and  advise  the  municipal  council. 

The  report  that  was  prepared  and  sent  up 
to  the  minister  just  in  the  last  few  weeks 
said  specifically— well,  it  didn't  say  it  specifi- 
cally; and  I  think  that's  the  problem.  It  says 
that  the  area  municipalities  are  not  forbidden 
to  set  up  community  advisory  committees.  I 
am  suggesting  that  in  this  particular  case, 
where  there  was  a  police  village,  a  com- 
munity advisory  committee  should  be  set  up. 
If  the  ministry  wants  to  accept  the  principle, 
then  one  could  possibly  put  a  two-,  three-  or 
five-year  limit  on  the  mandatory  feature  of 
those  community  advisory  committees  so  that 
thereafter  it  would  be  an  optional  kind  of 
thing  on  behalf  of  the  area  municipalities.  I 
am  suggesting  that  the  power  to  set  up  these 
advisory  committees  and  to  delegate  to  them 
be  created  as  well  in  case  an  area  munici- 
pality wants  to  use  it  elsewhere. 
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It  seems  to  me  that  it  is  time  we  stopped 
beating  around  the  bush  on  this.  The  govern- 
ment was  asked  to  create  similar  advisory 
committees  in  the  case  of  the  region  of 
Haldimand-Norfolk.  It  said  at  the  time:  "Well, 
it's  too  early.  It's  too  soon.  They  have  got  too 
much  to  do.  There  is  too  much  reorganization 
going  on.  We  can  come  to  it  later." 

The  eflFect  is  to  seriously  weaken  local  in- 
volvement in  the  new  kind  of  county  or 
regional  government.  The  reasons  for  avoid- 
ing the  advisory  committees  in  Haldimand- 
Norfolk,  if  they  were  valid,  which  we  dis- 
pute, don't  exist  in  the  county  of  Oxford, 
where  we  have  an  established  county  that 
has  been  around  for  a  century  or  so  and  are 
restmcturing  within  an  established  county's 
boundaries  and  where  we  have  communities 
that  are  not  subject  to  the  rapid  growth  that 
mav  occur  in  some  of  the  communities  of 
Haldimand-Norfolk.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
permissive  and,  in  certain  cases,  mandatorv 
powers  that  we  suggest  ought  to  be  accept- 
able to  the  ministry,  and  if  it  does  believe  in 
acceding  to  local  wishes,  it  should  go  along 
with  the  recommendations  of  the  study  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  say 
somethincr  before  the  minister  replies.  The 
police  villages  referred  to— Dmmbo.  Platts- 
\i]]e  and  Princeton-are  all  in  the  Blenheim 
toviTiship  area,  and  the  village  of  Bright  is 
iust  on  the  edtre  of  the  Blenheim  township 
area.  I  personally  am  familiar  with  them— 
verv  familiar  indeed. 

IThe  hon.  member  for  Oxford)  bas'  the 
honour  of  representing  the  other  areas  and'  no 
doubt  is  as  familiar  as  I  am  with  the  very 
strong  communitv  spirit  that  has  developed  in 
these  police  villages.  They  have,  of  course, 
come  under  the  general  township  jurisdiction 
for  a  long  periodi  of  time,  with  the  village 
trustees  having  only  residual  or  very  smaD 
powers  over  local  matters.  The  concept  of  a 
community  ad'visory  committee  in  manv  ways 
>vould  simplv  replace  the  trustees  that  have 
been  operating  and  representing  to  the  extent 
of  the  responsibility  left  with  them  over  these 
years. 

I  have  no  objection  to  the  amendment,  and 
I  can  see  some  distinct  usefulness  in  approv- 
ing it:  we  therefore  intend  to  support  the 
amen'dment.  I  don't  want  to  spend'  the  time  of 
the  House  on  an  ancillar\'  argument  which  I 
intend  to  bring  forward  perhaps  at  another 
time,  comparing  it  with  the  situation  tiiat  pre- 
vails with  the  county  board  of  education, 
which  is  a  one-tier  type  of  government. 

I  feel  that  such  a  community  advisory  com- 
mittee might  very  well  function  at  the  same 


time  with  respect  to  the  board  of  education 
if  the  two  could  be  harnessed  ini  that  way, 
where  the  communities  have  a  real  necessity, 
I  think,  for  strengthening  a  local  voice  in  that 
connection.  I  would  feel  that  the  need  and 
the  rationale  would  be  at  least  as  strong  in 
education  matters  as  it  is  in  the  general  course 
of  municipal  duties. 

I  have  read  the  recommendations  as  they 

f>eTtaini  to  Haldimand-Norfolk.  I  would  have 
iked  to  have  seen  it  apply  there  as  well,  but 
I  could  see  some  sense  in  the  feeling  ex- 
pressed at  the  time  that  since  it  was  a  totally 
new  approach,  with  two  large  counties  being 
brought  together  in  a  new  region,  that  perhaps 
there  was  some  reason  not  to  experiment  with 
that  further  complication. 

But  in  this  instance,  where  the  present 
board  of  trustees  would  be  replaced  b\'  the 
community  advisory  committee  with  some- 
what similar  responsibilities,  since  the  trustees 
have  very  limited  powers  at  the  present  time, 
I  think  it  would  be  very  reasonable  to  allow 
these  conmiittees  to  be  established  and  to  try 
them  under  these  circumstances.  I  hope  that 
the  minister  would  give  it  some  consideration, 
and  I  would  like  to  see  it  brought  into  the 
bill.  Therefore,  we  intend  to  support  the 
amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  our  view 
on  this  matter  is  that  each  area  municipality 
should  have  the  right  to  create  any  advisory 
committee  if  it  wants  to,  and  not  have  it 
mandatory.  We  feel  there  is  a  great  deal,  as 
both  the  members  have  said,  in  having  ad- 
visory committees  and  we  encourage  them 
but  we  think  the  area  municipality  itself 
should  determine  whether  or  not  it  \vishes  to 
have  the  advisory  committee,  whether  it  is 
related  to  police  villages  or  boards  of  educa- 
tion or  whatever  it  may  be. 

The  government's  view  is  therefore  that  we 
would  have  only  permissive  legislation  where- 
by the  local  elected  people  decide  if  they 
want  to  have  an  advisory  committee  for  police 
villages. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  ini  view  of  what 
the  minister  has  said,  I  wondter  whether  I  can 
persuade  him  to  accept  this  amendment, 
slightly  altered.  He  is  saying  he  thinks  the 
urban  municipalities  should  have  the  right  to 
create  these  advisory  committees.  It's  not 
spelled  out  in  the  legislation,  but  I  presume 
you  are  saying  it  is  not  prohibited  either. 

The  right  to  delegate  to  a  communit}-  ad- 
visory committee  does  not  exist  in  legislation. 
I  wonder,  since  the  minister  has  got  the 
amendment  in  front  of  him,  if  the  legislation 
said   the    area   municipalities   may   create    a 
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community  ad'visory  committee  for  each  of 
the  police  villages  and  such  other  community 
advisory  committees  as  were  dteemed'  neces- 
sary, would  he  accept  the  rest  of  the  amend- 
ment on  that  basis  which  would  be  permissive 
rather  than  mandator)',  even  in  the  case  of  the 
police  villages  but  would  also  give  them  the 
option  of  delegation  if  they  saw  fit.  Would 
the  minister  accept  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  be- 
cause we  feel  it's  a  matter  which  the  elected 
representatives  must  be  responsible  for.  The 
acfvisory  committee  reports  to  the  elected 
people  and  they  make  the  decisions;  but  cer- 
tainly not  to  dele^te  the  authorities  to  an 
advisory  committee. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  seems  to  me  they  could 
take  such  things  as  local  recreation  funds, 
maybe  some  other  local  improvement  funds, 
maybe  some  various  programmes— winter 
works  programmes  and  that  kind  of  thing— 
and  certainly  administer  the  money  under  the 
general  guidelines  of  the  area  municipality 
council.  It  would  be  a  very  useful  kind  of 
innovation  to  try.  I'm  sorry  the  minister  is 
shortsighted  and  rather  difficult  on  that. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Does  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  wish  to  change  his  motion, 
changing   the   word    "shall"   to   "may"? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  don't  see  any  need,  Mr. 
Chairman.  The  minister  has  indicated  he  vdll 
oppose  it  no  matter  what  we  do  to  try  to 
accede  to  his  declared  intentions. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  vdll  place  the  motion, 
therefore,  as  you  have  submitted  it. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy's  motion 
please  say  "aye." 

Those  against  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  section 
2  will  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Are  there  any  further  questions  or  dis- 
cussion on  any  other  section  of  this  bill?  On 
section  3? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  3,  Mr.  Chairman. 
I  was  thinking  you  were  deaf  from  listening 
to  the  "ayes"  and  "nays"  on  that  vote. 

I  have  one  amendment  I  would  like  to 
move. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  subsection  3(a) 
of  section  3  of  Bill  95  be  amended  by 
changing  the  word  "may"  in  line  1  to  "shall." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  This  is  in  order  to  make  the 
division  of  each   of  these  areas   into  wards 


mandatory  rather  than  optional  in  the  hands 
of  the  minister.  I  think  we  have  stated  on  a 
number  of  occasions  that  we  believe  wher- 
ever possible  the  ward  system  should  be 
applied  rather  than  having  elections  at  large 
and  that  is  why  we  have  put  it  in  in  this 
particular  section.  I  think  that  were  we  to 
do  it  again  the  representation  for  the  city 
of  Woodstock  ought  to  be  very  seriously 
reconsidered.  The  way  it  is  right  now  they 
have  eight  members  at  large,  with  the  top 
five  going  on  to  the  county  council.  It  seems 
to  me  it  should  be  possible  to  have  some 
kind  of  a  ward  system  within  Woodstock 
of  such  a  nature  that  everybody  had  their 
own  representatives  rather  than  simply  hav- 
ing people  elected  at  large. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  just 
want  to  comment  on  the  fact  that  if  the 
minister  by  law  had  to  divide  every  one  of 
the  lower-tier  municipalities  into  wards, 
while  it  might  be  a  very  proper  procedure 
for  Woodstock  and  perhaps  Ingersoll  and 
Tillsonburg,  I  can't  see  a  great  advantage 
for  the  largely  rural  areas.  My  own  feeling 
is  that  in  a  rural  area  election  at  large  does 
not  lead  to  a  hiving  of  the  representation, 
and  it  doesn't  have  the  same  value  as  it 
would  have  in  an  urban  area.  For  that 
reason,  I  think  it  might  very  well  be  left 
to  the  discretion  of  the  minister,  directed 
by  the  wishes  of  the  community  concerned. 

I  can  see  an  advantage,  as  the  hon.  mem- 
ber pointed  out,  in  the  concept  of  wards 
in  urban  areas,  but  I  am  not  impressed  at  all 
in  rural  areas  where  the  area  representation 
or  the  representation  in  each  locality  is  not 
of  such  prime  importance.  I  am  not  of  a 
mind  tc  support  that  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  the  Leader 
of  the  Opposition  says,  where  there  is  a 
community  of  less  than  10,000  people  I  think 
the  principle  should  be  accepted  by  the 
government.  We  have  just  seen  today  in 
the  Ottawa-Carleton  amendments  a  case 
where  the  province  is  accepting  the  wishes, 
not  of  the  community— it  has  never  sought 
the  wishes  of  the  community— but  of  the 
counsel  of  the  school  board  in  this  particular 
case,  which  is  seeking  to  protect  its  own 
position  and  has  been  blocking  the  views 
of  the  public  from  making  themselves  felt 
in  the  system  of  representation.  So  long  as 
you  allow  municipal  coimcils  to  make  de- 
cisions about  at-large  elections  and  so  on, 
it  is  obvious  they  are  liable  to  do  what 
suits  their  own  electoral  fortunes  rather  than 
what  best  serves  the  people.  There  is  a  cer- 
tain tendency  to  do  that  in  redistribution  too. 


3960 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


Mr.  Good:  Just  one  point  here,  would  the 
minister  assure  us  that  in  any  instance  where, 
say,  Tavistock  and  East  Zorra  are  going  to- 
gether, there  would  be  a  division  of  repre- 
sentation from  the  former  community  of 
Tavistock  and  from  the  rural  area?  This  has 
worked  well  in  Waterloo,  in  Elmira,  Wool- 
wich and  Waterloo.  There  are  representa- 
tives from  each  of  the  former  areas  and  there 
is  a  ward  system  where  there  has  been  a 
former  municipality  taken  in  with  a  large 
rural  area,  so  that  all  the  representation 
doesn't  come  from  the  former  mimicipalties. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can't 
assure  the  hon.  member  that  this  will  happen, 
but  I  can  agree  with  the  remarks  of  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  whereby  he  said 
this  generally  does  happen  in  rural  areas. 
I  think  it  will  in  this  particular  case  cited 
by  the  member  for  Waterloo  North. 

I  would  think  that  what  we  should  do  is 
accept  this  principle  as  outlined  in  the  bill. 
We  have  met  with  the  area  municipalities 
and  with  as  many  people  as  possible.  If  it 
comes  about  later  on  that  the  people  wish  to 
change,  we  are  quite  receptive  to  having  a 
resolution  from  them  and  changing  into  a 
ward  system,  but  I  believe  we  are  incor- 
porating in  this  bill  what  the  people  want  in 
regard  to  representation. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost. 

Sections  3,  4,  5,  6,  7  and  8,  inclusive, 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  on  section  9? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  am  sorry,  I  just  want 
to  lay  something  on  section  9.  I  am  just  glad 
to  see  that  the  minister  has  abandoned  what 
I  thought  was  a  cockeyed  idea  of  having  the 
warden  required  by  law  to  vacate  his  position 
as  head  of  the  lower-tier  municipality  upon 
his  election.  I  don't  know  whether  he  was 
convinced  by  the  arguments  on  second  read- 
ing or  whether  the  reaction  of  the  good 
people  in  Oxford  was  strong  enough  to  make 
him  withdraw  that  idea,  and  I  am  going- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Oxford  said 
he  was  out  of  touch. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  weU,  that's  good. 
So  I  am  glad  to  see  that  that's  been  replaced, 
and  he  has  even  got  that  elaborate  procedure 
whereby  in  the  election  of  the  warden  there 


is  by  lots  procedure  to  break  any  possible 
tie.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it's  probably  very 
appropriate  that  that  section  be  put  in  be- 
cause Oxford  has  a  tradition  of  extremely 
hard-fought  elections  for  the  wardenship. 
In  the  county  of  Brant  which  is  right  next  to 
it,  of  course,  the  wardenship  tends  to  be 
handed  around  in  a  very  polite  way. 

Down  in  the  former  county  of  Haldimand 
the  county  councillors  had  to  declare  their 
politics,  Liberal  or  Conservatives,  when  they 
were  elected,  and  the  wardenship  alternated 
one  way  or  the  other.  I  don't  know,  they 
never  got  aroimd  to  a  three-way  split  there  for 
some  reason.  But  I  thought  that  was  a  very 
interesting  way  to  proceed.  But  in  Oxford- 
Mr.  Cassidy:  The  day  vvdll  come. 

Mr.  Deans:  These  things  only  happen  when 
the  electorate  is  involved. 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  They  never  will  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  in  Norfolk,  which  is 
another  county  that  was  in  my  constituency, 
there  used  to  be  a  hot  election  for  the  chair- 
man of  the  committee  of  the  whole  and  then 
he  automatically  became  warden  the  next 
year.  But  in  Oxford  it  was  just  a  good  politi- 
cal fight.  And  there  are  instances  where— 
Harry,  would  there  be  20  ballots? 

Mr.  Parrott:  Oh,  sometimes  60. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  they  would  vote  for 
hours  and  hours  and  days  and  days  and 
the  chores  weren't  done  and  everybody  was 
in  tears  back  home,  but  they  would  eventu- 
ally elect  the  warden. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  shouldn't  put  this  section 
in  then;  we  shouldn't  disturb  tradition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  So  that  under  these  cir- 
cumstances at  least  the  warden,  once  he  is 
elected,  maintains  his  basic  responsibility  back 
in  his  own  area  of  the  regional  municipality. 
Also  I  like  subsection  3,  although  it  is'  a  little 
odd,  for  a  procedure  to  break  me  tie. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  reacted 
to  the  wishes  of  the  people  in  botii  cases 
there.  That's  all.  They  are,  shall  we  say,  very 
convincing  in  their  arguments  and  I  thought 
this  was  the  way  to  handle  the  situation. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  were  very  wrong  in  your 
proposals.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  subscribe  to— 

Mr.  Parrott:  Another  illustration  of  the  min- 
ister's good  sense  in  listening  to  all. 
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Mr.  Cassidy:  Oh,  no,  we  congratuliate  him 
for  recognizing  that  he  was  wrong. 

Mr.  Parrott:  He  wasn't  wrong. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  like  to  use  the 
expression  "wrong". 

Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right.  At  any  rate,  the 
amendiment  as  put  forward  in  the  reprinted 
copy  of  the  bill'  is  ani  enormous  improvement. 
I  had  intended!  to  move  an  amendiment  on 
that  section  but  since  the  minister  has,  in 
consultation  with  the  local  people  come  up 
with  an  acceptable  alternative,  we  accept  it. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  9  stand  as  part 
of  the  bill? 

Section  9  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion? 

Mr.  Good:  Yes,  on  11. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  section  11? 
Shall  section  10  cany? 
Section  10  agreed'  to. 

On  section  11: 

Mr.  Good:  Would  the  minister  explain  why 
the  subclause:  "The  warden  does  not  have  a 
vote  except  in  the  event  of  an  equality  of 
votes"?  Why  is  that  taken  out? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  am  sorry,  I  couldn't 
hear. 

Mr.  Good:  Why  is  that  taken  out,  that  the 
warden  has  the  tie-breaking  vote  if  there  is  a 
tie,  especially  when  you  have  20  men  on  {he 
council'? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  He  still  has  the  tie^ 
breaking  vote. 

Mr.  Good:  Why  d^t  you  take  it  out  in  the 
revised  version? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  wouldn't  have  a  regular 
vote  before— 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No,  he  has  the  vote  as  a 
representative  from  his  mimicipality  in  any 
vote  in  case  of  a  tie. 

Mr.  Good:  That  part  is  taken  out. 

An  hon.  member:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  section  11  carried? 

Section  11  agreed  to. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Any  discussion  on  any  other 
.section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Good:  Section  13,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Section  12  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  13. 

On  section  13: 

Mr.  Good:  I'd  just  like  to  make  a  short 
comment  on  13  to  remind  the  member  for 
Oxford  that  he  can  see  that  the  name  "chair- 
man" which  was  copied  from  all  the  regional 
government  bills  is  now  being  changed  to 
"warden"  all  through  the  rest  of  the  bill, 
which  proves  that  these  sections  were  all 
taken  out  of  regional  government  bills. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  13? 
The  member  for  Ottawa  Centre. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  was  a  well  taken  point, 
you  know. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  13(3)  of  Bill 
95  be  amended  in  line  5  by  changing  the 
word  "may"  to  "shall." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  effect  of  this  would 
simply  be  that  where  there  is  a  vacancy  on 
the  county  council  the  successor  would  have 
to  be  a  member  of  the  area  municipalit) 
council  and!  could!  not  be  brought  in  from 
right  outsidte.  I  think  it  is  a  reasonable^  kind  of 
thing  in  view  of  the  fact  this  is  an  upper-tier 
government  and  in  view  of  the  fact  we  have 
just  increased  the  number  of  people  who  will 
sit  on  the  councils  of  the  lower-tier  municipal- 
ities by  about  50  per  cent  in  every  case.  The 
councils  were  five,  six  or  seven  members  and 
now  they  are  going  to  be  eight,  nine  or  10 
members. 

I  suspect  if  one  looked  at  the  precedents 
for  where  your  deputy  reeve  came  from  and 
how  the  deputy  reeve  or  the  reeve  was  re- 
placed on  a  county  council  if  he  happened  to 
have  to  go  it  would  be  normal'— in  die  same 
way  as  a  mayor  can  only  be  replaced  on  a 
mimicipal  council  by  another  member  of  the 
council— that  the  reeve,  under  the  old  system, 
could  only  be  replaced  by  another  member  of 
coimcil.  The  reeve,  of  course,  was  the  local 
municipal  representative  on  the  county  coun- 
cil. 

In  other  words,  under  the  normal  old 
system  if  the  reeve  retired'  or  had  a  heart 
attack  or  whatever  between  elections,  he 
would  have  to  be  replaced  on  his  area  muni- 
cipality council,  his  local  council,  by  some- 
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bodl^i  already  on  that  council.  He  couMi  not 
be  replaced  from  outside. 

I  am  open  to  some  correction  from  the 
oJEBcials  on  that.  I  don't  think  we  should 
change  it  now  and  allow  somebody  who  hasn't 
been  around  before  to  be  put  on.  You  have 
mad'e  an  exception  here  for  the  head  of  coun- 
cil of  an  area  municipality  but  that  indicates, 
of  course,  that  the  mayor  carmot  be  replaced 
in  a  local  area  municipality  by  somebody  who 
isn't  on  the  council,  Ijust  think  the  precedtent 
should  be  followed.  That's  the  purpose  of  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  further  dis- 
cussion? Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Cassidy's 
amendment  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays**  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  section 
13  will  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Is  there  any  further  discussion  on  any  other 
section  of  this  bill? 

Is  there  anything  before  section  30? 
Sections  14  to  29,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  30,  Mr.  Chairman, 
says,  "The  county  council  shall  adopt  a  plan 
of  road  construction  and  maintenance,  and 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  shall  adopt  such 
other  plans  as  may  be  necessary."  That  is 
the  current  wording  of  the  section. 

As  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  pointed 
out  this,  like  many  other  sections  in  the  bill 
didn't  spring  full-blown  out  of  the  brow  of 
the  minister  or  his  officials.  It  sprang  full- 
fledged  out  of  the  existing  regional  govern- 
ment Acts  in  the  statute  books.  I  think  the 
drafting  very  confusing  and  might  allow 
things  which  may  not  be  desirable. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  30  of  Bill 
95  be  amended  by  deleting  all  words  after 
the  word  "thereafter"  and  substituting  the 
following,  "may  amend  such  plans." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  It  is  a  tidying-up  kind  of 
amendment  but  I  thought  I'd  put  it  since, 
from  time  to  time,  Mr.  Church  and  his  assis- 
tants are  redrafting  or  revising  or  improving 
the  regional  government  legislation  and  they 
may  be  able  to  take  this  as  a  model. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
that  is  a  good  improvement.  Why  doesn't  the 
minister  accept  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  don't  think  there's  any 
difference.  I  would  like  to  have  someone  tell 
me  the  difference  between  "the  county  coun- 


cil may  adopt  such  other  plans"  and  "may 
amend  such  plans."  If  they  adopt  other  plans, 
they  are  amending  plans. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Can't  they  have  more 
than  one  plan? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  What  are  the  other  plans?  Are 
they  plans  about  water  works  or  plans  about 
planning  or  plans  about  day  care? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  If  you  are  amending  a 
plan,  it's  the  same  difference,  isn't  it?  I  think 
they  are  doing  exactly  the  same  thing. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour    of    Mr. 

Cassidy 's  amendment,  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it, 
I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  section 

30  will  stand  as  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  35,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
section  35? 

Sections  31  to  34,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  member  for  Riverdale 
always  prides  himself  on  making  at  least  one 
change  to  a  bill,  and  I  think  I  will  find  my 
opportunity  here.  Even  in  the  reprinted  ver- 
sion, the  marginal  note  says,  "sidewalks  ac- 
cepted"; I  think  it  should  say  "sidewalks  ex- 
cepted." I  wondier  if  the  minister  would  accept 
that  piece  of  momentous  change. 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Oh  yes,  give  him  that. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  would  accept  it,  except 
that- 

Mr.  Mcllveen:  Give  the  member  for  Ot- 
tawa Centre  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Accepted. 
Mr.  Cassidy:  All  right. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  35  carry  with 
the  amendment  of  one  word  as  indicated? 

Mr.  Singer:  You  have  an  amendment,  but 
the  member  hasn't  written  it  out.  That  is 
against  the  rules. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Carried.  Anything  before 
section  70  of  the  bill? 

On  section  54: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  I  would  like  to  comment  on 
sections  54  and  55,  Mr,  Chairman.  The  re- 
draft has  left  certain  zoning  powers  in  the 
hands  of  the  area  municipalities,  whereas  the 
original  proposal  that  we  saw  a  week  or  two 
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ago  put  all  planning  and  zoning  powers  in 
the  hands  of  the  county  council. 

I  can  see  an  opportunity  for  a  real  conflict 
here  and  I  would  like  the  minister  to  com- 
ment on  it.  If  I  could  refer,  with  the  consent 
of  the  House,  to  section  55(4),  it  says: 

The  council  of  an  area  municipality  may 
exercise  the  powers  provided  in  sections 
35,  36  and  38  of  the  Planning  Act,  but  if 
there  is  a  conflict  between  a  bylaw  passed 
by  the  county  council  and  a  bylaw  passed 
by  the  council  of  the  area  municipality  in 
the  exercise  of  such  powers,  then  the 
county  bylaw  shall  prevail. 

I  understand  what  you  are  getting  at  there, 
but  since  both  the  county  council  and  the 
area  municipality  council  have  the  power  to 
pass  zoning  bylaws  under  this  particular  part, 
there  is  a  potential  for  conflict  there.  I  think 
reasonable  people  can  avoid  it,  but  I  wonder 
if  that  was  anticipated  by  the  minister  and 
his  people  in  doing  this  drafting  and  how 
they  or  the  county  felt  they  could  avoid  any 
such  conflicts? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  un- 
derstand exactly  what  is  in  here.  First  of  all, 
it  says  that  planning  and  all  matters  related 
to  that  would  be  at  the  upper  tier.  In  talk- 
ing with  the  local  people,  they  expressed  the 
wish  to  have  some  of  the  exercise  in  plan- 
ning left  at  the  area  municipality  level;  we 
felt  that  zoning  was  one  that  could  be  han- 
dled quite  easily,  but  we  don't  think  they 
should  be  able  to  zone  in  conflict  with  the 
planning  at  the  upper  level  in  the  county. 
Therefore,  we  have  stated  in  this  Act  that  the 
count\'  council  has  the  final  say.  If  the  area 
municipalities  act  in  conjunction  with  zon- 
ing bylaws  that  are  passed  by  the  county 
councfl,  there  is  no  problem.  But  if  they 
pass  a  bylaw  that  is  in  conflict  with  the 
bylaxA'S,  then  there  is  certainly  the  right 
of  the  county  council  to  step  in  and  say, 
"No,    that   bylaw  will   not  be   approved." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  more 
normal  situation  would  be  where  there  was 
an  official  plan  at  the  coimty  level  and 
zoning  bylaws  at  the  area  municipality  level 
which  had  to  conform  with  the  oflBcial  plan. 
What  is  unusual,  and  I  don't  think  I  have 
seen  it  before,  is  that  the  county  council 
has  got  the  powers  of  the  municipality,  in- 
cluding the  powers  of  zoning,  and  the  local 
municipality'  has  the  power  to  zone  as  well. 

Presumably  what  the  minister  hopes  is  that 
in  areas  where  the  local  municipality  wants 
to  zone,  it  will  be  left  to  do  so;  the  county 
won't  try  to  interfere  and  will  say,  "Look, 


you  go  ahe'ad  and  zone,  but  make  sure  you 
respect  our  official  plan."  In  other  areas, 
perhaps  the  local  coundl  won't  want  to  zone 
and  that  will  be  handled  by  the  county. 
But  the  possibility  of  conflict  is  left  there, 
and  the  legislation  is  not  airtight;  it  has  left 
a  potential  for  conflict  which  probably 
shouldn't  be  there. 

I  wfll  let  that  one  go  and  hope  it  works 
out  okay.  I  hope  the  officials  look  into  that 
one,  because  I  think  the  drafting  could  be 
improved  to  avoid  that  possibility  of  conflict 
by  making  sure  that  they  choose  which  level 
wfll  handle  the  zoning. 

Mr.  Cassidy  moves  that  section  54  of  Bill 
95  be  amended  by  adding  after  the  word 
"necessary"  the  words  "and  shall  appoint 
an  advisory  planning  committee  for  each  of 
the  area  municipalities  as  constituted  by 
section  2." 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  makes 
mandatory  the  appointment  of  advisory 
planning  committees  at  the  area  municipality 
level,  rather  than  leaving  it  at  the  option 
of  the  county  councfl.  It  seems  to  me  that 
this  is  not  only  desirable  as  a  matter  of 
principle  and  not  only  in  terms  of  decentral- 
izing inputs  into  the  planning  process,  but 
it  becomes  more  necessary  given  the  fact 
that  zoning  may  now  be  exercised  at  the 
local  level  when  previously  the  minister  in- 
tended that  zoning  be  carried  on  exclusively 
by  the  county  councfl. 

Once  again  we  have  this  tension  between 
the  Tory  tendency  to  try  to  put  everything 
up  at  tile  top,  centralize  it  all,  make  sure 
that  when  the  warden  comes  to  Queen's 
Park  he  has  the  whole  shebang  in  his  brief- 
case and  can  handle  everything  on  behalf  of 
the  county,  possibly  with  an  assist  from  the 
local  member- 
Mr.  Taylor:  What  section  are  we  on? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Section  54— and  our  desire 
to  keep  as  much  power  as  possible  as  close 
to  local  people  as  possible.  Power  is  meas- 
ured not  just  from  the  ability  to  do  things 
but  also  in  having  the  formal  right  and  the 
informal  access  to  influence  decisions  made 
sometimes  by  higher  levels  of  government. 
I  hope  the  minister  wfll  accept  this  particular 
amendment. 

Mr.    Taylor:    Mr.    Chairman,   possibly  the 

minister  could  point  out  the  section  of  the 

bfll  that  gives  the  county  government  the 
power  to  zone. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  local  government. 
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Mr.  Taylor:  No,  the  bill  provides  for  the 
area  municipalities  to  do  the  zoning. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  They  would  have  the  function 
of  zoning. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Yes.  Did  you  find  the  section? 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Section  55  (4).  And  as 
far  as  the  other  section  55  (5)  goes,  it  says: 
**The  county  council  may  delegate  to  an 
area  municipality  the  pov^^ers  in  respect  to 
subdivision  agreements." 

Mr.  Taylor:  We're  on  section  54. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Tm  talking  about  the 
amenidment  now  which  the  hon.  member  for 
Ottawa  Centre  has  brought  forth.  We  feel 
again  that  it's  the  same  philiosophy  and*  that  it 
should  be  permissive  and  not  mandatory. 
What  we  think  is  we  should  leave  it  up  to 
the  local  people  to  decide  whether  they  want 
to  have  an  advisory  committee.  We  think  they 
will  have  an  advisory  planning  committee. 
However,  in  some  cases  maybe  they  can't  get 
somebody  to  act  as  advisory.  Therefore,  we 
make  it  permissive. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  wondering 
if  I  could  have  an  answer  to  my  question.  I 
was  asking  if  the  power  was  expressly  given 
to  the  county  council  to  pass  zoning  bylav^rs? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  in  section  54(1) 
where  the  county  was  made  a  municipality  for 
the  purposes  of  the  Planning  Act,  a  muni- 
cipality has  got  the  power  to  zone  imder  the 
Planning  Act. 

Mr.  Taylor:  I  appreciate  that  but  what  the 
member  is  saying  is  that  there  may  be  a  con- 
flict between  the  zoning  byfew  of  the  area 
municipality^ 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Taylor:  —and  the  bylaw  of  the  county 
council.  It's  provided  that  the  bylaw  of  the 
county  council  shall  precede  the  bylaw  of  the 
area  municipality. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Then,  what's  wrong  wdth  that? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  is  a  potential  conflict 
there  which  is  not  settled  at  all.  The  county 
could  come  in  and  negate  the  bylaw  at  the 
local  Ifevel  if  there  was  a  lack  of  co-operation. 


Mr.  Taylor:  It's  only  if  there  is  bad  faith 
that  you  would  experience  that  problem  then. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  is  going  on? 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Do  you  two  want  to  go 
somewhere? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Cassidy's  motion  will  please  say  "aye". 

'Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay". 

In  my  opinion,  they  "nays"  have  it. 

I  dieclare  the  amendment  lost  and  every- 
thing up  to  section  54  shall  stand  as  part  of 
the  bill. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Don't  be  so  rough, 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  before 
section  70? 

Mr.  Good:  Section  71,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  just  a  bull-headed 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  section  71  dis- 
solves aD  police  commissions  and  boards  as 
they  are  now  constituted  and  says  new 
boards  and  commissions  of  police  or  police 
committees  shall  be  established  in  the  manner 
provided  under  the  Police  Act.  The  Police 
Act  says  the  new  commissions  would'  be  com- 
posed of  a  judge  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant 
Governor  in  Council;  anotner  person  ap- 
pointed by  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coun- 
cil and  the  head  of  the  municipality. 

We  have  been  opposed  to  this  idea  of  the 
composition  of  police  commissions  in  this 
party  for  a  number  of  years.  It  was  just  about 
this  hour  in  the  morning  that  we  argued  the 
point  on  the  Niagara  bill  about  six  years  ago. 
Here  we  go  again. 

Mr.  Good  moves  that  section  71  of  the  Act 
be  amended  by  striking  out  all  words  after 
the  word  "be"  in  the  fourth  line  and  sub- 
stituting therefor  the  words  "composed  of  one 
person  appointed  by  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
in  Coimcil  and  the  head  of  the  council  and 
one  member  of  the  council  of  the  area  muni- 
cipality in  which  a  local  police  force  has  juris- 
diction." 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  would  bring 
local  autonomy  to  the  poKce  commission, 
something  which  we  have  never  had  in  any 
police  commission  in  this  province.  It  would 
remove  from  police  commissions  a  judge,  as 
has  been  recommended  by  the  present 
Solicitor    General    of    the   Province    of    On- 
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taria  —  but  has  never  been  actedi  upon  by 
the  go-vernment.  We  would'  find  there  would 
be  the  head  of  council  for  the  area  municipal- 
ity, on©  member  of  council  and  an  appointee 
of  the  Lieutenant  Governor  in  Coxmcil.  I 
would  ask  the  minister  to  look  upon  this 
amendment  favourably  and  take  this  forward 
step. 

Hod.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
ask  the  hon.  member  for  Waterloo  North  to 
allow  the  Act  to  stand  as  it  is  imtil  we  come 
in  with  the  report  on  the  task  force  on 
policing.  We  know  there  are  going  to  be  some 
changes.  We  realize  this  will  come  about  in 
time.  I  think  there  is  some  merit  in  what  the 
member  is  saying,  but  I  just  feel  it  is  pre- 
mature to  change  it  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  what  the  govern- 
ment hasi  been  saying  for  years. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Ottawa 
Centre. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  going  to 
make  a  comment  in  the  same  part— if  we  can 
deal  with  the  parts— because  I  want  to  make 
a  comment  that  relates  probably  to  the  sug- 
gestion of  the  member  for  Waterloo  North 
and  also  to  something  we  wanted  to  say  as 
well. 

The  government  says  with  one  voice,  as 
the  minister  just  said,  "Wait  until  the  report 
of  the  government  on  the  question  of  munic- 
ipal policing." 

Hon.    Mr.    Irvine:    Until   we    act    on   the 

report, 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Until  the  government  acts  on 
it,  okay.  Yet  on  the  other  hand,  they  take 
the  bill  here  and  in  the  revision  it  has  the 
effect  of  giving  the  minister  or  the  govern- 
ment the  power  to  establish  a  regional  police 
force  whether  or  not  people  in  Oxford  county 
want  it.  That  is  the  question  that  is  put  for- 
ward in  section  74.  If  they  want  it,  he  can 
refuse  them  or  he  can  accept  it.  If  they  don't 
want  it,  he  can  give  them  a  regional  police 
force  and  make  them  pay  for  it  as  well. 

Now,  all  of  the  evidence  indicates  there 
is  no  particular  pressing  desire  or  need  for 
reform,  Oxford  county  is  a  low  crime  area. 
In  1967  and  1968,  according  to  a  study  com- 
mittee, it  had  16  reported  crimes  per  1,000 
people;  which  compares  with  49  reported 
crimes  per  1,000  for  the  province  as  a  whole 
and  38  for  the  Lake  Erie  region— which  ap- 
parently is  safer  than  some  other  parts  of 
the  province.  The  level  of  policing  in  those 
areas  of  Oxford  county  that  have  their  own 


police  forces  is   also  much  higher  than  the 
provincial  norm. 

Now,  clearly,  there  is  no  crisis  in  the  police 
in   Oxford  county  and  there  is  no  need  to 
rush  into  a  regional  police  force.  It  just  seems 
to  me  to  be  wrong  that  the  province  is  taking 
the   power   to   ram   a    regional   police   force 
down  people's  throats- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  not  in  section  71— 
Mr.  Cassidy:  It's  in  section  74. 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  vote  on  71. 
Mr.  Good:  Vote  on  71. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  put 
it  on  the  record  very  clearly  that  we  have 
given  our  word  and  we  have  it  in  writing, 
that  we  wiU  not  be  changing  the  police  forces 
in  Oxford  unless  the  municipality  requests 
a  change.  We  have  this  section  in  there  in 
order  that  we  may  act  if  they  want  a  change 
in  then-  police  forces.  They  will  have  exactly 
the  same  police  force  as  they  have  now  as 
long  as  they  want  it. 

Mr,  Cassidy:  Just  for  the  record,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, the  original  section  74  said  that  the 
minister  may  make  a  reasonable  request;  it 
does  not  refer  to  the  request  from  the  coun- 
cil at  all— and  he  still  retains  those  powers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  We  are  still 

on  section  71. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  We  will  oppose  section  74, 
Mr.   Chairman,  without  further  discussion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Good's  amendment  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it.  I  dteclare 
the  amendtaent  lost  and  section  71  stands  as 
part  of  the  bill. 

Section  71  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  74? 
Section  74,  Mr.  Good. 

Mr.  Good:  I  would  like  to  reinforce  and 
put  into  legislation  the  words  that  the  minis- 
ter just  said  that  there  would  only  be  a 
regional  police  force  established  in  Oxford 
county  at  the  request  of  the  county  council. 

Mr.  Good  moves  that  section  74  be 
amended  by  deleting  the  words  "or  on  his 
own  initiative"  in  the  first  and  second  lines. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  You  can't  turn  that  one 
down. 
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Mr.  Good:  I  would  simply  state  that  I  see 
no  need  for  the  words  "or  at  his  own  initia- 
tive." I  don't  think  it  is  proper  policy  for 
the  minister  at  his  own  initiative  to  be  able 
to  force  a  regional  police  force  on  Oxford 
county. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  has  given  his  word 
of  honour  he  won't. 

Mr.  Good:  In  that  case  there  should  be  no 
problem  in  accepting  this  amendment.  I  do 
feel  the  council  of  Oxford  county  would  cer- 
tainly want  to  look  around  at  regional  police 
forces  in  other  areas— at  the  cost,  their  eflFec- 
tiveness  and  the  diflFerence  created  within  a 
regional  or  coimty  municipality  by  having  a 
regional  policy  force  in  contrast  to  a  local 
police  force.  I'm  sure,  without  hesitation, 
they  would  not  solicit  from  the  minister  that 
he  establish  a  regional  police  force.  I  wouldn't 
wish  that  on  any  other  region.  I  hope  the 
minister  would  accept  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  the 
member  is  correct  and  I  think  the  minister 
seriously  destroys  his  own  credibility  if  he 
doesn't  accept  the  amendments  of  the  mem- 
ber for  Waterloo  North. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  is  one  point  I  want  to 
make  on  this.  I  wasn't  really  asle<ep.  It  just 
occurred  to  me  as  I  was  sitting  listening  to 
the  debate. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  You  are  trying  to  prove 
you're  in  the  House  at  this  time.  It  is  now 
2:30  a.m. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  matter  was  brought  to 
my  attention  with  regard  to  policing  being 
done  by  the  Ontario  Provincial  Police  in  the 
Hamilton-Wentworth  region,  which  may 
well  have  application  in  this.  The  Ontario 
Provincial  Police,  I'm  informed,  don't  have 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  local  bylaws. 

Mr.  Good:  It  is  done  by  law  officers. 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  I  was  going  to  say  so 
and  I  was  going  to  add  to  that.  It  would 
seem  to  make  sense,  where  regions  are 
formed  and  the  OPP  do  continue  to  police  in 
the  local  area,  that  they  might  be  given  a 
little  wider  power  in  order  to  carry  on  the 
normal  policing  function  which  is  available 
throughout  the  remainder  of  the  area  but 
is  not  available  in  some  small  segm^ats. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  There  are,  I  think,  two 
things  which  were  given  to  the  people  of 
Oxford  especially  by  the  minister  following 


consultation.   The  first  was   the  retention  of 
the  term  "warden." 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  As  reprinted. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  As  reprinted— and  sec- 
ondly his  promise  that  it  would  not  be  neces- 
sary to  impose  regional'  policing  on  the  whole 
area.  The  taxpayers,  being  canny  Scots  a 
lot  of  them,  have  seen  what's  happened  in 
other  areas  where  the  tender  mercies  of  the 
minister's  predecessors  have  imposed  regional 
policing  and  where  the  costs  have  moimted 
tremendously.  The  minister,  however,  made 
it  quite  clear  that  he  would  not  guarantee 
regional  policing— let's  say  the  two  types  of 
policing— in  perpetuity. 

I  might  as  well  be  candid  with  the  minister 
and  say  it's  the  feeling  of  some  people  up 
there,  who  have  not  been  successful  in 
convincing  him  of  too  many  things,  that  it 
is  the  government's  intention  to  impose  re- 
gional policing  without  much  delay,  say  a 
year  from  now,  once  the  bill  is  through  and 
people  settle  down  a  little  bit.  Now  the 
minister  has  said  here  that  he  gave  a  per- 
sonal undertaking  that  such  was  not  the 
case  and  would  not  be  the  case  until  and  if 
the  people  in  the  area,  the  appropriate 
councils,  requested  it.  I  really  believe  he 
ought  to  accept  the  amendment  as  a  token 
of  his  good  faith  in  that  regard. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.    Chairman:   The  member  for  Oxford. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Mr.  Chairman,  obviously  I 
will  not  enter  this  debate  in  great  dialogue 
tonight  because  I'm  sure  the  minister  is 
speaking  for  tihe  wishes  of  the  people. 

Some  hon.  members:  Can't  hear  you;  use 
your  microphone. 

Mr.  Parrott:  Do  you  want  me  to  shout, 
too?  I  do  want  to  draw  one  statement  from 
the  remarks  just  made  by  the  Leader  of  the 
Opposition.  Indeed  there  has  been  a  lot 
more  granted  to  the  people  than  the  title 
of  "warden"  and  this  statement  on  police. 
I  think  you  would  have  to  appreciate  the 
nimiber  of  amendments  the  minister  has  ac- 
cepted all  the  way  through.  We  dealt  with 
this- 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Like  changing  chairman 
to  warden. 

Mr.  Parrott:  That  is  a  totally  semantic  con- 
sideration and  it's  so  far  from  needing  com- 
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ment  that  I  shan't  even  bei  tempted  to  do 
so.  If  you  cannot  accept  the  number  of 
changes  that  the  minister  has  made,  then 
you  just  don't  understand  what  he  has  done 
in  that  community  for  those  people.  When 
the  minister  says- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  are  talking  about 
the  amendments  to  Bill  95. 

Mr.    Parrott:    I    am   talking   about   section 

74.  When  the  minister  says- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Don't  amount  to  a  hill 

of  beans. 

Mr.  Good:  Even  though  he  says  diflFerently. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Parrott:  The  minister  says  he  will  not 
impose  a  regional  police  force  on  the  re- 
structured county  of  Oxford— and  I  am  going 
to  say  it  one  more  time  than  you:  It  is  the 
restructured  county  of  Oxford;  you  can  say 
"region"  as  long  as  you  want,  but  I  am  going 
to  live  in  that  community  and  I  am  going 
to  say  "restructured  coimty"  more  often  than 
you  are  going  to  say  it  the  other  way. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  We  will  see  who  believes 


it. 


Mr.  Parrott:  We  will  see  who  believes  it. 
We  will  see  that  very  clearly. 

Mr.  Good:  Will  you  support  the  amend- 
ment or  not? 

Mr.  Parrott:  I  know  this  kind  of  debate 
really  isn't  in  the  spirit  of  the  way  we  have 
tried  to  deal  in  the  House  tonight,  but  I 
do  want  to  impress  upon  the  minister  that  I 
too  will  remember  his  words  that  there  will 
not  be  a  regional  police  force.  I  believe  he 
means  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  not  only 
mean  it,  but  I  am  quite  willing  to  accept  the 
amendment. 

Mr.  Singer:  Before  that  is  oflBcially  ap- 
proved by  the  House,  could  I  ask  the  minis- 
ter if  there  aren't  powers  for  the  Solicitor 
General  imder  the  Police  Act  to  amalga- 
mate police  forces?  I  have  been  looking  for 
it,  but  I  couldn't  find  it.  I  am  not  quite 
sure  what  the  provisions  are,  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  quite  apart  from  what's  in  this 
statute,  there  are  certain  powers  lying  with 
the  Solicitor  General  about  the  co-ordination 
and/or  amalgamation  of  police  forces. 


Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  The  member  may  be 
quite  right.  I  can't  speak  to  that  particular 
subject.  I  would  think  the  Solicitor  General 
does  have  some  powers,  but  I  don't  know 
what  they  are. 

Mr.  Singer:  So  if  the  Police  Act  says  what 
I  think  it  does,  and  I  am  not  quite  siue,  ac- 
cepting the  amendment  really  doesn't  mean 
anything,  does  it? 

Mr.  Good:  Oh,  we  will  deal  with  that  one 
later. 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  We  will  deal  with  that 

later. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  Mr.  Good's  amend- 
ment carry? 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comment  on 
any  other  section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Good:  I  have  one  question  on  section 

76(7). 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section  76? 
On  section  76: 

Mr.  Good:  Am  I  interpreting  this  correctly 
when  I  say  that  you  backed  off  a  little  bit  on 
the  county  running  the  whole  water  and 
sewage  programme,  including  the  distribu- 
tion of  water  and  the  collection  of  sewage, 
and  that  the  county  can  now  make  agree- 
ments with  existing  municipalities  to  carry 
on  the  distribution?  Is  that  the  correct  inter- 
pretation? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Your  interpretation  is 
correct  in  regard  to  the  county  being  entitled 
to  enter  into  an  agreement  with  the  local 
mimicipalities.  I  said  that  in  the  first  in- 
stance when  I  was  in  the  area.  I  told  them 
this  could  be  done,  but  it  wasn't  clear  enough 
for  them  in  the  Act,  so  we  inserted  this  sub- 
section 7  to  make  it  absolutely  clear  that  they 
could  enter  into  an  agreement. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  on  any 
other  section  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  section  115,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  before  section 
115? 

On  section  115: 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going 
to  oppose  this  particular  section.  If  the  gov- 
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eminent  wants  to  do  some  serious  thinking 
about  what  has  been  called  emergency  meas- 
ures in  a  civil  kind  of  way,  that's  fine;  but 
when  it  starts  to  talk  about  the  War  Measures 
Act  and  this  kind  of  relic  of  the  cold  war 
keeps  on  cropping  up  in  local  government 
across  the  province,  it  is  about  time  we  took 
it  away.  This  is  as  good  a  place  as  any  to 
start. 

We  will  oppose  this  section,  which  refers 
to  a  civil  defence  organization,  emergency 
headquarters,  emergency  appointments  of 
people  in  case  of  nuclear  attack  and  all  that 
kind  of  garbage. 

Mr.  E.  M.  Havrot  (Timiskaming):  So  what 
else  is  new?  You  opposed  everythLig  else. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  115  stand  as 
part  of  the  bill? 

Those  in  favour,  please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion  the  ayes"  have  it. 

Section  115  agreed  to. 

An  hon.  member:  I  didn't  hear  anything. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  didn't  hear  a  single  "aye." 

Mr.  Chairman:  Anything  else  on  any  other 
section  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  am  I  correct  that  the  section  was 

deleted? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  asked  shall  section  115 
stand  as  part  of  the  bill.  I  took  it  the  "ayes" 
had  it. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  There  were  no  "ayes."  There 
were  only  "nays,"  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Havrot:  Oh,  come  on.  You  are  diflB- 
cult. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  If  we  have  to  take  the  vote 
over  again,  fine;  but  there  were  no  "ayes"  on 
that  vote. 

Mr.  Havrot:  You  love  yourself  so  much,  the 
only  person  you  hear  is  yourself. 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  ruled  that  the  "ayes"  had 
it. 

Is  there  discussion  on  any  other  section  of 
this  bill?  Shall  the  bill  be  reported  as 
amended?  Carried. 

'Bill  95,  as  amended,  reported. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


TORONTO  AREA  TRANSIT  OPERATING 
AUTHORITY  ACT 

House  in  committee  on  Bill  115,  An  Act  to 
establish  the  Toronto  Area  Transit  Operating 
Authority. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  comments  on  any  sec- 
tion of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Deacon:  On  section  2,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  The  minister  has 
amendments. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Cormnunications):  If  you  would 
permit  me,  Mr.  Chairman^ 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  minist^  has  certain 
amendments  to  this  bill. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Are  you  withdrawing  the 
bill? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  have  a  couple  of 
amendments  that  I  would  like  to  propose. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  The  minister  came  back,  after 
being  in  hiding  all  night. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Section  1. 

An  hon.  member:  Stop  fooling  around.  Let's 
get  to  work. 

On  section  1: 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  wanted  to  keep  it  until 
the  end'  so  the  member  would  be  here. 

(Hon,  Mr.  Rhodes  moves  that  section  1, 
subsection  (a),  be  amendedl  by  deleting  sub- 
clause (i)  and  renumbering  subclauses  (ii),  (iii) 
and  (iv)  as  subclauses  (i),  (ii)  and  (iii). 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes  also  moves  that  clause 
(g)  of  section  1  of  the  biH  be  amendted  b}- 
deleting  subckuse  (i)  and  renimibering  sub- 
clauses (ii)  and)  (iii),  as  subclauses  (i)  and'  (ii). 

(Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes  further  moves  that  sub- 
section 2  of  section  2  of  the  bill  be  amendted 
by  deleting  "five"  in  the  first  line  and  by 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  "four"  and  by  delet- 
ing "Durham"  in  the  sixth  line. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  That  is  a  pretty  big  come- 
down, isn't  itr 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  I  don't  know  how 
anybody  can  oppose  the  bill  after  that. 

An  hon.  member:  That  certainly  clears  it 
all  up. 

Mr.  Good:  He  has  changed  the  whole  prin- 
ciple. You  have  to  bring  in'  a  new  bill. 
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Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Singer:  I  think  those  amendlments  are 
all  out  of  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  The  member 
for  Kitchener  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  amendi- 
ment,  of  course,  substantially  changes  every- 
thing except  the  explanatory  note  and  I  sup- 
pose that  should'  be  changedl  too.  Perhaps  the 
minister,  before  we  discuss  the  amendments, 
since  they  dteal  with  several  areas  and.  several 
sections,  might  advise  us  what  ledl  him  to  this 
deletion. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  at  the 
time  of  the  proposal  to  develop  this  particular 
authority,  contact  was  made  with  all  of  those 
regions  that  would  be  involved—that  we  had 
hoped  to  have  involved— in  this  particul^ 
legislation.  The  region  of  York,  the  region  of 
Peel  and  the  metropolitan  ar^  of  Toronto,  all 
passed  resolutions'  within  their  coimcils  en- 
dorsing the  principle  of  this  particular  author- 
ity. The  regional  municipality  of  Durham  did 
not. 

We  had  contact  with  the  region  of  Durham 
and  we  had  anticipated  that  this  matter  would 
be  dealt  with  at  their  regional  council  meet- 
ing which  was  held!  on  Wednesdiay  of  this 
week.  Unfortunately  for  some  reason  the 
matter  was  not  dealt  with  andj  as  a  result  we 
dio  not  have  a  resolution  from  the  region  of 
Durham,  indicating  their  desire  to  be  part  of 
this  particular  authority. 

There  is  a  resolution  that  has  been  passed 
by  that  regional  municipality  saying  they  did 
not  wish  to  belong.  We  had  hoped  that  they 
would  reverse  that  decision  prior  to  this  bill 
being  introduced.  They  have  not  done  so, 
therefore  we  are  deleting  them  from  the  biU. 
However,  there  is  nothing  at  all  to  prevent 
the  region  from  changing  its  mind,  changing 
its  position,  and'  we  would  be  most  happy  to 
amend  the  bill  in  the  fall'  if  that  is  the  case, 
and  inclbdfe  them  in  it. 

I  do  not  think  that  it  changes  too  much, 
the  effectiveness  of  the  authority,  in  that  85 

Eer  cent  of  the  inter-region  transit,  which  this 
ill  is  involved  with,  is  outside  of  the  region 
of  Durham;  it  removes  only  about  15  per 
cent.  That  may  grow  in  the  future  and  I  am 
confident  that  when  the  council  does  meet 
again  and  has  time  to  deal  with  this  matter, 
that  they  will  ask  to  be  included. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  these  amendments  in 
section  1  carry? 


Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  under- 
stand why  the  minister  does  not  want  to  have 
a  region  pushed  into  this.  It  is  regrettable 
that  they  are  not  going  in  from  the  beginning, 
especially  after  talking  to  some  of  the  mem- 
bers from  the  regional  council  out  there.  They 
seem  to  have  changed  their  views  from  their 
previous  concurrence  but— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  There  is  one  fellow  who 
is  causing  us  a  problem. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  usually  quite 
helpful. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  1  carry  as 
amended  by  these  two  amendments  of  the 
minister? 

Mr.  Cassidy:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we 
know  now,  seeing  the  amendments,  why  the 
minister  delayed  and  hid  behind  the  dais 
there  until  the  very  last  minute  to  bring  in 
these  amendments. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Cassidy:  He  was  really  upset  about 
what  he  had  to  do  and  so  he  wanted  to 
cloak  it  here  at  a  quarter  to  3,  rather  than 
bring  it  forward  in  the  full  light  of  day. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  On  a  point  of  privilege, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  hon.  member.  I  was 
not  hiding  behind  the  dais;  I  wasn't  even 
in  the  building.  I  was  entertaining  the 
Minister  of  Urban  AfFairs  for  the  State  of 
Victoria,  Australia.  Now,  if  you  would  like 
me  to  give  you  a  detailed  explanation  of 
where  we  were  and  what  we  did,  I  would 
be  pleased  to  do  so. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nix<m:  Spare  us  the  details. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  But  so  help  me,  I 
wouldn't  hide  horn  you,  Cassidy,  on  any 
occasion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please.  Shall  section 
1  be  carried  as  amended? 

Section  1  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  are  now  on  section  2. 
On  section  2: 

Mr.  Deacon  moves  that  sections  2(2) (b) 
and  2(2)(c)  be  deleted  and  the  following 
substituted  therefor:  "(b)  one  member  from 
each  of  the  regional  councils  of  Peel  and 
York  appointed  by  their  respective  councils 
from  among  their  members;  and 
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"(c)  one  member  of  the  metropolitan 
council  of  the  municipality  of  Metropolitan 
Toronto  appointed  by  the  council  from  its 
members." 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  a  very  useful  amend- 
ment. I  don't  know  why  you  won't  accept 
it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Maybe  he  will. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reason 
I  suggest  this  amendment  is  that  diflFerent 
members  of  council  have  indicated  that  they 
still  would  have  the  right  to  appoint  the 
chairman  if  they  so  wished,  but  if  there  was 
some  member  of  council  who  was  particularly 
interested  in  transportation,  this  would  leave 
them  free  to  appoint  him.  If  the  chairman 
was  overloaded  with  other  work,  it  wouldn't 
require  that  they  have  him  take  on  this 
responsibility.  I  certainly  hope  the  minister 
will  agree  with  this  amendment. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  point  is  well  taken. 
There  are  two  reasons  why  it  should  be  some- 
one delegated  to  attend  as  opposed  to  the 
chairman. 

The  first  reason  is  this,  that  the  chairman, 
just  by  the  very  nature  of  his  function,  is  an 
extremely  busy  person,  involved  full  time,  in 
all  aspects  of  the  work  of  the  region  and 
probably  has  about  as  much  on  his  or  her 
plate  as  can  reasonably  be  handled. 

The  other  point  that's  worthy  of  note  is 
this.  The  chairman  in  each  instance  is  already 
appointed;  he  is  not  elected  by  the  electors 
at  large.  It  would  make  some  sense  that 
there  be  an  opportimity  for  an  elected  per- 
son to  serve  on  the  transit  authority  rather 
than  to  further  enlarge  the  sphere  of  in- 
fluence of  the  appointed  ohairmain. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know 
it  is  very  obvious  from  earlier  discussion  that 
the  hon.  members  opposite  would  like  to  see 
that  section  changed  to  have  the  members  of 
this  particular  authority  be  elected  repre- 
sentatives. The  comment  is,  so  would  the 
councils. 

That  obviously  isn't  correct  because  all 
three  of  the  regions  we  are  including  in  this 
particular  bill  have  passed  resolutions  sup- 
porting coming  into  this  particular  authority 
under  the  terms  presented  to  them.  These 
included  the  membership  being  the  chairmen 
of  their  particular  regions,  so  obviously  the 
councils  do  support  this  particular  position. 

The  fact  that  there  are  members  of  the 
various  coimcils  who  do  not  agree  doesn't 
come  as  any  great  surprise.  There  are  bound 


to  be  those  who  wouldn't  agree,  but  we  are 
going  by  what  the  majority  said. 

Secondly,  I  have  been  told  that  the  chair- 
men of  these  regions  are  extremely  busy. 
Well,  they  are  busy  men  but  most  people 
are  these  days  and  I  don't  think  we  are  add- 
ing a  great  amount  to  their  workload.  This 
is  only  an  operating  agency,  only  an  operating 
authority,  and  it  will  not  be  meeting  that 
regularly.  So,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  not 
accept  the  amendment  and  we  would  like  it 
to  stand  as  it  is. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  would  have  hoped  the 
minister  would  react  difEerently  because  they 
still  have  the  opportunity  to  elect  a  chair- 
man if  they  so  wish,  but  why  should  we 
make  this  legislation  so  rigid?  As  long  as  we 
insist  on  leaving  it  as  it  now  is,  we  are  saying 
to  the  regions,  "No  matter  what  you  want, 
you  can't  change  it,  because  this  is  the  way 
it  is  in  the  Act."  What  I  am  suggesting  is  an 
amendment  that  provides  for  the  election  of 
the  chairman  or  any  other  member  of  the 
council  and  I  would  hope  that  the  minister 
could  see  that.  Why  not  change  it?  Why 
can't  you  be  as  flexible  as  some  of  your 
predecessors  on  other  bills   have  been?  Please. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  just  want  to  prolong  it  two 
or  three  seconds  longer. 

il  can  recall  in  the  city  of  Toronto  bill  of 
last  year  or  the  year  before,  when  the  mayor 
of  Toronto  was  the  appointee  by  law  to  the 
hydto  commission,  I  think  it  was.  The  mayor 
of  Toronto  appeared  and  asked  if  they 
wouldn't  make  an  amendment  because  he  said 
he  was  so  busy  it  would  be  nice  if  he  could 
appoint  someone  else  to  take  his  place.  I 
suggest  that  the  same  sort  of  thing  prevails 
here. 

(If  you  tie  it  down  to  the  chairman  and  the 
chairman  is  busy  with  all  of  the  other  meet- 
ings that  the  chairman  must  attend,  this  may 
be  the  one  thing  that  may  well  go  by  the 
board.  The  coimcil  should  be  able  to  look 
among  their  nmnbers  and  find  a  person  who 
can  devote  most,  if  not  all,  of  their  time 
simply  to  the  matters  of  transit,  as  opposed  to 
the  chairman  having  to  devote  so  much  time 
to  overseeing  and  taking  part  in  all  of  the 
other  functions. 

They  could  appoint  the  chairman,  if  that's 
their  desire,  but  I  am  sure  that  wasn't  the 
reason    why    the    various    municipalities    ap- 


JUNE  27,  1974 


3971 


proved  entering  into  this  agreement.  They 
didn't  do  it  because  the  chairman  was  the 
person  who  was  going  to  be  appointed  to  sit. 
They  just  simply  may  not  have  registered  any 
strong  objection  to  it.  They  could  still  have 
the  c-nairman  if  they  so  desire. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it 
would  be  worthwhile  for  the  minister  to  con- 
sider this  amendment  We  have  looked 
through  various  university  bills  over  the  last 
several  years  and  have  foimd  that  changes 
have  been  made  where  a  mayor  at  one  point 
was  a  representative  on  the  university's  board 
in  many  cases.  Now  invariably  it's  a  member 
of  council  or  it  may  be  a  member  from  a 
regional  coxmcil  that  has  taken  the  place  of  a 
person  who  used  to  be  warden  of  the  count)'. 

1  think  it  is  quite  apparent  that  there  may 
well  be  a  member  of  one  of  these  councils 
who  has  a  particular  interest  in  the  subject, 
whereas  the  regional  chairman-  may  simply 
not  be  able  to  attend,  possibly  because  of  dis- 
interest but  more  likely  because  of  greater 
commitments  in  other  areas.  It  would  seem 
that  as  a  result,  if  these  chairmen  do  not 
attend,  once  again  the  burden  of  this'  par- 
ticular planning  and  this  particular  decision- 
making is  going  to  be  held  by  non-elected 
oflBcials. 

If  you  vdsh  to  get  elected  oflBcials  involved 
and  persons  who  have  a  particular  interest, 
the  best  way  to  do  it  is  to  encourage  them  to 
choose  from  among  themselves  a  person  who 
is  interested  in  that  line  of  endeavour.  You 
will  also  get  the  best  co-ordination,  through 
their  responsibility,  of  the  appointed  persons 
who  are  serving  tJiem.  They  would  be  served 
best  if  they  were  being  led'  by  people  who 
had  a  direct  interest  in  this  particular  matter. 

Mr.  Deacon:  I  want  to  point  out,  Mr. 
Chairman,  that  there  is  an  item  in  section  2, 
near  the  end  of  it,  about  remuneration,  I 
would  think  the  chairmen  are  already  being 
paid  pretty  important  salaries  for  the  job  they 
are  doing  as  chairmen  and  here  we  have  an- 
other remuneration  but  it  excepts  those  in 
the  public  service  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
Why  have  we  left  them  out  if  we  are  not 
leaving  out  the  chairmen  of  these  councils 
who  are  alTeady  being  paid?  Is  this  the  reason 
the  chairmen  are  so  anxious  to  have  that  job 
nailed  down  specifically  for  them? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
the  last  comment  isn't  worthy  of  reply.  I 
think  the  hon.  member  knows  that  is  not  the 
case.  The  gentlemen  are  not  looking  for  the— 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Then  delete  it. 


Mr.  Cassidy:  The  point  is  well  taken  and 
it  is  part  of  the  job  as  chairman. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We  have  looked  at  the 
makeup  of  this  particular  authority.  It  is  our 
opinion  that  it  can  best  be  started  in  this 
area  and  can  best  function  properly  at  the 
very  beginning  under  the  way  we  have  it 
presently  made  up,  and  that  is  to  have  the 
chairmen  of  the  region  involved. 

All  of  the  chairmen  I  have  spoken  to— 
and  I  have  spoken  to  all  three  who  will  be 
involved  here— have  indicated  their  interest 
in  serving  on  this  authority.  They  recognize 
it  as  an  important  part  of  their  responsibility 
as  chairmen  of  the  regions.  They  recognize 
that  this  can  provide  a  better  transit  system 
for  their  regions  and  for  all  of  the  regions; 
and  they  wish  to  serve  on  these. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Without  an  elected  per- 
son— 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  We  think  this  is  the  way 
it  should  go.  There  is  nothing  at  all  to  pre- 
vent amendments  to  this  particular  bill  in 
time  to  come;  but  we  feel  that  this  is  the  way 
to  start  it.  It's  the  first  time  that  we've  gone 
into  this  sort  of  thing;  we'd  like  to  see  how 
it's  going  to  work. 

As  I  say,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  amend- 
ments in  the  future,  but  not  at  this  stage.  We 
will  continue  to  present  the  bill  as  it  is  pro- 
posed. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  your  govern- 
men  talks  so  much  about  local  autonomy. 
What  we  are  trying  to  do  on  this  amendment 
is  to  ensure  that  there  is  local  autonomy 
where,  indeed,  the  regional  councils  and  the 
metropolitan  council  have  the  opportunity  to 
choose  their  representative.  And  yet  you  are 
not  giving  them  that  opportunity— and  you 
should.  You  should  let  them  know  whether 
they  are  going  to  have  their  chairman  or 
somebody  else. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  At  least  delete  the  re- 
muneration. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  local 
autonomy  is  certainly  there.  We  have  recog- 
nized that  local  autonomy  by  asking  all  of 
the  regions  that  will  be  involved  to  indicate 
whether  or  not  they  wish  to  be  a  part  of  it 
as  it  was  proposed. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Oh,  you  haven't  given  them 
a  chance  to  get  into  that. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  And  just  earlier  this 
evening  we  recognized  that  one  of  those 
regions  did  not  wish  to  take  part,  and  we 
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have  not  included  them.  What  more  local 
autonomy  can  you  get  than  the  opportunity 
to  choose  whether  you  wish  to  be  part  of  the 
authority  or  not? 

Mr.  Deacon:  You  haven't  given  them  au- 
tonomy to  choose  their  own  person  at  all.  You 
just  said:  "This  is  the  way  we  are  going  to 
set  it  up." 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in   favour   of   Mr. 
Deacon's  amendment  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 

I  declare  the  amendment  lost  and  section 
2  carried. 

Section  2  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  other  comments  on 
any  other  section  of  this  bill? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  sec- 
tion 6. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  section  3,  4  and  5 
carry? 

Sections  3,  4  and  5  agreed  to. 
On  section  6: 

Mr,  Chairman:  Section  6;  the  member  for 
St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  reading 
of  my  amendment  would  be  fairly  lengthy  to 
do  it  twice.  The  eflFect  of  it  is  to  insert  in 
section  6,  wherever  we  find  the  reference  to 
interregional  or  regional  transit,  the  word 
"surface."  It  would  have  the  effect  of  stating 
that  this  authority  deals  only  with  surface 
transit  at  this  time. 

It's  in  order  to  clarify  the  concern  of  some 
of  the  people  that  there  may  be  some  mis- 
interpretation of  the  function.  If  it  were  to 
come  at  a  later  date,  after  council  had  the 
opportunity  to  discuss  it,  it  would  be  then 
in  order. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder 
whether  the  hon.  member  for  St.  George 
really  wants  it  worded  that  way?  The  use 
of  the  word  "siuface"  would,  of  course, 
prohibit  the  possibihty  of  going  underground 
and  developing  the  subway.  There  is  cer- 
tainly nothing  wrong,  I  am  siure,  with  de- 
veloping the  subway  into  that  area. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  recognize,  Mr.  Chairman, 
the  validity  of  that  remark.  The  minister  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  I  am  concerned  only 
that  we  do  not  get  into  air  service  at  this 


time.  I  would  leave  the  drafting  of  it,  if 
he  has  other  suggestions  to  make.  At  this 
hour  of  the  morning  I  am  afraid  I  am  not 
up  to  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Ground. 

Mr.  Deans:   Groimd  transportation. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Ground  or  underground; 
I  think  if  you  said  groimd  it  would  have  the 
same  effect  as  surface. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Don't  say  it  has  to  have 
wheels. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  wonder  if  someone  could 
assist  me?  If  the  minister  is  prepared  to 
accept  that  as  an  amendment  that  is  what  I 
would  like  to  see. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  I 
know  what  the  hon.  member  is  driving  at; 
I  gathered  that  fear  from  a  question  she 
asked  me  earlier  today. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  she  is  driving  at, 
not  flying  at. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  can  assure  her  that 
we  have  no  intention  of  running  aircraft  into 
Toronto  Island  as  part  of  this.  I  would  accept 
the  amendment  as  long  as  we  can,  with  her 
agreement,  build  a  subway  if  we  wish. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  I  have  no  objection  to  the 
imderground;  it  is  just  the  air  I  am  concerned 
with. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may,  there  is  some  discussion 
of  having  hovercraft  from  Port  Credit  to 
Toronto  harbour.  I  hope  there  is  no  ob- 
jection- 
Mrs.  Campbell:  I  think  that  would  be 
surface. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  —to  the  authority  dealing 
in  that  type  of  transportati<m  as  well? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  No,  but  I  would  suggest 
to  the  hon.  member  for  Peel  South  that, 
by  the  grace  of  God,  any  hovercraft  will 
remain  on  the  siu^ce. 

Mr.  Kennedy:  Of  the  water. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Of  anything. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Members  of  the  commit- 
tee, it  could  well  be  an  important  point 
so  I  think,  even  at  this  early  morning  hour, 
I  should  read  the  amendment  so  the  minis- 
ter can  hear  it. 
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Hon.  Mr.  McKeough:  Dispense. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No. 

Mrs.  Campbell  moves  that  section  6  of  Bill 
115  be  amended  by  inserting  in  clause  (a) 
line  2,  "surface"  so  that  the  clause  will  read 
"to  design,  establish  and  operate  or  cause  to 
be  operated  an  efficient  and  eiconomical  in- 
terregional   surface    transit    system." 

In  clause  (b)  lines  1  and  2,  "surface,"  so 
that  clause  will  read,  "To  co-ordinate  the 
operations  of  interregional  surface  transit 
systems  and  regional  surface  transit  systems." 

In  clause  (c)  in  lines  2  and  3,  "surface"  so 
that  the  clause  will  read,  "to  provide  infor- 
mation, advice,  design  assistance  and  co- 
ordinating services  to  interregional  surface 
transit  systems  and  regional  surface  transit 
systems." 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  I  imderstand,  Mr. 
Minister,   that  you   accept  this  amendment? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  accept  that  amendment  as  it  is  pro- 
posed. We  won't  go  into  the  question  of 
underground  or  on  top  of  the  ground. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  I  am  sure  when  it  comes 
time  to  put  in  a  subway  the  hon.  member 
would  agree  to  an  amendment. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  one 
wishes,  if  you  would  like,  we  could  add  "sur- 
face or  subsurface." 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  do  that. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  That  would  be  in  order. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Surface  or  subsurface. 

Mr.  Chairman:  If  we  are  in  agreement, 
shall  this  amendment  stand  as  part  of  this 
bill?  Agreed. 

'Section  6,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  anything  on  any 
other  section  of  this  bill? 

Shall  the  bill  be  reported? 
Bill  115,  as  amended,  reported. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Somebody  move  that  the 
committee  rise  and  report. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Aren't  we  going  to  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  bill  now? 


Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  You  realize  we  can  bring 
submarines  into  the  Island? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes,  we  know,  that  is  the 
problem. 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  That's  subsurface. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  If  it  is  turned  over  to 
Toronto  at  the  end  of  the  year,  you  will  have 
to  deal  with  Toronto. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Such  a  friendly  place 
here. 

Mr.  Cood:  We  haven't  had  a  good  fight. 

Hon.  Mr.  McKeough  moves  that  the  com- 
mittee rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee 
of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  eight  bills 
with  certain  amendments  and  one  bill  without 
amendment,  and  asks  for  leave  to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed'  to. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  before 
I  move  the  adjomnment  of  the  House  I  would 
like  to  say- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  Why  so 
early? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  —that  I  would  compli- 
ment the  members  opposite  for  their  integrity 
in  dealing  with  the  matters  that  we  dtealt  with 
todiay. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
Come  on,  dbn't  give  us  that  balbney. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  would  say  that  to- 
morrow, in  accordance  with  what  we  have 
discussed,  we  will  dfeal  with  Bill  116. 

1  would  make  one  exception  to  what  I've 
said  this  evening.  I  heard  the  late  press  re- 
lease made  by  the  House  leader  of  the  Liberal 
Party.  It  disturbs  me  because  I  didn't  beat 
him  to  the  punch. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  adjournment 
of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

(The  House  adjourned  at  3:05  o'clock,  a.m., 
Friday,  June  28,  1974. 
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The  House  met  at  10:05  o'clock,  a.m. 
Prayers. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Statements  by  the  ministry. 

Oral  questions.  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  is  nobody  here  to  make  any  statements. 

STORMONT  BY-ELECTION 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposi- 
tion): Or  to  answer  any  questions.  However, 
the  House  leader,  with  his  usual  good  grace, 
perhaps  won't  mind  if  I  raise  a  matter  that 
does  concern  me  and  many  others.  Is  he 
aware  that  the  law  of  the  province  does  not 
permit  a  by-election  to  be  held  in  the  Stor- 
mont  riding  under  the  present  provisions  of 
the  Legislative  Assembly  Act  unless  the  House 
is  adjourned,  that  is,  not  just  recessed? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
regret  very  much  I  don't  have  the  answer  I 
promised  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  a  day 
or  so  ago.  I  will  endeavour  to  have  that  be- 
fore this  morning  is  finished,  because  we  are 
anxious  to  have  both  of  those  seats  in  the 
Conservative  fold  and  we  want  that  by- 
election  held  as  soon  as  possible. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Went worth):  Supplementary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Is  the  minister  predicting 
that  his  party  is  not  only  going  to  win  the 
federal  seat  but  that  it  has  a  chance  for  the 
provincial  seat? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Absolutely  rightl 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  will  be  a  clean  sweep 
for  the  Liberals. 

Mr.  Deans:  Supplementary. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  will  be  clean  all 
right. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Friday,  June  28,  1974 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  curious.  I  don't  want  to 
pry  into  government  aflFairs,  but  surely  the 
matter  of  a  pending  by-election  in  the  Stor- 
mont  riding  is  something  that  is  a  matter  of 
government  or  cabinet  policy.  Surely  the 
chairman  of  Management  Board  must  know 
by  now  whether  or  not  the  government  is 
capable  of  calhng  an  election  during  the  sum- 
mer or  whether  we  are  looking  at  a  December 
election. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  again,  all 
I  can  do  is  to  say  that  I  apologize  for  not 
supplying  the  answer  yesterday.  I  was  busy 
last  evening  counting  people  in  Varsity  Sta- 
dium. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  It  didn't  take  me  all 
that  long,  but  there  was  the  time  coming  and 
going.  I  will  try  to  have  that  answer  for  my 
friend. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the  Op- 
position. 


HOPE  TOWNSHIP  GARBAGE  SITE 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
House  leader  as  well,  in  the  absence  of  the 
Minister  of  the  Environment  (Mr.  W.  New- 
man), is  he  aware  of  an  undertaking,  at  Iteast 
tentatively  entered  into  by  the  ministry,  if 
one  can  enter  into  an  undertaking  that  way, 
to  inform  the  House  of  his  decision  as  to 
whether  or  not  Toronto  garbage  is  going  to 
be  allowed  to  be  dumped  in  Hope  township, 
a  matter  that  has  been  pending  now  for  many 
months?  In  the  absence  of  the  minister,  can 
he  indicate  what  decision  cabinet  has  made 
in  this  regard,  since  the  people  in  the  area 
are  living  under  the  threat  of  these  thousands 
of  tons  of  Metro  garbage  being  dumped  into 
that  beautiful  township  70  miles  to  the  east 
of  Toronto?  Surely  we  are  not  going  to  ad- 
journ the  House  without  a  statement  being 
made  in  that  regard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  share  the 
concern  of  the  hon.  gentleman.  There  are 
some  alternative  moves  under  consideration, 
but  I  really  can't  answer  the  question  directly; 
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it  would  have  to  be  put  to  the  minister.  But 
I  will  take  it  as  notice. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  For  when,  next  October? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  No. 

TORONTO  ISLAND  HOMES 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Minister  without  Portfolio  for  Municipal 
AflFairs  if  he  can  indicate  to  the  House  the 
significance,  or  perhaps  the  ramifications,  of 
the  decision  of  the  council  of  the  city  of 
Toronto  to  rezone  the  island  for  low-density 
housing?  Can  he  indicate  if ,  in  his  opinion, 
this  is  contrary  to  any  of  the  enactments  on 
the  statute  books  of  the  province?  If  not, 
what  would  be  the  normal  procedure  for 
dealing  vidth  such  a  rezoning  resolution,  par- 
ticularly in  terms  of  its  eflFect  on  the  houses 
on  the  island  and  their  present  occupancy 
by  the  people  living  in  the  area? 

Hon.  D.  R.  Irvine  (Minister  without  Port- 
folio): Mr.  Speaker,  I  can't  indicate  that  to 
the  members  of  the  House.  I  haven't  had 
any  communication  whatsoever  from  those 
involved.  I'll  look  into  the  matter  and  report 
back  to  the  hon.  leader. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 


TRANSFER    OF    SENIOR    CITIZENS 
TO  HOSPITALS 

Mr.  Deans:  I  would  like  to  ask  a  question 
of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  De- 
velopment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  goody! 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  secretary  aware  of  the 
two  articles  dealing  with  the  transfer  of 
some  13  senior  citizens  from  active  beds  in 
St.  CatlmrineB  area  hospitals  to  nursing 
homes  and  the  subsequent  death  of  either 
five  or  10,  depending  on  who  you  believe? 

Will  the  secretary  initiate  an  investigation 
into  the  policy  of  the  Ministry  of  Health 
with  regard  to  the  transfer  of  senior  citizens 
from  active  hospitals  beds  into  nursing  homes 
and,  in  fact,  the  entire  sphere  of  the  transfer- 
ring senior  citizen®  iU'  ordier  to  ascertain 
whether  it  is  humane  and  proper  to  move 
people  at  those  ages,  to  disrupt  what  is  left 
of  their  lives  and  to  cause  them  inconven- 
ience and  upset?  I'll  leave  it  at  that.  I  was 
going  to  say  something  else,  but  I'd  better 
not. 


Hon.  M.  Birch  (Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development):  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Serv- 
ices would  have  the  answer  to  that  question. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  the  Ministry  of  Health. 
But  if  the  other  minister  has  the  answer,  will 
he  answer? 

Hon.  R.  Brunelle  (Minister  of  Conununity 
and  Social  Services):  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  was  an  article  in  this  morning's  Globe 
and  Mail  and  an  article  in  Wednesday's 
Star.  The  article  that  appeared  in  Wednes- 
day's Toronto  Star  was  not  entirely  accurate- 
Mr.  Roy:  Did  they  spell  the  minister's 
name  wrong? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  The  article  mentioned 
that  12  out  of  13  senior  citizens  had  been 
transferred  and  had  died  within  four  months. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  was  only  five  out  of  13. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  This  morning's  Globe 
and  Mail  contains  the  correction  that  it  was 
five  out  of  13.  These  were  elderly  persons, 
and  it  is  very  diflBcult  to  determine  whether 
their  deaths  were  hastened  by  the  trans- 
fer. We  agree  that  elderly  persons,  as  much 
as  possible,  should  not  be  transferred.  My 
understanding  is  that  these  were  dhronic 
cases  and  that  they  were  transferred  from 
homes  for  the  aged  to  chronic  hospitals. 

I  just  wish  to  say,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  this 
involves  two  ministries,  the  Ministry  of  Health 
and  our  ministry,  and  we  are  looking  into  the 
matter.  We  certainly  want  to  assure  the  hon. 
members  that  we  don't  want  to  do  anything 
that  would  be  detrimental  to  the  health  and 
the  well-being  of  senior  citizens. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary  question:  Has 
the  minister  received  complaints  over  the 
course  of  the  last  year  and  a  half,  as  I  have 
and  as  I  think  probably  every  other  member 
of  the  House  has,  from  close  relatives  and 
friends  of  other  senior  citizens  who  had 
been  moved  and  whose  lives  have  been  com- 
pletely destroyed  as  a  result  of  being  taken 
from  an  environment  in  which  they  may 
have  been  for  five  or  six  years,  from  people 
with  whom  they  have  become  accustomed  to 
living,  from  out  of  the  care  of  people  in 
whom  they  had  placed  a  considerable  amount 
of  trust,  and  being  placed  in  an  entirely 
different  environment  with  an  entirely  differ- 
ent level  of  service— 

Hon.  R.  T.  Potter  ( Minister  of  Correctional 
Services):  That's  a  lot  of  nonsense. 
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Mr.  Deans:  —which  has  caused  them  to 
experience  a  lifestyle  entirely  diflFerent  from 
that  which  they'd  been  having  and  has 
caused  them  a  great  deal  of  pain  and  suffer- 
ing, mental  if  not  physical? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  have 
been  meetings  with  the  oflBcials  of  the  reg- 
ional municipality  of  Niagara- 
Mr.  Deans:  It's  not  only  in  Niagara. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Well,  this  is  in  the 
Niagara  region. 

Mr.  Deans:  Not  only  in  the  Niagara  region. 

Hon,  Mr.  Brunelle:  No.  But  I  am  told  that 
in  that  area,  at  least  20  per  cent,  if  not  more, 
of  the  residents  in  homes  for  tiie  aged  are 
quite  elderly  and  require  chronic  care.  This 
whole  matter,  again  Mr.  Speaker,  is  one 
that  we  are  very  concerned  about  and  hope- 
fully, between  the  Ministry  of  Health  and  o\ii 
ministry,  one  we  will  be  able  to  try  and 
resolve. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South? 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  A  sup- 
plementary, Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  incident 
occurred'  in  the  vicinity  of  the  city  of  Wel- 
land, in  the  Northland  Manor,  and  in  the  city 
of  Port  Colbome,  at  Sunset  Haven;  and  the 
residents  were  moved  to  the  hospital  in  the 
town  of  Fort  Erie— to  the  chronic  wing  of  the 
hospital. 

I  had  brought  this  to  the  attention  of  the 
minister  because  I  thought  it  was  the  wrong 
procedure  to  follow.  I  want  to  ask  the  minis- 
ter directly  now— and  I  askedl  him  during  the 
estimates— what  co-operation  does  he  nave 
with  the  Minister  of  Health  (Mr.  Miller)  on 
this  particular  matter?  There  are  facilities  in 
the  city  of  Port  Colbome,  adtjoining  the  city 
hospitsJ,  that  are  available  for  55  bed 
patients,  for  extendiedi  care  or  for  chronically 
ill  persons.  Why  can't  this  facility  be  used 
instead  of  shuflBling  people  around  from  one 
municipality  to  another?  No  doubt  it  did  bring 
about  an  early  death  to  them. 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
say  to  the  hon.  member  that  mere  is  excellent 
co-operation  between  the  Ministry  of  Health 
and  our  ministry.  1  know  that  the  hon.  mem- 
ber is  very  concerned  and  I  woidd  be  pleased 
to  meet  with  him,  along  with  my  colleague 
the  Minister  of  Health,  to  discuss  this  very 
important  matter. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth? 


Mr.  Deans:  I  can't  think  of  anything  else 
I  can  ask  of  anyone  who  is  here. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Minister  of  Revenue 
has  the  answer  to  a  question  asked  previously. 

LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Hon.  A.  K.  Meen  (Minister  of  Revenue): 
Yes,  Mr.  Speaker.  Back  on  June  24,  the 
Leader  of  the  Opposition  asked  me  if  I  could 
give  the  House  figures  on  revenues  recovered 
under  the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act.  I  ad- 
vised him  I  didn't  have  them  but  I  thought  I 
would  have  them  by  today. 

(I  am  pleased  to  advise  him  that  I  do  have 
figures  up  to  June  21.  For  the  month  of  April 
there  were  no  revenue  receipts  under  the 
Land  Speculation  Tax  Act,  but  in  the  month 
of  May  there  was  recovered,  a  sum  of 
$7,600.64,  from  a  total  of  22  cases. 

(In  the  month  of  June,  up  to  the  21st  day 
of  this  month,  a  further  sum  of  $14,258.33  in 
aggregate,  was  collected  for  a  total  of  24 
cases.  So  in  all,  up  to  my  latest  diate,  being 
June  21,  the  ministry  has  recovered  a  total  of 
$21,858.97,  out  of  a  total  of  46  cases  imdter 
the  Land  Speculation  Tax  Act. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  had  better  put  that 
in  the  kitty  to  pay  his  legal  fees. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  it  he  is  keeping  the 
money  in  a  separate  account;  because  it  may 
well  be  that  ne  is  going  to  have  to  retmn 
quite  a  bit  of  it  to  these  innocent  bystanders 
who  felt  they  couldn't  write  out  the  aflBdavit 
that  the  minister  was  accepting  sa3dng  that 
there  was  no  increase  in  value  over  that  very 
short  period  of  time. 

Is  the  minister  contemplating  recommendi- 
ing  to  his  colleagues  a  redliction  in  the  rate 
of  the  taxation  so  that  even  if  the  federal 
government  is  successful  in  their  submission 
that  the  amount  paid  is  not  deductible  as  a 
cost  of  doing  business,  those  people  who  pay 
the  tax  wiH  not  have  had  the  responsibility 
of  paying  at  a  level  over  what  was  originally 
established  in  the  bill;  since  the  minister  gave 
his  personal  assurance  that  tliere  would  be 
no  thought  of  this  by  the  government,  which 
is  not  interested  in  revenue  in  this  particular 
bill?  There  is  no  thought  that  the  government 
would  extend  the  rate,  beyond  the  one  estab- 
lished in  the  bill,  through  the  combination  of 
provincial  and  federal  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  first 
question:  no,  I  am  not  keeping  the  money 
segregated,  it  will  go  into  the  consolidated 
revenue  fund  of  the  province. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  is  going  to  have  to  pay 
it  back,  or  some  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  But  of  course  the  ministry 
is  keeping  a  record  of  every  payment- 
Mr.  Roy:  It  should  go  into  a  trust  fund. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —and  the  name  of  every 

payer- 
Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  minister  goinc  to  pay 

interest  on  the  money  collected  in  the  event 

he  has  to  send  it  back? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  —of  the  moneys  that  are 
received. 

And  on  his  last  question,  if  it  should  be 
necessary  to  readjust  in  some  fashion,  then  of 
course  it  will  be  possible,  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions in  the  legislation,  to  rebate  all,  or  part, 
of  any  of  these  monej's  collected.  The  records 
are  being  kept. 

The  member  suggests  there  might  be  a  re- 
duction in  the  rate,  that's  one  wav  to  do  it  if 
if  were  necessary  at  all.  We  don  t  know  yet; 
we'll  have  to  see.  Hopefully,  after  July  8, 
when  the  Minister  of  Finance  will  be  the 
gentleman  who  has  expressed  his  sentiment 
for  the  position  we've  taken  in  Ontario  in  our 
attack  against  speculative  land  profits,  it  won't 
be  necessary  to  readjust  the  amoimt  of  the 
tax. 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  Let's 
deal  with  reality  this  morning. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  cap  doesn't  fit  on  the 
minister's  head, 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  A  supplfe- 
mentary,  Mr.  Speaker:  Inasmuch  as  the  minis- 
ter is  now  taking  in  revenue  at  the  fantastic 
rate  of  approximately  $100,000  a  year,  would 
he  care  to  revise  the  figure  of  $25  million  that 
he  fooled  us  with  before? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Not  at  this  time,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Deans:  Later? 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Could  I  ask  the  minister  whether  reference 
has  been  made  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  for 
this  matter  to  be  debated?  Secondly,  who  is 
the  law)er  acting  for  the  government? 
Thirdly,  does  the  minister  not  feel  he  should 
not  be  collecting  the  tax  while  this  matter  is 
being  debated  before  the  com^t?  It  is  some- 
what presumptuous;  it  is  possible  the  court 
might  rule  against  him. 


Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  matter  of 
whether  the  case  is  taken  to  the  Court  of 
Appeal  is  not  a  matter  within  my  jurisdiction 
and  the  question  should  be  directed  to  the 
Treasurer  (Mr.  White).  I  have  no  idea  whether 
anyone  has  been  retained  and  I  think  that 
would  be  a  matter,  again,  which  awaits  the 
outcome  of  the  great  day,  July  8. 

Mr.  Shubnan:  A  supplementary. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary?  Go 
ahead. 

Mr.  Shulman:  How  much  money  has  been 
brought  in  on  the  foreign  owner  tax? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Under  the  Land  Transfer 
Tax  Act,  Mr.  Speaker,  we've  recovered  to 
June  21,  a  total  of  $187,474.92. 

Hon.  J.  R.  Rhodes  (Minister  of  Transporta- 
tion and  Communications):  Not  bad,  eh? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  A  supplementary:  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  minister  if  he  wouldn't  feel  it 
would  be  his  responsibility— when  that  money 
comes  in  from  these  innocent  people  who  are 
prepared  to  take  the  govermnent's  stand  as 
authoritative— to  respond  to  them,  and  say: 
"All  you've  got  to  do  is  fill  out  an  aflBdavit 
which  says  me  value  of  this  land  has  not 
changed  since  April'  8"?  The}'  coiild  do  so  in 
ctear  conscience- 
Mr.  MacDonald:  The  member  is  as  naive 
as  they  are. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —since  the  aim  of  the 

legislation  is  to  maintain  the  value  of  that 
land.  Surely  the  minister  couldn't  complain 
if  one  of  the  citizens  in  this  province  simply 
said  the  value  had  not  changed  and  therefore 
no  tax  was  payable.  That's  what  almost  every- 
body else  is  doing, 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  some  in- 
stances under  which  tax  was  payable  I'm 
advised  it  was  very  clear  on  the  title  that  a 
profit  had  been  made.  In  one  or  two  instances 
there  were  registrations  of  instrum^its  after 
April  9,  followed  wdthin  a  couple  of  weeks  bj- 
a  resale  of  the  property  at  a  substantially  en- 
hanced value.  It  was  quite  clear  there  was  a 
speculative  gain  for  which,  therefore,  the 
people  of  this  province  were  able  to  benefit 
to  the  extent  of  50  per  cent  of  that  specula- 
tive gain. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  people  who  want  the 
land  for  housing  vdll  pay  the  cost. 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  supplementary,  Mr. 
Speaker. 
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Mr.  Speaker:  No,  there  have  been  a  reason- 
able number  of  supplementaries,  seven,  I 
think. 

•The  Hon.  member  for  Ottawa  East. 


MEDICO-LEGAL  ETHICS  OF 
LIFE-SAVING  SUPPORT 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  absence  of 
the  Minister  of  Health  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
Provincial  Secretary  for  Social  Development 
whether  the  Ministry  of  Health,  or  maybe  the 
policy  field,  is  giving  any  consideration  to  the 
problem  the  medical  association  is  wrestling 
with  at  present;  that  is,  the  question  of 
whether  to  withhold  or  withdraw  life-saving 
support  and  the  possible  legal  implications? 

For  instance,  yesterday  their  legal  adviser 
apparently  told  them  he  woxild  not  advise 
any  members  of  the  profession  to  sign  a 
certificate  saying  "No  resuscitation."  Would 
the  minister  not  consider  it  proper  at  this 
time  that  there  be  a  policy  established  in  this 
area?  Or,  if  she  does  not  have  a  policy,  that 
this  province  should  take  the  lead  in  organiz- 
ing a  policy  at  the  federal  level  or  possibly 
have  this  matter  studied,  on  the  basis  of  a 
committee,  to  look  into  this  question? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'm  not 
aware  if  there  is  a  study  ongoing  in  the 
Ministry  of  Health  but  I'll  be  pleased  to  look 
into  it  for  the  member. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary;  Would  the 
minister  again  discuss  with  the  Minister  of 
Health,  the  possibility  that  this  whole  area 
be  looked  at  as  it  is  being  looked  at  in  the 
US?  That  is  the  whole  question  of  the  de- 
cision to  withdraw  life-saving  support;  not 
only  the  question  of  resuscitation  but  this 
whole  area  of  when  one  should  stop.  At 
least,  shouldn't  the  govenunent  give  some 
directives  to  the  medical  profession?  Does 
she  not  agree  that  the  policy  should  be  set 
by  the  government  and  not  by  a  particular 
association  or  profession? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  be 
pleased  to  discuss  the  matter  with  the  Min- 
ister of  Health. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 


USE  OF  ETHYLENE  OXIDE 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandwich-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Agri- 
culture  and   Food   regarding  ethylene  oxide: 


Has  the  minister  a  report  on  the  potential 
pubhc  health  problem  caused  by  the  prac- 
tice of  sterilizing  certain  foods,  including 
flour,  dried  fruit,  dried  eggs,  with  ethylene 
oxide,  a  problem  to  which  I  drew  his  atten- 
tion on  May  31? 

Hon.  W.  A.  Stewart  (Minister  of  Agricul- 
ture and  Food):  I  haven't  got  a  report  with 
me,  but  I  did  look  into  it  and  I  have  been 
given  to  understand  that  there  is  no  real  prob- 
lem, no  real  danger. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Ethylene  oxide  is  good 
for  us? 

Hon.  Mr.  Stewart:  I  wouldn't  go  so  far  as 
to  say  that— I'm  not  that  much  of  a  scientist— 
but  I  assured  myself  that  there  wasn't  any 
real  problem,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 


TRAINING  SCHOOLS  AND  TRADE 
EXAMS 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  A  ques- 
tion of  the  Minister  of  Correctional  Services. 
Would  the  minister  make  arrane;ements  with 
the  Ministry  of  Labour  so  that  those  who  are 
in  training  schools  and  take  trades  traininpc, 
are  in  a  position  to  qualify  as  soon  as  possible 
for  the  trade  which  they  have  pursued?  I 
have  come  across  two  or  three  cases  recently 
of  chaps  who  have  been  released  and  who 
seem  to  have  had  diflBculty  getting  dirough 
the  red  tape  of  bureaucracy.  It  would  be  of 
great  value,  I  think,  if  these  chaps  have  an 
opportunity  before  they  are  released  to  pass 
their  exams,  or  arrangements  are  made  for 
them  to  pass. 

Hon.  Mr.  Potter:  Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  al- 
ready being  dealt  with  by  the  ministry,  but 
I  think  I  should  point  out  to  the  hon.  member 
that  a  large  number  of  these  individuals  are 
unable  to  qualify  because  they  are  only  in 
for  short  periods  of  time  and  they  really 
haven't  been  exposed  to  the  particular  trade 
long  enough.  This  is  the  diflBculty  we  are 
faced  with. 

Under  our  new  programme,  where  we  are 
inviting  the  private  sector  to  become  involved 
with  our  institutions,  one  of  the  terms  of 
reference  in  co-operating  with  them  is  that 
they  will  provide  facilities  for  continuing  the 
training  of  these  individuals  after  they  are 
released. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Sudbury. 
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SUNDAY  TRUCKING  OPERATIONS 

Mr.  M.  C.  Germa  (Sudbury):  Mr.  Speaker, 
a  question  of  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications:  The  minister  will  recall 
that  he  advised  the  House  on  June  21  that 
he  had  under  discussion  with  the  Attorney 
General  (Mr.  Welch)  the  feasibility  of  obtain- 
ing an  interim  injunction  against  Sunday 
trucking  as  granted  by  the  Canadian  Trans- 
port Commission.  Has  the  minister  concluded 
this  discussion  with  the  Attorney  General  and 
is  an  interim  injunction  being  sought  until  the 
appeal  is  heard? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  con- 
cluded my  discussion  with  the  Attorney 
General;  and  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  there  will  be  an  interim  injunction  will  be 
entirely  up  to  the  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  Germa:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
I  wonder  if  the  minister  is  aware  that  three 
more  trucking  companies  presently  have 
applications  before  the  Canadian  Transport 
Commission?  What  is  the  minister  doing  to 
block  the  granting  of  these  licenses  to  operate 
trucks  on  Sunday  in  the  Province  of  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  aware 
there  are  three  other  firms  that  have  applied 
for  this  special  consideration.  I  draw  to  the 
hon.  member's  attention— although  I  believe 
he  is  well  aware  of  it— that  this  is  a  federal 
law  enforced  by  a  federal  agency  which  has 
the  right  within  the  Act  to  allow  these  trucks 
to  travel  on  highways  in  Ontario  and  Quebec 
on  Sunday. 

There  is  really  nothing  that  the  province 
can  do  at  this  stage  except  to  appeal  the 
decision  by  the  CTC  in  these  matters.  That 
we  have  done. 

The  question  of  an  injunction,  again  I 
repeat,  is  a  matter  for  the  Attorney  General 
to  handle.  We  have  had  discussions  with 
him  on  this  particular  matter.  We  are  not 
happy  with  the  situation  that  a  federal  agency 
can  in  fact  make  this  ruling.  All  we  can  do  is 
continue  to  enforce  the  law  against  those 
trucking  firms  that  have  not  applied  for  and 
received  the  exemption.  That's  all  we  can  do 
at  this  time. 

The  only  other  alternative  would  be  the 
development  of  some  sort  of  legislation 
within  the  province  itself.  I  think  the  hon. 
member  recognizes  that  the  developing  of 
legislation  that  would  work  effectively  and 
would  not  be  discriminatory,  can  create 
severe  problems. 


Mr.  Germa:  Supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Can  the  minister  not,  on  behalf  of  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario,  appear  at  the  hearing  and 
file  an  objection  and  have  the  government's 
views  known  before  he  goes  the  appeal  route? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  that  is 
exactly  what  happened.  There  were  repre- 
sentatives of  my  ministry  who  did  attend 
the  initial  hearings  held  by  the  CTC  on  the 
apphcation  of  the  original  two  trucking  firms 
from  Manitoba.  My  ministry  offered  objec- 
tions to  any  decision  on  the  part  of  that 
commission.  The  commission  advised  that  the 
very  points  that  we  were  attempting  to  use 
as  argument— namely  the  traffic  problems- 
were  not  considered  to  be  relevant  to  the 
particular  discussion.  The  only  point  we  had 
on  the  question  of  trucking  on  Sundays  was 
the  traffic  problem.  They  wouldn't  even  listen 
to  that  argument,  and  said  it  was  not  accept- 
able. The  decision  was  made  after  our  repre- 
sentations had  been  made  and  in  the  face 
of  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 


METRO  WORK  GROUP 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, a  question  of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for 
Social  Development:  Would  she  give  assur- 
ance to  this  House  that  she  will,  in  fact,  help 
to  initiate  the  regional  working  committee  on 
emerging  community  and  social  services,  as 
requested  by  the  Metro  work  group  in  its 
third  recommendation  in  the  brief  presented 
to  her? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  hon. 
member,  we  have  just  concluded  a  meeting 
with  the  Metro  work  group.  I  ga\'e  assurances 
to  that  group  that  I  would  pass  along  their 
brief  to  the  Premier  of  the  province  (Mr. 
Davis)  and  then  we  will  decide. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  supple- 
mentary: Is  the  minister  not  aware  of  the 
fact  that  the  Premier  gave  assurances  in  this 
House  that  he  would  indeed  meet  with  this 
group  some  weeks  ago,  and  he  has  not  been 
able— no  doubt  by  reason  of  his  electioneer- 
ing duties— to  keep  that  commitment?  Is  there 
not.  therefore,  an  obligation  to  give  an  answer 
to  them  now? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  no;  I  don't 

believe  there  is  that  obligation. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 


JUNE  28,  1974 


3983 


AGGREGATE  HAULAGE  DISPUTE 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  Mr.  Speaker,  a 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Transportation 
and  Communications:  Some  time  ago  now— 
a  week  or  two— the  Minister  of  Labour  (Mr. 
MacBeth)  indicated  that  he  was  trying  to  get 
the  dump  truck  operators  and  the  aggre- 
gate producers  together  in  a  bargaining  ses- 
sion. I  don't  know  what  progress  he  has  made 
on  that,  but  since  he  is  not  here,  I  would 
hke  to  ask  this  minister  whether  or  not  any 
progress  has  been  made  regarding  the  request 
that  a  public  inquiry  be  held  into  the  dump 
truck  industry? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
not  taken  any  particular  steps  to  have  a 
public  inquiry  into  the  matter.  The  hon. 
member  is  correct  that  the  Minister  of  Labour 
and  myself  have  been  discussing  this  matter, 
and  that  eflPorts  have  been  made  by  members 
of  the  staff  of  the  Ministry  of  Labour  to 
attempt  to  have  the  two  parties  on  the  dump 
truck  side  of  the  argument  get  together  so 
that  we  can  come  up  with  reasonably  accept- 
able proposals  that  can  be  presented  to  both 
factions. 

I  think  the  hon.  member  knows  that  there 
is  a  difference  of  opinion  between  the  two 
dump  truck  organizations— and  I  use  that  term 
loosely.  We  have  been  meeting  with  them, 
we  have  met  with  the  aggregate  producers 
and  aggregate  haulers.  These  meetings  are 
continuing,  handled  mostly  by  the  Minister 
of  Labour  in  consultation  with  members  of 
my  ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor-Walkerville  is  next. 


BICYCLE  TRAILS 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor- Walkerville): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Transportation  and  Communica- 
tions: What  action  does  he  plan  on  taking 
concerning  the  recommendation  of  his  inter- 
ministerial  committee  recommending  a 
greatly  expanded  network  of  bicycle  trails? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  have 
been  looking  at  the  possibility  of  develop- 
ing this  sort  of  trail.  Quite  frankly,  we  find 
that  it  is  a  very  expensive  proposal.  Also, 
we  have  been  working  in  conjunction  with 
the  Minister  of  Natural  Resources  (Mr. 
Bemier)  in  the  development  of  their  trails 
programme  throughout  the  province.  This 
has  been  our  major  involvement,  primarily 
on   that  particular   programme.    We   haven't 


really  zeroed  in  on  bicycle  paths  or  trails 
in  particular  but  on  an  overall  trail  pro- 
gramme to  be  developed  in  the  province; 
and  that  is  being  carried  out  by  the  Minis- 
try of  Natural  Resources. 

Mr.   Speaker:   The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 


DAYCARE  SERVICES 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  Mr. 
Speaker.  A  question  of  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Social  Development:  Is  the  report 
of  the  task  force  on  the  care  and  education 
of  young  children  in  Ontario,  usually  known 
as  the  Sirman  report,  a  public  document? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  No,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is 
not. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Is  this  the  report  on  which  the  minister 
based  the  statement  of  some  time  ago,  in 
which  she  raised  the  ratios  for  day  care  in 
Ontario? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  It  was  that  report,  yes. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary:  Since  this 
report  had  public  input  into  it,  why  is  it  not 
being  made  available  to  the  Association  for 
Early  Childhood  Education? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  have 
stated  in  the  past,  it  was  an  internal  study 
for  the  benefit  of  members  of  the  social 
policy  field,  to  determine  the  policy  for  day 
care. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  internal? 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Even  if  it  is  an  internal  study- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Order. 

Mr.  Foulds:  —Why  wasn't  it  made  public 
or  a  public  statement  submitted? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  Leader  of 
the  Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  liked  his  question  too, 
Mr.  Speaker. 

What  really  oflFends  me,  is  why  would 
the  minister  give  us  that  pile  of  stuff  yes- 
terday vdth  such  ostentation? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Right. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Two  feet  of  reports 
indicating  that  this  is  the  basis  of  the  de- 
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cision,   when   in  fact   the   real   basis   of  the 
decision  is  still  a  secret  documeint? 

How  can  the  minister  possibly  keep  that 
a  secret  document,  saying  it's  for  cabinet 
use  only,  when  there  are  many  people  in 
the  province  seriously  concerned  that  the 
policy  is  undermining  the  quality  of  day 
care  in  this  province?  How  can  she  do  that? 
Surely  she  knows  that  in  the  long  run  it's 
got  to  be  made  public  in  order  to  justify  her 
decision. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  maybe  it's 
because   of   the   late   night   but   I'm   getting 
a  little- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  What  are  we  supposed 
to  do  with  that  two  feet  of  material? 

An  hon.  member:  Wonderbook. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  hon. 
member,  when  he  asked  for  the  information 
I  stated,  and  it's  in  Hansard,  that  I  was 
quite  willing  to  produce  some  of  the 
material  that  was  in  the  report. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes,  but  not  any  of  the 

material    that    affected    the    minister's    de- 
cision. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Or  not  the  main  material 
that  aflPected  her  decision. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  no  matter 
how  much  material  was  presented  to  the 
policy  field,  it  was  still  a  judgement  that 
bad  to  be  made. 


Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 


er. 


Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur;  one  more  supplementary. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
Why  is  it  that  the  minister  completely 
ignored,  in  her  decision,  the  submission  by 
the  Association  for  Early  Childhood  Educa- 
tion? What  evidence  did  she  have  that  so 
overpowered  the  submission  of  the  people 
who  are  most  vitally  concerned  in  this  area? 
And  why  is  it  that  she  has  not  the  courage 
to  reveal  the  report  and  the  total  informa- 
tion that  led  her  to  this  political  decision? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Oh  quit  looking  at  the 
gallery.   Quit  looking  at  the  press   gallery- 
Mr.   Roy:   Doesn't  the  minister   ever  look 
that  way? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  —with  those  googly, 
googly  eyes. 


Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  it's  not  a 
question  of  courage  because  I  feel  that  it's 
a  good  statement.  I  feel  it's  a  good  policy 
and  I'm  quite  willing  to  stand  behind  it. 
I'm  appalled  at  the  members  of  the  op- 
position. I've  sat  here  for  over  two  years 
and  listened  to  them  complaining  about  the 
lack  of  daycare  facilities.  I've  listened  to 
them  in  estimates  complaining  about  the 
working  mothers  across  this  province  who 
need  daycare  facilities. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  a  good  question,  the  minis- 
ter must  admit. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We,  in  this  government, 
have  attempted  to  provide  daycare  facilities- 
Mr.  R.  F.   Nixon:   The  minister  is  giving 
them  custodial  facilities. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  She  is  destroying  the 
system. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  We  are  giving  daycare 
facilities  to  mothers  across  this  province  who 
need  it. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  This  is  not  a  question  of 
education. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: Since  some  of  us  recognize  that  there 
is  not  an  endless  amount  of  money  for  day- 
care service  and  there  is  some  resistance 
from  the  public  to  these  increased  costs;  and 
since  we  are  aware  that  the  minister  is  trying 
to  increase  the  service  without  reducing  stan- 
dards; and  since  we  don't  have  the  benefit 
of  all  the  information,  including  that  report 
in  particular,  would  the  minister  make  avail- 
able to  us,  during  the  next  few  weeks,  all 
the  information,  including  that  report?  Be- 
cause some  of  us  are  going  to  be  holding 
meetings  in  our  areas  to  see  if  we  can 
develop  answers  to  this  problem  by  involving 
others  in  the  community  that  would  help 
replace  the  care  now  provided  by  profes- 
sionals. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  minister  is  losing  her 
credibility  if  she  doesn't  table  that  report. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  no,  I  cannot 
release  that  report. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  not? 

Mr.  Deans:  Why  doesn't  she  tell  us  there 
is  no  report? 
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An  hon.  member:  Or  maybe  it  contradicts 
her  findings. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  order. 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are 
many  recommendations  that  perhaps  the 
opposition  wouldn't  be  too  happy  to  hear. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  We  will 
be  judge  of  that. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Just  give  us  a  chance  to 

read  it. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  We  will 
run  that  risk. 

Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  It's  nice 
of  the  government  to  censor  the  report  for  us. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Does  the  hon.  member 
for  Ottawa  East  have  a  new  question? 


ABORTION  REFERRALS 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  a  ques- 
tion of  the  Provincial  Secretary  for  Social 
Development,  in  the  absence  of  the  Minister 
of  Health.  Is  she  aware  of  the  comments 
made  by  a  doctor  before  the  Ontario  Medical 
Association  that  there  are,  operating  in  this 
pro\'ince,  abortion  referral  centres  which  in 
fact  are  taking  advantage  of  younger  girls 
in  referring  them  to  the  US  for  abortions? 
Is  the  minister  aware  of  such  a  situation  exist- 
ing in  this  province? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Only  from  what  I  have 

read  in  the  newspapers. 

Mr.  Roy:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speaker: 
Would  the  minister  be  in  agreement  with  the 
doctor  that  the  province  should  license  that 
type  of  referral  centre,  so  that  under  the 
provincial  licence  they  would  not  be  preyed 
upon  by  independents  but  at  least  would 
get  some  valid  referrals  from  the  province? 
Is  the  minister  in  agreement  with  the  com- 
ments of  the  doctor  on  that? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  that 
is  a  question  that  the  Minister  of  Health 
should  be  asked. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  minister  could  have  discussed 
it  with  him. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  Solicitor  General 
has  the  answer  to  the  question  asked  previ- 
ously. Then  the  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 


RESALE  OF  HOME  PROGRAMME 
HOUSES 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  Mr. 
Speaker,  the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth 
earlier  this  week  asked  me:  "Did  the  Ontario 
Provincial  Police  recommend  to  the  Solicitor 
General  that  charges  be  laid  as  a  result  of 
the  investigation  with  the  sale  of  Home 
Ownership  Made  Easy  homes?" 

My  information  is,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
acting  managing  director  of  the  Ontario 
Housing  Corp.  requested  the  OPP  to  investi- 
gate three  sets  of  transactions— one  in  St. 
Thomas,  one  in  London  and  one  in  Missis- 
sauga  where  there  were  allegations  that  indi- 
viduals were  circumventing  resale  restrictions 
and  thereby  making  excessively  large  profits. 

The  investigation  to  date  has  concluded 
that  there  was  no  fraudulent  intent  in- 
volved and  that  as  a  resiJt  criminal  action 
or  charges  could  not  be  successfully  prose- 
cuted. The  matter  is  in  fact  a  breach  of 
the  civil  agreement  between  the  OMC  and 
the  leaseholder.  Solicitors  in  the  legal  oflBce 
of  the  OHC  home  ownership  division  con- 
cur with  this  conclusion. 

No  criminal  charges  are  being  contem- 
plated as  a  result  of  the  foregoing  but  the 
OPP  will  continue  to  pursue  future  trans- 
actions. The  matter  is  being  followed  up 
by   investigations   at  the  anti-racket  branch. 

Mr.  Deans:  A  supplementary— two  supple- 
mentaries,  I  will  ask  them  both  at  the 
same  time:  Were  there  no  investigations  of 
£uiy  transactions  in  the  Hamilton  area?  And 
secondly,  is  the  result  of  the  statement  just 
made  by  the  Solicitor  General,  the  mak- 
ing-legal, of  individuals  selling  Home  Owner- 
ship Made  Easy  properties  to  others  at  prices 
which  range  up  to  80  per  cent  above  the 
price  approved  by  the  Home  Ownership 
Made  Easy  programme? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Apparently,  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  wasn't  a  particular  investigation  of  any 
Hamilton  transaction.  As  I  say,  the  OPP  at 
the  request  of  OHC  investigated  three  par- 
ticular transactions  which  I  assiune  have  a 
certain  amount  of  similarity. 

As  far  as  the  legality  is  concerned,  it's 
a  question  of  criminal  action  here;  it's  a 
question  of  fraud.  There  is  no  question  there 
is  a  breach  of  the  lease  agreement  between 
the  leaseholder  and  OHC,  but  whether  or 
not  they  have  evidence  to  lay  a  charge  into 
the  Criminal  Code  at  this  point,  the  OPP 
doesn't  feel  there  is. 
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Mr.  Deans:  One  supplementary  again: 
Is  it  legal  for  a  real  estate  agent  acting  on 
behalf  of  a  seller,  to  procure  for  the  seller 
more  money  than  is  legally  allowable  under 
the  Ontario  Housing  Corp.  agreement?  And 
has  there  been  no  investigation  of  the  real 
estate  companies  to  determine  whether  or 
not  there  might  be  charges  laid  against  them 
for  using  their  oflBces  and  their  legal  posi- 
tion to  circumvent  the  law? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  as 
far  as  the  real  estate  agents  are  concerned, 
there  is  a  possibility  that  the  agents  who 
were  involved  in  these  transactions  will  lose 
their  licences.  But  again  the  question  of 
filling  in  a  form,  or  filling  in  a  lease  for  a 
figure  greater  than  may  be  allowed  under 
agreement  with  HOME— 

Mr.  Deans:  But  one  has  to  swear  an  a£B- 
davit. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  I  realize  that,  but  whether 
there  is  a  criminal  ingredient  there  or  not 
is  the  question.  This  is  what  the  OPP  feel. 

Mr.  Deans:  Isn't  that  for  the  courts  to 
decide? 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  Well,  as  I  say,  there  could 
be  civil  actions  for  breach  of  contract, 
whether  or  not  they  are  fraudulent  in- 
gredients there  that  would  warrant  criminal 
investigation  is  something  about  which  they 
have  not  satisfied  themselves  as  of  this  time. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park  is  next. 


NURSING    STAFF   SHORTAGE 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Provincial 
Secretary  for  Social  Development,  Mr. 
Speaker:  Does  the  minister  recall  last  month 
promising  to  look  into  the  problem  of  the 
nursing  shortage  which  was  forcing  hospitals 
across  the  province  to  shut  wards  down 
wholesale?  What  has  she  found  as  a  result 
of  that,  and  what  has  she  done?  And  why 
are  the  hospitals  still  being  forced  to  shut 
down  more  beds? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  has 
been  a  great  deal  of  press  coverage  about 
the  shortage  of  nurses.  After  having  been 
associated  with  a  hospital  for  some  13  years, 
I  think  I  do  have  a  bit  of  knowledge  about 
this.  It's  something  that  happens  every  year 
about  this  time- 
Mr.  Shulman:  It  has  been  going  on  since 
Feibruary. 


Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  There  are  many  nurses 
with  families  who  decide  to  stay  home  for 
the  summer.  There  are  many  younger  nurses, 
because  of  the  higher  salaries  they  are  re- 
ceiving, who  decide  to  travel  for  the  sum- 
mer. There  are  many  at  this  time  of  the 
year  whose  husbands  are  transferred- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Higher  salaries? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  As  a  member  of  a  hos- 
pital board,  I  can  say  that  we  have  found 
that  we  have  the  same  problem  every  year 
about  this  time.  We  don't  really  believe 
there  is  any  overall  shortage  of  nurses  in 
the  metropolitan  area. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Is  the  minister  unaware  that 
this  problem  began  long  before  the  sum- 
mer and  these  beds  began  to  be  shut  down 
months  ago?  Is  that  really  the  impression 
she  has? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  a 
member  of  a  board  of  a  hospital,  and  it  al- 
ways happens  about  May  of  every  year  that 
we  begin  to  have  this  problem. 

Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  minister  still  a  member 
of  the  board? 

Hon.  Mrs.  Birch:  Yes,  I  am. 
Mr.  Shulman:  A  final  supplementary- 
Mr.   Speaker:   There  are   only  three   min- 
utes   remaining.    I   think   we   should    restrict 
the  supplemesntaries. 

The  hon.  member  for  Windsor-Walker- 
ville,  I  believe,  is  next. 


PROXY  VOTING 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Yes,  I  have  a  question 
of  the  Minister  without  Portfolio,  the  hon. 
member  for  Grenville-Dundas.  Is  the  minis- 
ter giving  serious  consideration  to  the  reso- 
lution passed  by  the  Windsor  city  council, 
which  asked  that  the  Municipal  Elections  Act 
be  amended  to  permit  the  issuance  of  a  vot- 
ing proxy  certificate  by  the  municipal  clerk 
up  to  and  including  the  day  of  the  election; 
to  provide  that  a  qualified  elector  who  is 
out  of  the  community  on  election  day  and 
on  both  days  of  advance  polling,  on  business 
or  on  vacation,  be  entitled  to  a  certificate  to 
vote  by  proxy? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'll  give  it 
full  consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 
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NATIVE  TEACHERS 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  A 
question  of  the  Minister  of  Education:  How 
many  enrollees  from  the  native  population 
does  he  have  in  the  special  summer  course 
at  Hamilton  Teachers'  College  for  teacher 
training? 

Hon.  T.  L.  Wells  (Minister  of  Education): 
Ml.  Speaker,  the  last  information  I  had  was 
that  82  had  been  accepted.  I  haven't  heard 
in  the  last  week  or  so. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  supplementary,  Mr.  Speak- 
er: How  many  of  those  enrollees  have  guaran- 
tees of  jobs  in  the  fall  for  areas  in  which 
there  are  native  people  in  northern  Ontario? 

Hon.  Mr.  Wells:  I  don't  know  whether  any 
of  them  have  guarantees,  Mr.  Speaker.  I'd 
have  to  get  that  information. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York 
Centre. 


Mr.  Burr:  Would  the  minister  follow  this 
up  again? 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:    No,    Mr.    Speaker,    I 
won't. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  High 
Park. 


LAND  SPECULATION  TAX 

Mr.  Shulman:  A  question  of  the  Minister 
of  Revenue,  Mr.  Speaker:  Inasmuch  as  his 
foreign  owner  tax  is  bringing  in  tax  at  a  rate 
of  $1  million  a  year,  would  he  care  to  revise 
his  estimate  of  $60  million  a  year  that  he 
fooled  us  with  earlier? 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  As  I  observed  earlier,  Mr. 
Speaker,  no. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Hon.  Mr.  Meen:  Does  the  member  want  us 
to  raise  it? 


HIGHWAY  404 

Mr.  Deacon:  A  question  of  the  Minister  of 
Transportation  and  Communications:  Will  the 
minister  meet  with  members  of  the  regional 
council  of  York  and  the  local  municipalities 
of  Richmond  Hill  and  Markham  with  regard 
to  the  widening  of  Yonge  St.  and  the  matter 
of  directing  funds  allocated  for  that  widen- 
ing to  Highway  404  so  that  we  can  get  that 
major  through  highway  constructed  as  soon 
as  possible? 

Hon.  Mr.  Rhodes:  Mr.  Speaker,  I'd  be  most 
pleased  to  meet  with  the  representatives  of 
those  areas  and  discuss  that  very  shortly. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside is  next. 


USE  OF  ETHYLENE  OXIDE 

Mr.  Burr:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  of  Agriculture  and  Food:  In  the 
course  of  his  investigations,  did  he  find 
reports  that  cancer-causing  ethylene-oxide 
derivatives  have  been  found  on  food  in  con- 
centrations of  up  to  1,000  parts  per  million; 
and  did  he  get  in  touch  with  the  Columbia 
University  doctors  who  brought  this  poten- 
tially serious  problem  to  public  attention? 

Hon.    Mr.    Stewart:    No,    Mr.    Speaker,    I 

didn't. 


ST.  JAMES  TOWN  HELP  PROGRAMME 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  question 
is  of  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
Services.  Could  he  give  me  a  report  as  to  the 
status  of  the  funding  for  the  help  programme 
in  St.  James  Town,  which  we  discussed  with 
Mr.  Anderson  some  weeks  ago  and  which  is 
now  falling  flat  without  any  funding? 

Hon.  Mr.  Brunelle:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
remember  correctly,  we  met  and  we  were  to 
meet  again. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 


USE  OF  FRENCH  LANGUAGE 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker,  a  question  of  the 
Minister  without  Portfolio  in  charge  of 
municipal  affairs:  Is  it  true  that  if  a  city  coun- 
cil, for  instance  of  the  city  of  Vanier,  submits 
a  resolution  to  his  department  in  French  he 
will  not  accept  it? 

Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  No.  It  is  not  true,  Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  Would  the  minister  care  to  adivise 
them  in  Vanier  that  he  will  accept  resolutions 
that  are  passed  in  the  language  they  use  in 
their  committee  discussions— French— and  that 
he  will  take  charge  of  getting  it  translated 
here  and'  not  charge  them  for  it? 
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Hon.  Mr.  Irvine:  I  will  certainly  receive  any 
resolution  in  French  that  comes  in  from 
Vanier  or  any  other  place. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  time  for  or^  questions 
has  now  expired. 
Petitions. 
Reports. 
Motions. 

Hon,  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  the  select 
committees  and  commissions  of  the  House  be 
authorized  to  release  their  reports  during  the 
recess  by  filing  an  oflBcial  copy  with  the  Clerk 
of  the  House,  which  filing  shall  be  reported 
to  the  House  on  the  resumption  of  the  session. 

Motion  agreed!  to. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  that  when  the 
House  adjourns  for  the  smnmer  recess  it 
stands  adjourned  until'  a  date  to  be  named  by 
the  Lieutenant  Governor  by  her  proclamation. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  that  an  adjournment  sine  die? 

Mr.  Singer:  Come  back  here  on  the  9th  so 
we  can  commiserate  with  each  other. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Introduction  of  bills. 

Mr.  Singer:  No  bills?  How  come? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Orders  of  the  day. 


THIRD  READINGS 

(The  following  bills  were  given  third  read- 
ing upon  motion: 

Bill  22,  The  Health  Disciplines  Act,  1974. 

Bill  73,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Regula- 
tion of  Private  Vocational  Schools. 

Bill  85,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Parkway  Belt 
Planning  and  Development  Act,  1973. 

Bill  86,  An  Act  to  amend'  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  Planning  and  Development  Act, 
1973. 

Bill  88,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning  Act. 

Bill  95,  An  Act  to  restructure  the  County 
of  Oxford. 

•Bill  100,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Health  In- 
surance Act,  1972. 

Bill  101,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Act. 

Bill  115,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority. 


Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Opposition): 
On  a  point  of  privilege,  Mr.  Speaker,  while 
the  House  leader  is  considering  what  order  to 
call  next.  He  has  communicatedi  with  me  pri- 
vately, something  having  to  do  with  the  by- 
election  in  Cornwall.  Does  he  not  feel  there 
should  be  a  statement  made  ini  that  regard? 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  I  will 
make  a  statement  if  the  hon.  member  wishes 
but  I  think  I  expressed  my  views.  However, 
him  having  put  the  question  I  will  take  that 
and  respond. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Roy  (Ottawa  East):  If  I  may 
speak  to  the  point  of  order,  Mr.  Speaker, 
there  are  a  niunber  of  questions  on  the  notice 
paper.  When  can  we  expect  answers  to  these 
questions? 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  is  really  not  a  point  of 
order.  The  member  is  asking  for  information 
which  I  will  allow.  It  is  not  a  point  of  order. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  only  other  thing  I  wanted  to 
ask  is,  is  there  any  significance  or  anything 
insidious  about  the  fact  that  all  the  questions 
left  are  Liberal  questions? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  Nothing  significant  nor 
anything  insidious. 

Mr.  Roy:  When  are  we  going  to  get  some 
answers? 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  As  soon  as  possible. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth  moves  second  reading 
of  Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  wondfer  if  the  minister 
would  care  to  make  any  introductory  remarks 
other  than  those  he  gave  the  House  on  first 
reading? 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  don't  think  I  have  anything  to 
add  at  this  time. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Mr.  Speaker,  we  are 
deeply  disappointed  with  the  provisions  of 
this  bill.  We  intend  to  oppose  it  in  principle 
and  we  would  hope  that  the  government 
would  give  further  reconsideration  to  the 
enactment  of  this  amendment  which  is  totally 
inadequate. 

I  want  to  express  my  personal  disappoint- 
ment with  the  new  Minister  of  Labour  in 
bringing  in  a  bill  with  these  provisions  and 
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under  these  circumstances.  It  is  diflficult  really 
to  find  adjectives  to  be  critical  enough  of  the 
attitude  of  the  government  in  this  regard, 
although  I  am  sure  before  we  adjourn  later 
today  there  will  be  several  people  here  who 
will   attempt   to   find   appropriate   adjectives. 

I  must  say  that  the  minister  had  a  lot  of 
sympathy  and  good'  feeling  in  the  House 
when  he  rose  to  make  the  statement.  It  was 
a  well-prepared  statement.  I  dbn't  just  know 
who  I  should'  be  referring  to  undter  the  gallery 
there. 

But  the  feeling  really  was  that  we  had»  a 
monkey  off  our  backs  with  that  statement; 
that  at  least  there  was  a  breakthrough  toward 
ending  the  embarrassment  of  being  associated 
in  this  Legislature  with  a  government  that 
would  perpetuate  a  level  of  support  of  the 
type  that  injured  workmen  in  this  province 
had  been  subjected'  to  over  the  years;  that 
good  old  John  MacBeth,  the  mmi'  in  whom 
we  have,  or  at  least  had,  a  good  deal  of  con- 
fidence, had  somehow  knocked  some  heads 
together  in  the  cabinet  and  said,  "We  cannot 
as  a  cabinet  continue  the  inadequate  support 
for  injured  workmen  in  this  province." 

It  is'  a  most  amazing  saga  because  I  must 
admit  that  very  few  people,  certainly  very 
few  organizations,  gave  anything  much  more 
than  lip  service  to  the  need  for  the  improve- 
ment of  those  payments.  Certainly  it  was 
raised  frequently  in  the  Legislating  by  the 
Liberal  opposition  and  the  NDP;  certainly  it 
was  raised  in  committee  by  individ'ual  mem- 
bers of  the  Conservative  Party.  Yet  somehow 
there  was  that  residual  feeling  that  the  work- 
men's compensation  enactment  was  one  of  the 
best  in  Canada,  and  that  even  a  few  months 
ago,  after  the  great  furore  over  the  dismissal 
of  the  previous  chairman  and  by  brin-ging  in 
Michael  Starr,  the  friend  of  the  workman, 
somehow  that  issue  was  now  passing  away 
into  oblivion  and  the  government  had  some- 
how maintained  itself  in  the  minds'  of  reason- 
able people. 

I  remember  standing  in  my  place  and'  con^- 
gratulating  Michael  Starr  for  putting  an  ad 
in  the  paper  saying,  "We  are  goiriig  to  be 
open  at  night."  In  other  words,  there  was 
some  kind  of  a  heart  down  there  and  they 
were  prepared'  to  serve  the  working  man  and 
not  simply  dictate  to  him. 

Yet  when  it  comes  to  the  payments  for 
injured  workmen,  particularly  those  on  long- 
term  benefits,  there  were  two  or  three  impor- 
tant, pressing  organizations  which  simply 
would  not  allow  the  politicians  to  rest  in  tiiis 
regard.  The  Union  of  Injured  Workmen  is 
the  newest  one  and  it  has  been  very  effective 


in  pressing  its  case.  The  Hamilton  Area  Com- 
pensation Association  has  written  to  us  all 
frequently  about  the  specific  problems.  The 
Injured  Workmen's  Consultants,  which  I  be- 
lieve got  their  basic  support  through  a  LIP 
grant  a  few  years  ago,  have  continued  to  pro- 
vide opinions  and  have  lobbied'  the  various 
members  for  some  changes  in  this  connection. 

As  I  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  was  a  continuing 
embarrassment.  I  can  remember  at  the  open- 
ing of  the  Legislature,  back  about  1969,  a 
representative  of  one  of  these  groups  intruded 
right  into  the  Legislature  here  and  threw 
himself  on  the  floor  between  their  lordships, 
the  judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  right  at 
the  feet  of  the  Premier's  wffe  and'  children. 
The  police  rushedi  in  and  we  thought,  "My 
gosh,  what  a  show  that  was.  Surely  that  will 
set  their  cause  back  simply  by  the  irrational 
approach  to  attempt  to  bring  to  public  atten- 
tion the  problems  that  the  injured'  workmen 
have  been  facing." 

!That  man  went  on  to  provide  the  basis  for 
much  of  the  information  that  has  served  to 
improve  the  case  of  individual  workmen  in 
this  province  and  has  worked  untiringly  on 
this  issue.  I  remember  just  a  few  days  ago— 
I  am  sure  the  Minister  of  Labour  vdll  remem- 
ber it  too  because  he  suffered,  I  hope  he 
suffered,  some  embarrassment  at  that  time- 
when  the  Union  of  Injured  Workmen  came 
up  here  to  present  their  case  to  us  and  pushed 
their  way  right  into  the  Legislature  and  had 
their  meeting  outside  the  door  of  the  Legis- 
lature. 

There  were  those  who  were  prepared  to 
ask  what  kind  of  a  radical  group  of  intruders 
is  this.  Yet  it  brought  it  home  to  all  of  us, 
I  am  sure,  who  actually  stood  among  those 
people  and  listened  to  their  leaders  speak  so 
effectively  and  impassionedly  or  spoke  to  the 
individuals,  many  of  them  having  serious 
problems  with  the  English  language,  as  they 
thrust  their  inadequate  cheques  into  our 
hands  as  politicians,  saying,  "Here,  this  is 
what  I've  got.  You  take  it,  it  is  of  no  ade- 
quate service  to  me."  I  came  away  from  that 
meeting  with  a  handful  of  cheques— I  should 
tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  none  of  them  was 
endorsed.  But  they  were  really  bringing  home 
to  me  and  to  all  of  us  out  there  that  this  was 
a  matter  that  was  not  some  exaggeration  of 
a  problem  that  maybe  wasn't  as  bad  as  they 
felt  it  was. 

If  anything,  the  people  in  this  Legislature 
were  not  aware  of  the  hardship  and  suffering, 
the  inequity,  the  unfairness,  and  the  injustice 
that  had  been  associated  with  the  treatment 
by  the  government  of  Ontario  of  the  injured 
workmen  over  these  years. 
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We  can't  blame  Bruce  Legge  and  we  can't 
blame  Michael  Starr,  although  perhaps  they 
might  have  pushed  more  diligently  for  the 
improvements  that  have  been  lacking  for  so 
long. 

Well,  the  minister  got  up  and  made  his 
statement.  It  seemed  to  receive  a  good  deal 
of  support  from  some  members  in  the  House. 
The  leader  of  the  NDP  (Mr.  Lewis)  said  later 
that  he  had  been  traduced,  which  I  guess  is 
a  bad  thing. 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  That's 
even  worse  than  being  seduced;  it's  more 
painful  than  being  seduced. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  I  must  say  my  own  feel- 
ing was  that  the  Minister  of  Labour  as  a 
new  man  is  saying,  "Well,  I've  got  to  have 
some  action  on  this.  I  want  to  follow  up  on 
all  of  the  studies  and  improve  this  situation." 
And  somehow  or  other  he  was  able  to  get  the 
ministry  to  go  along. 

Then  we  looked  at  the  details  of  the  settle- 
ment. I  was  really  quite  impressed  with  the 
presentation  made  by  the  workmen  them- 
selves. I  don't  know  their  level  of  education 
but  I  do  know  the  level  of  their  commitment 
which  is  complete.  The  material  they  have 
made  available  to  us  is  excellent.  It  is  to 
the  point  and  I  believe  it  is  accurate  and 
worthwhile  when  it  comes  to  the  debate 
today. 

We  look  at  the  minister's  statement.  He 
says  he's  going  to  introduce  a  formula  for 
the  improvement  of  these  payments  so  that 
they  may  be  improved  by  a  maximum  of  60 
per  cent.  That's  an  impressive  figure,  a  60 
per  cent  increase.  It  looks  as  if  most  of  the 
problems  will  be  solved  and  we're  going  to 
be  left  looking  for  some  loopholes  which  the 
ministry  might  have  overlooked. 

Yet  we  find  that  the  60  per  cent  is  based 
on  the  original  pension  payments  which,  in 
turn,  are  based  on  the  75  per  cent  payment 
of  the  original  salary  level  many  years  ago. 
All  of  the  increases  from  that  time  to  this 
are  going  to  be  taken  into  account  so  the 
increases  are  going  to  be  minimal  and  the 
important  factor  is  the  establishment  of  a 
new  minimum  payment  of  $260  per  month. 

The  figure  was  raised  during  the  debate 
a  few  nights  ago  in  comparison  with  the 
level  of  support  for  old  age  pensioners  under 
the  so-called  GAINS  programme.  It's  not 
necessary  to  go  over  that  argument  again, 
but  I  think  probably  the  most  significant 
figures  was  when  the  minister  got  to  talking 
about  costs.  He  didn't  talk  in  absolute  terms; 


he  said  the  government  was  not  going  to 
pick  up  any  of  this  tab  itself,  but  industry 
was  going  to  carry  the  increased  burden  and 
the  payments  were  going  to  be  increased 
by  eight  per  cent,  compared  with  a  year  ago. 

Then,  in  the  fine  print,  the  indications  are 
that  the  industry  commitment  to  the  fund- 
ing of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  pen- 
sions and  payments  will  be  going  up  from 
1.5  per  cent  to  1.6  per  cent  but  these  pay- 
ments will  not  even  begin  until  January 
1,  1975.  The  government  is  not  going  to 
pay  anything  at  all  in  addition  and  that 
should  been  the  tipoff  that  this  brave  new 
approach  by  the  brave  new  Minister  of 
Labour  was  totally  inadequate  and  a  smoke- 
screen, instead  of  the  kind  of  provisions 
which  are  required  if  we,  in  all  conscience 
as  members  of  this  Legislature,  are  going  to 
meet  the  needs  of  the  injured  workmen  of 
this  province. 

One  of  the  things  that  must  surely  come 
home  to  us  is  the  profit  levels  of  the  indus- 
tries which  are  served  by  these  workmen. 
The  profits  were  up,  according  to  the  figures 
made  available,  by  43  per  cent  in  1973;  and 
by  an  additional  45  per  cent  in  the  first 
three  months  of  1974. 

The  figures  are  important  in  two  areas. 
One  is  that  the  industrial  profits  are  soar- 
ing; they  can  well  aflFord  to  pay  some  addi- 
tional moneys  into  a  fund  which  will  ade- 
quately compensate  those  injured  in  the 
service  of  the  industry.  I  agree  whole- 
heartedly with  the  government's  proposition 
that  the  taxpayers  should  not  be  burdened 
in  this  regard  but  that  industry  should  pay 
the  shot.  Certainly  they  are  not  being 
burdened  by  this  introduction  of  a  so-called 
change  in  policy— far  from  it. 

As  a  matter  of  fact,  using  the  minister's 
figures,  the  increased  requirements  from  in- 
dustry will  be  up  eight  per  cent  this  year 
which  is  just  half  the  increase  they  were 
required  to  pay  a  year  ago  when  various 
changes  increased  their  contributions  by  16 
per  cent  overall.  So  industry  is  being  treated 
very  gently  by  the  proposals  made  by  the 
minister. 

We  should  not  require  the  taxiwyers  to 
involve  themselves  directly.  Industry  is  in  a 
position  to  meet  the  payments  for  an  ade- 
quate remuneration  to  these  injured  work- 
men and  I  think  surely,  after  consideration, 
we  must  all  accept  that. 

Now,  on  the  other  area,  specifically,  as 
to  what  the  level  of  the  payments  should 
be.  All  of  the  thoughtful  people  who  have 
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written  in  this  field— the  experts;  the  present 
chairman  of  the  board  himself,  Michael 
Starr,  the  former  Minister  of  Labom",  Fern 
Guindon  —  have  accepted  in  principle  the 
concept  that  the  payments  should  be,  in 
fact  must  be,  related  to  the  changes  in  the 
cost  of  living.  That  is  the  second  way  these 
industrial  profits  and  the  profits  of  industry 
must  be  considered. 

The  fact  that  their  profits  have  gone  up 
45  per  cent  in  the  first  three  months  of 
1974  must  surely  reflect  itself,  Mr.  Speaker, 
in  your  mind,  obviously,  in  a  direct  re- 
lationship to  the  cost  of  living  these  people 
must  put  up  with.  An  increase  of  45  per 
cent  in  the  first  three  months  means  that 
the  injured  workmen  may  very  well  come 
up  to  a  politician,  shove  a  cheque  for  $39.19 
in  his  hand  and  say,  "What  can  I  do  with 
this  this  month?  It's  no  good  to  me,  you 
keep  it." 

They  were  trying  to  impress  me  with  the 
sincerity  of  their  position  that  the  payments 
from  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
were  an  insult  and  simply  left  these  people 
in  poverty.  Many  of  them  are  not  English- 
speaking,  or  they  are  struggling  to  learn 
our  language,  and  they  have  come  over  in 
tremendous  numbers  into  Toronto  and  On- 
tario and  got  the  only  jobs  available  to 
them,  often  in  construction.  They  have  their 
wives  and  their  small  family,  and  these  little 
kids  are  clustered  around  them.  I  am  telling 
you,  it  really  makes  a  tremendous  impact. 

And  they  were  injured  while  they  were 
working  at  hard  labour  jobs,  menial  jobs 
really-  They  were  starting  out  in  a  brave 
ne^vv  country,  working  their  way  up.  They 
didn't  get  past  the  bottom  rung  of  the 
ladder  and  they  were  injured  when  they 
were  receiving  the  very  lowest  wage,  often 
the  miiiimum  wage  established  by  this  Legis- 
lature, a  wage  never  designed  to  allow  a 
workman  to  support  his  wife  and  family 
with  any  of  the  dignity  that  we  feel  is  a 
right  to  anyone  living  in  this  province.  Then 
their  pension  payments  are  based  on  75 
per  cent  of  that. 

They  are  often  examined  by  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  as  we  all  know, 
and  this  light  work  provision  is  brought  for- 
ward. They  say,  "Well,  you  go  out  and  get 
some  light  work  and  we  will  give  you  the 
$39.19,"  or  whatever  it  is. 

There  is  no  light  work  for  these  people. 
They  can't  speak  English  and  even  if  they 
could  there  is  just  no  altematve  for  them 
but  to  feel  they  ha\'e  somehow  fallen  into 


the  worst  kind  of  a  hell  on  earth  in  the 
centre  of  a  big  city  with  an  expensive  cost 
of  living,  with  television  that  leads  their 
young  children  to  expect  all  sorts  of  things. 
They  are  worse  off  than  they  were  wherever 
their  homes  were  before  they  came  to  this 
country. 

It  really  is  pitiful.  The  minister  must  be 
aware  of  this.  He  is  a  man  of  great  con- 
science—I used  to  think  a  man  of  great  heart. 
And  maybe  he  still  is. 

Mr.  B.  Gilbertson  (Algoma):  He  is. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  But  I  am  telling  you  this 
bill  does  not  show  it.  Somebody  said  to  me, 
"The  minister  has  got  a  head  of  feathers  and 
a  heart  of  lead."  Maybe  that  is  pretty  drama- 
tic, but  when  you  look  at  the  provisions  of 
this  amendment  you  just  wonder  what  he 
was  thinking  about  and  you  wonder  where 
the  man  of  great  heart  went  to  when  these 
particular  provisions  were  introduced. 

Anything  less  than  an  indexing  to  the  cost 
of  living  is  unacceptable.  The  minister  has 
said  that  the  level  of  payments  will  be  re- 
viewed regularly.  Well,  they  have  been 
reviewed  regularly  over  the  years.  But  I  don't 
believe  the  injured  workman  should  expect 
political  pressure  to  be  brought  to  bear- 
people  falling  down  on  the  floor  of  the  Legis- 
lature or  intruding  themselves  and  bullhom- 
ing  their  views  through  the  doors  or  »^«- 
Legislature  to  us.  We  should  not  put  them 
to  that  embarrassment  in  order  to  give  them 
an  opportunity  to  have  an  income  based  on 
their  laboiir  and  based  on  their  rights.  There 
is  no  welfare  in  this.  This  payment  is  their 
right  because  they  were  injured  in  this  prov- 
ince, working  in  this  province  under  the 
provisions  of  a  statute  which  is  supposed  to 
remunerate  them  properly,  fairly  and  ade- 
quately. We  should  not  subject  them  to  the 
requirement  to  intrude  themselves  into  public 
policy  in  this  way.  It  must  be  indexed  and 
anything  less  is  unacceptable. 

The  minister  is  prepared  to  say  that  he  is 
going  to  review  it  regularly.  You  know  what 
is  happening  to  the  cost  of  living  and  infla- 
tion. We  are  not  here  to  argue  the  causes,  we 
are  here  to  say,  this  is  what  is  happening 
and  the  statutes  of  this  province  must  surely 
reflect  it. 

The  Treasurer  (Mr.  White),  who  is  not  here 
—he  is  probably  on  his  way  over  to  once 
again  visit  the  financial  capitals  of  Europe- 
Mr.  J.  R.  Breithaupt  (Kitchener):  There  is 
only  one  minister  who  is  here.  Massive  sup- 
port! 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  Treasurer,  I  presume 
and  I  expect,  has  said  in  cabinet:  "We  are 
not  going  to  index  our  pensions  because  once 
all  the  pensions  are  indexed  everything  is 
indexed.  We  have  some  atrocious  inflationary 
machine  over  which  there  is  no  control  what- 
soever." I  will  accept  that  argument  when 
we  are  talking  about  things  like  interest  rates, 
the  remuneration  from  certain- 
Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  There 
are  six  Tories  in  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  —investments  but  it  is 
unacceptable  when  it  is  related  to  payments 
to  people  who  have  no  control  whatsoever 
over  their  income  or  over  the  cost  of  those 
things  which  they  must  provide  for  them- 
selves and  their  families. 

The  government  of  Canada  has  taken  this 
step  in  the  provision  of  old  age  security  and 
the  income  supplement  and  Canada  Pension 
Plan  payments. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Now  there  are  five  Tories 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Right. 

Mrs.  M.  Campbell  (St.  George):  Five 
Tories  in  the  House. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  And  this  government  has 
rejected  that  completely  and  they  have  said, 
"No,  we  will  review  it  from  time  to  time." 
We  know  these  people. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  Every 
18  months. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  They  have  been  in  ofiBce 
for  over  a  quarter  of  a  century— 30  years,  31 
years.  They  review  it  just  before  an  election, 
when  so  much  pressure  comes  on  they  can't 
resist  it.  I  don't  believe  that  this  is  the  sort 
of  review  that  is  democratic  or  in  the  best 
interests  of  the  taxpayers  or  the  people  con- 
cerned. 

What  really  gets  me  down  is  that,  while 
they  reject  the  cost  of  living  concept  for  the 
injured  workmen,  we  know  they  do  not 
reject  it  for  their  employees  at  a  higher  level. 
As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  executives  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  receive  cost 
of  hving  adjustments  for  their  salaries.  In 
fact,  when  the  government  settled  with  Mr. 
Legge— remember  those  circumstances  where 
he  was  fired  and  all  the  rest  of  it?— he  was 
awarded  a  full  12  months  salary  without 
working  at  all,  an  amount  of  $40,950  plus^ 
and  this  is  the  part  that  galls  me— he  was 
awarded  an  additional  cost  of  living  adjust- 


ment in  the  final  year  of  $1,807.70.  The 
government  could  do  that  for  Bruce,  but  it 
couldn't  do  it  for  the  injured  workmen. 

I  am  just  telling  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  fOr 
the  people  who  were  demonsta-ating  here  the 
other  day  and'  who  are  going  to  look  at  this 
bill  and  receive  the  $10  a  month  adjustment, 
or  whatever  it  happens  to  be,  it  does  not  sit 
very  well.  I  would  say  to  the  minister  it  is 
a  further  indication  of  the  incompetence  and 
I  would  say  the  heartlessness  of  the  govern- 
ment in  approaching  this  problem,  because 
this  bill  is  nothing  more  than  an  inadequate 
Band;  Aid— which  is  not  going  to  meet  the 
needs  of  the  injured  workmen,  and'  they  very 
rightly  have  come  forward  with  a  strong  pro- 
test. The  payments  do  not  begin  to  cover  the 
actual  increases  in  the  cost  of  living,  although 
the  minister  says  they  will  be  reviewed  regu- 
larly. He  goes  back  many  years  in  his  state- 
ment, but  as  the  Union  of  Injured  Workmen 
say  in  their  brief,  since  1965  alone  the  cost 
of  living  has  increased  55  per  cent,  while  the 
proposed  amendjments  would'  give  an  injured 
worker's  pension  in  1965  a  mere  22  per  cent 
increase  to  cover  the  rising  costs. 

iWhat  are  we  trying  to  do?  Are  we  trying 
to  pay  our  bill's?  Are  we  trying  to  keep  our 
dteficit  in  this  province  down  to  what  the 
Treasurer  considers  a  manageable  amount  of 
$700  million  by  squeezing  it  out  of  the  in- 
jured workmen  and  others?  I  really  cannot 
see  how  the  government  can  possibly  expect 
us  to  give  any  support  to  the  amendment  put 
forward. 

This  whole  consideration  of  so-called  light 
work  has  been  another  embarrassment  and  a 
problem  for  us  all.  How  often  have  people 
come  to  us  in  our  constituencies  and  given  us 
the  story  that  is  so  familiar  that  I  dion't  have 
to  repeat  it  to  the  members.  They  say,  "I  was 
injured.  Yes,  I  did  get  my  compensation  prop- 
erly and  I  was  looked'  after  adequately.  I  got 
75  per  cent  of  my  pay  and  it  was  a  great 
programme.  But  now  they  say  that  I  have 
only  a  partial  disability  and  my  payments  are 
reduced.  I  can't  get  work  because  there  isn't 
light  work  here.  I  can't  bend  over,  I  can't 
lift  and  there  is  no  akemative  for  me  but  to 
come  to  you  as  the  member."  We  go  through 
the  appeal  proceedings,  we  do  everything  we 
can  and  we  try  to  get  work  for  them,  but  it 
is  very  inadequate.  I  am  delighted^and  I 
must  say  this— that  in  the  bill  there  is  a  sec- 
tion for  those  people  who  have  a  partial'  dis- 
ability on  a  temporar)-  basis  that  says  their 
payments  stay  up  to  the  full  level  as  long  as 
they  are  prepared  to  co-operate,  take  training 
and  be  available  for  work.  I  say  that  section 
is  supportable. 
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(What  about  those  people  who  have  gone 
through  all  of  the  retraining  and'  all  of  the 
facilities  and  programmes  available  down 
there  in  order  to  put  them  back  in  the  work 
force,  confident  that  they  can,  in  fact,  earn 
their  own  living  and  meet  their  financial  re- 
sponsibil'ities  as  family  men  and  women?  We 
find  that  once  they  have  gone  through  that 
routine  and  are  permanently  partially  dis- 
abled, here  they  are  out  in  the  community 
with  a  partial  disability,  and  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  washes  its  hands  of 
them.  It  says,  "We  have  done  everything  we 
can  for  you.  Here  is  your  partial  payment 
which  wilt  go  in  perpetuity;  you  are  on  your 
own.  If  you  get  a  job,  that's  great,  but  if  not 
you  can  get  welfare  and  there  are  all  sorts 
of  things  you  can  do." 

Really  we  know  that  that  is  inadfequate. 
Surely  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
ought  to  maintain  its  payments  until  the  per- 
son concerned  is  receiving  once  again  an  adie- 
quate  remuneration  on  the  basis  of  his  own 
employment.  We  are  still'  going  to  have  those 
people  who  were  here  with  meir  canes  and 
their  braces  and  their  bandages  just  a  few 
days  ago  who  are  not  going  to  be  looked 
after  adequately.  Many  of  them  are  certainly 
going  to  be  getting  this  partial  assistance  for 
the  rest  of  their  lives.  The  result  of  their 
appeals  to  the  elected'  members  is,  "You  are 
only  partially  disabled.  Why  don't  you  go  out 
and'  get  light  work?"  We  know  that  is  inade- 
quate; we  know  we  must  assume  a  greater 
degree  of  responsibility  than  that. 

•I  want  to  say  once  again  how  impressed  I 
am  with  the  approach  taken  to  this  matter  by 
the  Union  of  Injured  Workmen  and  others.  I 
don't  want  to  exclude  any  of  those  people 
who  have  worked  so  hard  over  many  months 
and  years.  They  kept  the  members  informed 
and  pushed  their  attitude  to  the  Minister  of 
Labour  and  others.  I  reaUy  think  they  dleserve 
a  great  d«al  of  credit.  The  information  they 
have  providted*— and  I  am  sure  it  will'  be  put 
on  the  record  by  other  speakers  before'  this 
debate  is  completedt— is  effective;  it  is  not 
padded  out  with  a  lot  of  sob  stories.  It  is 
specific.  It  is  statistical.  It  is  associated  with 
the  real  world  as  these  people  face  it. 

We  really  don't  know  anything  about  that. 
We  have  just  given  ourselves  a  substantial 
raise,  just  a  few  months  ago.  Even  the 
labour  unions,  which  are  very  effective  when 
dealing  with  the  work  force,  don't  seem  to 
come  to  grips  with  the  needs  of  the  injured 
workmen.  There  is  a  feeling,  "that's  not 
going  to  happen  to  us."  Perhaps  that's 
unfair. 


There  is  always  some  pious  comment  in 
the  submissions  from  the  various  unions  on  the 
matters  of  safety— we  have  got  to  do  every- 
thing we  can  about  safety  and  the  govern- 
ment isn't  doing  enough  about  safety.  There 
is  a  reference  to  the  fact  that  the  pensions 
are  inadequate  but  there  is  no  real  support 
from  the  unions  that  I  can  see,  which  really 
has  done  anything  to  improve  the  position 
of  these  injured  workmen  who  were  so  in- 
adequately dealt  vwth  in  the  past  and  who 
are  inadequately  dealt  with  at  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Even 
a  man  like  Al  Baldwin. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That's  right.  Al  Baldwin 
is  the  man  we  saw  here  on  the  floor  of  the 
Legislature,  who  ibas  worked  so  long  and 
so  hard  in  support  of  these  people.  And 
Malcolm  Nicholson  who  was  out  here  with 
his  bullhorn,  bellowing  through  the  doors 
of  the  Legislature. 

The  minister  said  he  wouldn't  meet  him 
because  he  doesn't  want  to  do  the  business 
of  the  province  in  the  street.  Not  a  bad 
phrase;  I  think  maybe  that  will  stick  with 
the  minister.  I  heard  it  on  the  CBC;  some- 
body was  talking  about  how  quickly  the  new 
minister  sort  of  learned  the  political  lingo. 
But  I  really  believe  that  on  occasion  the 
business  of  government  must  be  done  in 
the  street  or  it  has  to  be  done  by  the  minis- 
ters going  out  from  the  Legislatiu-e  and  from 
their  sumptuous  offices,  and  talking  to  those 
people  rig'ht  where  they  are,  in  the  streets 
or  in  tiheir  own  offices.  I  don't  think  any- 
thing less  than  that  is  going  to  be  accept- 
able. 

Specifically,  we  believe  further  that  this 
bill  ought  to  have  provided  for  a  continua- 
tion of  Canada  Pension  Plan  payments  by 
an  arrangement  with  the  government  of 
Canada  so  tliat  could  be  done.  Automatic 
payment  of  OHIP— that  is  something  they 
should  not  be  concerned  with.  We  believe 
the  availability  of  independent  medical  ad- 
vice is  going  to  be  necessary.  We  must  move 
further  away  from  maintaining  a  staff  of 
medical  practitioners  working  for  the  board 
whose  opinions  have  such  a  long-lasting  ef- 
fect on  the  financial  future  of  the  workmen. 
We  believe  there  is  an  inherent  conflict  of 
interest  in  that  regard  which  should  be  done 
away  with. 

It  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  that 
the  earnings  allowance  in  this  bill  is  still 
inadequate.  Raising  the  maximum  to  $12,- 
000,   if  it  is   not  meaningless   now,   it  soon 
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will  be  and  the  maximum  should  be  removed 
entirely.  We  find  the  bill  in  its  intention 
and  particularly  the  way  it  was  introduced 
by  the  ministCT,  to  be  good,  but  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  provisions  is  thoroughly  inade- 
quate. 

I  don't  know  how  to  describe  them  other 
than  to  say  again  the  phrase  that  came  from 
a  workman  talking  to  me,  "The  minister 
has  a  head  of  feathers  and  a  heart  of  lead." 
Let  the  minister  think  about  that.  He  has 
not  done  a  good  enough  job  in  this  regard 
and  the  bill  is  totally  unsupportable. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speiaker,  on  a  point 
of  order,  I  believe  there  is  not  a  quorum  in 
the  House. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Six  Tories. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  find  there  is  a  quorum 
present. 

Has  the  hon.  Leader  of  the  Opposition 
completed  his  remarks? 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Yes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 
sor West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Minister  of 
Labour  must  have  felt  very  gratified  when  he 
made  his  formal  statement  to  the  Hoiise 
upon  the  introduction  of  his  first  bill  as 
minister  to  be  greeted  with  what  amounted 
to  fairly  generous  applause  from  the  op- 
position side  of  the  House. 

On  the  basis  of  the  statement  made  on 
this  bill  in  unqualified  form  by  the  minister 
and  the  wording  used,  we  applauded.  When 
we  took  a  look  at  this  bill  we  realized  just 
how  badly  we  were  taken  in.  Seduced  is 
the  word.  We  certainly  are  not  applauding 
this  bill  at  the  moment.  We  were  traduced. 
When  we  see  the  bill  in  its  qualified  form 
in  the  way  the  clauses  are  written  out  and 
see  how  much  is  going  to  be  given  to  the 
people  in  the  province  who  are  covered 
under  the  increases  in  this  bill,  we  are 
sick  and  fed  up  with  this  type  of  an  in- 
crease.   It   is   government  by  headlines. 

All  the  increases  in  essence  are  going  to 
those  who  are  completely  and  totally  dis- 
abled. It  looks  good  on  the  surface  to  have 
the  increases  going  to  them.  But  this  group 
is  a  very,  very  small  percentage  of  the  in- 
jured workmen  who  are  receiving  pensions, 
so  small  as  to  be  almost  written  down  on 
one  piece  of  paper  in  half  an  hour.  Most  of 
the  people  in  this  province  receiving  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  pensions  by  the 


way  the  government  rates  them  are  not  per- 
manently totally  disabled.  Some  of  them 
are  80  and  90  per  cent  and  certainly  can't 
be  employed  anywhere.  Even  those  rated 
at  20  and  30  per  cent  aren't  able  to  be 
employed,  and  diese  are  not  that  group  to 
which  the  government  gives  the  increases 
in  the  rest  of  the  bill.  There  is  no  way,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  we  are  going  to  support  this 
bill.  We  are  fed  up  with  seeing  yet  another 
few  crumbs  dropped  to  the  injured  work- 
men of  this  province. 

These  benefits  are  so  minuscule.  Benefits 
are  supposed  to  substitute  for  the  loss  of 
earnings  because  of  injury  in  the  workplace 
and  yet  they  are  minuscule.  The  revaloriza- 
tion to  a  maximum  of  60  per  cent  at  four 
per  cent  for  the  two  years  passed  and  then 
a  two  per  cent  per  year  back  to  1945  to  a 
maximum  of  six  per  cent  is  a  joke.  The  pau- 
city of  that  percentage  increase  based  on  the 
original  pensions  is  a  joke.  This  is  an  un- 
acceptably  low  percentage  revalorization  and 
it's  calculated  on  a  beggar's  base.  We  find  it 
completely  and  utterly  unacceptable. 

Mr.  F.  Laughren  (Nickel  Belt):  A  sick  joke. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I  said  when  we  spoke  on 
the  last  increase  to  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board  recipients,  which  took  place  more 
than  a  year  ago,  June  5  to  be  exact,  that 
there  is  only  one  way  in  which  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  recipients'  pensions 
should  be  increased,  that  is,  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  increase  that  occurred  in 
this  province  in  salaries  and  wages  which 
throughout  the  1960s  and  the  early  1970s 
were  double  the  increases  in  the  consumer 
price  index.  If  there  is  any  group  where  one 
can  justify  an  indexing  according  to  the  per 
cent  increase  in  salaries  and  wages  in  Ontario, 
it  is  the  injured  workmen  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Right  on. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  A  pension  is  supposed  to 
substitute  for  loss  of  earnings.  If  we  take 
this  back  to  1945,  which  is  what  this  bill 
covers,  the  percentage  increase  in  salaries 
and  wages  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  from 
1945  to  May,  1974,  amounts  to  420  per  cent. 
And  the  government  is  giving  60  per  cent. 
What  kind  of  a  sick  joke  is  that? 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Is  the 
government  ever  generous? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  If  the  government  wanted 
just  to  start  it  to  the  unacceptable  percentage 
increase  in  the  consumer  price  index,  that  is 
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180  per  cent  from  1945  to  now.  The  govern- 
ment is  content  to  give  one-third  of  that,  60 
per  cent  as  opposed  to  180  per  cent,  the  bare 
minimum  by  which  it  should  be  increased. 

Mr.  Martel:  Withdraw  the  bill. 

Mr.  BouDsall:  What  sort  of  a  sick  joke  is 
that?  It  is  an  indication  of  the  Tory  attitude 
to  injured  workmen  in  this  province.  They 
have  no  feeling  or  idea  whatsoever  about 
the  state  in  which  those  workers  have  to 
exist.  There  is  no  backdating  in  this  bill 
to  accommodate  for  all  those  years  in  which 
those  injured  workmen  have  suffered,  not 
because  of  the  injury  alone— and  they  have 
certainly  suffered  pain  and  misery  because 
of  that— but  suffered  because  of  the  lack  of 
pension  support  and  moneys  they  can  put 
in  their  hands.  The  minister  says  there  will 
be  a  regular  review.  The  average  is  once 
every  year  and  a  half,  and  it  is  pitifully  small 
each  time.  That's  no  reassurance  to  us,  to 
people  interested  in  justice  in  this  province 
or  to  the  injured  workers  of  this  province. 

Mr.  Martel:  Just  60  per  cent!  The  govern- 
ment should  resign. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Perverse! 

Mr.  F.  Young  (Yorkview):  It  is  60  per 
cent  of  the  old  pension  away  back. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.   Bounsall:    Further,   on   other  parts   of 

the  bill- 
Mr.    Martel:    The    government    should    be 

ashamed  of  itself. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —a  year  ago  this  month,  on 
June  1,  the  government  increased  the  mini- 
mums  to  be  paid  to  widows  or  widowers  of 
workers  killed  in  the  workplace.  It  increased 
that  from  $175  to  $250.  Where  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  ever  gets  its 
figures  for  any  of  its  increases— and  this  bill 
is  very  typical— one  cannot  determine.  But 
at  that  time  one  could  determine,  for  the  first 
time,  where  that  $250  minimum  came  from. 
It  came  from  taking  the  minimum  wage  at 
that  time,  $1.80  an  hour,  multiplying  it  by 
40  hours  a  week  and  taking  75  per  cent  of 
it,  which  is  what  is  a  100  per  cent  compen- 
sation claim  or  a  100  per  cent  total  disability 
pension.  That  came  to  $250  a  month. 

One  could  see,  for  the  first  time,  how  that 
figure  happened  to  be  arrived  at.  I  put  that 
forward  at  the  time,  and  that  was  not  denied 
as  the  means  of  arriving  at  that  figure  in  that 
bill. 


What  has  the  minister  done  this  time?  He's 
raised  it  from  $250  a  month  to  $260  a  month. 
If  the  minister  can  explain  from  what  piece 
of  air  that  figure  was  pulled,  I  would  like  to 
know.  A  year  ago  this  month,  one  June  5, 
by  his  own  method  of  calculation,  that  mini- 
mum figure  should  have  risen  by  the  amount 
by  which  the  minimum  wage  has  risen,  times 
40  hours  a  week  times  75  per  cent.  That 
would  have  been  $312.50  in  this  category, 
not  $260,  by  the  same  method  he  last  used 
to  calculate  it.  What  is  the  minister  doing 
with  $260  in  here,  not  tied  to  anything  and 
with  no  explanation  for  it?  If  he  can  give  me 
an  explanation  for  $260  that  will  be  convinc- 
ing—well, he  won't  be  able  to  give  an  expla- 
nation for  a  $10  increase  from  $250  to  $260— 

Mr.  Martel:  My  God,  he  is  generous. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  rationale  was  made  a 
year  ago,  and  now  he  fails  to  follow  that 
rationale. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  think  the  Provincial  Secre- 
tary for  Social  Development  (Mrs.  Birch) 
wrote  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  In  addition,  the  minister  does 
not  in  any  sense  make  any  adjustments  for 
anything  other  than  permanent  total  disability. 
In  that  same  bill  a  year  ago  he  increased  the 
minimums  for  temporary  total  disability  from 
$40  to  $55  a  week;  with  4.3  weeks  to  the 
month,  that  works  out  to  very  close  to  his 
minimum  of  $250.  He  apphed  the  same  cri- 
teria. He  applied'  a  minimmn  wage  times  the 
40  hours  times  75  per  cent  to  increase  those 
temporarily  totally  disabled'  minimums. 

lln  this  bill-not  that  the  $10  increase  from 
$250  to  $260  is  much— the  minister  hasn't 
even  bothered!  with  that  category.  He  has 
failed  to  use  the  only  type  of  formula  that  I 
have  ever  seen  that  he  devised  in  arriving  at 
workmen's  compei^ation  pensions. 

We  will  certainly  be  speaking  on  this  in 
clause-by-clause  debate  and  pointing  out  that 
the  minister  should  be  using  what  should  be 
the  present  minimum  wage  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario,  applied  in  the  proper  way  to  adjust 
these  figures  to  what  indeedi  they  should  be. 

(Of  course,  there's  nothing  extra  for  chil- 
dren either.  One  year  ago,  the  minister  at 
least  increased'  the  children's  allowance  from 
$60  to  $70  if  that  child  lives  with  the  widow 
or  widower.  If  the  widow  or  widower  dies, 
they  get  another  $10  a  month  for  wherever 
eke  mey  live.  That  was  increased  from  $70 
to  $80.  That  was  a  year  ago.  The  minister 
hasn't  touched  that  one  iota— not  that  those 
figures  were  acceptable  at  that  level  either. 
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In  essence,  what  he  is  saying  is  that  it  hasn't 
cost  one  iota  more  for  a  child  to  be  sustained 
in  this  province  since  June  5  of  a  year  ago. 
If  the  minister  did  feel  that,  it  would  be  in 
this  bill.  But  he  hasn't  even  touched  it. 

I  don't  know  whether  the  officials  asso- 
ciated with  the  minister  in  the  preparation  of 
this  bill  feel  that  this  is  an  acceptable  bill.  If 
they  do,  they  are  as  misledi  as  we  were  in 
thinking  this.  There  is  no  one  who  can  look 
at  this  bill  with  any  sort  of  pridi©  whatsoever. 

(In  addition,  the  former  Minister  of  Labour 
always  worried'  a  little  better;  at  least,  he 
worried  publicly  a  little  better  as  to  how 
much  this  was  going  to  cost  indtistry  and  how 
much  of  an  assessment  industry  might  be  able 
to  bear.  By  the  minister's  own  words,  in  his 
own  statement,  what  has  he  said  here?  It's  an 
eight  per  cent  increase.  There's!  going  to  be 
an  eight  per  cent  increase  in  the  levy  to  cover 
the  increases  in  this  bill.  They  will  be  in  dif- 
ferent categories  he  says  and  the  actual  wordi- 
ing  is: 

Prior  to  these  changes  the  average  work- 
•men's  compensation  assessment  amounted 
to  approximately  1.5  per  cent  of  an  em- 
*ployer's  payroll.  These  benefits  will  increase 
that  1.5  by  eight  per  cent  to  approximately 
'1.6  per  cent  of  an  employer's  payroll. 

With  their  profits  having  gone  up  by  45.7 
per  cent  in  the  first  three  months  of  1974,  is 
he  ever  hitting  them!  He  is  asking  them  to 
increase  their  fevy  by  0.1  per  cent— 

(Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —of  their  payroll  to  cover 
increased  pensions  to  injured  workmen  in  this 
province.  The  profits  have  gone  up  45.7  per 
cent.  It's  as  onerous  as  a  mosquito  riding  on 
the  back  of  an  elephant.  I  don't  know  how 
anyone- 
Mr.  Martel:  With  the  intention  of  rape. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —could  hold  their  head  up 
with  those  percentage  profit  increases  against 
that  small  a  percentage— 0.1  per  cent— increase 
in  the  payroll  levy,  all  of  which,  of  coiu-se,  is 
non-taxable. 

Further  on  in^  this  he  makes  great  to-dt) 
about  the  dtamatic  changes  the  board  has 
undergone  in  the  last  two  months.  I  suppose 
he  accepts  this  as  one  of  those  great  dramatic 
changes— an  increase  of  0.1  per  cent  on  indus- 
try's payroll  to  pay  increased'  benefits.  That's 
some  dramatic  change. 

There  is  nothing  there  to  cause  ind'ustry  to 
introduce  or  even  sustain  safety  programmes 
in  their  plants.   It's  almost  saying  to  them. 


"Go  ahead  and  have  some  more  accidents 
because  your  levy  is  such  that  it  isn't  going 
to  bother  you  to  have  to  pay  for  a  fe\v  more 
accidents."  This  is  a  disincentive  to  industry 
to  do  anything  about  safety  programmes  with- 
in their  places  of  business. 

'I  have  the  minister's  statement  in  front  of 
me  and  there  are  a  few  things  in  this  state- 
ment—that portion  of  his  remarks  we  were 
able  to  hear  when  he  introduced  this  bill  on 
June  21— which  caused  us  to  tap  our  desks. 

The  examples  in  the  last  page  or  rather 
wrong.  Take  example  No.  2  which  taXks  about 
"Presently  the  statutory  pension  for  a  widbw 
with  four  childtren  is  $530  per  month."  I  sup- 
pose the  minister  can  be  forgiven  for  being  so 
new  in  his  post  but  his  officials  should  not 
have  been  so  new  not  to  know  that  im  the 
bill  we  passed  on  June  5,  1973,  there  was  a 
maximum  placed  on  that  and)  that  maximum 
turns  out  to  be  $460.  He  used  it  as  an  ex- 
ample, saying  it  is  presently  $530.  He  doesn't 
even  know  the  present  fegislation  and  there 
is  no  excuse  for  that  in  an  example. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Right  on. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I  can  see  by  that  example 
that  the  minister,  or  whoever  is  currently 
advising  him  in  these  matters  at  the  moment, 
hasn't  any  feeling  at  all  about  what  is  going 
on  in  thdis  Act.  Take  the  first  example  in 
which  he  says  a  pension  of  $200  per  month 
awarded  in  1952  will  now  be  increased— 
going  back  and  using  his  revalorization  figures 
-by  46  per  cent  to  $292  a  month. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  average  wage  and  salar\ 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  in  1952  was  $52  a 
week.  At  that  time,  the  100  per  cent  pension 
was  calculated  on  two- thirds  of  that  amount 
so  the  maximum  calculation  on  which  the 
pension  could  be  based  was  $160  a  month, 
nothing  near  $200  a  month.  At  that  the 
worker  would  get  that  amount  only  if  he  was 
totally,  permanently  disabled,  ^d  we  all 
know  the  criterion  for  a  totally  disabled  per- 
son in  this  province.  To  receive  it,  he  virtually 
has  to  have  no  legs,  no  arms,  and  prove  that 
he  can't  paint  with  his  teeth. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Don't  suggest  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  And  this  is  tiie  type  of  ex- 
ample that  the  minister  has. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Don't  give  him  an  idea 
about  that,  he  will  work  that  in. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  He  hasn't  got  that  sort  of  a 
case  yet;  it  will  come,  if  he  hasn't.  That's  the 
sort  of  examples  he  gives.  The  examples  are 
indeed  spurious.  That  type  of  a  person  really 
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doesn't  exist.  Sure,  the  minister  might  go 
back  into  his  files  and  find  one.  How  many 
injured  workmen  do  we  ha\'e  in  the  province 
now— 33,000  on  pension?  He  might  be  able  to 
find  one  or  two.  The  examples  he  used  in 
terms  of  his  retease  just  don't  hold  up. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Most  misleading. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Another  thing;  the  minister 
beats  his  chest  in  another  part  of  his  release 
about  whether  or  not  industry  should  pay  the 
costs.  We've  covered  the  point  about  how 
much  industry  is  paying  in  this  bill;  how 
little,  in  fact,  they  are  being  charged;  how 
small  the  increase  is;  and  that  it  shouldn't  be 
a  charge  on  the  public  purse. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  consumer  pays  for  it. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Speaker,  how  does  the 
minister  think  those  people  getting  permanent 
or  partial  pensions  are  existing?  Where  does 
he  think  they  are  getting  the  money  to  exist 
from?  Because  the  Worfenen's  Compensation 
Boardi  pensions  aren't  adequate;  they  are  on 
the  public  purse.  Let  me  read  some  statistics 
into  the  record- 
Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  It's  okay. 
This  is  great  stuiBF. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  For  the  month  of  January, 
1974,  as  far  as  we  can  determine— and  believe 
me,  it  is  not  easy  to  dig  these  figures  out.  It 
certainly  can't  be  obtained  through  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board— th^  didn't  re- 
lease any  figures.  They  d^on't  keep  records  by 
area. 

An  hon.  member:  Deliberately. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  They  keep  records  alpha- 
betically. You  say:  "Okay,  give  me  the  data 
for  all  the  Mcs  or  all'  the  Ns,  and  we'll  draw 
an  extrapolation  on  that."  Oh  no,  that  can't 
be  handed  out.  You  can't  get  much  informa- 
tion out  of  them.  But  by  dint  of  bugging 
someone  connected  with  family  benefits  this 
winter,  we  were  able  to  find  936  recipients  of 
workmen's  compensation  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario— and  they  were  not  at  all  sure  that 
that  was  complete.  They  did  sort  of  a  sample. 
They  turned  out  936  recipients  of  workmen's 
compensation  in  Ontario,  who  also  were  re- 
ceiving family  benefits. 

How  much  did  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board  pay  to  these  936  recipients? 
Slightly  over  $57,000.  How  much  were  these 
recipients  getting  through  family  benefits? 
They  were  receiving  $164,000.  In  other 
words,  family  benefits  were  paying  these  in- 
jured workmen  an  amount  triple  what  they 


were  receiving  from  workmen's  compensa- 
tion. And  the  minister  talks  about  there  not 
being  a  charge  on  the  public  purse.  He  is 
charging  the  public  purse  all  over  this  prov- 
ince, because  his  pensions  aren't  high  enough. 

The  light  work  provision  of  the  bill  is 
rather  interesting.  We  have  all  been  be- 
devilled by  this.  I  don't  know  how  many 
times  someone  in  my  riding— particularly  with 
back  injuries— has  phoned  me  up  or  written 
me  a  letter  and  said:  "Look,  I'm  injured.  I 
can't  go  back  to  work  yet.  I  just  got  a  letter 
from  the  board  saying  I'm  going  to  go  down 
to  50  per  cent.  What  are  they  doing;  surely 
they  can't  do  that?  What  can  you  do?" 

You  are  caught  in  the  situation  of  having 
to  say  "That's  just  the  way  it  is."  You  have 
to  talk  to  them  for  half  or  three-quarters 
of  an  hour  to  convince  them  that  that's  the 
way  it  is— that  there  is  such  a  hard-hearted, 
cruel  group  in  this  province  which  would 
take  them  from  75  per  cent  of  their  salary 
and  cut  that  in  half;  and  that  there  is  virtu- 
ally nothing  they  can  do  about  it. 

The  minister  must  have  had  a  few  of 
them.  I  don't  know  how  he  deals  vdth  it. 
I  don't  know  how  he  can  sit  there  as  minis- 
ter and  not  make  a  change  on  that.  He 
seemingly  attempted  to  make  this  change. 
He  said:  "For  those  people  who  do  not  re- 
turn to  work,  we'll  let  them  sit  at  75  per 
cent  of  their  former  earnings  for  those  who 
are  temporarily  partially  disabled." 

What  bothers  me  is  that  there  is  a  bunch 
of  "unlesses."  For  example:  "Unless  he  fails 
to  co-operate  in  or  is  not  available  for  a 
medical    or   rehabilitation   programme." 

The  member  for  Sudbury  (Mr.  Germa) 
can  give  a  bunch  of  examples,  in  areas  in 
which  he  has  had  a  lot  of  concern  and  a  lot 
of  specialty,  of  people  who  cannot  be  vo- 
cationally rehabilitated. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  right. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  And  although  I  have  a  lot 
of  respect  for  the  sensitivity  and  awards  that 
the  top  members  of  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  have  when  a  case  finally 
gets  there,  at  virtually  every  step  below  that, 
where*  the  decisions  are  originally  made, 
they're   made    in   an    arbitrary   fashion. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Exactly. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I  would  predict  that  all  over 
this  province  we  have  injured  workmen, 
temporarily  partially  disabled,  who  are  some- 
how, in  the  eyes  of  a  claims  officer,  failing 
to  co-operate— 
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Mr.  Laughren:  Right. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —on  his  subjective  criterion 
of  what  failing  to  co-operate  is,  and  have 
been  dropped  right,  left  and  centre  all  over 
this  province. 

Or,  part  (ii):  "fails  to  accept  or  is  not 
available  for  suitable  employment."  I  suspect 
that  from  time  immemorial  the  means  by 
which  people  got  dropped  from  their  100 
per  cent  pension  down  to  the  light-work, 
50  per  cent  pension  category— half  of  75 
per  cent  of  their  former  salary— whenever 
that  occurred,  the  reason  was  the  doctor  hav- 
ing to  check  a  little  box  which  reads:  "Is 
he  available  for  suitable  work?"  Sure,  any 
of  us,  even  if  we're  99  per  cent  disabled, 
if  there  was  work  suitable  to  that  99  per 
cent  disability,  could  take  it.  What  can  the 
doctor  do?  Sure,  if  there  is  suitable  work 
available  he's  available  for  it,  but  the  doctor 
has  to  answer  "yes"  or  "no"  to:  "Is  he  avail- 
able for  suitable  work?" 

Doctors  all  across  this  province  have  been 
confused  by  this  question  and  many  of  them 
have  said,  "Sure,  he's  available  for  suitable 
work."  The  board  jumps  right  on  that  and 
says:  "Ah,  he's  available  for  suitable  work. 
He's  available  for  light  work,  therefore,  and 
we  cut  his  compensation  in  half."  Here  we 
have  light  work  disappearing  if— 

Mr.  Laughren:  They  won't  define  "suit- 
able work"  though. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworti):  The  doctor 
doesn't   know   what  "suitable  work"  is. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Neither  does  the  board. 

Mr.  Deans:  Ask  him  what  "suitable  work" 
is  and  he  couldn't  tell  you. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —but  won't,  unless  that  re- 
cipient fails  to  accept  work  which,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  board,  is  suitable. 

I,  and  I  think  the  other  members  of  this 
House,  are  very  suspicious  over  how  this 
disappearance  of  the  light  work  category 
is,  in  fact,  going  to  be  treated.  I  would  sus- 
pect that  really  what's  happened  here— and 
I'd  be  delighted  if  the  minister  could  stand 
up  here  and  assure  me  otherwise  in  this 
section— is  that  the  50  per  cent  level  has 
just  completely  disappeared.  Now  we're  go- 
ing to  go  from  the  100  per  cent  disability— 
again  still  only  75  per  cent  of  his  salary- 
right  straight  down  to  a  pension  rating  which 
will  be  20,  30  or  15  per  cent,  based  not  on 
his  employability  but  upon  his  physical  disa- 
bility, of  his  former  wages  and  there  won't 
even   be   a    50   per    cent    category   halfway 


through  in  which  he  sits.  Sure,  they  dropped 
the  light  work  category  in  order  that  it  goes 
from  one  step,  from  100  per  cent,  down  to 
a  percentage  based  upon  not  his  employa- 
bility but  the  extent  of  his  physical  disa- 
bility. 

If  the  minister  can  assure  me  otherwise  I 
would  be  very  delighted— and  if  he  assures 
me  otherwise,  I  can  assure  him  that  all  of 
the  cases  that  I've  described,  if  and  when 
they  come  to  me,  will  end  up  on  his  desk 
along  with  that  statement  of  assurance  from 
him  that  that  won't  happen,  if  he  can,  in 
fact,  give  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  think  they  should  all  end 
up  there  anyway. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  In  addition,  just  while  we're 
talking  about  this  75  per  cent,  there  is  no 
question  in  my  mind  that  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  recipients  should  be  paid 
100  per  cent  of  the  salary  which  they  were 
making  at  the  time  of  the  accident;  100  per 
cent,  not  75  per  cent. 

I  don't  know  how  the  minister  is  going  to 
justify  this,  but  the  previous  minister  used 
to  say  "it  is  not  taxable".  Well,  show  me  a 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  recipient 
who,  at  the  level  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board  pays  him,  is  paying  25  per  cent 
of  his  total  wages  in  income  tax.  None  of 
them  do.  And  that  75  per  cent  was  supposed 
to  be  adequate  because  it  was  not  taxable. 

None  of  these  people  would  have  been 
paying  25  per  cent  of  their  total  wages  in 
income  tax,  if  they  had  made  that  100  per 
cent,  so  there  is  no  justification  on  that 
ground.  Let's  see  if  the  minister  can  try  to 
justify  why  he  is  paying  75  per  cent;  and 
surely  he  is  not  going  to  fall  back  on  that 
reactionary  claptrap  that  if  he  paid  them  100 
per  cent  none  of  them  would  work?  That  is 
no  answer  either  and  the  minister  knows  it, 
if  that  is  what  he  was  thinking  of  saying. 

Further  along,  in  a  further  section  of  the 
bill,  he  talks  about  the  ceiling  going  up  from 
$10,000  to  $12,000.  Again,  how  does  he  justify 
retaining  any  form  of  ceiling  on  which  pen- 
sions can  be  calculated?  And  of  course,  they 
can  only  get  75  per  cent  of  that  $12,000,  so 
in  fact  he  is  saying  the  maximum  pension 
base,  the  maximum  base  on  which  pensions 
can  be  calculated,  is  simply  $9,000. 

That  75  per  cent  rule  should  go,  as  I 
mentioned,  and  that  maximum  figure  should 
be  taken  out  completely.  There  is  no  justifica- 
tion for  retention  of  a  maximum  in  any  way, 
shape  or  form  on  the  wages  on  which  pen- 
sions could  be  based. 
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This  Act,  Mr.  Minister,  is  to  compensate 
injured  workmen  for  their  loss  of  earnings 
due  to  an  accident  in  the  workplace;  to  com- 
pensate for  their  loss  of  earnings  until  they 
can  get  back  to  work.  What  on  earth  is  a 
maximum  earning  section  doing  in  here? 
There  is  no  justication  for  it  whatsoever. 

Another  thing  in  this  bill  which  just  makes 
one's  blood  run  cold  is  all  of  these  picayun- 
ish— four  per  cent  and  beyond  that  two  per 
cent— increases,  based  on  these  poor  bases, 
wages  that  were  paid  years  ago.  Even  those 
increases,  however,  are  not  going  to  apply  to 
a  commutation  lump  sum  award,  in  spite  of 
the  fact  it  states,  under  section  42(4)  of  the 
Act:  "When  the  impairment  does  not  exceed 
10  per  cent  of  his  earning  capacity,  the  board 
shall  direct  that  a  lump  sum  payment  be 
paid."  And  they  do  it  all  the  time. 

So  here  is  a  workman  who  is  injured,  we 
won't  even  argue  about  how  one  arrives  at  a 
decision  of  impairment  of  less  than  10  per 
cent— and  all  of  us  in  this  House  know  how 
unjust  those  are— but  if  he  ends  up  with  an 
impairment  of  less  than  10  per  cent,  he  has 
had  to  accept,  no  choice  about  it,  a  lump 
sum  payment.  And  now  he  is  saying  there  is 
no  way  we  are  going  to  apply  these  per- 
centage increases  to  any  lump  sum  pay- 
ments, including  all  those  that  workers  were 
forced  to  take. 

There  is  no  justification  for  that  either  but 
even  if  the  board  didn't  force  workers  to  take 
them,  even  if  by  sheer  dint  of  proving  a  good 
financial  need  and  a  good  financial  basis  for 
the  pension  that  a  recipient  got,  the  board- 
not  because  of  it  being  below  10  per  cent  but 
because  of  the  good  sound  financial  argument 
that  an  injured  workman  made— the  board 
allowed  a  commutation  of  those  pensions  to 
take  place,  how  can  you  justify  not  increasing 
the  pensions  by  using  the  percentage  based 
on  the  original  monthly  pension  allotment? 

There  is  no  rationale  for  saying  that  a  por- 
tion of  the  commutation  or  the  entire  com- 
muted pension  should  not  enter  into  the  cal- 
culations. There  is  no  way  you  can  justify 
that.  That  is  a  pension  the  same  as  any  other 
pension  given  back  to  1945  and  because  all 
of  it  or  some  of  it  was  given  out  in  a  Inmp 
sum  payment  there  is  no  way  that  should 
make  one  particle  of  difiFerence  to  any— 
picayunish  though  it  is— per  cent  increase  the 
government  gives  injured  workmen  in-  this 
province. 

There  were  other  points  I  was  very  dis- 
appointed in,  but  one  gets  to  realize  that  one 
doesn't  get  disappointed  about  changes  to  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act  which  this  gov- 


ernment brings  in.  One  doesn't  get  one's  hopes 
up. 

There  is  nothing  in  here  that  relates  to 
OHIP  payments  by  the  board  on  behalf  of 
the  pension  recipients  if  they  aren't  allowed 
to  work  or  if  they  have  not  been  able  to  find 
employment  in  the  work  place. 

Why,  in  terms  of  Canada  Pension,  is  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  not  paying 
Canada  Pension,  or  at  least  its  share  of 
Canada  Pension  such  as  employers  do,  for  all 
those  workmen  who  are  not  able  to  find  em- 
plo)'ment?  That  should  be  in  this  bill.  On  a 
pension  that  compensates  for  loss  of  earnings, 
the  board  shoula  be  paying  pensions  based 
on  those  earnings  for  those  workmen  when 
they  reach  retirement  age. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  are  certainly  going  to 
place  amendments  to  this  Act  when  it  comes 
to  clause-by-clause  and  we  will  argue  those 
points  in  much  further  detail  there. 

fl  have  another  couple  of  points.  We  have 
repeatedly  requested'  in  the  last  days  siiKie 
the  Act  was  introduced  into  this  House  that 
this  bill  go  to  committee  so  the  injured  work- 
men in  this  province  could  come  and  address 
the  minister  on  the  clauses  of  this  bill.  It 
would  have  been  nice  if  this  bill  had  gone 
to  committee  because  in  committee— the  new 
minister  has  not  had  the  opportunity  to  ex- 
perience the  levelling  that  takes  place  in  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  don't  wonder,  with  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  On  this  bill,  however,  I  can 
see  why  he  wanted  to  avoid  it,  because  the 
increases  are  so  poor.  The  increases  are  so 
minuscule  that  what  the  minister  would  be 
doing  would  be  exposing  himself  to  groups 
of  people,  the  Union  of  Injiured  Workmen, 
the  Injured  Workmen's  Consultants  and 
unions  around  this  province  who  would  give 
him,  no  matter  how  politely  they  said  it, 
what  would  amount  to  a  terrible  battering 
telling  him  these  increases  weren't  worth  any- 
thing and  giving  examplfe  after  example  of 
hardships  and  by  how  little  these  pension  in- 
creases affected  or  alleviated'  those  hardships. 

I  can  understand  why  there  would  be  no 
way  he  would  want  to  face  that.  It  is  quite 
understandable. 

When  one  looks  at  the  entire  question  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  and  the 
pensions  it  pays,  one  inevitably  comes  to  the 
conclusion  that  one  needs  an  entirely  different 
system  of  compensating  people  for  accidents, 
not  only  accidents  occurring  in  the  workplace 
but   for   accidents,   period.   One   of  my   col- 
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leagues,  I  am  sure,  will  speak  at  more  length 
on  this,  but  there  is  no  question  that  the 
proper  scheme  which  should  be  operating  in 
this  province  is  one  that  compensates  people 
for  accidents  whether  they  occur  in  the  work- 
place OT  not. 

It  should  be  a  govemment-fundled  and  run 
accident  and  sickness  insurance  programme 
which  compensates  people  for  loss  of  earnings 
due  to  accidents,  wherever  those  accidents 
occur— or  illness  which  keeps  them  away  from 
the  job— with  the  funding  to  be  from  three 
different  sources:  public  premiums;  from  auto- 
mobile insurance  if  those  accidents  occur  in 
automobiles;  and  thirdly  from  employers 
when  those  accidents  have  occurred  on  the 
job.  Until  we  have  that  sort  of  a  scheme  and 
abolish  aH  the  rest  of  this  fiddling  around,  we 
are  going  to  continue  to  have  a  problem  and 
will  continue  to  have  a  bill  with  which  the 
government  can  fiddle  all  it  wants  on  the  sur- 
face, and  nothing  is  ever  really  accomplished. 

Looking  at  all  these  minusciJe  changes, 
and  all  the  various  sections  of  this  bill  which 
do  not  properly  help  remimerate  a  person 
injured  in  this  province,  reminds  me  of  part 
of  the  Scriptures:  Revelation  3:16.  A  few 
revelations  should  occur  from  time  to  time  to 
this  government.  It  speaks  about  an  interim 
position  that  people  take.  This  bill  is  such  a 
minuscule  step  forward  it  reminds  me  of  that 
phrase.  "Because  you  are  barely  warm,  neither 
hot  nor  coM,"  I  would  say  in  reference  to  this 
bill:  "It  is  fit  only  to  be  spewed  from  the 
mouth." 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wel- 
land  South. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  want  to  make  a  few  comments  relating  to 
this  bill  and  the  intent  of  the  amendment 
as  it  affects  the  injured  workers  of  this  prov- 
ince. 

We  support  the  principle  that  increased 
benefits  are  the  right  of  every  injured  work- 
er in  Ontario.  But  I  regret,  Mr.  Speaker, 
after  some  thorough  thought  and  investi- 
gation into  the  amendments,  that  I  have  to 
support  my  leader  (Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon)  in  this 
particular  bill.  It  doesn't  go  far  enough  and 
we  may  be  moving  amendknents  in  the  hope 
that  the  minister  \vill  make  improvements  in 
the  bill  itself. 

Quoting  from  the  minister's  statement  in 
the  House  in  the  Legislature  on  June  21: 
'The  amendments  will  provide  benefits  for 
most  injured  workmen  presently  receiving 
a  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  pension," 
and  "will  benefit  those  workers  whose  pen- 
sions   have   been   depreciated   by    inflation." 


The  announcement  by  the  minister  that  pen- 
sions presently  in  existence  will  be  increased 
by  a  maximum  of  60  per  cent  prior  to  Jan. 
1,  1971,  and  as  indicated  by  the  minister, 
means  two  per  cent  per  year  and  is  not  based 
on  the  necessary  assessment  as  to  the  serious- 
ness of  the  disablement  so  that  the  claimant 
may  be  compensated  accordingly. 

It  has  been  indicated  by  members  and  my- 
self on  numerous  occasions  that  there  are 
wide  discrepancies  in  methods  available  for 
determining  the  degree  in  evaluation  of  a 
disability.  The  amount  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  may  become  quite  complicated  and 
thereby  seriously  affects  the  amoimt  of  the 
benefits  obtained  by  the  disabled  employee. 

I,  as  well  as  the  injured  worker,  find  the 
terms  or  thresholds,  which  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  uses  in  arriving  at  a  fair 
assessment  of  the  seriousness  of  the  injury, 
are  as  follows:  Permanent  total  disability, 
which  permanently  and  totally  incapacitates 
the  worker  from  gainful  employment;  per- 
manent partial  disability,  which  involves 
only  partial  loss;  temporary  total  disability 
and  injury  which  satisfies  none  of  the  above 
but  which  prevents  the  worker  from  report- 
ing for  work  on  the  following  regularly 
scheduled  shift. 

Many  families  are  forced  into  poverty  or 
destitution  because  of  the  methods  or  pro- 
cedures followed  by  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  disability  ratings  in  per- 
centage points  of  an  injury.  In  a  number  of 
cases  where  I  have  made  representations 
to  an  appeal  hearing,  the  injtu-ed  worker 
often  is  placed  in  a  position  of  proving  the 
highest  degree  of  disability  conceivable,  and 
a  substantial  portion  of  his  testimony  by 
medical  experts  or  his  family  physician,  will 
be  involved  in  the  evaluation  or  assessment 
of  his  claim. 

I  have  stated  in  this  Legislature  time  and 
time  again— and  this  is  the  position  of  the 
Liberal  Party— that  when  an  employee  is 
injured  on  the  job  or  receives  bodily  injur\' 
from  an  occupational  disease  as  a  result  of 
his  in-plant  ©nviroimient,  he  should  not  be 
penalized  by  receiving  less  than  his  full 
wages  when  on  a  100  per  cent  compensation 
or  until  he  is  rehabilitated  to  be  gainfully 
employed  by  a  suitable  job  replacement. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  is 
well  aware  of  the  common  occurrence  that 
an  injured  worker  may  return  to  work  and, 
because  of  disability  or  other  related  matters, 
he  may  be  forced  to  leave  his  permanent 
place  of  employment.  He  is  further  pena- 
lized, because  he  loses  many  social  security 
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benefits  and  he  is  not  eligible  to  receive 
unemployment  insurance  since  he  no  longer 
contributes  to  that  scheme  while  on  compen- 
sation as  being  disentitled,  Ck)ntributions  to 
the  Unemployment  Insurance  Commission 
Sfhould  continue  by  deduction  from  compen- 
sation payments.  In  fact,  Canada  Pension 
or  any  private  pension  should  also  continue 
without  any  xmdue  hardship  to  the  injured 
worker. 

Many  of  the  injured  workers  have  been 
capable  of  earning  an  adequate  income  if 
allowed  to  continue  to  work,  and  have  con- 
tributed enough  service  in  industry  to  aid 
in  the  development  and  the  productive  pro- 
gress of  this  province  to  warrant  an  income 
above  the  poverty  level.  This  bill  does  little, 
if  anything,  to  provide  a  sufficient  means  of 
income  to  those  workers  who  have  been  in- 
jured prior  to  the  year  1971.  It  does  little 
to  support  their  income  maintenance. 

It  has  been  indicated  by  the  Minister  of 
Labour  and  the  chairman  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  that  pensions  have  been 
eroded  by  inflation  and  require  adjustment. 
We  had  a  debate,  I  believe  in  June  last 
year,  on  a  similar  type  of  bill,  and  very 
small  increases  were  allowed  at  that  time. 
That  is  not  good  enough. 

Almost  all  industry  and  government  em- 
ployees just  recently  have  had  included  in 
their  bargaining  rights  a  cost  of  living  esca- 
lator clause  based  upon  the  consumer  price 
index.  Why  has  this  not  been  included?  In 
fact  the  old  age  security  programme  in  Can- 
ada has  included  it  in  its  present  amendments 
and  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  has  an  escalator 
clause  based  upon  consumer  price  index. 
But  for  some  reason  this  minister  is  not  able— 
I  don't  think  it  is  his  fault;  perhaps  it's  the 
cabinet  that  will  not  bend  a  little  bit— to  in- 
clude this  in  this  bill  today. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  pen- 
sions should  include  provisions  for  increased 
benefits  relating  to  the  cost  of  living  and  in- 
flation and  should  be  reviewed  twace  yearly. 
The  more  I  look  at  this  bill  the  more  I  realize 
the  backward  approach  the  government  has 
taken.  Why  not  have  this  Legislature  take  a 
rational  approach  and  base  the  rate  of  com- 
pensation on  present  incomes  that  are  pro- 
duced in  industry  today? 

Should  an  injured  worker  through  some 
misfortune  of  an  industrial  accident  be  denied 
an  income  of  equal  amount  to  that  which  his 
co-worker  now  receives  under  present  eco- 
nomic conditions  in  Ontario?  Why  not  move 
in  this  direction?  If  he  had  not  been  injured, 
he  would  be  earning  that  income  today. 


The  guidelines  the  minister  indicated  in  his 
statement  in  the  Legislature  on  June  21, 
1974,  for  determining  disability  pensions  prior 
to  Jan.  1,  1971,  this  is  two  per  cent  to  a  60 
per  cent  increase  do  not  reflect  the  advances 
in  the  Ontario  wage  levels  that  have  occurred 
during  the  past  two  decades.  There  is  nothing 
in  this  bill  to  offset  the  loss  of  income  that 
the  injured  worker  has  been  subjected  to  by 
decisions  rendered  by  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board.  I  was  under  the  impression 
that  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  was 
designed  so  that  there  would  be  no  loss  of 
income  to  an  injured  worker  due  to  his  dis- 
ability, 

I  have  encountered  wide  deviation  on  this 
point  in  a  number  of  appeals  to  the  board. 
The  minister's  statement  has  indicated  that  to 
cover  the  cost  of  increased  benefits  to  the 
injured  workers  will  also  add  an  increase  in 
assessments  of  industry's  employee  payrolls 
from  1.5  per  cent  to  1.6  per  cent.  As  men- 
tioned before,  that  is  one  percentage  point 
difference.  It  is  very  small. 

I  hope  this  formula  for  calculating  new 
benefits  and  bringing  revenues  up  to  date 
will  keep  pace  with  the  future  increases  in 
the  average  earnings  of  Ontario  industrial 
workers.  If  not,  then  the  government  should 
be  looking  to  the  consolidated  revenue  fund 
for  the  additional  increase  in  benefits  to  the 
injured  worker,  as  suggested  by  previous  royal 
commissions  looking  into  the  affairs  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker,  section  3  of  the  bill  is  a  wel- 
come addition  to  the  Act,  It  is  a  major  change 
that  provides  measures  to  include  additional 
benefits  to  a  survivor  if  the  pensioner  dies. 
This  is  of  great  concern  to  me,  for  I  have  on 
a  number  of  occasions  in  the  Legislature 
stressed  the  need  for  improvement  in  this 
particular  field.  This  is  one  area  that  requires 
government  action,  as  survivors  do  have  a 
right  to  a  better  deal  in  income  support 
maintenance. 

There  is  presently  a  working  paper  by 
the  federal  government  relating  to  spouse 
contributors  to  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  and 
their  entitlement;  and  under  a  new  look  at 
the  Canada  pension  social  security  pro- 
gramme no  doubt  legislation  will  be  intro- 
duced to  give  spouses  of  workers  a  share  in 
Canada's  economic  growth;  for  they  do  con- 
tribute but  in  a  different  manner. 

Mr.  Speaker,  if  one  believes  it  is  a  set  goal 
to  obtain  a  better  deal  for  his  fellow  workers, 
then  a  person  must  be  consistent  in  this  ap- 
proach. To  illustrate  this,  time  and  time 
again,  the  Minister  of  Labour  and  his  gov- 


4002 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


emment  should  bring  in  a  comprehensive 
programme  relating  to  a  guaranteed  annual 
income,  to  cover  all  working  forces  in  On- 
tario, regardless  of  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred, in  the  private  home  or  in  the  industry. 

I  might  add  a  quote  to  this  particular  sec- 
tion, Mr.  Speaker.  I  can  recall  the  former 
member  for  Niagara  Falls,  now  the  mayor 
of  the  city  of  Niagara  Falls,  Mr.  George 
Bukator,  introducing  a  private  member's  bill 
in  this  House  relating  to  this  particular  sub- 
ject I  am  talking  about  now,  that  stated  re- 
gardless of  where  the  accident  happens,  a 
person  should  be  compensated  for  it. 

I  remember  supporting  that  private  mem- 
ber's bill,  but  my  friends  to  the  left  here  did 
not  support  that.  I  was  interested  to  see  that 
there  is  a  change  in  heart  by  the  lead-off 
speaker  for  the  NDP,  that  they  do  now  go 
along  with  this  view.  And  I  welcome  it. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor-Walkerville): 
They  saw  the  light  of  day.  We  welcome  it. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  nonsense  is  the  member 
talking  now? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  It  is  in  Hansard. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  We  welcome  them. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  nonsense. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Oh,  it's  nonsense  to  help 
them,  is  it? 

Mr.  Haggerty:   Let  the  province  take  the 
lead,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  was  delighted  to  read- 
Interjections  by  hon.  members. 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  —the  statement  in'  the  press 
release  by  the  Ministry  of  Industry  and  Tour- 
ism on  June  25,  1974.  He  goes  about  praising 
how  well  oflF  the  Province  of  Ontario  is.  He 
says: 

Let  me  illustrate  the  magnitude  of  what 
Ave  d^  in  Ontario  by  reminding  you  that 
with  some  8,000,000  persons  in  1973  we 
are  the  largest  Canadian  province  in  terms 
of  population.  Ontario  accounts  for  50  per 
cent  of  all  manaifacturing  in  Canada;  43 
per  cent  of  all  Canadian  exports'  and'  82 
tper  cent  of  all  exports  of  fuUy  manu- 
factured products.  It  is  clear  that  Ontario 
^s  exceedingly  important  to  the  economy 
and  well-being  of  Canada  and  of  a  large 
segment  of  national  population. 

So  there's  much  praise  given  to  the  Province 
of  Ontario. 


The  government  should  initiate  a  study  to 
complete  the  study  it  has.  I  believe  they  indi- 
cated there  was  such  a  study  by  the  minister's 
predecessor,  relating  to— perhaps  the  term  Fm 
looking  for  is  transfer  of  payments,  as  it  is 
call'ed,  of  all  those  benefits  to  which  an  em- 
ployee now  contributes  for  those  many  On- 
tario citizens  who  now  receive  some  form  of 
compensation. 

I  would  like  to  list  some  of  those,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  worker  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario  is  contributing  to.  Many  of  them  are 
duplications.  Perhaps  he  is  being  charged  two 
or  three  times  in  the  belief  that  he  is  going  to 
get  some  form  of  compensation  as  a  result  of 
an  illness  or  some  accident. 

'These  are  in  the  public  sector:  Unemploy- 
ment insurance;  Canada  Pension;  old  age 
security;  disability  insurance;  sick  and  ac- 
cident insurance;  veterans'  benefits;  public 
assistance  programmes  such  as  the  Family 
Benefits  Act. 

'It's  been  mentionedi  by  previous  speakers 
that  many  times  a  claimant,  with  a  rather 
low  pension  allowed  through  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act,  has  to  go  through  the 
Family  Benefits  Act,  or  even  to  the  Veterans' 
Benefits  Act,  for  some  assistance. 

Now,  if  they  make  an  appeal  to  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  they  are  also 
asked:  "Do  you  have  Canada  Pension  Plan? 
Go  to  them  and'  get  some  help."  But  the  re- 
sponsibility lies  v^dth  the  WCB  in  the  case  of 
an  injury  to  the  worker  in  Ontario. 

•Then  there  is  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act.  In  the  private  sector  we  have  private 
pension  programmes;  supplementary  un- 
employment benefits;  organized'  private  char- 
ities; insurance  programmes,  including  auto- 
mobiles and  other  private  insurance. 

Surely,  it  is  time  that  a  complete  assess- 
ment is  made  for  a  new  approach,  for  a  fair 
deal  for  all  the  province's  citizens. 

'If  there  is  some  misfortime,  such  as  an 
accident  or  sickness,  they  should  have  suffi- 
cient income  for  the  same  standard  of  living 
as  most  Canadians— which  is  the  highest 
standard  of  any  nation  throughout  the  world. 

What  I'm  saying  here,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
no  person  should  have  less  income  today.  You 
cant  live  on  a  pension  of  $40  or  $60  based 
on  an  accident  during  the  years  1947  or  1952. 
It  should  be  in  tune  witii  the  times  today, 
with  the  present  cost  of  living  and  the  present 
economic  standards  in'  our  Canadian  society. 

Mr.  M.  Cassidy  (Ottawa  Centre):  New- 
found concern  for  the  working  man. 
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Mr.  Haggerty:  By  combining  all  of  these 
programmes  I've  discussed  here,  there  is  no 
reason  why  this  province  cannot  have  a  pro- 
gramme! that  will  provide  a  guaranteed  annual 
income  well  above  the  poverty  line  for 
workers  or  employees  in  ind^ustry  today. 

lOn  previous  occasions,  Mr.  Speaker,  I've 
stressed  the  need  for  a  complete  revamping 
of  safety  procedures  in  this  province.  We  neea 
a  new  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  in 
Ontario.  There  are  a  nimiber  of  industries  that 
do  have  an  excellent  safety  progranune,  and 
there  are  a  great  number  that  nave  a  poor 
safety  record.  There  are  instances  where  em- 
ployees are  presently  challenged  by  specific 
companies  concerning  occupational'  health.  I 
don't  want  to  belabour  the  debate  here  any 
longer. 

Going  back  to  the  Minister  of  Natural  Re- 
sources, he  has  initiated  a  study  into  the 
mining  industry,  particularly  Elliot  Lake, 
but  other  mines  in  Ontario,  and  there  is  a 
need  for  improvements  in  occupational  safety 
in  the  mines. 

It  should  be  an  established  requirement 
that  an  employer  must  advise  an  employee 
of  the  nature  of  a  toxic  substance  and  nox- 
ious conditions  to  which  he  is  exposed  in  his 
job  environment  and  to  advise  the  employee 
of  the  effects  on  human  health. 

SureJy,  it  is  time  that  a  complete  assess- 
ment is  required  for  a  new  approach  to  a 
fair  deal  for  the  province's  citizens.  I  was 
interested,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  the  recent  pub- 
lication by  the  Ontario  Federation  of  Labour 
and  I  would  like  to  quote  it  for  the  record: 

Labour    Representative   Speaks   to   IAPA 

In  a  hard-hitting  speech  to  the  Lindsay- 
Peterborough  chapter  of  the  IAPA  in 
March,  Henry  Wiseback,  secretary  of  the 
Ontario  Federation  of  Labour  Safety  Com- 
mittee, told  a  meeting  that  management- 
imposed  safety  programmes  where  workers 
are  not  consulted,  are  useless. 

He  said  the  joint  labour-management 
safety  committees  which  work  out  safety 
programmes  jointly  and  administer  them 
jointly,  are  the  only  programmes  which 
can  be  effective. 

He  further  stated  the  unions  are  doing  a 
considerable  amount  of  safety  education 
work  and  will  co-operate  on  joint  safety 
programmes  when  consulted.  Too  often 
supervisory  personnel,  without  consulta- 
tion, try  to  impose  programmes  on  work- 
ers without  properly  explaining  to  them 
the  need  for  such  programmes.  He  also 
stated   that  too  many  employees   are  still 


resisting  joint  safety  efforts;  and  too  often 
we  have  to  call  on  the  government  en- 
forcement agencies  to  have  some  manage- 
ments comply  with  safety  regulations. 

No  employees  in  industry  in  Ontario  should 
be  subject  to  such  conditions. 

I  don't  want  to  be  repetitious,  Mr.  Speaker, 
but  I  do  have  a  private  member's  bill.  An 
Act  to  provide  for  the  Establishment  of 
Safety  Committees  in  Industries  in  Ontario. 
Some  time,  I  hope  it  is  debated  in  the  Legis- 
lature during  the  private  members'  hour 
because  I  think  this  is  the  answer  to  reduc- 
ing the  number  of  accidents  in  industry  in 
Ontario.  The  bill  would  give  the  employees 
and  employers  equal  reprentation  on  a  safety 
committee  through  legislation;  they  will  have 
an  input  in  safety  matters.  I  think  it  is  an 
important  bill  and  hopefully  this  minister 
may  move  in  that  direction,  to  give  the 
workers  some  input  in  safety  matters.  Not 
some— they  should  have  input  in  safety  mat- 
ters and  safety  procedures  in  industry  in  On- 
tario. It  is  long  overdue  and  I  hope  the 
minister  will  move  in  that  direction. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  sum  it  up,  I  would  want 
to  deal  with  one  particular  claim.  It  is  claim 
6150395.  This  was  a  nurse  who  was  injured 
some  10  or  12  years  ago;  I  believe  it  was  in 
one  of  the  hospitals  in  the  riding.  A  stool 
collapsed  and  she  fell  and  injured  her  spine. 
There  is  quite  a  lengthy  history  of  the  in- 
jured person.  When  I  lock  at  what  she  will 
receive  under  the  present  proposals— this  two 
per  cent  per  year  as  the  minister  has  indi- 
cated in  his  statement— it's  rather  disgusting 
that  the  minister  should  introduce  a  bill 
such  as  this.  I  have  to  sympathize  with,  those 
persons  who  were  injured  before  1971  be- 
cause what  the  minister  has  indicated  to 
them  looks  great— that  60  per  cent  increase. 
Ill  tell  the  minister  what  that  60  per  cent 
increase  will  give  to  this  particular  claimant 
based  on  two  per  cent.  It  happened  some  10 
or  12  years  ago  and  she  is  presently  classi- 
fied as  37.5  per  cent  disabled.  There  is  an- 
other clause  in  here  that  she  is  rated  at  only 
16  per  cent,  but  there  are  stipulations  under 
the  regulations  or  under  the  interpretations 
of  the  Act  so  she  can  be  raised  to  37  per 
cent.  Under  the  present  legislation  she  is 
getting  $93.75  a  month  and  imder  the  new 
legislation  she  will  receive  $97.50  per  month, 
an  increase  of  only  $3.75.  How  ridiculous  can 
we  get  in  going  along  with  accepting  the 
principle  of  this  bill? 

(We  know  what  the  nurses  are  looking  for 
today  in  salary  increases;  they  are  talking 
about  $800  or  $900  a  month.  Here  is  a  regis- 
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tered  nurse  who  will  receive  an  increase  of 
$3.75  a  month.  They  say  there  is  nothing 
wrong  with  this  particular  case  and  yet  she 
has  had  six  operations  on  her  spine;  the  last 
one  wasi  a  I'umbotonomy— I  guess-  that  is  the 
word  I  am  looking  for.  That  was  the  last  that 
could  be  done  for  her. 

As  serious  as  this  case  is,  she  gets  a  measly 
$97.50  after  July  of  this  year.  That's  what 
she  will  receive. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wonder 
if  the  member  can  give  me  the  d^ate  of  that 
accident? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  I  believe  it  is  1964  or  1963. 
I  hope  these  figures  are  right,  because  I  be- 
lieve they  come  from  the  minister's  depart- 
ment. I'm  sure  they  are. 

But  for  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  can- 
not support  this  bill.  I  think  these  persons 
who  have  been  injured  some  15,  20  or  25 
years  ago  are  going  to  be  shortchanged  fur- 
ther. The  bill  doesn't  go  far  enough.  It 
doesn't  even  bring  them  out  of  poverty.  They 
will  still  remain  perhaps  the  lowest  that  there 
is. 

Sure  we  can  go  around  bragging  that  we 
have  one  of  the  best  compensation  pro- 
grarranes  throughout  the  world,  but  there  is 
no  reason  why  we  cannot  bring  in  some  de- 
cent improvements  to  it.  I  feel  this  biB  does 
not  go  far  enough  to  give  those  injured 
workers  sufficient  maintenance  income,  and  it 
doesn't. 

Upon  those  bases,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  per- 
haps the  minister  should'  give  consideration  to 
some  form  of  amendments'  to  meet  the  need 
for  a  comprehensive  educational  pl'an  and  un- 
employiment  policy  directed  to  the  rehabilita- 
tion and  reallocation  of  workers;  compensa- 
tion benefits  should  be  paid  on  the  basis  of 
capability  for  fuH-  employment  and  not  be 
based  upon  clinical  assessment  of  the  injury; 
commutations  of  the  injured  workers'  pensions 
should  be  granted  upon  request;  the  cost-of- 
living  escalator  clause  should  be  part  of  the 
bill  in  accordance  with  the  consumers  price 
index;  and  we  should  include  the  contribu- 
tions to  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  and  im- 
employment  insurance  and  OHIP  premiums. 

/One  cannot  support  the  bill  unless  the  min- 
ister brings  in  some  amendments  that  will 
make  it  a  dtecent  bill,  so  that  these  workers 
have  sufficient  income  to  maintain  a  decent 
standard  of  living  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Prince 
Edwardi-Lennox. 


Mr.  J.  A.  Taylor  (Prince  Edward-Lennox): 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Foulds:  On  a  point  of  ordter,  Mr. 
Speaker.  The  first  speaker  on  the  bill  is  Con- 
servative, the  minister,  the  second  speaker  is 
Liberal,  and  the  next  speaker  is  an  NDP 
member,  then  we  alternate  with  Liberals,  and 
I  think- 

Mr.  Taylor:  Well,  the  member  for  Sudbury 
East  has  been  kind  enough  to  ask  me  to 
proceed,  Mr.  Speaker,  and  I  appreciate  his 
coiutesy  and  your  recognition. 

I  rise  in  support  of  this  bill  not  because  it's 
the  ultimate  in  legislation  but  because  I  think 
it  is  a  step  forward.  I  know  that  the  Minister 
of  Labour  is  a  very  compassionate  and  sen- 
sitive and  understanding  man— 

Mr.  Martel:  Did  the  member  say  "passion- 
ate"? 

Mr.  Taylor:  —fair  mindfexl— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That's  how  I  got  this 
job. 

Mr.  Taylor:  —and  we  look  at  this'  as  a  step 
forward  but  not  the  ultimate.  I  think  concern 
is  expressed  in  connection  with  the  present 
legislation  because  of  a  couple  of  matters. 

lit  has  been  said  that  the  legislation  does 
not  go  far  enough.  I  think,  in  terms  of  the 
worlanan  who  has  been  totally  disabled,  that 
he  is  very  fairly  taken  care  of.  But  the  prob- 
lem arises  in  connection  with  the  workman 
who  is  partially  disabled. 

Mr.  Martel:  Right  on. 

Mr.  Taylor:  Our  history  really,  in  terms  of 
the  civilization  of  law,  has  been  to  put  a  price 
tag  on  an  eye,  an  ear,  an  arm  and  a  Ifeg,  and 
all  parts  of  the  body,  so  that  really  you  dissect 
a  human  being  and  you  put  a  dollar  value  on 
each  of  the  parts;  and'  then'  you  put  them 
together  again  and  you  have  a  price  tag  on  a 
person.  I  uiink  that  approach  is  wrong. 

The  reason  I  say  that,  is  that  a  person  is 
surely  more  than  the  composite  parts,  and 
when  you  try  to  compensate  someone  on  those 
terms,  then  of  course  you  lose  the  whole  pur- 
pose of  the  legislation,  which  in  my  estima- 
tion is  to  compensate  someone  adequately  for 
his  loss  in  not  being  able  to  make  the  type 
of  living  he  was  matking  previously. 

There  is  often  a  very  tramnatic  experience 
suffered  by  a  workman  as  a  result  of  an 
accident.  There  is  a  psychological'  impact  that 
cannot  be  meas'ured  in  terms  of  dollars  and  in 
laboratory  terms.  I  know  there  are  cases  that 
are  difficult  to  judge,  because  there  are  per- 
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sons  who  probabl)-  feign  types  of  injuries 
where  they  don't  exist;  but  I  don't  think  we 
should  be  unmindful  of  the  bulk  of  tlie  cases 
where  a  person  is  so  affected  ps)chologically 
by  an  accident  in  losing  an  arm  or  a  leg  or 
some  other  faculty,  whereby  that  has  a  de- 
cided impact  on  his  capabilities^-not  only 
physically  but  mentally— and  his  ability  to 
make  a  decent  living. 

'So  here  we  are  dealing  really  with  the 
philosophy  of  the  legislation,  and  it  may  be 
that  whil-e  we  have  the  finest  legisktion  of 
any  jurisdiction,  nevertheless  we  should'  take 
a  look  at  the  approach  or  the  philosophy  of 
compensating  a  workman  rather  than  in  terms 
of  trying  to  put  a  diollar  value  on  each  of  the 
parts  of  his  person. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  something  that  con- 
cerns me.  I  do  hope  the  minister  will  take  a 
look  at  the  thrust  of  the  legislation  as  it 
exists  now  and  how  it  might  be  amended  in 
the  future  to  take  care  of  that  type  of  situa- 
tion. Take  a  look  at  that  approach.  A  person 
who  might  be  compensated  in  terms  of  a  loss 
of  20  per  cent  disability,  really  when  you 
take  into  consideration  the  other  aspects  of 
the  situation,  including  the  psychological  im- 
pact, he  may  be  capable  of  earning  only  half 
as  much  money  as  he  was,  but  is  being  com- 
pensated in  terms  of  a  20  per  cent  disability. 
That  is  a  different  approach.  I  would  ask 
the  minister,  in  future  consideration  of  the 
legislation,  to  take  that  into  consideration; 
and  it  may  be  that  as  time  goes  on  the  legis- 
lation can  be  further  modernized  and  in  my 
opinion  tailored  to  suit- 
Mr.  Young:  Tailored? 
Mr.  Martel:  Is  he  punning? 
Mr.  B.  Newman:  "Jim  Taylored?** 

Mr.  TaylcH":  —the  realities  of  our  current 
economic  and  social  conditions.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Martel:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  L.  Maeck  (Parry  Sound):  He  stole  the 
member  for  Sudbury  East's  thunder;  I  am 
soriy. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  I  gave  him  the  thunder 
and  I  appreciate  that  he  took  the  opportunity 
to  use  it.  I  am  in  agreement  with  him. 

Mr.  R.  D.  Rowe  (Northumberland):  Well 
then,  forget  it  and  sit  down. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  there  is  more  to  be  said. 

Mr.    Speaker,   I  wasn't  in  the   Legislature 

last  Friday.  I  was  driving  along  and  I  heard 


the  statement  to  the  press  as  to  what  the 
changes  in  the  legislation  were  going  to  be, 
and  I  thought  my  goodness,  that  sounded 
great.  I  came  back  to  Queen's  Park  and  got 
a  copy  of  the  minister's  statement  before  I 
read  the  bill,  and  it  looked  great.  And  then 
I  looked  at  the  bill.  And  I  want  to  tell  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  that  it  isn't  worth  the  paper  it's 
printed  on. 

It  does  nothing,  absolutely  nothing,  for  the 
real  flaw  in  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act,  and  that  relates  to  those  groups  of  men 
who  are  only  partially  disabled. 

If  a  man  is  totally  disabled— if  he's  on 
permanent  total  disability  or  if  he's  on  tem- 
porary total  disability— he  can  survive;  he 
can  get  by.  But  those  men  who  demonstrated 
out  here  last  week,  or  the  week  before,  and 
the  people  that  are  having  the  problems,  are 
not  considered  totally  disabled,  either  per- 
manently or  temporarily.  And  the  bill  by- 
passes them  totally. 

I'm  going  to  come  to  the  clause  which  is 
so  carefully  worded  and  which  worries  me 
most  about  the  entire  bill.  But  again,  I  make 
the  original  point:  The  bill  can't  stand  to  be 
scrutinized.  It's  a  skeleton  compared  to  die 
statement  that  was  carefully  prepared  by  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  people  or 
the  minister's  staff  themselves. 

There's  a  basic  raise  of  $10.  Well  hell, 
what  do  you  do  with  $10  today,  when  you're 
already  earning  insufficient  or  drawing  in- 
sufficient pay  to  meet  today's  cost  of  living? 
The  government  might  as  well  have  kept  it; 
Scrooge  couldn't  have  been  so  miserable.  The 
generosity  of  this  government  is  overwhelm- 
ing, really  it  is. 

Then  we  move  on  and  we  find  included  in 
the  bill  this  section  41  which  clarifies  the 
amount  to  be  paid;  but  again,  doesn't  help 
the  partially  disabled.  It  fails  in  a  couple  of 
ways. 

For  example,  if  you  take  a  worker  who's 
returning  to  work— and  this  is  under  section 
41  (1)  (a)— if  the  man  returns  to  some  type 
of  work  different  than  the  work  he  was  in- 
jured doing,  he,  in  all  probability,  will  have 
a  lesser  remuneration. 

Let  me  give  you  an  example:  If  a  man, 
before  he  got  injured  was  earning  $4.50  an 
hour,  and  he  returned  to  work  and  he  was 
getting  $4  an  hour,  the  board,  in  fact,  would 
pay  him  a  differential  of  75  per  cent,  or  37% 
cents  an  hour.  But  as  his  contract  works  its 
way  through  and  the  raises  of  the  new  con- 
tractural  arrangements  come  into  effect,  his 
regular  work  might  go  to  $4.75  an  hour. 
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The  light  duty  job  he  returned  to  do,  and 
you  don't  call  it  that,  but  the  other  job  in 
fact  would  go  maybe  to  $4.25.  The  only  dif- 
ference paid  to  him  is  on  the  25  cents  an 
hour.  You  don't  give  him  his  new  rating,  had 
he  stayed  in  the  original  job;  you  give  him 
the  old  rating  at  the  time  he  was  injured.  So 
he  gets  75  per  cent  of  25  cents,  which  re- 
duces his  ultimate  take  home  pay. 

Eventually  he  reaches  that  point  with  the 
new  job  which  was  equivalent  to  the  job  he 
left  at  the  time  he  was  injured— and  let  us 
say  there  is  still  50  cents  an  hour  diflFerence 
—so  he  gets  nothing  as  a  result  of  that  disa- 
bility to  ofFset  his  wage  loss. 

He  ultimately  will  have  at  least,  just  on 
those  figures  alone,  $1,000  a  year  less  take- 
home  pay.  That  might  not  mean  much  to  the 
minister  or  the  cabinet,  but  it  does  to  him 
and  his  family.  He  might  be  lucky  and  get  a 
small  pension,  you  know  $35  or  $40  a  month, 
but  it  will  not  oflFset  his  losses.  That  hasn't 
changed  really,  except  that  the  biU  has 
clarified  the  position. 

There  are  those  who  handle  a  good  many 
compensation  cases.  Through  my  office  ever>' 
week  I  handle  at  least  five.  The  next  section 
really  bothers  me. 

The  minister  in  his  statement  said,  there 
will  be  no  more  classification  of  light  duty. 
That's  all  well  and  good  and  we'll  see  the 
man  getting  100  per  cent  supposedly.  That 
bothers  me.  Listen  to  the  wording.  It  says 
"fails  to  co-operate."  What  do  you  mean  by 
"fails  to  co-operate"? 

Let  me  give  you  an  example  of  a  man  who 
has  a  functional  overlay  as  a  result  of  a 
back  injury  and  who  feels  that  he  is  totally 
disabled— in  his  own  mind  he  is  convinced 
he  is.  A  man  who  at  one  time  was  the  high- 
est bonused  worker  at  Falconbridge  suffer- 
ed a  back  injury.  He  ultimately  got  16  per 
cent  disability  from  the  Compensation  Board. 
In  fact,  when  he  fell  down  he  could  no 
longer  get  up  by  himself.  He  ended  up  with 
a  $69-a-month  pension. 

It  is  going  to  be  very  easy  to  classify  him 
as  not  being  co-operative  because  to  him  the 
fact  he  coiddn't  get  up  off  the  floor  was 
very  real.  In  physical  terms  it  was  not.  The 
board  classified  him  as  16  per  cent  disabled. 
If  the  man  is  only  16  per  cent  disabled  and 
says  he  can't  go  back  to  work,  they  are  going 
to  classify  him  as  unco-operative.  What  does 
he  do  then? 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  They  are  doing  it  to  him 
now. 


Mr.  Martel:  They  are  doing  it  to  him  now. 
He  is  unco-operative  and  doesn't  want  to 
try.  What  do  you  do  with  the  functional 
overlay?  Are  you  going  to  treat  every  man 
who  has  a  functional  overlay  for  the  func- 
tional overlay? 

Try  doing  it  with  the  board  presently.  Try 
to  get  psychiatric  help  for  a  worker.  It  is 
almost  an  impossibility,  because  they  say  it 
is  unrelated  to  the  industrial  accident.  Some- 
times you  can  prove  it;  most  frequently  you 
can't.  He  is  an  unco-operative  man  in  the 
board's  terms.  He  will  be  taken  from  100 
per  cent  temporary  total  disability,  as  I  un- 
derstand this  piece  of  legislation,  under 
clause  2  to  a  permanent  rating.  In  other 
words,  he'll  drop  from  100  per  cent  to  a 
pension  of  $50,  $60,   $70  or  $80  a  month. 

My  friend  from  Prince  Edward-Lennox 
was  right,  because  the  whole  concept  of 
compensation  is  wrong.  You  don't  judge  it 
on  the  amount  of  physical  disability  that's 
there. 

I  am  going  to  have  to  give  the  minister  a 
few  more  examples  in  a  moment  and  ask  him 
to  respond.  What  do  you  do  with  the  man 
who  has  silicosis  and  who  can't  be  put  back 
into  an  area  of  exposure?  What  do  you  do 
with  a  man  who  has  an  industrial  deafness 
claim?  You  can't  retrain  him,  particularly  if 
he  has  limited  education. 

What  is  the  minister  going  to  classify  him 
as  under  this  41(l)(b),  "fails  to  co-operate 
in  or  is  not  available  for  a  medical  or  vo- 
cational rehabilitation  programme"?  Fails  to 
co-operate!  What  type  of  medical  programme 
is  the  minister  talking  about  for  a  man  who 
is  industrially  deaf?  What  type  of  vocational 
programme  is  he  talking  about  for  a  man 
who  is  industrially  deaf  or  has  silicosis? 

The  minister  will  move  that  man  from  100 
per  cent  temporary  total  disability,  to  a  final 
pension  of  $50,  $60  or  $70  a  month  and 
dump  him  in  the  garbage  can,  as  the  gov- 
ernment has  been  doing  for  years  and  this 
legislation  doesn't  change  that  one  single 
iota. 

Or  we  can  go  down  to  clause  2  and  it  says 
"fails  to  accept  or  is  not  available  for  em- 
ployment." Let's  say  the  board  decide  they 
have  a  light  duty  job  for  a  man  in  Toronto 
and  he  lives  in  Sudbury;  and  that  would  be- 
come a  gimmick.  I'm  convinced.  People  un- 
der the  gallery  shake  their  heads, 

I  suspect  it  will  become  a  gimmick  because 
we  all  know  that  a  man  cannot  leave  the 
Sudbury  area  and  come  to  Toronto  today. 
The  board  knows  that  full  well,  because  he 
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couldn't  even  afford  a  house  on  the  type  of 
modified  work  that  he  will  be  forced  to 
take.  But  it  will  be  convenient  to  say:  "Well, 
the  man  doesn't  want  to  go  from  Sudbury 
to  Timmins  to  North  Bay."  So  these  clauses 
in  41(l)(b)(i)  and  (ii)  contain  all  the  poten- 
tial for  taking  every  man  off  a  100  per  cent 
temporary  disability  allowance  at  any  op- 
portxmity   or   any   time   the   occasion   merits. 

'The  government  can  simply  move  in  and 
say:  "This  man  has  a  functional)  overlay,  he^s 
not  very  co-operative,  we'll  take  him  off,"  and 
he  is  moved  from  the  100  per  cent. 

I  sometimesi  think  what  this  minister  is 
dioing  is  destroying  what  the  former  Minister 
of  Labour  had  succeeded  in  doing,  and'  that 
was  getting  six  addlitional^  weeks,  and  I  under- 
stand he  wanted'  to  move  it  to  12  additional 
weeks,  at  100  per  cent. 

'It  all  looks  very  good,  Mr.  Speaker,  but 
that  section  smells.  It  has  aU  of  the  mechan- 
ism needled  to  take  every  single,  solitary, 
temporary,  partially  disabled  man  and  classify 
him  as  any  category  to  which  the  minister 
wants  to  red'uce  it.  I  don't  know  who  thought 
up  that  wording,  but  I  read  it  last  night  and 
I  read  it  the  day  before  and  I've  reread  it 
and  reread  it. 

An  hon.  member:  The  Provincial'  Secretary 
for  Social  Development  thought  it  up. 

Mr.  Mattel:  What  it  does  is  continue  the 
philosophy  in  the  board  that  this  government 
has  adopted  that  you  can  segment  a  man  into 
pieces,  as  is  now  dbne;  really,  the  government 
chops  him  up.  It  doesn't  look  at  his  ability  to 
earn  being  destroyed. 

I  want  to  know  what  the  government  asks 
a  grade  6  miner,  a  man  with  grade  6  educa- 
tion, 45  years  old,  of  ethnic  background, 
when  it  says  he's  30  per  cent  disabled  because 
it  says  his  arms  are  great  and  he's  got  two 
eyes  and  two  ears  and  he  can  see,  but  it 
doesn't  look  at  the  fact  that  he  is  disabled 
from  earning  a  living. 

Those  of  us  who  have  been  fortunate 
enough  to  get  an  education  could  suffer  that 
kind  of  a  disability— 20  or  30  per  cent  with  a 
back  injury— and  still  earn'  a  living.  To  many 
workmen  in  the  province  an  injured  back 
means  finis,  done;  his  ability  to  earn  is  de- 
stroyed. And  that's  the  fundamental  problem 
with  the  legislation. 

'I  could  go  to  my  files  now  and  bring  down 
five,  10  cases  in  which  men  have  been  granted 
Canad^a  Pensions,  which  state  categorically 
from  the  physician  down,  from  the  specialist 
down,  that  the  man  is  totally  disabled. 

I  have  written  the  Premier  (Mr.  Davis),  too. 


in  the  last  week.  When  they  say  a  man  is 
totally  disabled  he  gets  a  Canada  Pension. 
From  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
he  is  getting  20  per  cent.  What  in  God's 
name  gives,  when  all  of  the  specialists  who 
treat  these  men  say  they  are  totally  disabled? 
Canada  Pension  grants  them  a  disability  pen- 
sion and  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board, 
using  its  sick  formula  of  deduction— he's  got 
two  good  eyese  and  therefore  he  is  not  100 
per  cent  disabledUgrants  him  20  or  25  per 
cent. 

There  is  something  that  stinks  in  the  state 
of  Denmark,  We  have  to  look  at  people  as 
people  when  their  ability  to  earn  is  destroyed' 
and  we  won't.  What  is  even  more  frustrating 
is  the  nonsense  of  this  government.  It  went 
off  to  Ottawa  last  year— the  Treasurer  and  the 
Minister  of  Community  and  Social  Services 
(Mr.  Brunelle)  and  they  implored  the  federal 
government  to  put  an  escalator  clause  in  the 
Canadia  Pension. 

'I've  read  the  papers  and  in  every  instance 
when  this  government  is  responsible  for  pen- 
sions it  will  not  include  an  escalator  clause. 
When  we  talked!  about  GAINS  the  other 
night,  the  Treasurer  said.  "We  will  review  it." 
We  talk  about  this,  the  compensation,  and  the 
Minister  of  Labour  says:  "We  will  review  it." 
But  in  Ottawa,  playing  politics,  this  govern- 
ment presents  a  series  of  papers  on  an  esca- 
lator clause  ini  the  Canada  Pension,  and  by 
God  the  federal  government  put  it  in.  But  not 
this  government.  How  can  it  play  such  games 
with  the  people  most  afflicted  in  our  society? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  When  is  it  going  to  stop 
playing,  that's  the  point? 

Mr.  Martel:  We  are  talking  about  human 
lives.  We  are  talking  about  families  which 
are  being  destroyed.  I  would  suspect  if  we 
ever  looked  into  those  900  cases— 936  cases,  I 
think,  is  the  exact  number— of  peoplte  who  are 
on  family  benefit  pensions  who  are  there  as  a 
result  of  industrial  accidents— can  the  minister 
tell  me  what  the  taxpayer  of  Ontario  is  doing 
paying  family  benefit  pensions,  through  the 
Ministry  of  Community  and  Social  Services, 
for  people  who  are  injured  on  the  job? 

Mr.  Young:  It  takes  the  burden  off  the 
industries. 

Mr.  Martel:  Poor  old  industry.  We  can't 
burden  them  too  much,  can  we? 

An  hon.  member:  They  don't  have  any 
money. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Public  charge,  charge  on  the 

public. 
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Mr.  Martel:  They  don't  have  any  money. 
The  minister  should  ask  the  Compensation 
Board  staff  to  study  what  is  happening  in  the 
families  which  are  on  that  20,  30  or  40  per 
cent  disability  pension,  to  find  out  what  is 
happening  to  the  total  family.  I  can  show  the 
minister  family  after  family  which  has  broken 
up  because  of  it. 

There  is  inadequate  income,  there  is  pain, 
there  is  suffering  and  all  of  the  problems  that 
go  with  it  and'  the  government  continues  to 
ignore  it  in  totality.  This  bill  doesn't  deal  with 
it.  This  bill  is  a  farce.  It  doesn't  include  an 
escalator  clause,  although,  piously,  the  Treas^ 
urer  went  to  Ottawa  and  asked  for  it  in  the 
Canada  Pension.  This  minister  won't  intro- 
duce it.  It  doesn't  increase  the  benefits  to  the 
partially  disabled. 

I  want  the  minister  to  tell  us,  when  he 
rises  in  his  place  to  respond,  precisely  how 
many  men  in  this  province  are  receiving  100 
per  cent  permanent  disability  pensions.  Be- 
cause that  is  going  to  indicate  exactly  how 
many  people  are  affected  by  this  bill,  really. 
It's  going  to  be  a  handful.  The  overwhelming 
majority  of  men  and  women  who  are  on  any 
range  of  pensions  under  the  100  per  cent,  will 
be  fortunate  if  they  get  $10,  plus  that  rather 
inadequate  amount  of  increase  that  the  min- 
ister brags  about,  60  per  cent— that  my  friend, 
the  member  for  Windsor  West,  did  such  a 
magnificent  job  in  documenting.  The  min- 
ister is  giving  60  per  cent,  when  in  the  same 
period  of  time  the  cost  of  living  increased  180 
per  cent.  In  the  same  period,  from  1945  to 
the  present,  the  cost  of  hving  went  up  180 
per  cent.  And  the  minister  is  going  to  give 
60  per  cent  of  their  pension.  And  that's  maxi- 
mum, providing  you  were  injured  in  1945. 

When  we  look  at  it  in  terms  of  wages  and 
what  those  people  would  have  earned,  the 
minister  is  giving  60  per  cent  when  industrial 
wages  and  salaries  went  up  420  per  cent.  The 
minister  has  certainly  kept  that  in  tune  with 
this  pile  of  garbage  he  calls  a  bill. 

The  interesting  part  is  that  he  influenced 
the  press.  Like  the  most  of  us,  they  just  read 
his  statement.  The  minister  has  got  his  col- 
leagues hoodwinked.  They  won't  even  look 
at  the  bill,  they  think  it's  so  good.  They 
think  it's  so  good  they  are  not  going  to 
bother  reading  it.  The  minister  told  them  it 
was  good.  And  there  isn't  one  that  has  the 
intestinal  fortitude  to  scrutinize  the  bill  and 
see  what  it  really  means;  who  would  get  up 
and  say  that  a  60  per  cent  increase  since 
1945,  when  the  increased  cost  of  living  is 
180  per  cent,  is  not  enough.  There  isn't  one 
who  has  the  guts  to  stand  up  and  be  counted. 


who  would  say  that  they  should  have  a  180 
per  cent  increase  as  well.  But  they  won't. 
They  will  sit  around  and  the  minister  will 
salve  his  conscience,  or  he  won't  come  in  and 
listen. 

I  want  to  know  from  the  minister  what  is 
going  to  happen  to  the  industrial  worker  who 
has  industrial  silicosis,  and  he  can't  go  some- 
where else.  I  want  to  know  what  is  going  to 
happen  to  the  industrially  deaf?  There  were 
138  cases  in  Sudbury  last  year,  80  of  which 
have  been  established,  40  more  pending,  and 
only  18  rejected— and  many  hundreds  more 
to  come. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  They  may  buy  a  hearing  aid. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  is  going  to  happen  to 
those  people  when  they  can't  be  retrained, 
medically  or  vocationally?  Is  the  minister 
going  to  reduce  them  from  a  maximum  of  100 
per  cent  down  to  a  final  pension?  I  suspect 
that's  what  he  is  going  to  do.  I  want  to 
know  what  he  is  going  to  do  for  men  with  a 
functional  overlay?  Is  he  going  to  treat  each 
and  every  man  who  has  a  functional  overlay, 
and  then  attempt  to  rehabilitate  them?  The 
minister  is  not  doing  that  now. 

These  things  have  to  be  answered.  Because 
the  group  that  most  desperately  needs  help 
in  this  province  is  the  partially  disabled. 
The  minister  hasn't  looked  at  it,  except  to  say: 
"We're  removing  light  duty."  Well,  that 
doesn't  do  anything  for  anyone,  unless  there 
are  guarantees  in  the  language;  and  the 
language  in  that  section  scares  the  hell  out 
of  me. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Is  the  member  for  Timis 
kaming  (Mr.  Havrot)  the  minister's  park'" 
mentary  assistant? 


la- 


Mr.  Martel:  Finally  it  is  interesting,  that 
the  minister  has  a  clause  in  there— and  I'm 
not  sure  if  my  colleague  alluded  to  it— where 
he  will  not  give  those  who  have  been  paid 
off,  without  choice,  the  benefit  of  the  60  per 
cent  escalation. 

In  other  words,  what  you  are  going  to  do, 
as  I  understand  the  bill,  is  that  anyone  who 
was  given  a  commutation  for  any  reason— 
whether  because  it  was  under  a  certain  per- 
centage which  the  board  automatically  pays 
off  or  if  the  worker  asks  for  it— those  workers 
will  lose  that  escalation  pay,  bad  as  it  is; 
and  that  will  involve  thousands  of  workers. 

The  minister  does  everything  to  chisel 
the  worker  on  behalf  of  his  industrial  friends, 
doesn't  he?  The  government  doesn't  care 
how  badly  it  socks  it  to  the  workers,  it  has 
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got  to  protect  that  one-tenth  of  one  per  cent. 
They  don't  want  that  to  go  too  high. 

Heaven  forbid,  one  only  had  to  read  the 
Globe  and  Mail  last  Friday  and  see  that  the 
manufacturing  sector's  increase  in  profit  in 
the  first  three  months  of  this  year  was  45 
per  cent.  Then  when  we  discussed  the 
GAINS  bill  the  other  night,  the  member 
for  Scarborough  West  (Mr.  Lewis)  put  on 
the  record  that  we  gave  back,  in  tax  con- 
cessions and  so  on  for  last  year,  something 
like  $73  million  I  guess  it  was. 

One  can't  affect  one's  friends  too  much 
can  one?  When  weighing  it  in  terms  of 
affecting  their  financial  friends  or  in  human 
suflFering,  this  government  opts  for  suffering 
and  destitution  every  time. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Shamel 

Mr.  Martel:  I'm  always  impressed  by  the 
religiousness  of  the  men  over  on  that  side  of 
the  House,  always  impressed;  but  in  human 
terms  it  doesn't  translate  itself. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Is  the  member  for  Dufferin- 
Simcoe  (Mr.  Downer)  listening? 

Mr.  Martel:  It  doesn't  translate  itself.  They 
don't  even  have  the  guts  to  get  up  and 
oppose  a  hunk  of  garbage  like  this.  So  they 
delete  50,000,  60,000  or  100,000  men,  I  sup- 
pose, from  getting  any  adjustment. 

That's  a  neat  way  of  doing  it,  isn't  it? 
Simply  to  write  them  off  and  say  that  if 
they  have  received  a  commutation  in  the 
last  25  years,  really  they  are  not  entitled  to 
any  of  that  60  per  cent  increase.  That  is  a 
neat  manoeuvre,  and  that  members  opposite 
could  support  that  bothers  me,  that  you 
people  could  support  that. 

This  is  not  charity  you  know,  it  is  their 
entitlement.  As  bad  as  it  is,  they  were  en- 
titled to  that  amount  of  money,  and  this  is 
no  charitable  institution  we  are  talking  about; 
those  men  were  injured  on  the  job.  They 
are  entitled  to  that  pension,  as  bad  as  it  is, 
but  if  they  were  given  a  commutation  imder 
the  legislation,  this  government  won't  even 
pay  them  that,  and  members  opposite  will 
rise  in  their  places  to  support  it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  a  sick  bill.  It  doesn't 
stand  any  scrutiny  and  it  really  doesn't  bene- 
fit those  who  most  desperately  need  it.  Those 
with  any  percentage  of  disability  are  ignored 
unless  they  are  100  per  cent  disabled,  and 
this  government,  in  its  Scrooge-like  manner, 
over  and  over  again  when  it  comes  to  the 
most  deprived  group— we  saw  it  in  GAINS 
the  other  night— this   government  will   man- 


ipulate, will  ignore  and  will  allow  the  suffer- 
ing to  continue.  We  are  going  to  oppose  this 
bill,  and  we  are  going  to  be  here  a  long 
time  doing  so. 

Mr.  Foulds:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  believe  the  normal  adjournment 
time  on  Friday  is  1  o'clock.  There  has  been 
general  agreement  that  we  sit  beyond,  but 
the  House  leader's  original  motion  does  not 
accoimt  for  such  a  situation.  So  I  move, 
seconded  by  Mr.  Laughren,  that  the  House 
sit  beyond  the  normal  adjournment  hour  of 
1  p.m.,  but  that  we  sit  not  beyond  6  p.m. 

Mr.  Speaker:  First  of  all  I  must  say  that 
sort  of  motion  may  not  be  made,  in  my 
opinion,  by  anyone  other  than  the  House 
leader. 

Mr.  Martel:  Where  is  the  House  leader? 
Oh,  here  he  comes. 

Mr.    Speaker:    In   fact  I   believe  that  the 

motion   did   provide   for  sitting  beyond   the 

normal  hours.  I  haven't  the  motion  before 
me,  but  I  believe  it  did— 

Mr.  Foulds:   Excuse  me,  Mr.  Speaker- 
Mr.  Speaker:  While  I  am  on  my  feet  will 
the  member  please  be  seated? 

I  believe  that  the  original  motion  provided 
that  the  House,  commencing  immediately, 
would  sit  at  10  a.m.  until  10:30  p.m.  Now  it 
did  not  distinguish  between  Friday  or  Mon- 
day, or  Tuesday  or  any  day.  I  believe  it  did 
indicate  10:30  p.m. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Let's  not  fool  around. 
Let's  get  this  straightened  out. 

Mr.  Foulds:  The  motion  was  that  the  House 
will  sit  at  10  a.m.  and  may  sit  beyond  the 
normal  adjournment  hour  of  10:30  p.m.,  but 
the  standing  orders  which  outline  the  normal 
sitting  hours,  say— this  is  rule  2(d): 

When  the  House  adjourns  on  Friday  at 
1  o'clock,  p.m.,  it  shaU  stand  adjourned, 
unless  otherwise  ordered,  until  the  follow- 
ing Monday. 

Rule  3  says: 

If  at  6  o'clock,  p.m.,  on  any  Monday, 
Tuesday,  Wednesday  or  Thursday  [it's  quite 
specific]  the  business  of  the  day  is  not  con- 
cluded, the  Speaker  shall  leave  the  chair 
until  8  o'clock,  p.m.,  and  the  House  will 
continue  until  10:30  o'clock,  p.m.,  unless 
otherwise  ordered:  by  government  motion. 

There  is  nothing  in  Mr.  Winkler's  motion  that 
takes  Friday  into  account. 
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As  I  have  said,  there  is  general  agreement 
to  sit  beyond  1  o'clock.  I  think,  however,  we 
should  attend  to  the  technicalities  and  rules 
of  the  House  and  have  a  motion  that  we  do 
sit  beyond  1  p.m.  today. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  think  the  hon.  member  prob- 
ably is  right.  The  motion,  as  I  now  recall'  it, 
did  say  that  we  would  sit  beyond  the  normal 
adjournment  hour  of  10:30  p.m.,  which,  of 
course,  does  not  include  Frioay,  because  we 
don't  sit  until'  10:30  p.m.  on  a  Friday. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  House  leader  should  do 
his  job. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  can  be  done  by  govern- 
ment motion  or  it  can  be  done  by  unanimous 
consent  of  the  House.  Do  I  have  the  unani- 
mous consent  of  the  House  to  sit  beyond  the 
normal  hour  of  1  p.m.? 

Some  hon.  members:  Agreed. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  I  regret  that  the  issue 
has  been  raised.  The  hon.  member  himself 
said  he  thinks  there  is  general  agreement. 
There  is. 

An  hon.  member:  There  is. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler:  If  he  would  speak  to  his 
House  leadter,  I  think  he  will  agree  that  the 
motion  is  not  necessary. 

Mr.  Roy:  He  agrees.  No  use  fighting  it.  We 
all  agree. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Then  I  do  have  imanimous 
consent  for  the  House  to  sit  beyond  the  hour 
of  1  p.m.? 

Mr.  Foulds:  Of  course  you  do. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Wind- 

s  or- Walkerville . 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 
I  want  to  make  some  comments  concerning 
Bill  116  and  to  point  out  the  reasons  for  my 
objections  to  the  bill.  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act. 

First,  I  would  like  to  commend  the  mem- 
ber for  Prince  Ed^ward-Lennox  on  his  very 
compassionate  and  concerned  comments  dur- 
ing the  debate.  I  think  he  really  spoke  from 
the  heart.  I  only  hope  that  his  comments  in 
the  House  can  touch  his  fellow  members  in 
exactly  the  same  way  that  I  think  they  should 
touch  them.  I  hope  the  minister  paid  par- 
ticular attention  to  what  the  member  said  and 
that  he  speaks  and  brings  in  amendments  to 
this  legislation  that  ^^'ill  overcome  a  lot  of 
the  problems  that  have  been  presented  to  him 


this  morning  and  that  will  be  presented  as 
the  debate  carries  on. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  the  bill  we  are  debating, 
we  had  an  opportunity  on  Nov.  5  to  express 
our  feelings  concerning  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board.  At  that  time,  I  spoke  for 
approximately  10  minutes,  pointing  out  some 
of  the  things  that  I  thought  should  have  been 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  ministry  and 
by  the  board  in  an  attempt  to  improve  any 
legislation  that  they  anitcipated  introdlicing. 

»Novv  that  the  minister  has  introduced  Bill 
116,  I  can  say  to  him  how  very  disappointed 
I  am  to  see  that  he  has  not  taken  into  con- 
sideration the  facts  of  life,  the  reah'ties  of 
life,  as  to  exactly  how  those  who  are  on  work- 
men's compensation  and  are  receiving  partial 
permanent  disability  benefits  are  being 
treated. 

Many  of  the  speakers  prior  to  me  did  men- 
tion that  the  cost  of  living  in  the  past  10  or 
12  years,  I  believe  has  gone  up  by  some  180 
per  cent,  yet  the  benefits  that  are  going  to  the 
injured  worker  are  up  by  only  60  per  cent. 
Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  a  real  shame.  These 
people  have  to  live  in  exactly  the  same  society 
and  under  the  same  conditions  as  we,  Mr. 
Speaker,  and  surely  we  have  an  obligation  to 
provide  to  them  something  at  least  above  the 
poverty  line.  The  benefits  that  are  being  pro- 
vide to  many  of  them,  certainly  are  com- 
pletely unsatisfactory. 

They  are  not  the  working  poor.  They  are 
just  the  poor.  The  benefits  provided  don't 
even  put  them  in  the  category  of  the  working 
poor  and  their  disability  precludes  many  of 
them  from  taking  any  type  of  employment. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  made  mention  back  on  No\-. 
5  of  a  Peter  Sparabola  who  fought  for  some 
30  years  with  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  before  they  recognized  that  he  was 
right  and  the  board  was  wrong.  They  even- 
tually did  give  him  back  payments  to  the 
total  of  $14,000.  But,  Mr.  Speaker,  what  is 
$14,000  today  to  Peter  Sparabola,  who  has 
the  greatest  difficulty  getting  out  of  bed,  who 
still  calls  me  at  least  once  a  week,  and  who 
still  keeps  talking  of  suicide  simply  because 
of  the  intense  pain  that  he  is  going  through 
because  of  a  low  back  injury  at  the  Ford 
Motor  Co.  in  the  1940s. 

Mr.  Speaker,  had  we  taken  care  of  Mr. 
Sparabola  back  in  the  earlier  days,  something 
possibly  could  have  been  done  for  him.  In  the 
meantime,  he  went  through  hell  from  the 
day  of  his  injury  up  to  today. 

Think  of  the  effect  that  has  had  on  his 
good  wife.  I  don't  like  to  mention  this,  Mr. 
Speaker,   but   his    wife   passed    away   within 
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the  last  year  simply  because  of  having  to 
take  care  of  Mr.  Sparabola,  in  addition  to 
having  to  go  through  the  suffering  and  the 
anxiety  of  seeing  her  husband  going  through 
such  pain  and  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  in  their  wisdom  at  times  were  saying, 
well,  the  man  really  wasn't  interested  in  work. 

Mr.  Roy:  That's  right.  "He  shoiJd  be  doing 
light  work." 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  "He  should  be  doing 
light  work.  He's  gold  bricking.  He  is  taking 
advantage  of  society." 

Let  me  tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  any  of 
us  were  in  Peter  Sparabola's  position  we 
wouldn't  have  done  what  some  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  victims  did.  We 
would  have  been  by  far  more  active  and 
more  militant  than  many  of  them  were.  We 
have  seen  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  victims  come  into  this  Legislature  and 
out  on  the  steps  of  the  building  pleading  with 
government  to  take  care  of  them;  but  no, 
they  get  only  a  deaf  ear. 

I  thought,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  with  the  ap- 
pointment of  Mr.  Starr  things  would  change. 
I  really  think  they  have  changed.  They 
haven't  changed  fast  enough,  but  they  have 
changed. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Yes,  back  in  the  same  old 
rut. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  But  I  think  what  has  hap- 
pened is  Mr.  Starr- 
Mr.  Foulds:  Same  old  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  —is  being  hamstrung  by 
this  government.  I  think  he  is  a  concerned 
man.  I  think  his  background  indicates  it, 
but  this  government  refuses,  in  my  estimation, 
to  consider  probably  many  of  the  recom- 
mendations and  suggestions  that  he  may  have 
put  forth  during  his  short  term  as  the  chair- 
man of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  only  fair  that  any  bene- 
fits given  to  an  individual  should  be  indexed 
to  the  cost  of  living;  not  only  should  they  be 
indexed,  but  in  the  first  instance  we  should 
have  brought  that  fellow's  base  pay  on  which 
we  base  the  compensation  up  to  the  going 
pay  today.  That  fellow  has  to  pay  exactly 
the  same  amount  of  money  for  a  bottle  of 
milk  or  for  a  loaf  of  bread  as  do  we. 

Some  of  these  people  were  injured  in  the 
days  in  which  $1  an  hour  was  a  lot  of 
money  but  in  today's  economy  $2  an  hour  is 
almost  poverty,  Mr.  Speaker.  And  for  some, 
for  example,  a  married  couple  with  a  family. 


it  certainly  is  not  satisfactory  and  it  certainly 
is  poverty. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  make  mention  of  a 
fellow  by  the  name  of  Frank  Cohinski  who 
has  gone  through  a  battle  with  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  Mr.  Cohinski 
every  day,  twice  a  day,  has  to  place  his  head 
in  a  sling  and  slowly  Isend  his  knees  so  that 
he  can  stretch  his  neck  to  relieve  himself  of 
some  of  the  pain  as  a  result  of  an  injury. 

I  could  talk  of  Kristo  Gacinin  whose  dis- 
ability has  been  cut  from  100  per  cent  to  50 
per  cent.  In  my  discussion  wdth  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board,  Gacinin  doesn't 
want  to  work.  If  one  were  to  see  Kristo  he 
certainly  wouldn't  say  that.  One  would  see 
Kristo  and  would  say  he  is  in  perfect  condi- 
tion, but  turn  around  and  look  at  Kristo  and 
he  is  writhing  in  intense  pain.  Yet  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  says  he  can  work. 
Were  we  in  Kristo's  position  we  would  talk 
difi^erently. 

It  is  easy  for  someone  to  come  along  in  the 
board  or  the  doctors  to  assess  an  indivdual 
by  seeing  him  at  one  given  time,  but  to 
have  the  injury  that  the  man  has  that  doesn't 
necessarily  make  itself  known  or  visibly  show 
itself  at  any  given  time  is  a  diflFerent  story. 
Yet  the  board  doesn't  take  that  into  considera- 
tion. 

I  could  also  make  mention  of  Bill  Pearl 
who  in  his  appeal  with  the  board  had  his 
appeal  turned  down  simply  because  they 
would  not  accept  the  fact  that  his  back  in- 
jury may  have  been  caused  by  him  lifting  a 
bag  of  potatoes  and  falling  back.  They 
claimed  it  was  simply  a  txunor  in  the  back. 
That  injury,  that  lifting  of  the  bag  of  pota- 
toes, may  have  activated  the  tumour.  As  a 
result.  Bill  Pearl  receives  nothing. 

Too  often  I  hear,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
individual  who  does  have  the  temporary  disa- 
bility doesn't  want  to  work.  I  don't  accept 
that  at  all— no  way.  None  of  us  here  does 
not  want  to  work.  We  all  want  to  be  gain- 
fully employed.  We  all  want  to  make  our 
contribution  to  the  betterment  of  society 
as  well  as  to  take  care  of  our  own  families. 

Mr.  Speaker,  basing  the  pension,  as  I 
had  made  mention,  on  earnings  back  some  10 
or  20  years  ago  is  completely  unrealistic. 
In  the  first  instance,  we  should  bring  that 
base  pay  to  what  the  individual  is  earning 
today  or  would  be  earning  today  if  he  were 
employed,  and  then  the  pensions  should  be 
based  on  75  per  cent  of  that. 

There  is  the  problem  that  the  individual 
does  return  to  work,  but  he  can  no  longer 
get   the   type    of   employment   that   he   had 
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before.  For  example,  Mr.  Speaker,  if  you 
operated  a  plant  and  you  had  a  choice  of 
taking  a  young,  bright  high  school  student 
or  a  college  student  or  a  college  graduate 
or  of  taking  an  individual  who  has  had  a 
claim  against  Workmen's  Compensation; 
knowing  that,  who  would  you  take  on?  You 
certainly  wouldn't  take  the  fellow  who  has 
gone  through  a  Workmen's  Compensation 
claim  procedure.  You  know  that  he  has  had 
some  type  of  injury.  You  are  afraid  that  he 
may  reinjure  himself  on  the  job  and  as  a 
result  the  employer's  assessment  will  in- 
crease. You  can  see  that  the  fellow,  especially 
once  he  has  low  back  claim  with  the  board, 
is  sort  of  ostracized  too  often  when  it  comes 
to  getting  gainful  employment;  and  especially 
when  it  comes  to  getting  employment  at 
least  on  the  wage  scale  that  he  received 
before  his  injury. 

I  also  maintain,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the 
pension  benefits  should  be  based  on  a  going 
rate— that  is,  the  rate  paid  in  the  industry 
generally  rather  than  in  the  small  plant.  A 
fellow  who  works  for  one  of  the  big  three. 
Ford,  Chrysler  or  General  Motors,  because 
of  the  union  activity,  receives  a  fairly  good 
wage.  But  the  fellow  who  has  to  work  in  one 
of  the  service  industries  or  in  one  of  the 
parts  plants  that  do  not  pay  the  same  rate 
of  earnings  per  hour  is  disadvantaged.  He 
is  penalized.  If  he  suffers  the  same  injury 
as  the  other  individual,  his  pension  is  sub- 
stantially lower. 

Why  should  it  be  lower?  Why  should  it  be 
based  solely  on  his  earnings  in  the  given 
plant?  Why  shouldn't  that  be  industry-wide 
instead?, 

I  know  you  will  say:  "Well,  we're  going 
to  have  to  assess  the  smaller  plants  substan- 
tially more."  No.  Assess  the  larger  plant 
more,  or  assess  according  to  the  profit  and 
loss  figure,  using  that  as  part  of  a  guide, 
not  as  a  complete  guide. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  bill  that  we  have  before 
us  now  is  really  punishing  those  who  can 
least  afford  to  be  punished.  We  punish  the 
weak,  those  who  cannot  unionize  themselves 
to  any  extent,  those  who  have  no  clout  when 
it  comes  to  attempting  to  receive  increased 
benefits  from  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board. 

Earlier  this  year  I  did  make  mention  of  the 
Canada  Pension  Act  and  the  way  Work- 
men's Compensation  should  carry  on  pay- 
ments for  an  individual  who  is  on  compen- 
sation so  that,  when  and  if  he  can  no  longer 
work,  at  least  he  would  be  entitled  to  his 
maximum  Canada  Pension  benefits. 


But  if  he  is  on  workmen's  compensation, 
Mr.  Speaker,  it's  a  completely  different  story. 
He  no  longer  has  10  maximum  earning  years. 
He  may  only  have  six  or  seven.  He  may  not 
have  any,  depending  on  his  age.  I  think  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  should  make 
some  arrangement  wdth  the  federal  govern- 
ment so  that  it  can  carry  on  the  Canada 
Pension  payments  to  keep  that  fellow's  plan 
active. 

The  individual  who  works  for  the  smaller 
plant  doesn't  have  all  of  the  fringe  bene- 
fits of  one  who  works  for  the  bigger  industry. 
As  a  result,  he  can  really  be  adversely 
affected.  Especially  today,  where  we  have 
a  "30  and  out"  pension  scheme  in  the  big 
three.  Ford,  Chrysler  and  General  Motors— 
and  I  think  there  is  one  other  industry- 
today  will  give  the  individual  who  has  work- 
ed for  the  company  for  30  years  a  pension 
based  on  his  earnings,  on  his  number  of 
years  service. 

The  fact  that  an  individual  working  for 
a  smaller  plant  doesn't  have  that  benefit 
means  that  the  minister  has  to  compensate 
for  that  after  some  fashion.  Likewise,  if  the 
individual  who  is  working  for  the  big  plant 
is  injured  on  the  job  and  can't  get  the  maxi- 
mum benefits  under  the  "30  and  out"  or  "35 
and  out"  scheme,  the  ministry  or  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  should  carry  the 
fellow  in  that  scheme  so  that  he  can  retire 
with  maximum  benefits. 

The  member  from  the  Sudbury  area— 

An  hon.  member:  Sudbury  East. 

Mr.  B.  Newman:  Sudbury  East;  did  men- 
tion the  effects  on  those  who  have  had  their 
pensions  commuted  in  the  past.  I  think  he 
does  make  a  really  good  point.  I  think  the 
minister  should  give  serious  considteration  to 
those  who  have  accepted  their  pension  bene- 
fits by  way  of  commutation  and  make  some 
t>-pe  of  cash  settlement  so  that  they  would 
not  be  taken  advantage  of. 

(Mr.  Speaker,  I  could  make  a  few  extra 
comments  concerning  the  legislation,  but 
rather  than  take  up  too  much  time  of  the 
House  I  would  sincerely  ask  the  minister  to 
reconsider  the  legislation,  bring  in  amende 
ments  that  can  overcome  a  lot  of  the  prob- 
lems that  have  been  mentioned  and  which 
will  be  mentioned  as  the  debates  carry  on. 
Step  into  the  20th  century.  Be  a  little  more 
compassionate.  Let  him  think  of  his  felbw 
man- 
Mr.  Laughren:  It'd  be  a  giant  step. 
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Mr.  B.  Newman:  —and  allow  that  indi- 
vidual who  is  on  workmen's  compensation  to- 
day, who  is  living  either  at  the  poverty  level 
on  below  the  poverty  level,  to  be  brought  up 
so  that  he  can  enjoy  the  fruits  of  our  society. 
Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Nickel 
Belt. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Thank  jx)u,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
suppose  that  even  though  this  debate  is  really 
just  getting  under  way  the  minister  already 
has  the  message  that  the  opposition  parties 
find  his  amendhient  totally  inadequate. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  I  am  sure  he  has  that  mes- 
sage. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I  am  sure  he  has  already 
had  messages  from  the  Injured*  Workmen's 
Consultants  and  from  the  Union  of  Injured 
Workmen  that  they  find  it  totally  unaccept- 
able. This  makes  you  wondier  who  finds  it 
acceptable,  other  than  the  minister  himself. 
The  Provincial  Secretary-  for  Social  Develop- 
ment probably  finds  it  too  generous,  and  per- 
haps the  employers  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario; and,  I  suppose  the  member  for  Timis- 
kaming. 

'Most  of  us  who  deal  with  workmen's  com- 
pensation problems  on  a  regular  basis— and  I 
suppose  there  is  no  one  who  spends  as  much 
time  dealing  with  the  problems  of  injured 
workmen  as  the  members  from  the  Sudbury 
area.  I  can  assure  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  we 
spend  an  inordinate  amount  of  our  time  deal- 
ing with  the  problems  of  injured  workmen, 
since  the  Sudbury  area  is  a  highly  industrial- 
ized community. 

We  accept  the  fact,  Mr,  Speaker,  that  this 
amendhment  is  an  improvement  to  the  existing 
legislation,  but  of  course  the  existing  legisla- 
tion was  simply  intolerable.  It  was  grossly 
inadequate. 

I  suppose  that  the  minister  expected'  us  to 
be  grateful  when'  improvements  were  made  in 
the  existing  legislation.  When  the  minister's 
initial  statement  was  read  in  the  Legislature 
there  was  some  desk-thumping  on  this  side  of 
the  House,  but  I  can  assure  you  that  was  only 
because  the  statement  was  misleading,  as  was 
pointed  out  by  my  colleague  from  Windsor 
West. 

And  then,  just  the  other  night— I  believe  it 
was  Tuesday  night— the  debate  on  the  GAINS 
Act  indicated  just  how  ridiculous  are  the 
social  priorities  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  as 
the  difference  between  the  amount  of  dis- 
ability pension  that  would  accrue  to  someone 
who  was  disabled  as  a  result  of  an  injury  on 


the  job  and  someone  who  is  just  plain  dis^ 
abled,  for  whatever  reason,  was  pointed  out. 
It  makes  no  sense  whatsoever  that  someone 
who  is  totally  disabled  would  receive  $500  a 
year  less  because  of  how  he  came  to  be  dis- 
abled. 

One  of  the  inadequacies  of  a  compensation 
plan  for  injured  workers  is  the  limitations  of 
that  compensation  plan.  For  example,  restrict- 
ing compensation  strictly  to  men  who  are  in- 
jured on  the  job  just  does  not  make  sense. 
Surely  getting  to  work  and  going  home  from 
work  is  a  necessary  appendage  to  that  job  and 
yet  there  is  no  coverage  for  those  people 
except  through  the  private  sector. 

Work  on  the  job  involves  only  40  hours  out 
of  about  168  hours  in  the  week,  so  it  doesn't 
make  sense  to  cover  men,  who  have  to  go  to 
and  from  work,  only  while  they  are  at  work. 

'Some  peopfe  say  why  not  have  door-to-door 
coverage  under  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  whereby  one  would  be  covered  under  the 
Act  from  the  time  one  left  home  to  the  time 
one  got  back.  But  that  doesn't  make  any  sense 
either,  because  what  happens  if  one  gets  in- 
jured just  as  one  is  about  to  leave  or  just  as 
one  gets  home?  What  difference  does  that 
make? 

It  doesn't  make  sense  to  restrict  the  cover- 
age of  injured  people  in  any  jurisdiction.  I 
would  take  issue  with  those  people  who  would 
argue  strictly  for  a  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act  or  for  dbor-to-door  coverage  undfe^r  the 
same  kind  of  legislation.  The  issue,  Mr. 
Speaker,  to  which  this  government  should  be 
addressing  itself  is  not  just  to  make  improve- 
ments in  the  existing  legislation  but  rather  to 
addtess  itself  to  three  key  issues  when  v^e 
talk  about  injuries  to  people. 

One  is  accident  prevention.  That  surely 
should!  take  top  priority.  Second  is  compen- 
sation for  those  people  who  do  sustain  in- 
juries; and  third  is  rehabilitation  for  those 
people  who  sustain  injuries.  The  present  sys- 
tem does  not  concentrate  on  that.  The  present 
system  is  plainly  and  simply  an  adversary 
system;  and  I  have  heard  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  hearings,  I  have  been  at 
them. 

I  have  had  them  say  to  me:  "This  is  not  an 
adversary  situation.  Ask  the  workman  to 
relax,"  and  so  forth.  Of  course  trying  to  make 
the  workman  feel  relaxed,  that  is  fine;  but  it 
doesn't  hide  the  fact  that  it  truly  is  an 
adversary  system. 

(It  is  up  to  the  injured  workman  to  prove 
that  the  injury  occurred  on  the  job;  to  indicate 
that  the  injury  is  related  to  his  job  and  arose 
out  of  the  fact  that  he  was  employed  and 
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doing  his  job.  We  can't  escape  the  fact  that 
the  present  system  is  an  adversary  one. 

I  would  like  to  quote  from  the  1969  re- 
port of  the  Woodhouse  commission  in  New 
Zealand  and  what  it  had  to  say  about  that: 

Financial  rehabilitation  is  provided  by 
adequate  compensation  as  a  stimulus 
rather  than  a  deterrent  to  speedy  recovery. 
Prompt  and  regular  payment  of  compen- 
sation during  the  period  of  incapacity  is 
important  in  the  rehabilitation  process. 

Doubts  and  fears,  unconsciously  fostered 
by  an  adversary  system,  should  be  pre- 
vented if  at  all  possible.  The  patient  should 
not  be  allowed  to  be  imduly  disturbed 
about  financial  hardship  during  the  course 
of  his  total  disability  or  to  have  fears  and 
forebodings  for  the  future.  Such  fears  ac- 
centuate the  stress  reaction  so  ably  de- 
scribed by  Dr.  Selye,  prolonging  disability 
and  driving  reputable  citizens  to  the  only 
refuge  they  knew,  litigation. 

Knowledgeable  rehabilitation  oflBcers  at- 
tached to  the  staff  of  the  administrative 
authority  can  dispel  the  doubts  and  fears 
of  the  injured  workman  at  an  early  stage 
of  treatment.  They  can  point  out  to  him 
his  rights  and  resjwnsibilities  under  the 
Act  and  influence  positive  thinking  about 
rehabilitation  and  employment  possibilities. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  was  a  quote  from  the 
Woodhouse  commission  in  New  Zealand, 
but  the  man  who  said  that  was  reporting  to 
the  commission  and  the  man  was  Dr.  E.  C. 
Steele,  who  was  at  that  time  a  commissioner 
on  the  Ontario  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board.  Dr.  Steele  understood  what  is  meant 
by  an  adversary  system  and  what  it  can  do 
to  the  injured  workman. 

The  solution,  Mr.  Speaker,  which  was  re- 
ferred to  by  my  colleague  from  Windsor 
West,  is  a  comprehensivef  social  insurance 
scheme.  I  would  like  to  indicate  to  you  ex- 
actly what  I  see  the  purpose  of  such  a  social 
insurance  scheme  to  be: 

To  promote  the  rehabilitation  of  earners 
who  suffer  personal  injury  by  accident, 
wherever  that  accident  might  occur;  to  pro- 
mote the  rehabilitation  of  anyone  who  suffers 
personal  injury  by  a  motor  vehicle  accident, 
so  as  to  seek  to  restore  all  such  earners  and 
persons  to  the  fullest  physical,  mental,  social, 
vocati^wial  and  economic  usefulness  of  which 
they  are  capable;  and,  further,  to  make  pro- 
vision for  the  compensation  of  earners  who 
suffer  personal  injury  by  accident  and  to 
every  person  who  suffers  personal  injury  by 
a    motor    vehicle    accident    and    certain    de- 


pendents of  those  earners  and  persons  whose 
death  results  from  the  injury. 

Those  are  the  purposes  of  what  a  truly 
comprehensive  social  insurance  scheme  could 
be.  Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  such  a  system. 
This  is  not  something  which  is  dredged  out 
of  my  mind  or  the  policies  of  the  New  Demo- 
cratic Party.  There  is  such  a  system  as  this 
in  New  Zealand  at  the  present  time  and  a 
1973  report  to  the  Saskatchewan  government 
recommended  that  such  a  scheme  be  imple- 
mented in  Saskatchewan  as  well.  It  has  not 
been  implemented,  but  I  would  hope  with  a 
New  Democratic  Party  government  in  that 
province  we  will  see  the  day  when  there 
will  be  a  comprehensive  scheme  in  Saskat- 
chewan as  well. 

Put  simply,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  am  talking 
about  a  plan  to  compensate  and  rehabilitate 
every  injured  person  irrespective  of  fault  or 
where  the  accident  occurs.  Such  a  plan  de- 
serves the  top  priority  of  this  government. 
I  would  suggest  there  are  a  number  of  basic 
principles  to  which  such  a  plan  would  attach 
itself,  and  the  first  one  I  see  as  being  some- 
thing   called    conmiunity    responsibility. 

I  would  like  to  read  briefly  what  com- 
munity responsibility  would  mean  in  terms 
of  a  comprehensive  social  insurance  pro- 
gramme. 

Just  as  a  modem  society  benefits  from 
the  productive  work  of  its  citizens  so 
should  society  accept  responsibility  for 
those  willing  to  work  but  prevented  from 
doing  so  by  physical  incapacity.  And  since 
we  all  persist  in  following  community  ac- 
tivities which  year  by  year  exact  a  pre- 
dictable price  in  bodily  injury,  so  should 
we  all  share  in  sustaining  those  who  be- 
come the  random  but  statistically  neces- 
sary victims.  The  inherent  costs  of  these 
community  purposes  should  be  borne  as  a 
basis   of   equity   by   the   community. 

That's  the  end  of  a  quote  from  the  Wood- 
house  commission  report  in  New  Zealand. 
What  it  is  really  saying,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
it  is  necessary  for  people  to  carry  on  their 
activities  in  a  community— whether  it  is  going 
to  work  or  from  work  or  at  work  or  in  normal 
activities  around  the  home  or  driving  on  the 
highway— and  that  surely  if  by  some  accident, 
some  quirk  of  fate,  those  people  get  injured 
they  should  not  be  punished.  Yet  we  have  not 
accepted  that  responsibility  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  haven't 
accepted  that  responsibility  anyplace  in  this 
country.  But  I  am  hopeful  that  will  change. 

I  think  a  second  crucial  principle  is  the 
obligation    of    society    to    prevent    accidents. 
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Surely  there  is  no  better  way  to  prevent  ac- 
cidents than  to  have  a  central  body,  such  as 
a  comprehensive  social  insurance  scheme,  that 
could  assemble  the  statistics  that  it  would 
have  available  to  it  as  a  result  of  having 
control  over  all  compensation  for  people  who 
are  injured.  It  would  know  what  was  causing 
the  accidents;  it  would  know  how  better  to 
prevent  them;  it  would  have  a  major  role  in 
all  safety  programmes,  not  just  on  the  high- 
way, not  just  on  the  job,  not  just  around  the 
home,  but  in  everything  that  was  related  to 
safety.  And  that  could  be  done  much  better, 
rather  than  with  the  kind  of  balkanized  ap- 
proach there  is  now  to  safety. 

Another  crucial  principle  is  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  rehabilitation.  That  is  a  critical  one, 
because  when  I  talk  about  rehabilitation  I'm 
talking  about  not  just  getting  the  man  back 
to  his  previous  job  or  getting  him  back  to 
cope. 

Another  problem,  Mr.  Speaker,  is  that 
people  say  that  when  you  have  a  compre- 
hensive scheme  like  that,  how  would  you 
know  when  people  were  beating  the  system? 
I  can  tell  the  House  that  in  a  study  that  was 
done  in  the  United  States— and  tiis  was  a 
comment  by  an  orthopaedic  surgeon  in  the 
United  States— he  had  this  to  say  about  that 
problem: 

Most  of  the  patients  whom  we  used  to 
call  malingerers  are  not  that  at  all.  They 
are  frightened  individuals.  They  are  afraid 
that  they  are  never  going  to  be  able  to 
hold  down  a  good  job  again  and  hence  are 
worrying  about  how  they  are  going  to  sup- 
port their  families.  To  overcome  this  is  a 
challenge  to  every  doctor  who  has  to  deal 
with  compensation  injuries.  Even  our  pri- 
vate patients  experience  a  good  deal  of 
that  same  worry. 

That  is  a  major  part  of  the  problem  with  in- 
jured workmen  in  the  Province  of  Ontario. 
The  uncertainty  under  which  they  live,  given 
the  antics  of  the  existing  compensation  board 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  is  intolerable. 

I  could  point  out  to  the  House  families  that 
have  been  broken  up-the  member  for  Sud^- 
bury  East  talked  about  this  and  he's  quite 
right;  I  get  enormous  nimibers  of  th^n  as 
well.  You  have  people  vdth  back  injuries 
where  it's  almost  impossible  to  detect  the 
seriousness  of  that  injury  by  x-ray.  They  give 
them  something  called  a  myelogram,  which 
can  be  as  bad  as  the  disease  or  whatever  it  is 
that  is  bothering  them. 

I  have  had  couples  in  my  riding,  the  man 
in  tears  and  his  wife  beside  him,  saying  they 
don't    understand    how    everything    was    fine 


until  he  had  that  blessed  myelogram.  Now 
he  has  no  sex  life,  he  can't  sleep  at  nights 
and  he  is  in  a  state  of  perpetual  inner  turmoil. 

That's  the  kind  of  thing  you  get  when  you 
have  an  adversary  system  of  compensation, 
because  those  men  never  know  when  their 
compensation  is  going  to  be  cut.  If  it  is  a 
back  injury  in  particular  there  is  no  way  that 
the  doctors  can  measure  it  either.  Although 
they  have  some  pretty  sophisticated  methods 
of  trying,  they  just  caimot  detect  it  in  every 
case. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  we  must  eventually 
move  toward  this  kind  of  system.  This  is 
what  I  don't  understand  about  the  Conserva- 
tive Party  of  Ontario.  The  Conservative  Party, 
at  least  ideologically,  has  always  been  asso- 
ciated with  free  enterprise  and  the  idea  that 
people  should  strive  on  their  own  and  indi- 
vidual efiFort  is  to  be  rewarded;  yet  here  we 
have  workers  who  have  put  in  a  lifetime  of 
work,  and  when  they  get  injured  they  are 
punished.  It  is  not  even  as  though  the  gov- 
ernment kept  their  income  at  the  same  level. 
We  punish  them.  We  punish  them  in  their 
income  levels,  we  punish  them  in  the  status 
they  hold  in  the  community  and  we  punish 
them  in  what  it  does  to  their  families. 

I  have  seen  men's  egos  destroyed  by  the 
fact  that  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
would  not  provide  them  a  level  of  benefits 
which  would  allow  them  even  to  make  pay- 
ments on  their  house.  It  sent  them  to  tne 
welfare  rolls;  and  given  the  attitude  of  the 
welfare  ofiices  in  this  province,  you  know 
what  that  does  to  a  man's  ego  and  his  sense 
of  dignity.  You  leave  him  none  under  the 
present  system. 

iWhat  has  to  be  done  is  that  when  a  work- 
man is  injured'  he  must  be  seen  to  be  receiv- 
ing, not  assistance,  but  insurance.  At  the 
present  time  he  has  to  fight  for  it  instead  of 
it  being  viewed  as  a  right  of  his. 

What  is  so  unacceptable  is  that  diespite  the 
fact  that  this  government  trumpets  the  cause 
of  individtiall  effort  and  free  enterprise,  when 
someone  contributes  to  that,  it  stomps  all  over 
him. 

!I  think  that  is  a  disgrace.  I  can  tell  you, 
Mr.  Speaker,  there  is  no  aspect  of  government 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  that  angers  me  as 
much  as  the  adlninistration  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board.  I  am  not  going  to  get 
into  personalities,  at  least  not  to  any  great 
degree,  but  there  has  been  not  a  single  iota 
or  a  single  bit  of  change  since  the  present 
chairman  of  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  replaced  Mr.  Legge,  or  shall  I  refer  to 
him  as  Col.  Legge?  There  has  been  no 
change.  They  are  acting  under  the  same  legis- 
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lation  as  they  ever  were;  and  that  will  not 
change  with  this  government  apparently. 

I  suppose  the  government  would  pretend 
at  least  to  be  concerned  about  eflBciency.  One 
hears  Conservative  backbenchers  sometimes 
say:  "Oh,  yes,  you  would  have  a  great  big 
social  insurance  scheme  and  it  would  be  so 
ineflBcient."  I  want  to  tell  you  something,  Mr. 
Speaker,  a  government-operated'  social'  insur- 
ance scheme  would  be  more  eflBcient.  I  am 
sure  the  minister  will  correct  me  if  I  am 
wrong,  but  I  believe  that  of  the  total  costs  of 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  includ- 
ing benefits  paid  of  course,  administrative 
costs  are  about  10  per  cent.  According  to 
figures  from  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board,  from  1960  to  1965  the  administration 
costs  ranged  from  7,8  per  cent  down  to  6.5 
per  cent  in  1965.  Compare  that  to  the  private 
sector  and  see  what  percentage  of  the  total 
costs  of  the  private  insurance  companies  are 
paid  out  in  benefits  to  workmen.  Under  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board,  89.9  per 
cent  of  the  total  costs  of  the  board  were  paid 
out  to  injured  workmen  in  1965. 

I  would  suspect,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  in  the 
private  sector  probably  closer  to  40  per  cent 
is  administrative  costs,  which  would  include 
profits  and  commissions  and  so  forth,  as  com- 
pared to  the  6.5,  or  perhaps  even  up  to  10 
per  cent  at  this  point  in  time.  I  dbnt  know, 
but  I  would  sure  like  to  know  from  the  minis- 
ter just  what  percentage  it  is. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  be  most 
specific.  What  we  must  establish  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  is  the  principle  of  compensa- 
tion to  injured  workmen  in  such  a  way  that 
it  is  regardedi  as  insurance,  not  assistance. 
We  must  establish  the  no-fault  principle  with 
regard  to  injuries.  We  must  establish  rehabili- 
tation as  being  a  major  role  for  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  in  such  a  way  that 
when  a  man  is  injured  all  the  exi)ertise  avail- 
able zeroesi  in  on  that  injured  workman  and 
an  attempt  is  made  to  provide  him  with  not 
just  a  job,  as  I  said,  but  perhaps  even  a  better 
job. 

Mr.  Deans:  Right. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That  is  certainly  not  done 
no\\\  What  must  be  a  corollary  of  the  pro- 
gramme I  suggested  is  the  complete  abolish- 
ment of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
and  the  removal  of  the  private  sector  from 
insiirin'g  injured  working  people,  except  for 
supplementary  benefits. 

I  have  regrets  for  the  private  sector,  Mr. 
Speaker.  They  have  not  served  the  injured 
people  of  this  pro\'ince  well.  Thej'  are  neither 


consistent  nor  fair.  I  was  reading  out  statistics 
on  insurance  companies.  If  you  look  at  pre- 
miums for  insurance  companies,  for  the  same 
coverage  for  the  same  individual  they  will 
vary  as  much  as  77  per  cent  in  the  premiums. 
Now  what  kind  of  consistency  is  that?  We 
can  expect  no  better  from  insurance  com- 
panies who  are  trying  to  compensate  injured 
workmen  who  might  have  had  a  private  in- 
surance scheme. 

A  question  I  should  comment  briefly  on, 
Mr.  Speaker,  is  the  whole  matter  of  costing 
such  a  comprehensive  social  insurance 
scheme.  They  went  through  a  lot  of  discussion 
and  a  lot  of  work  in  New  Zealand  over  this 
problem,  because  there  was  concern  that  it 
would  be  a  drain  on  the  taxpayers  of  the 
country  there— and  of  course  that  just  didn't 
happen.  I  think  the  total  cost  of  the  scheme 
in  New  Zealand  ended  up  something  like  $5 
million  or  $6  million  more,  and  that  was 
mainly  because  of  a  separate  levy  on  drivers' 
licences  to  compensate  for  injuries  on  the 
road. 

Under  the  scheme  that  I'm  suggesting  to 
you,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  employers  would  pay 
the  kind  of  share  they  do  now,  only  perhaps 
a  little  more  in  order  to  provide  decent  bene- 
fits. The  self-employed  would  be  levied  as 
well. 

I  have  a  man  in  my  riding  right  now  who 
has  been  self-employed  all  his  life.  He  works 
at  bricklaying  and  he's  a  handyman  in  a  small 
community  and  he's  never  needed  any  assist- 
ance at  all.  If  he  gets  injured  he's  not  covered, 
and  that's  just  not  fair.  So  the  self-employed 
should  be  levied. 

There  should  be  a  levy  of  drivers  in  the 
Province  of  Ontario  as  well.  What  I'm  saying 
to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  conclusion,  is  that 
what  is  required  in  the  Province  of  Ontario 
Is  a  universal,  fully-integrated  programme; 
a  comprehensive  social  insurance  programme. 

I'd  like  to  indicate  to  you,  in  closing,  ex- 
actly what  such  a  comprehensive  insurance 
programme  would  provide  for: 

1.  Immediate  compensation  to  every  in- 
jured person,  irrespective  of  fault  or  where 
the  accident  occurred— on  the  highway,  at 
work,  on  public  or  private  property. 

2.  The  scheme  to  be  financed  by  the  whole 
community,  from  a  levy  of  employers  based 
on  salaries  and  wages  paid,  from  a  levy  on 
operators  of  motor  vehicles  and,  as  approp- 
riate from  universal  premiums  and/or  gen- 
eral revenues. 

3.  Injured  persons  to  receive  compensation 
both  for  permanent  physical  disability  and 
for  income  losses  on  an  income-related  basis, 
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with  regular  adjustments  in  the  level  of  pay- 
ments to  allow  for  inflation. 

4.  Similar  compensation  to  be  paid  to 
those  who  are  incapacitated  by  illness. 

5.  The  right  of  court  action  based  on  fault 
to  be  abolished. 

6.  The  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  to 
be  repealed  and  private  carriers  to  be  ex- 
cluded in  the  field  of  accident  and  sickness 
coverage  except  for  supplementary  coverage. 

7.  Death  benefits  so  as  to  ensure  a  con- 
tinuing and  adequate  income  for  surviving 
dependents. 

That,  Mr.  Speaker,  through  you  to  the 
minister,  is  the  policy  of  the  New  Democratic 
Party  in  Ontario. 

Mr.    Deans:    And    that   is    a    programme! 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  St. 
George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Speaker,  my  leader 
has  indicated  the  position  of  this  party  on 
this  bill  and  the  fact  that  it  is  totally  un- 
acceptable to  us.  Indeed,  to  me,  I  find  it 
almost  distasteful  to  be  asked  to  debate 
seriously  this  bill,  which  in  human  terms  is 
an  obscenit>-.  I  regret  very  much  that  I 
should  have  to  address  these  remarks  to  this 
particular  minister,  whom  I  have  known  and 
respected  through  a  number  of  years,  and 
I  have  to  say  that  I  feel  that  it  cannot  be 
that  he  has  brought  this  forward  of  his  vo- 
lition, but  rather  that,  perhaps  as  a  new 
minister,  he  has  been  unable  to  effect  change 
in  the  cabinet  of  this  government. 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  has  been  conned  as  well. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Much  has  been  said  about 
the  inadequacy  of  the  payments  indicated 
here;  I  am  not  going  to  dwell  on  that.  But 
I  am  going  to  say  that  I  cannot  understand 
why  this  government  continues  to  make 
policy  statements  which  sound  so  very  pleas- 
ing and  so  beguiling,  only  to  see  that  the 
actual  mechanics  of  the  functioning  under 
such  bills  are  totally  and  utterly  dissimilar 
to  the  statements  which  are  publicly  made. 

The  other  evening  I  was  heartsick  in  the 
GAINS  debate  to  note  that  those  would  not 
receive  GAINS  were  the  ones  who  needed 
it  most.  Here,  by  the  same  perverse  type  of 
policy,   we  see  the  same  thing  in  this  bill. 

I  cannot  imderstand  a  government  which 
seems  to  operate  without  heart,  without  con- 
cern for  people.  I  can't  understand  that. 
They  are  caught  up  in  fine  buildings,  in 
structures,  in  elitism,  but  they  are  not  caught 


up  in  the  needs  of  the  people  of  this  prov- 
ince. 

Because  of  this  perverse  attitude,  I  have 
wondered  whether  I  would  be  right  in  sug- 
gesting that  the  benefits  should  be  increased 
to  at  least  $300.  I  will  tell  you  what  would 
happen,  Mr.  Speaker.  If  we  won  that  point 
under  the  formula,  people  would  be  put  off 
until  we  found  that  the  same  funds  would  be 
used  to  pay  fewer  people  more  money.  That 
is  what  frightens  us  when  we  try  to  put  this 
sort  of  concern  forward  in  this  House. 

I  would'  like  to  look  at  section  41  of  the 
Act,  specifically  section  41(l)(b)(ii).  I  would 
like  to  relate  this  to  an  experience  I  had  with 
a  client  of  mine  a  few  years  ago.  This  man 
was  injured  on  a  construction  job.  As  a  result 
of  his  injury,  he  had  smashed  both  heels  and 
both  ankles;  consequently,  he  underwent  sur- 
gery to  fuse  the  bones  in  his  feet.  I  asked 
that  he  have  rehabilitation— and  I  have  to  say 
that  I  have  never  been  successful  in  getting 
anybody  rehabilitated  through  this  board. 
They  tell  me  that  some  do  get  some  help;  in 
fact,  they  challenged  me  to  send  down  named 
cases  to  them  for  consideration  for  rehabilita- 
tion. I  did.  Not  one  of  them  was  accepted  for 
rehabilitation. 

Mr.  Laughren:  They  all  should  be. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  However,  this  man  then  be- 
came one  of  those  fit  for  light  duties  or,  under 
the  terms  of  this  piece  of  legislation,  if  it  can 
be  so  dignified,  "available  for  employment 
which  is  available  and  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  board,  is  suitable  for  his  capabilities." 
So  I  then  insisted  that  if  the  board  felt  that 
there  were  jobs  available  for  which  he  was 
suited  that  they  give  us  some  so  that  he  could 
go  and  see.  In  its  wisdom  the  board  reacted. 
A  member  of  the  board  called  me  and  said: 
"We  have  a  job  available."  I  sent  the  man  to 
the  job  with  the  injury  I  have  describe.  The 
man  was  on  crutches.  The  work  which  was 
available  and  which  this  board  thought  was 
suitable  for  him  was  work  in  a  quarry. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Light  dtuty. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  When  he  got  there  the  man 
in  charge  couldn't  believe  that  the  WCB 
thought  this  was  the  kind  of  work  which  he 
could  do. 

Now,  with  this  kind  of  a  cross,  Mr.  Speaker, 
and  that  kind  of  a  philosophy,  I  agree  with 
the  member  for  Sudbury  East  that  they  will, 
indeed,  cut  people  out.  Because  they  will 
argue  that  they  had  jobs  available  and  that 
in  their  opinion  they  were  suitable,  and  the 
man  could  not  or  would  not  perform. 
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As  a  matter  of  fact,  of  course,  it  seems  to 
me  that  it's  high  time  that  we  eliminated  this 
kind  of  criterion.  And  for  this  reason:  If  em- 
ployers were  faced  with  the  continuing  pay- 
ments for  these  people,  they  might  well  be 
less  callous  and  try  to  find  some  employment 
in  their  plants  for  these  men  and  women. 

But  as  long  as  you  give  them  no  incentive 
to  find  that  kind  of  employment  for  one  of 
their  injured  workmen,  then  they  and  this 
government  may  well  cast  these  people  into 
the  discard.  From  the  government's  point  of 
view  they  are  no  longer  important  in  our 
society.  They  are  expendable  and  in  every- 
thing the  government  does  it  makes  it  clear  to 
them  that  that  is  precisely  what  it  thinks  of 
them. 

These  men  and  women  are  people  who 
have  been  injured  as  the  result  of  working. 
They  have  been  trying  to  maintain  them- 
selves and,  suddenly,  there  is  an  accident  and 
they  can  no  longer  work. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  have  found  in  the 
many  people  who  I  have  had  come  to  me 
with  complaints  is  that  there  is  no  kind  of 
human  approach  available  apparently  to  the 
board  to  understand  the  problems  touched!  on 
by  my  colleague,  the  member  for  Windsor- 
Walkerville,  and  others.  We  have  been  very 
glad  to  have  in  our  conmiunity  those  men 
from  Italy  who  come  here  to  do  work  which 
we  are  not  very  anxious  to  do.  We  know  per- 
fectly well  that  many  of  them  have  not  nad 
the  opportimity  to  become  educated  in  their 
own  language  and  therefore  it  is  almost  im- 
possible for  them  to  be  rehabilitated  in  the 
use  of  English,  at  least  over  a  period  of  time. 

Industry  has  been  so  glad  to  have  these 
men  but  when  they  are  hurt,  they  are  fit 
for  light  duty  and  what  do  you  do  about  it? 
Absolutely  nothing.  I  wonder  if  there  is  a 
way  on  earth  to  present  the  himian  factor  to 
this  government,  the  suffering  of  people 
within  this  type  of  legislation?  They  are 
treated  as  though  they  were  welfare  recipi- 
ents and  with  a  government  such  as  this 
there  seems  to  be  a  very  real  sense  of  the 
importance  of  punishing  the  poor,  the  dis- 
abled and  those  who  cannot  quite  make  it 
in  our  society  on  the  terms  of  this  govern- 
ment. Nothing  is  more  apparent  than  the  way 
in  which  this  bill  proposeis  to  deal  with 
proud  people  who  do  not  want  to  be  on 
welfare  but  who  very  often  have  no  other 
alternative. 

We  talk  about  people  going  on  welfare 
and  how  to  keep  them  off.  I  say  to  you,  Mr. 
Speaker,  that  the  policies  of  this  government 
are   such   as   to   virtually   force  people   into 


that  trap.  I  say  to  you  it  is  immoral.  It  is 
totally  immoral  to  do  this  to  these  people. 

I  can  recall  visiting  a  workman  who  had 
both  hands  badly  burned.  He  was  able  to 
get  some  compensation  for  a  while  and  then 
some  person  in  his  comfortable  office  said 
that  he  was  fit  for  light  duty.  The  only  tools 
that  man  had  to  work  with  were  hands 
which  they  acknowledged  could  not  do  the 
kinds  of  jobs  he  had  been  doing.  But  that 
didn't  matter.  Cast  him  into  the  discard; 
put  liis  whole  family  on  welfare,  relieve  the 
burden  of  industry  and  then  start  the  round 
of  welfare  because  people  get  so  defeated, 
and  destroyed— proud,  independent  people, 
and  we  take  the  spirit  right  out  of  them. 
Then  we  don't  want  to  see  them  around  to 
remind  us  of  our  very  real  responsibilities 
to  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  that  probably  nothing 
that  I  have  said  will  have  any  meaning  at 
all.  And  it  is  very  disheartening  to  stand 
here  speaking  of  something  which  is  of 
deep  importance  to  me  personally  and  know 
that  I  am  speaking  to  empty  chairs  and 
resolute  minds. 

However,  it  is  important,  I  suppose,  that 
we  in  the  opposition  express  ourselves  time 
after  time  on  these  issues.  Because  perhaps 
over  the  long  years  there  will  come  to  some 
people  a  sense  of  urgency  and  perhaps,  as 
they  sit  in  the  opposition,  they  may  at  least 
remember  the  warnings  which  have  been  cast 
by  this  side  of  the  House. 

I  would  urge,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  tiie  minis- 
ter would  rationalize  the  thinking  of  this 
bill,  because  I  feel  certain  that  when  he 
comes  to  do  this,  knowing  him  as  I  do,  that 
he  will  be  as  embarrassed  as  we  are  for  him. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Park- 
dale. 

Mr.  J.  Dukszta  (Parkdale):  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  is  so  horribly  and  inhumanly  wrong 
with  the  workmen's  compensaticwi,  the  laws 
that  govern  our  industrial  safety  and  the 
present  amendment,  is  the  tacit  assiunption 
underlying  the  present  operation  and  the 
way  the  worker  is  treated  in  this  country  that 
that  the  industrial  workers  and  the  miners 
are  expendable;  that  the  industrial  complex 
is  right  and  that  the  worker,  like  a  part  in 
an  assembly  production  chain,  is  replace- 
able by  another  worker. 

Our  society's  ethic  of  free  enterprise  has 
led  consequently  and  logically  to  state  that 
one  group  of  people  preys,  like  carnivorous 
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animals,  on  the  other  group  of  people.  And 
as  a  placebo,  the  government  throws  a  few 
dollars  as  if  to  a  beggar. 

You  don't  amend  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Act,  Mr.  Speaker.  You  throw  it 
out,  there  is  so  much  wrong  with  it.  All  the 
other  speakers  have  been  mentioning,  item 
by  item,  what  is  wrong  with  it.  I  am  not 
going  to  go  over  in  detail  what  other  people 
have  said,  but  there  are  at  least  two  points 
which  are  so  obviously,  glaringly  wrong 
they  need  to  be  mentioned. 

One  item— and  I  si>eak  on  it  because  it 
happens  to  be  my  subject— is  the  functional 
overlay.  The  whole  term  is  wrong.  It  assimies 
immediately  that  it  is  something  which  de- 
velops not  only  from  the  accident,  but  de- 
velops even  more  so  from  the  personality  of 
the  individual. 

The  very  term  is  prejudicial.  The  psycho- 
logical damage  is  an  inherent  part  of  any 
injury  and  cannot  be  separated.  And  there 
is  now  enough  evidence  to  show  that  it  is 
as  important  a  part  of  an  injury  as  an  actual 
visible,  physical  injury.  Yet  the  way  we  treat 
the  workers,  the  way  the  workmen's  com- 
pensation operates,  we  assume  that  the  work- 
er is  lying,  that  the  worker  is  malingering 
or  being  psyohiatrically  sick  or,  even  worse, 
that  he  is  culturally  predisposed  to  malin- 
ger or  to  complain. 

To  prove  that  psychological  injury  is  re- 
lated to  the  actual  accident  is  a  major 
attempt.  It  needs  a  whole  board  of  highly 
qualified  specialists  and  yet  even  then,  letter 
after  letter,  statement  after  statement,  it  is 
still  not  accepted.  It  is  not  accepted  by  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  that  this 
happens. 

Like  other  people,  I  have  had  a  number 
of  cases.  Because  of  my  particular  training,  I 
was  put  in  the  position  that  I  can  write  a 
letter  on  behalf  of  a  worker  as  an  MPP  and 
I  can  also  write  a  letter,  if  I  enter  into  a 
contractual  arrangement  with  him,  as  a 
psychiatrist. 

I  can  see  from  the  point  of  view  of  my 
own  knowledge  and  my  own  experience  that 
the  psychological  injury  which  has  been  asso- 
ciated and  following  the  accident  is  related 
to  the  accident.  This  has  been  repeatedly, 
over  and  over  again,  rejected  because  of  this 
predisposition  on  the  part  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  to  believe  the  injury 
had  nothing  to  do  v^dth  it  and,  as  is  so  often 
stated,  it  is  the  personality  of  the  individual 
who  is  guilty. 

I  received  a  letter  from  one  particular  indi- 
vidual,  I   won't   mention   his   name,    Mr.    T 


who  has  had  several  psychiatric  examinations, 
all  tending  to  suggest  that  the  individual  de- 
veloped the  state  post-accident  and  it  had 
nothing  to  do  with  his  prior  personality.  Yet 
I  am  asked  once  more  in  a  letter,  dated  May 
28,   1974  to  answer  the  following  questions. 

Pre-accident  state; 

(a)  estimation    of    workman's    intelligence 
and  education; 

(b)  prior  dependency  if  any  on  alcohol  or 
drugs; 

(c)  history  and  diagnosis  of  any  prior  ner- 
vous or  mental  disorder; 

(d)  previous  work  history; 

(e)  workman's  family  situation; 

(f)  previous  interpersonal  relationship  prob- 
lems; 

(g)  economic  status. 

Under  the  second  point  they  are  asking  me 
to  answer,  they  are  saying 

Present  state: 

(a)  what  is  your  diagnosis? 

(b)  What  is  your  estimation  of  the  work- 
man's degree  of  disability  from  the  psychi- 
atric point  of  view  at  the  present  time? 

(c)  What  is  the  relationship  of  his  present 
psychiatrical  disability  to  the  incident  des- 
cribed as  having  occurred  on  Jan.  31, 
1969? 

(d)  What  other  factors,  if  any,  are  re- 
sponsible for  his  psychiatrical  disability? 

(e)  What  treatment  do  you  recommend? 

(f)  Could  you  give  a  prognosis? 

This  was  the  third  letter  which  rejected  a 
number  of  opinions  that  his  psychological 
problems  of  the  moment  are  related  to  his 
accident. 

Wouldn't  members  say  that  anyone  who 
formulates  these  types  of  questions  already 
acts  on  a  prejudicial  level?  They  wall  simply 
reject  and  find  out  every  possible  excuse  not 
to  deal  with  this  matter?  This  is  not  an  iso- 
lated case.  It  happens  over  and  over  again 
and  there  may  be  something  wrong— there  is 
a  lot  wrong  with  the  law— but  there  is  a  very 
specific  thing  wrong  when  we  do  not  accept 
the  psychological  injury  which  occurs  after 
an  injury. 

The  other  major  point  which  is  related  to 
this  is  that  a  workman  needs  to  prove  that 
everything  has  occurred.  In  the  adversary 
system  we  operate  in,  he  needs  to  be  plugged 
into  a  number  of  systems,  both  the  legal  and 
the  medical,  merely  to  prove  his  point.  When 
he  thinks  he  has  been  able  to  get  the  help  to 
prove  this,  the  board,  just  as  easily  as  not, 
may  reject  it  and  he  goes  through  the  system 
of  a  series  of  appeals  for  which  he  needs  ex- 
pensive  and  articulate  help   merely  to  state 
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his  case  which  should  have  been  granted  to 
him  before.  If  we  would  only  assume  that 
the  worker  is  not  lying  but  is  saying  that 
something  has  occurred  and  that  he  hurts.  It 
is  this  horrible  assumption  that  he  is  lying, 
that  he  is  malingering;  a  pall  is  thrown  upon 
anyone  who  has  been  injured.  Being  injured 
is  almost  like  being  sinful,  in  the  whole  ap- 
proach of  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  and  the  government.  The  approach  to 
the  working  man  by  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Act,  and  continued  by  this  misbegotten 
amendment,  characterizes  the  whole  policy 
of  the  government;  the  worker  is  an  object— 
the  cannon  fodder,  so  to  speak— of  the  in- 
dustrial machine. 

A  working  man's  health  is  a  privilege,  not 
a  right— as  it  is  and  it  should  be— of  every 
human  being,  even  if  an  individual  is  not  a 
member  of  a  privileged  middle  class  or  a 
dominant  class.  It  seems  as  if  we  approach 
the  working  man's  health  as  his  lookout.  If 
he  develops  lung  cancer  from  working  with 
asbestos,  as  the  people  who  work  in  the 
Johns-Manville  plants  in  this  province  may 
develop  soon  enough  in  view  of  the  new 
knowledge  of  the  cancer  associated  with  as- 
bestos, that  is  his  lookout. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  says 
—and  it  may  sound  ironic  when  I  say  this, 
but  it  is  how  these  people  approach  it— "Are 
you  sure  that  your  coughing  is  due  to  asbes- 
tosis?  It  may  be  just  a  psychomatic  compialnt 
due  to  some  kind  of  a  personality  disorder  in 
the  past."  It  is  criminal  to  approach  it  in  this 
way.  It  is  tragicomical  to  describe  someone 
actually  saying  to  a  person  suffering  from  an 
industrial  accident  or  an  industrial  illness 
that  it  may  be  due  to  a  personality  disorder, 
to  some  shit-like  Oedipal  complex  or  other- 
wise. It  is  criminal  for  us  to  approach  people 
in  this  way. 

The  whole  approach  to  workmen's  compen- 
sation has  been  that  the  worker  is  expendable, 
that  he  is  industrial  cannon  fodder.  In  many 
respects  we  treat  workers  like  we  used  to  treat 
slaves.  With  all  the  dressing  that  we  have 
done,  with  all  the  rights  that  we  have,  we 
still  treat  workers  like  black  shves.  There 
used'  to  be  a  horrible  saving  which  was  ap- 
plied to  slaves:  "Nigger,  you  have  done  your 
work.  You  can  go  and  die."  Though  we  don't 
quite  say  it  that  way,  in  our  treatment  of 
workers  this  is  exactly  what  we  do.  Do  we  not 
say  this  to  people  when  they  develop  silicosis? 
We  give  them  a  small  pension  and  we  tell 
them  to  go  home;  they  are  finished.  When 
they  develop  lead  encephalopathy  from  work- 
ing with  lead,  we  do  the  same  to  them.  And 


if  they  are  unlucky  enough  to  develop  a  liver 
cancer  when  they  work  with  vinyl  chloride 
or  one  of  the  more  complicated  fast-growing 
cancers,  usually  from  working  with  asbestos, 
it  is  the  same:  "Well,  it  just  happens.  It  is 
part  of  our  life;  it  has  nothing  to  do  with  us." 

The  whole  field  of  working  conditions  in 
industry  and  the  mines  is  criminally  neglected 
by  the  government,  and  nowhere  in  this 
amendment  is  it  even  mentioned  that  it  should 
be  dealt  with.  We  accept— that  is,  the  govern- 
ment accepts;  I  don't  accept  it— that  injury  is 
a  worker's  responsibility  and  he  should  take 
care  of  it  himself.  But  it  is  our  responsibility; 
it  is  the  government's  responsibility,  and  it  is 
society's  responsibility'  to  take  care  of  him. 
There  has  been'  no  foresight,  no  planning;  and 
there  is  no  research  inherent,  either  in  the 
original  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  or  in 
this  one.  The  government  with  vast  careless- 
ness, complacently  assumes  that  things  will 
be  all  right  somehow,  that  little  need's  to  be 
done,  that  the  still  silent  people  will  continue 
suffering  and  not  disturb  the  status  quo. 

Our  industrial  situation,  with  so  many 
people  felled'  by  noxious  substances  which  we 
need,  is  so  deficient  in  principle  that  it  is 
almost  like  19th-centur\'  England,  when  chil- 
dren had  to  work  where  mortality  among 
workers  was  accepted  simply  as  fate. 

'The  government's  total  carelessness  in  deal- 
ing with  injured  workers,  as  particularized  in 
this  bill,  becomes  even  more  ominous  when 
we  examine  the  almost  criminal  inactivity  of 
the  government  in  the  field  of  ind-ustrial 
safety  and  increasing  health  hazards  to  the 
worker  in  our  complex  industrial  society. 
People  in  the  19th  century  died  to  produce 
goods  which  were  often,  if  not  most  of  the 
time,  not  for  their  use.  They  worked  for 
others.  And  they  died  on  a  scale  so  vast  that 
retrospectively  it  seems  like  genocide.  His- 
torical and  social  and  medical  books  are  full 
of  cases  of  children  dying  in  cotton  mills 
from  emphysema— chimney  sweeps,  children, 
dying  of  cancer  before  reaching  maturity. 

People  are  not  dying  obviously  now;  they 
die  quietly  and  hidden  away.  Let's  not  fool 
ourselves.  Our  industrial  system  is  as  cruel  as 
al'ways.  We  just  put  away  the  damaged 
people.  The  government,  faced  with  the  pres- 
sure from  the  corporations  and  possible 
diminution  of  their  profits,  buckles  in  and 
does  not  face  the  dangers  that  face  workers 
in  our  industrial  societ)'.  The  dangers  do  not 
face  us,  they  do  not  face  professional  people, 
they  do  not  face  anyone  in  this  chamber;  tliey 
face  people  who  work  with  the  material. 

-Lead:  It  is  true  that  we  do  not  have  those 
dangers.  The  government  lightly  assumes  that 
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the  lead  is  present  everywhere  in  the  ambient 
air.  It  is  not.  It  is  much  more  dangerous  to 
people  who  work  in  places  like  Prestolite, 
Canada  Metal,  and  Toronto  Refiners  and 
Smelters.  There  has  been  enough  going  on 
and  the  government  knows  there  is  a  danger. 
There  is  a  danger  to  the  children  who  live 
next  to  the  plant;  there  is  a  danger  in  the 
soil'  to  the  people  who  live  around  the  plant; 
there  is  more  than  danger  to  the  people  who 
work  in  the  plant.  Our  standards  are  not 
adequate. 

We  have  reported  over  and  over  again  the 
cases  of  danger  to  the  miners  in  the  Elliot 
Lake  mines;  the  danger  of  silicosis  which 
leads  to  cancer  of  the  lung,  the  danger  from 
berylliimi.  Whenever  we  look  around,  in  al- 
most every  industrial  factory  in  this  province 
there  is  some  kind  of  a  danger  about  which 
this  government  is  not  doing  anything. 
Whether  we  work  with  beryllium,  carbon- 
monoxide  or  mercury,  there  is  a  danger. 

Mercury:  We  learn  after  the  fact,  and  when 
we  learn  what  mercury  does  to  the  people 
who  live  in  the  Whitedog  Indian  bandls,  we 
don't  do  anything  afterwards  to  them.  We  teU 
them,  "Do  not  eat  the  fish  in  the  lake."  We 
are  not  prepared  to  deal'  any  further.  This  is 
a  group  which  has  been  let  go. 

For  the  miners  in  the  uranium  mines  at 
Elliot  Lake,  the  mines  of  Rio  Algom  and 
Denison,  the  danger  is  not  exaggerated. 
From  1960  to  1964  there  has  been  a  major 
battle  going  on  with  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  about  the  cases  of  cancer 
which  developed  in  Elliot  Lake  and  which 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  has  not 
accepted  as  being  related  to  the  industrial 
situation.  One  would  think  that  this  was  so 
long  ago  we  would  have  already  dealt  with 
it.  But  it's  not  true.  The  same  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  goes  on  in  the  same  way 
of  not  accepting  the  relationship  between  an 
industrial  noxious  substance  and  the  occur- 
rence of  a  major  medical  illness.  They  do 
not  accept  it. 

I  was  looking  at  an  article  in  the  Globe 
and  Mail  on  June  17  on  the  question  of 
lung  cancer  developing  in  people  who  work 
in  Elliot  Lake  mines.  It's  interesting  that  the 
article,  which  is  sympathetic  on  the  whole, 
first  describes  meeting  a  number  of  people 
who  have  suffered  from  it,  and  says  that 
after  meeting  a  number  of  people  a  lot  of 
impassioned  statements  are  made.  The  writer 
says  there  are  "hysteria,  hyperbole,  politics, 
unnecessary  fear."  The  people  there  say  yes, 
it  is.  It  is  all  worked  out  uimecessarily.  It  is 
all  hysterical,  it  doesn't  really  exist.  So  if  it 
doesn't  exist,  what  are  you  worrying  about? 


It  does  exist.  It  is  present  in  all  of  the  in- 
dustrial situations,  such  as  major  mines  like 
the  ones  1  have  just  mentioned,  in  Elhot 
Lake,  and  we  cannot  hide  from  it.  I  think 
it  is  the  responsibihty  of  the  minister  who 
is  responsible  for  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board  to  take  care  of  it,  to  introduce 
different  laws  which  will  modify  the  situa- 
tion, and  not  to  throw  out  a  few  dollars  to 
deal  with  the  whole  situation,  as  he  does  in 
his  amendment. 

One  of  the  major  industrial  problems  which 
I  don't  see  anywhere  being  dealt  with  by 
this  government— it's  not  being  dealt  with  by 
this  government,  it's  not  being  dealt  with 
in  this  amendment— is  the  major  danger  to 
the  health  of  the  workers  who  work  with 
asbestos.  Asbestosis  is  not  something  which 
characterizes  only  Johns-Manville  plants  in 
the  United  States.  It  very  much  charac- 
terizes the  Johns-Manville  plant  here  in 
Toronto.  Anyone  who  works  with  asbestos 
is  not  only  in  danger  of  developing  asbes- 
tosis, which  is  a  major  chest  problem  on  its 
own,  but  faces  another  danger  which  will 
only  show  itself  in  a  few  years  when  we 
start  seeing  how  many  people  who  have 
worked  with  asbestosis  will  develop  a  major 
lung  cancer,  a  pleural  mesothelioma,  which 
according  to  Dr.  Selikoff,  and  the  work  done 
in  the  United  States,  occurs  in  maybe  as 
many  as  20  per  cent  of  such  people.  Not 
only  are  the  20  per  cent  of  people  who 
work  in  the  plants  affected,  but  40  per  cent 
of  their  relatives  develop  this  cancer  also, 
which  means  the  small  asbestos  fibres  that 
cause  the  cancer,  are  carried  in  their  clothes 
and  in  other  ways  home  to  the  family  and 
then  the  family  develops  it.  So,  that  this 
could  potentially  assume  a  major  epidemic- 
like proportion  to  the  danger  of  the  health 
of  the  people  who  work  with  asbestos. 

Do  we  do  anything  about  this  at  the 
moment?  No.  We  have  accepted  standards 
which  even  scant  perusal  shows,  have  been 
unacceptable  to  the  much  more  strict  stand- 
ard levels  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

In  an  article  in  the  New  Yorker  it  has  been 
stated  directly  that  pressure  from  a  large 
company  like  Johns-Manville  is  applied  to 
make  sure  that  the  standards  of  safety  which 
are  accepted,  are  not  necessarily  those  stand- 
ards which  will  be  effective  in  making  sure 
that  the  company  doesn't  lose  anything  by 
them. 

The  Johns-Manville  company  very  blatant- 
ly states  that  if  they  accept  more  stringent 
standards,  and  reduce  the  size  of  the  un- 
allowable particle  from  five  microns  to  two 
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microns,  their  profits  will  go  down  and  they 
will  not  be  able  to  function. 

If  this  is  so,  then  here  is  an  obvious  case 
for  government  intervention.  First,  govern- 
ment intervention  to  check  whether  this  is 
so,  and  since  most  of  the  medical  opinions 
state  that  it  is  dangerous  to  have  asbestos 
fibres  which  are  larger  than  two  microns, 
then  it  is  the  government's  responsibility  to 
do  something  about  it— even  going  so  far 
as  to  control  the  company  producing  this 
problem. 

We  cannot  abandon  people  to  the  mercy 
of  a  large  profit-making  company,  because 
their  first  interest  is  not  the  safety,  not  the 
workers  and  not  the  welfare  of  the  workers, 
but  profit. 

In  our  province,  in  this  city,  we  have  an- 
other example  in  which  I  think  govemmejital 
action  is  essential,  not  only  from  the  Minis- 
ter of  Labour,  but  from  the  Minister  of 
Health  (Mr.  Miller).  It  is  these  three  lead 
companies.  A  long  dialogue  has  been  going 
on  between  the  people  who  have  worked 
with  the  residents  around  these  three  lead 
plants  in  Toronto  and  the  various  govern- 
ment officials. 

I  think  people  know  that  there  is  a  danger 
at  the  moment,  and  I  charge  this  govenment 
with  moral  laxity  in  that  it  is  not  prepared 
to  do  anything.  The  minister  may  have  to 
deal  with  it  soon  enough  through  his  own 
agency,  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board, 
when  both  the  workers  and  the  people 
around  start  developing  plumbism  and  vari- 
ous lead  encephalopathy  problems,  and  all 
the  other  symptoms  and  signs  associated  with 
lead  x>oisoning. 

The  government  will  have  to  deal  with  it. 
It  would  be  easier  and  better  and  more  hu- 
mane if  it  dealt  with  it  prior  to  the  problem, 
instead  of  always  coming  in  at  the  last  mo- 
ment and  throwing  a  few  more  pennies  to- 
wards the  injured  workers. 

Why  doesn't  the  minister  deal  with  it 
right  now,  because  that  is  a  problem?  There's 
an  obvious  problem  here  with  the  lead,  and 
surely  witb  the  Elliott  Mines  situation  or 
the  Johns-Manville  situation,  where  asbestosis 
is  something  which  the  Labour  ministry  needs 
to  deal  with  right  now,  not  after  it  happens. 

Sometimes  I  feel  that  our  own  guilt  here 
is  that  of  not  being  able  to  do  anything 
ourselves.  I  feel  in  that  sense  a  little  like 
the  hon.  member  for  St.  George;  that  it's 
an  empty  gesture  that  we're  making  and 
an  empty  gesture  that  I'm  making  right  now 
and  that  these  are  empty  words  I  throw  out 
by  saying  that  we  must  do  something  about 


the   injured  workers;   we  must  stop  treating 
them  like  expendable  objects,  like  machines. 

(Pt  may  be  the  same  guilt  that  I  have 
here  because  I  am  protected,  I  am  a  mem- 
ber of  a  privileged  minority,  and  one  is  pro- 
tected from  it.  But  we  do  live  on  others.  It 
is  their  work  which  pays  for  a  lot  of  our 
own  comforts  and  we  should  realize  this, 
just  as  much  myself  as  the  government  which 
has  the  power  to  do  it.  It  is  our  responsi- 
bility to  change  it,  our  human  responsibility 
towards  other  people. 

Maybe  like  the  people  who  have  survived 
the  last  war,  they  feel  guilty  forever  that 
they  have  survived  because  so  many  have 
died.  We  must,  maybe  as  a  first  step,  feel 
guilty  ourselves,  and  recognize  our  respon- 
sibility towards  the  injured  workers,  because 
it  is  on  their  backs  that  our  society  exists. 
And  it  is  the  minister  who,  at  the  moment, 
represents  the  power  that  can  change  this, 
and  he  should  do  something  about  it. 

I  charge  the  minister  again  that  he  has 
failed  lamentably,  in  this  ridiculous,  absurd 
amendment  of  his,  to  deal  with  the  situation, 
and  I  hope  he  does  not  continue  on  that  im- 
moral course  in  the  rest  of  his  ministry. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
West. 

Mr.  S.  Lewis  (Scarborough  West):  Yes.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  want  to  thank  the  member  for 
Ottawa  East  for  allowing  me  to  enter  the 
debate  at  this  point,  albeit  briefly.  I  have 
an  out-of-town  engagement,  sir,  which  will 
take  me  away  from  this  building  very  quickly, 
and  I  would  just  like  to  get  some  thoughts  on 
record  along  with  so  many  other  members 
of  the  House,  because  this  bill  should  be 
spoken  to  by  as  many  members  as  possible. 

Mr.  Speaker,  like  a  great  many  people  in 
the  opposition,  I  enter  the  debate  with  a 
great  deal  of  frustration,  and  not  a  little 
anger,  at  the  ritual  we  are  now  engaging 
in  in  this  Legislature.  It  demonstrates  such 
contempt  for  the  process,  such  contempt  for 
injured  workmen,  such  contempt  for  the 
whole  parliamentary  apparatus  that  one 
hardly  knows  how  to  cope  with  it. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister  something,  be 
he  new  or  otherwise:  This  is  no  time  to  be 
debating  a  Workmen's  Compensation  Act 
in  Ontario.  If  there  is  any  respect  for  the 
injured  workman  at  all,  he  doesn't  shove 
it  in  on  the  last  day  of  the  session  with  his 
nasty  words  of  attrition,  hoping  to  grind 
the  debate  into  some  kind  of  oblivion  by 
having  it  take  place  when  there  are  mem- 
bers away,  when  the  media  are  absent  in  large 
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numbers,  where  people  are  engaged  in  a 
holiday  weekend,  vvhen  there  is  no  avenue 
available  for  the  workers  to  present  their 
case,  when  he  can  try  to  manipulate  the 
democratic  process  in  such  a  way  as  to  make 
of  it  a  mockery.  And  it's  maddening  the  way 
those  people  toy  with  the  whole  system. 

That  the  Minister  of  Labour,  who  began 
his  tenure  with  a  sense  of  openness  and  fair 
play,  should  allow  himself  to  be  a  partici- 
pant in  this  charade,  is  ahnost  beyond  the 
pale.  If  he  was  serious  about  this  legislation; 
if  he  was  willing  to  have  it  subject  to  the 
light  of  scrutiny,  whether  it  was  by  injured 
workmen  themselves,  trade  unionists  involved 
in  the  field,  social  agencies  who  know  some- 
thing about  physical  disability  and  emotional 
disability;  if  he  had  any  appreciation  for  any 
of  those  things,  this  bill  would  be  in  next 
week,  it  would  be  in  committee,  the  people 
would  be  able  to  present  their  views.  If  he 
had  any  appreciation  for  those  things,  this 
bill  would  have  been  introduced  six  weeks 
ago,  not  at  the  penultimate  moment  of  the 
session. 

There  is  so  much  contempt  today,  I  want 
to  tell  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  what  we  are 
doing  here.  There  were,  of  course,  at  other 
times  a  number  of  people  from  the  Union 
of  Injured  Workmen  who  came  to  the  gal- 
lery and  paraded  here  hoping  to  have  the 
ear  of  the  minister  and  the  ear  of  the  mem- 
bers. There  were  people  who  felt  strongly 
about  all  this.  There  isn't  one  of  us  who  is 
affected  by  this  legislation,  I  remind  the 
minister  smug  in  his  comfortable  pew.  None 
of  us  is  affected  by  this  legislation,  but  the 
people  who  are  affected  won't  have  a  voice 
in  this  process.  The  minister  has  seen  to 
that.  ' 

Oh,  he'll  have  them  march  on  the  streets 
outside  400  University  Ave.  and  then  come 
into  the  Legislature  and  say,  "I  don't  do  the 
business  of  Ontario  on  the  streets."  Shades 
of  Louis  XIV.  L'etat,  c'est  moi.  This  minister 
will  not  condescend  to  deal  with  mere  mor- 
tals who  can't  parade  up  into  his  inner  sanc- 
tum and  meet  him  on  whatever  floor  of  that 
austere  building  he  inhabits.  He  won't  con- 
duct the  business  of  the  province  on  the 
streets.  I  want  to  tell  the  minister  something. 
There  are  some  of  those  people  for  whom  it 
is  a  physical  pain  to  moimt  the  stairs  to 
his  building. 

It's  time  that  the  government  recognized 
in  something  less  than  gratuitous  asides  that 
when  it  is  dealing  with  33,000  injured  work- 
men it  is  a  serious  proposition  and  it  isn't 
fashioned  in  such  a  cavalier  way.  If  there 
is   some   frustration   and   some   anger  in   the 


opposition,  let  me  add  my  voice  to  all  of 
those  who  have  sjKiken.  I've  had  a  review 
and  some  reports  from  my  own  colleagues 
and  staff  about  what  has  taken  place  in  the 
last  few  hours  when  I  was  out  of  town.  If 
there  \^  some  impatience  and  anger  from  rage 
and  frustration,  let  me  tell  the  minister  it 
was  never  more  merited.  He  brings  in  a  bill 
at  the  eleventh  hour.  He  cuts  out  public  ac- 
ceptability. He  drags  it  through  the  House 
as  the  last  item  on  the  order  paper  and  he 
pretends  that  the  democratic  process  makes 
sense. 

I  didn't  much  like  the  statement  either. 
The  minister  knows  that  I  have  regard  for 
him  as  a  person.  The  minister  knows  that 
many  of  us  enjoy  working  with  him  directly 
on  disputes  that  are  intractable  and  difficult 
in  the  province.  The  minister  knows  that 
we  want  him  to  succeed  in  his  job,  but  I 
want  to  say  to  the  minister  that  he  won't 
succeed  if  he  engages  in  the  kind  of  mis- 
leading pronoimcements  which  accompanied 
the  introduction  of  the  bill.  It  was  designed 
to  raise  expectations  at  the  time,  only  to  find 
them  demolished  48  hours  later. 

He  simply  has  to  get  out  of  that  habit 
because  this  isn't  a  bill  worth  supporting. 
As  much  as  every  single  one  of  us  wanted 
to  applaud  it,  as  every  single  one  of  us 
wanted  to  quicken  to  the  contents  of  the 
bill,  this  isn't  a  bill  worth  supporting.  When 
one  makes  all  the  calculations,  when  he  reads 
the  fine  print,  when  he  looks  at  the  absurd 
examples  the  minister  used,  then  on^  realizes 
what  a   wholesale   deception  the  bill   is. 

I  am  working  from  memory,  but  didn't  ho 
use  an  example  of  someone  who  bad  a  pen- 
sion of  roughly  $200  in  the  mid-1950s?  In 
1952?  Does  he  want  to  tell  me  how  many 
people  in  Ontario  are  on  a  pension  of  $200 
from  the  Workmen's  Compensation '.Board 
in  1952?  He  can  count  them  on  the  fingers 
of  both  hands* 

Mr.  Foulds:  I  doubt  if  there  are  any. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Don't  use  examples  that  are 
patently  fraudulent  and  totally  unrepresenta- 
tive to  make  the  case.  That  is  not  the  way 
to  conduct  a  serious  bill.  One  uses  examples 
which  are  representative.  One  shows  what 
it  will  mean  to  the  average  workmen  who 
has  been  injured  over  the  last  10  or  15 
years.  One  doesn't  use  figures  that  have  about 
as  much  relevance  to  most  workers  as  an 
income  of  $15,000  or  $20,000  a  year. 

The  fundamental  problem  with  this  legis- 
lation, Mr.  Speaker,  with  the  whole  process, 
is   its   essential   lack  of  fairness  and  equity. 
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Apparently  it  is  impossible  for  us  to  com- 
municate with  the  government  in  a  way 
which  requires  and  elicits  justice  for  injured 
workmen:  I  think  the  minister  said  on  camera 
outside  the  door,  as  he  said  at  the  time  of 
the  increase  to  the  minimum  wage,  that  it 
is  not  what  he  would  describe  as  generous 
but  that  it  is  the  best  he  can  do.  If  it  is 
the  best  the  people  over  there  can  do,  they 
should  pack  in  their  whole  blessed  govern- 
ment and  go  home,  because  they  are  not 
serving  the  interests  of  the  injured  work- 
man in  any  fashion  which  can  be  described 
as  palatable  or  supportable. 

Every  time  we  bring  in  an  amendment  to 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  it  is  never 
enough.  It  is  always  begrudging.  It  is 
always  reluctant.  This  government  is  always 
catching  up  and  it  is  always  the  result  of 
some  last-minute,  insistent  pressure.  One 
would  think,  even  if  not  in  policy  terms, 
it  would  get  through  to  this  government  in 
human  terms. 

These  compensation  recipients  come  to 
the  building  on  crutches.  They  wear  braces, 
they  wear  neck  supports— some  of  them  are 
amputees.  They  march  every  three  months, 
every  six  montns,  every  year.  They  beg  this 
government  for  some  kind  of  justice,  but  it 
can  never  find  it  in  its  heart  to  bring  them 
up  to  par. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister  something,  Mr. 
Speaker.  It  is  just  too  personally  degrading 
for  words  for  those  injured  workmen  to  have 
to  forever  engage  in  that  kind  of  pressure. 
It  reminds  me  very  much— my  colleague  from 
Wentworth  is  frequently  recalling— that  the 
senior  citizens  of  Ontario  had  to  appear  on 
the  steps  of  this  Legislature  in  the  middle 
of  the  winter  in  order  to  try  to  wrest  a 
concession  from  this  government  over  a 
guaranteed  monthly  income. 

The  same  pattern  is  now  repeated  from 
the  injured  workman.  And  the  result  for 
all  of  them,  even  after  the  government 
brought  in  the  increase,  is  that  there  is  a 
continuing  result  in  personal  humiliation  and 
financial  dependence.  The  government  will 
simply  not  allow  them  any  self-respect  what- 
soever. It  is  a  kind  of  perverse  determina- 
tion on  the  government's  part  that  no  matter 
how  much  they  search  for  equity,  so  much 
less  will  it  grant  them.  And  the  minister 
knows  that.  And  I  ask  him  why? 

Why  is  it  in  this  instance  that  the  gov- 
ernment won't  respond  to  them?  It  is  great 
on  models  and  monuments.  It  is  superb 
on  buildings  and  bureaucrats,  but  it  is  lousy 
when  it  comes  to  dealing  with  people.  That 


is  the  Achilles'  heel  of  the  government.  Be- 
cause it  is  gradually  alienating  and  dis- 
enchanting groups  of  people  right  across 
Ontario— group  after  group,  time  after  time 
—because  it  won't  deal  with  them  fairly  with 
any  elemental  sense  of  justice.  This  gov- 
ernment won't  give  them  adequate  protec- 
tions—and above  all  it  won't  give  them  an 
adequate  income. 

Mr.  H.  Worton  (Wellington  South):  It  gives 
$2.50  a  week  and  nothing  for  the  kids. 

Mr.  Lewis:  My  friend,  the  member  for 
Wellington  South  mutters  to  himself,  $2.50 
a  week.  Such  largesse,  such  largesse  from 
the  gold  in  the  coflFers  of  the  government. 
I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has  been  well  evi- 
denced by  my  colleagues;  I  just  couldn't  put 
it  better.  When  you  bring  in  a  workmen's 
compensation  plan,  it  has  to  be  a  full  plan. 
You  don't  trifle  with  it.  You  don't  moderate 
it.  It  has  to  be  full.  And  I  want  to  say  to 
the  hon.  minister  opposite,  Mr.  Speaker, 
that  there  are  three  ways  of  achieving  that 
and   this   government  has  rejected  them   all. 

1.  You  take  more  from  industry.  I  under- 
stand that  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  used 
the  45  per  cent  profit  figures  that  were 
released  by  StatCan  for  the  first  three  months 
of  1974  for  the  manufacturing  industry  gen- 
erally, contrasting  that  with  the  1.5  or  1.6 
per  cent— which  I  guess  amounts  now  to  six 
per  cent  in  total  or  so— which  industry  is 
assessed    for   workmen's    compensation. 

Think  of  the  miners  in  Inco.  Inco,  whose 
profits  increased  107  per  cent  in  1973  over 
1972.  But  the  government  can't  provide  for 
their  workers  who  were  injured  along  the 
way,  any  pension  which  is  even  marginally 
adequate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  payment  of  money  into 
this  fund  by  industry  to  allow  for  a  legiti- 
mate pension  is  a  charge  for  doing  business 
in  Ontario.  It  is  a  protection  for  the  work 
force.  It  is  not  some  indulgence.  It  is  not 
some  writ  which  the  government  serves  on 
industry.  It  is  a  simple  economic  truth  that 
you  protect  the  workers  of  the  province  by 
building  that  kind  of  industrial  fund.  If  a 
business  cannot  be  profitable  because  it  has 
to  contribute  to  a  pension  for  the  workers 
injured  on  the  job,  then  the  bloody  business 
shouldn't  be  in  business.  The  government 
assesses  them  accordingly  and  doesn't  bring 
in  these  picayune  raises,  percentage  point 
by  percentage  point,  never  allowing  the 
workers  to  have  a  pension  which  is  adequate. 
If  the  friendly  neanderthals  to  my  left  are 
worried  that  the  businesses  of  Ontario  may 
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be  tied  too  much,  let  it  be  added  they  can 
take  it  out  of  the  consolidated  revenue  fund 
because  that's  another  alternative— the  con- 
solidated revenue  fund. 

Mr.  Roy:  Scrap  the  Krauss-MaflFei  deal. 

Mr.  Lewis:  The  government  can  scrap 
many  of  its  projects,  precisely.  These 
people  would  have  been  making  a  quite  dif- 
ferent income  if  they  weren't  injured.  The 
injury  is  an  accident,  something  that  hasn't 
been  grasped  by  the  hon.  cabinet  opposite. 
If  the  minister  can't  do  it  out  of  the  con- 
solidated revenue  fund,  he  does  what  my 
colleague  from  Nickel  Belt  earlier  today 
told  him  to  do.  He  sets  up  a  sickness  and 
accident  disability  insurance  which  covers 
everybody  on  and  oflF  the  job,  no  discrimina- 
tion, no  invidious  consequences,  and  pays 
people  what  they  deserve  to  be  paid  if  they 
suffer  such  an  injury. 

The  minister  has  all  those  three  alterna- 
tives—an adequate  assessment  on  industry; 
using  the  consolidated  revenue  fund  of  the 
province;  using  a  principle  of  social  insurance 
which  until  now  he  disavows— and  he  will 
solve  his  problems,  but  he  absolutely  refuses. 
When  the  crunch  comes,  when  austerity 
reigns,  when  the  government  is  cutting  back, 
it  is  the  injured  workman  who  receives  the 
cutback.  Everything  else  is  a  process  of 
inflation  and  self-infatuation  around  this 
blessed  place  when  it  comes  to  what  we 
spend  on  but  when  it  comes  to  pensions  for 
pensioners,  for  the  disabled,  for  the  handi- 
capped, for  the  blind,  for  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation recipients,  there  is  where  we  show 
our  capacity  to  wield  the  scalpel. 

My  colleagues  have  summarized  the  essen- 
tial injustices  in  the  bill— the  fact  that  the 
computations  are  made  at  the  time  of  the 
original  injury,  than  which  there  can  be  no 
clause  more  imfair.  How  does  one  arrange 
a  pension  in  1974  applicable  to  a  wage  in 
1958?  I  would  like  to  know  which  Solomon 
the!  government  is  going  to  find  over  there  to 
explain  that.  How  does  the  minister  tell  an 
injured  workman  whom  it  is  paying,  who 
has  to  deal  with  the  cost  of  living  in  1974, 
that  the  calculation  will  be  made  on  the 
basis  of  wages  of  10,  12  or  14  years  ago? 
If  the  minister  wants  to  look  for  a  principle 
of  injustice!  in  his  bill,  there's  one  to  look  at. 

Look  at  the  level  of  the  pensions;  $260 
a  month  for  a  widow,  let  alone  for  the  pen- 
sioners. If  he  wants  to  find  an  injustice  in 
his  bill,  let  him  look  at  that  clause.  Look  at 
his  refusal,  Mr.  Speaker,  through  you  to  the 
minister,  to  include  an  indexing  for  the  cost 


of  living  when  he  knows  what  the  situation 
is  in  the  economy.  If  he  wants  to  find  an 
injustice  in  his  bill,  look  at  the  absence  of 
that  clause. 

Look  at  what  he  has  granted  for  the  year 
1973— four  per  cent— when  he  knows  it  was 
10  per  cent  and  better.  For  the  year  1972, 
four  per  cent  when  he  knows  it  was  eight 
to  nine  per  cent.  For  the  year  1971,  two  per 
cent  when  he  knows  it  was  six  to  eight  per 
cent.  If  he  wants  to  find  an  injustice  in  his 
bill,  look  at  that  clause. 

Look  at  all  the  mealy-mouthed  language 
he  has  attached  to  the  light  work  clauses, 
section  41  of  the  bill,  allowing  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  with  a  neat 
sleight  of  hand  to  disqualify  workers,  to 
reduce  workers,  to  exclude  workers.  If  he 
wants  to  see  injustice  in  his  bill,  look  at 
that  clause. 

Yes,  it  sounded  good  when  he  heralded 
it  publicly  on  first  reading,  flim-flamming 
everyone  in  sight,  indulging  himself  in  ver- 
bal fantasies  about  what  the  bill  contains, 
embellishing,  gilding  the  lily,  using  examples 
which  are  unrepresentative.  But  when  our 
looks  at  the  clauses! 

Part  of  my  anger- 1  suppose  it  was  what 
the  member  for  Parkdale  said  when  he  talk- 
ed about  guilt.  I  sat  here;  I  sat  beside  my 
colleague  from  Wentworth.  It  sounded  good. 
You  fight  so  hard  for  changes.  You  work  so 
long  at  it.  There  are  so  many  delegations. 
You  think,  "Sixty  per  cent.  Think  of  what 
it  will  mean." 

Let  me  tell  you  what  it  will  mean— and 
I've  got  to  bring  this  to  an  end,  because  I 
have  to  get  on  the  road.  In  the  last  four  or 
five  days  there  have  been  a  number  of  people 
from  the  Union  of  Injured  Workmen,  with 
various  disabilities,  appearing  in  the  galleries. 
I  asked  one  of  my  research  associates  to 
speak  to  some  of  these  people  and  to  see 
what  this  bill  would  mean  to  them.  Let  me 
tell  the  minister  what  the  bill  will  mean  to 
them. 

Let  me  tell  him  about  Savario  Vardaro, 
without  going  into  details.  He  was  injured 
back  in  1963  and  is  on  permanent  disability. 
He  was  making  a  pension  of  $312  per 
month,  and  under  the  minister's  calculations 
he  will  get  $26  more- which  is  $81.12  more 
-and  that  will  give  him  $393.12  per  month. 
That  will  give  him  a  total  annual  income 
of  $4,717.  When  he  was  injured  he  was 
making  $6,800,  and  had  he  stayed  at  the  same 
job  he'd  be  making  ahnost  $18,000  a  year 
now— having  checked  it  out  with  both  the 
union  and  some  of  the  men  in  comparable 
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positions.  The  minister  is  paying  him  $4,717 
in  1974  when  he  could  have  been  earning  an 
income  of  $18,000  a  year. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  all  he  did  wrong  was  get 
hurt. 

Mr.  Lewis:  And  all  he  did  wrong  was  to 
be  injured  on  the  job,  and  the  minister 
congratulates  himself  for  his  nobility. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  And  largesse. 

Mr.  Lewis:  I  ask  him  to  take  a  look  at 
the  case  of  Dominic  Seninarotti.  Dominic 
was  injured  on  June  20,  1961,  in  the  Porcu- 
pine Gold  Mine  in  Palmer,  Ont.  He  fell 
110  ft  down  the  shaft  and  heavy  equipment 
fell  on  top  of  him.  He  was  making  $3,600  a 
year  at  the  time.  He'd  be  making  $12,000 
a  year  now.  According  to  the  new  formula, 
he  will  be  receiving  $325  a  month,  which, 
in  my  calculations,  is  around  $4,000  a  year. 
Just  $4,000  a  year  now,  with  his  earning 
capacity  what  it  would  have  been,  $12,000 
a  year.  And  the  only  mistake  he  made  in  life 
was  to  have  an  accident  on  the  job.  But 
the  minister  will  penalize  him  and  his  family 
for  the  rest  of  his  living  days. 

Then  Mr.  Buzzo,  injured  on  June  22, 
1972.  In  1971  he  was  making  $7,300.  He 
would  be  making  $11,000  in  1974-1975.  His 
pension  was  cut  back  to  $137  per  month. 
With  this  increase  he  will  now  receive 
$147.96  a  month.  His  total  annual  income 
will,  therefore,  be  $1,765.  He  could  been 
making  $11,000.  They  describe  him  as  par- 
tially disabled,  that  delicious  phrase  which 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  works 
over,  like  the  witches  over  their  brew,  at- 
tempting to  extract  from  it  some  rationale. 
There  is  no  rationale.  All  lands  of  these  in- 
jured workmen  whom  the  minister  describes 
as  permanently  partially  disabled,  are  per- 
manently totally  disabled.  Who  will  hire 
them?  Who  will  give  them  jobs?  The  minis- 
ter should  ask  himself  that. 

Mr.   Martel:  There's  nothing  in  the  book. 

Mr.  Lewis:  He's  a  new  minister. 

Mr.  Deans:  Even  the  government  doesn't 
hire  them. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Ask  the  other  ministries,  the 
social  welfare  ministries.  Ask  Margaret  Birch 
and  Rene  Brunelle,  ask  Frank  Miller  and 
Richard  Potter,  ask  them  all  how  many  work- 
men's compensation  recipients  on  partial  dis- 
ability they  have  on  stafF?  Boy,  that  would 
be    an    interesting    statistic.    And   if    it    isn't 


okay  in  the  social  development  field  then 
ask  the  Ministry  of  Labour,  or  ask  the  Minis- 
try of  Government  Services,  which  hires  all 
kinds  of  people  with  various  skills, 

Mr.    Breithaupt:     Or    the    liquor    stores. 

Mr.  Lewis:  Ask  them,  and  take  a  tabu- 
lation of  how  many  they  have  hired  who  are 
on  permanent  partial  disability  and  who 
receive  $147  or  $150  a  month. 

Mr.   Martel:    He's   worse  than   Scrooge. 

Mr.  Lewis:  As  a  matter  of  fact,  my  col- 
league from  Wentworth  says  to  me,  "Even 
the  board  itself."  It  would  be  interesting  to 
find  out  just  what  proportion  or  percentage 
of  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  em- 
ployees are  people  on  permanent  partial  disa- 
bility pensions.  Maybe  they  can't  find  a 
satisfactory  job  in  that  milieu;  I  won't  cavil 
with  that.  But  there  are  all  kinds  of  other 
milieus  where  they  could  find  jobs  in  the 
government,  but  the  government,  like  private 
industry,  won't  hire  them.  Instead  it  will 
penalize  them  with  as  punitive  a  belligerence 
as  ever  has  been  visited  on  injured  workmen. 
It  will  penalize  them. 

I  won't  go  into  any  of  the  other  cases.  I 
have  two  or  three  more  here.  They  are  all 
of  the  same  land.  Their  earning  capacity 
in  1974,  had  they  not  been  injured,  would 
be  three,  four,  five,  six  times  what  they  are 
receiving  by  way  of  an  annual  income  with 
the  increase  in  this  legislation.  That,  sir, 
is  unacceptable.  That,  sir,  is  morally  wrong. 
That  does  not  befit  a  government  because 
it  has  the  alternatives  before  it. 

The  last  notes  I  have  say,  what  it  means 
is  that  around  Ontario,  of  these  33,000  in- 
jured workers,  there  is  a  large  clutch  of 
workers—  what  are  they;  400,  500,  600,  may- 
be more?— who  never  receive  justice  and 
who  can't  imderstand  it.  We've  all  written 
to  the  board  about  those  people.  We've  all 
written  letters  to  Michael  Starr,  of  whom 
many  of  us  are  profoundly  fond,  about  these 
people. 

These  are  the  people  who  are  wrecked  by 
the  government's  compensation  Act,  and  by 
the  manipulativeness  of  its  board.  These  are 
the  people  in  whom  are  induced  emotional 
reactions  by  virtue  of  the  physical  injury. 
These  are  the  people  whom  the  government 
so  fashionably  deems  as  having  psychological 
overlays,  but  who  do  suffer  psychological 
consequences  as  a  result  of  an  industrial 
accident. 

An  hon.  member:  Who  wouldn't? 


JUNE  28,  1974 


4027 


Mr.  Lewis:  Right,  who  wouldn't?  But  more 
than  that,  the  way  in  which  they  are  treated 
by  the  board,  the  amount  of  money  they 
receive  imder  the  Act,  drives  them  into  even 
further  a  sense  of  psychological  persecution. 
It  undermines  their  families.  It  destroys  their 
sense  of  self-worth.  There  are  cases  on 
record. 

How  I  would  like  to  spell  out  for  the 
House  the  case  of  Antonio  Negro  which  to 
this  day  remains  unsolved.  I  haven't  the  time. 
But  there  is  a  man  who  was  driven  to  periods 
of  emotional  despair  not  because  he  wasn't 
intrinsically  a  healthy  human  being  in  psy- 
chological terms,  but  because  his  frustration 
of  dealing  with  the  Act  and  of  dealing  with 
the  board  drove  him  almost  over  the  brink. 

It  is  a  tribute  only  to  his  enormous  resili- 
ence that  he  didn't  collapse  under  the  blows, 
and  it  is  a  tribute  to  his  enormous  resilience 
that  he  finally  got  awarded  an  amount  of 
money  which  was  due  him.  But  in  that  final 
act  of  vindictiveness,  of  which  the  board  was 
so  capable  under  the  stewardship  of  the  pre- 
vious incumbent,  it  wouldn't  give  it  to  him 
direct;  no,  it  gave  it  to  him  through  the 
public  trustee,  knowing  that  he  could  never 
accept  it  on  those  terms.  Ask  Michael  Starr 
about  the  case. 

So  the  government  has  several  hundred 
people  in  the  province  who  will  never  re- 
ceive justice,  who  will  never  receive  a  sense 
of  fair  play,  who  will  forever  be  hammering 
at  the  government's  doors.  I  want  to  ask  the 
minister,  through  the  Speaker,  why  is  it  that 
he  can't  deal  with  that  manageable  group? 
We  are  not  talking  about  hundreds  of  mil- 
ions  of  dollars.  We  are  not  talking  about 
unmanageable  sums.  We  are  talking  about 
a  few  hundred  or  a  few  thousand  people 
who  deserve  to  receive  a  decent  standard 
of  financial  compensation  for  an  injury  re- 
ceived on  the  job  and  the  government  won't 
do  it. 

Thev  reel  from  despair  to  despair,  and 
their  families  reel  with  them.  They  appear 
on  the  steps  of  the  Legislature  and  they 
appear  outside  the  minister's  oflBces.  They 
drive  all  of  us  in  the  opposition  to  distraction 
because  we  don't  know  how  to  cope  with  it, 
and  I'm  sure  there  are  government  members 
who  feel  the  same  sense  of  frustration. 

The  minister  knows  from  the  figures  I 
quoted  him  that  his  bill  will  not  give  them 
a  sense  of  justice  because  there  Is  no  retro- 
activity on  the  basis  of  its  calculations.  So 
don't  ask  us  to  support  the  bill. 

Mr.  Martel:  Withdraw  the  damn  thing. 


Mr.  Lewis:  If  it  is  all  the  government  can 
bring  in,  considering  it  is  not  even  the  money 
of  the  public  of  Ontario,  then  it  is  disgrace 
compounded.  It  is  not  as  auspicious  a  be- 
ginning for  the  Minister  of  Labour  as  some 
of  us  would  have  hoped.  His  minimum  wage 
approximates  that  of  British  Columbia  and 
Saskatchewan,  despite  the  fact  that  we  are 
the  most  industrialized  province  in  Canada, 
and  his  Workmen's  Compensation  Act  has 
now  set  levels  of  poverty  which  are  quite 
out  of  character  with  the  requirements  of 
1974. 

I  presume  that  doesn't  give  him  any  great 
spirit  of  pride  or  self-satisfaction.  He  des- 
cribed it  himself  as  not  overly  generous. 
When  we  were  discussing  the  GAINS  Act  my 
colleague  from  Wentworth,  barely  contain- 
ing himself  because  there  are  points  of  frus- 
tration in  this  Legislature,  was  saying  to 
this  minister  that  if  there  is  anything  that 
separates  socialists  from  Tories  it  is  on  is- 
sues like  this.  Don't  let  me  be  invidious;  if 
there  is  anything  that  separates  opposition 
from  Tories,  it  is  on  issues  like  this. 

The  government  can  do  everything  in  the 
world  for  those  who  have  it  already,  but  it 
can  do  very  little  for  those  who  are  most 
vulnerable.  And  when  it  does  do  it,  it  likes 
to  sneak  it  through  the  night  as  it  were,  to 
bring  it  in  at  the  final  moment  when  it  hopes 
public  scrutiny  is  at  a  minimum,  when  it 
hopes  the  injured  workmen  won't  recognize, 
when  it  hopes  it  is  not  accountable,  when 
the  minister  has  eight  Tory  colleagues  in 
the  House  with  him,  and  when  generally  it 
is  able  to  turn  the  parliamentary  forum  into 
some  kind  of  nonsensical  symbolism,  making 
much  noise  and  achieving  very  little. 

This  is  a  damnable  bill,  and  the  govern- 
ment should  withdraw  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Ottawa 
East. 

Mr.  Roy:  Mr.  Speaker.  I  had  not  planned 
to  speak  on  this  bill  but  after  reading  the 
bill  and  listening  to  the  comments  of  my 
leader  and  to  the  members  to  my  left  and  to 
the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party,  I 
think  it  is  obvious  that  for  every  member 
who  has  an  opportunity,  and  every  member 
who  has  had— as  in  my  case,  since  1971,  so 
many  oases  dealing  with  injured  workers— it 
is  incumbent  to  express  to  the  minister,  if 
through  nothing  else  but  repetition,  the 
weaknesses  of  the  bill  and  what  we  feel  is 
wrong  with  the  system  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation in  this  province. 
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The  member  for  York  West  (Mr.  MacBeth) 
is  probably  sitting  there,  as  he  has  been 
since  sometime  this  morning,  wondering 
what  he  has  done  to  deserve  all  this.  I 
suppose  that  he  can,  with  some  sensibility, 
appreciate  that  we  have  all  had  sort  of  a 
warm  feeling  for  him,  and  that  we  appre- 
ciate to  some  degree  that  this  is  handed 
to  him  and  has  been  cooked  up  by  some- 
body else.  But  we  would  have  hoped  that 
he  would  have  shown  in  his  early  days 
as  Minister  of  Labour  some  of  the  guts 
that  he  showed  when  he  was  chairman  of  the 
committee  looking  into  the  question  of 
Hydro,  and  was  prepared  at  that  time  to 
make  his  own  decfeions. 

I  am  convinced  that  he  sees  in  this  bill, 
and  he  sees  in  the  proposals,  and  in  fact  he 
probably  saw  at  the  time  that  he  was  mak- 
ing public  statements,  that  there  is  some- 
thing that  borders  on  misrepresentation,  or 
on  what  we  call  in  the  field  of  law,  touting 
—something  that  is  false  in  what  he  is  say- 
ing, or  is  misrepresentation  to  a  degree  in 
what  he  is  saying. 

I  am  sure  the  minister  can  appreciate  that 
there  is  no  way  that  all  of  us  here,  looking 
at  the  statements  and  then  looking  at  the 
bill,  having  experienced  case  after  case  of 
problems  in  relation  to  people  who  are  in- 
jured and  dealing  with  workmen's  compen- 
sation, can't  help  but  express  our  wrath 
and  direct  it  toward  him.  Hopefully  through 
this  experience,  as  he  brings  in  legislation 
to  a  most  sensitive  field,  as  is  the  field  of 
labour,  he  wall  make  his  own  decisions  on 
it  and  respond  to  the  needs  and  not  to  what 
he  feels  he  has  to,  or  what  might  be  politi- 
cally palatable. 

As  the  leader  of  the  New  Democratic  Party 
mentioned,  very  often  we  are  talking  about 
a  small  minority  of  people  as  compared  to 
the  total  population  of  this  province.  It  has 
been  expressed  by  so  many  leaders  that  the 
measure  of  a  government  or  the  measure  of 
the  depth  of  a  government  is  how  it  treats 
its  minorities,  those  who  are  dispossessed 
and  those  who  are  in  need. 

Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  minister,  I  think  it 
is  important  to  repeat  that  I  can't  quite  un- 
derstand why  this  type  of  legislation,  in  the 
light  of  the  inflationary  trend  this  country 
has  experienced  over  the  last  years,  is  not 
associated  with,  or  has  not  tacked  onto  it 
a  cost  of  living  escalator  clause.  The  federal 
government  is  criticized  but  at  least  it  has 
done  so  in  relation  to  old  age  pensions. 
Surely  this  could  be  done  in  relation  to  these 
types  of  pensions. 


Secondly,  I  think  the  question  of  light 
work  has  been  a  frustration,  Mr.  Speaker,  to 
every  member  who  has  had  any  cases  at  all 
dealing  with  workmen's  compensation.  This 
has  been  repeated  by  a  nimiber  of  members 
and  I  don't  intend  to  emphasize  it  too  long, 
Mr.  Speaker.  I  would  only  say  to  the  minis- 
ter that  surely  before  he  starts  cutting  off 
someone's  pension,  saying  he  should  have 
been  doing  some  light  work,  there  should 
be  an  onus  on  this  government,  or  there 
should  be  an  onus  on  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board,  to  find  him  light  work.  If 
the  government  doesn't  cut  him  off  until  it 
has  at  least  satisfied  itself  that  there  is  light 
work  he  can  do  it  doesn't  keep  putting  the 
onus  on  the  individual.  I  intend  to  talk 
about  this  onus  after  a  while  because  I  don't 
think  the  workmen's  compensation  system 
in  this  province  was  intended  to  be  an  ad- 
versary system  but  basically  this  is  what  is 
happening. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  would  appear  that  when 
the  system  was  set  up  originally  it  was  not 
set  up  to  do  with  onuses,  the  adversary  sys- 
tem and  so  on.  That's  not  the  way  it  has 
worked.  The  member  for  Pakdale  mentioned 
it.  The  onus  is  always  on  the  individual  who 
is  injured.  It  is  always  on  him  to  show, 
first  of  all,  that  he  was  injured  in  relation  to 
his  work;  that  the  injuries  are  flowing  from 
that  particular  work  or  that  particular  time 
of  day  when  he  fell  or  did  whatsoever.  Then 
the  onus  is  on  him  to  show  what  the  per- 
centage of  his  disability  is  and  so  on. 

If  the  minister  is  going  to  put  the  onus 
on  the  individual,  at  least  he  should  try  to 
make  it  fair.  Any  other  system,  even  our 
criminal  system,  does  not  put  the  onus  on 
the  accused;  but  having  decided  to  put  the 
onus  on  the  victim  of  the  circumstances,  at 
least  he  should  try  to  make  it  fair. 

I   don't  think  there  are  enough  members 
around   here— 217   members    in   the   Legisla- 
ture—to go  around  to  service- 
Mr.  V.  M.  Singer  (Downsview):  It's   117. 

Mr.  Roy:  Yes,  117.  Did  I  say  217?  That's 
what  there  should  be. 

Mr.  Singer:  Yes.  There  are  not  even  17 
here  at  the  moment.  Does  the  member  want 
me  to  call  a  quorum? 

Mr.  Roy:  It'd  be  hard  to  count  them  on 
the  other  side. 

Interjection   by   an   hon.   member, 

Mr.  Singer:  No,  count  them,  17. 
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Mr.  Roy:  There  are  only  seven  members 
out  of  76,  isn't  it? 

I  was  saying,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  minis- 
ter, there  are  not  enough  members  to  go 
around  to  service  the  difficult  cases  in  work- 
men's compensation  because  it  appears  one 
gets  response  according  to  the  weight  of  the 
paper  one  is  sending  to  the  board.  If  one  is 
prepared  to  make  a  career  out  of  a  particular 
case  somewhere  along  the  way  after  three, 
four  or  five  years  one  might  get  some  success. 
Of  course,  the  role  of  the  member  of  the 
Legislature,  the  duties  we  have,  do  not  per- 
mit us  to  devote  our  full  time  to  one  par- 
ticular case  which  would  be  needed  in  some 
circumstances. 

The  member  for  Windsor-Walkerville 
mentioned  a  case  he  had  been  working  on 
for  something  like  nine  years;  he  finally  got 
some  response  after  nine  years. 

If  the  minister  is  going  to  put  the  onus 
on  the  individual,  at  least  make  it  fair.  It 
would  seem  to  me  that  what  he  should  do— 
and  I  say  this,  Mr.  Speaker,  to  the  minis- 
ter who  can  certainly  understand  it— if  he 
is  going  to  put  the  onus  on  the  individual, 
he  should  at  least  make  it  fair. 

We  should  enlist  all  the  lawyers  of  the 
province.  What  we  should  be  doing  is  giving 
the  workers  who  are  disputing  or  appealing 
a  particular  decision  the  right  to  get  legal 
aid.  They  have  it  now  to  a  degree  but  they 
should  get  legal  aid  on  a  Supreme  Court 
scale.  I  don't  know  what  the  scale  is  now 
but  they  are  getting,  I  think,  lower  than 
county  court  scale. 

What  is  more  important  than  the  livelihood 
of  an  individual?  People  are  getting  legal 
aid  on  Supreme  Court  scale,  for  instance, 
for  divorces.  They  are  getting  it,  let's  say, 
if  they  are  fighting  an  action  for  something 
over  $7,000.  Surely  that  doesn't  have  the 
importance  of  an  individual  whose  livelihood 
depends  on  that,  who  has  got  to  live  or 
attempt  to  live  on  that  pension? 

I  would  suggest  very  sincerely  to  the 
minister  this  is  what  should  done.  If  he 
wants  to  retain  the  adversary  system,  which 
it  is  now,  then  the  workman  must  show 
his  injuries  flow  from  his  work;  that  his 
disability  flows  from  his  injuries  and  that 
his  disability  is  partial,  and  so  on.  If  he  is 
going  to  put  the  onus  on  the  individual,  at 
least  he  should  give  him  every  opportunity 
to  have  the  best  services  possible  to  represent 
him.  After  all  his  whole  life  depends  on 
it.  Yet  we  are  paying  legal  aid  in  this  prov- 
ince for  certain  individuals.  A  person  who's 
accused    in    our    criminal   courts    gets    better 


representation  than  that.  Why  can't  an  in- 
dividual who  is  claiming  that  he  has  not 
received  adequate  pension  or  justice  from 
the  workmen's  compensation  get  that  type  of 
representation?  I  would  urge  the  minister  to 
look  into  that  question. 

First  of  all,  I  would  tell  him  it  should 
not  be  an  adversary  system.  I  hate  to  think 
what  could  happen,  for  instance,  in  motor 
vehicle  accidents  if  he  took  that  same  ap- 
proach, if  he  worked  towards  a  universal 
motor  vehicle  insurance  and  had  boards  and 
did  away  with  the  courts  and  started  treat- 
ing motor  vehicle  victims  the  same  way.  I 
would  urge  the  minister,  if  he  intends  to 
retain  the  same  approach  and  the  same  way 
he  is  treating  individuals,  to  work  something 
out  with  the  Law  Society  with  their  Legal 
Aid  plan  and  to  say  to  an  individual,  "If 
you  are  not  satisfied  with  an  appeal,  the 
services  of  a  lawyer  are  open  to  you."  I 
say  that  services  should  be  on  a  Supreme 
Court  scale,  because  I  can't  see  anything 
that's  more  important  to  an  individual  than 
his  livelihood. 

I  can't  understand,  Mr.  Speaker,  how  the 
sense  of  values  we  have  in  this  country 
should  be  such  that  we  should  put  the 
onus  on  an  individual  in  relation  to  his  in- 
juries from  his  work  when  our  whole  criminal 
system  in  this  country  is  the  reverse.  An 
individual  who  is  charged  with  a  criminal 
offence  does  not  have  that  type  of  onus. 
Is  that  the  type  of  values  that  we  have  in 
this  province? 

I  say  to  the  minister  the  first  thing  he 
should  do  is  change  this  approach.  The 
onus  should  not  be  on  the  individual.  He 
should  write  into  legislation  that  a  fellow 
is  disabled,  that  he  is  injured,  that  he's 
got  this  percentage  of  injury  and  that  his 
pension  is  worth  so  much  up  until  the  point 
that  the  workmen's  compensation  proves 
otherwise.  The  onus  should  not  be  on  the 
individual  but  on  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board.  Surely  we  should  have  the 
type  of  system  in  relation  to  injured  workers 
that  we  have  in  relation  to  our  criminal 
system  in  this  province? 

The  second  thing  is  a  point  raised  in  the 
brief  I  was  reading,  the  brief  from  the  in- 
jured workers  when  it  talked  about  the  con- 
flicts in  doctors.  There  again  not  only  is  the 
onus  on  the  worker  but  he  has  to  see  doc- 
tors who  are  related  to  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board.  These  doctors  have  a  con- 
flict. There  is  their  job  with  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  and  there  is  their  duty 
towards  their  patients.  If  the  minister  took 
away    the    onus    and    allowed    them   proper 
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representation,  then  the  lawyer  representing 
them  could  get  independent  advice.  That's 
the  type  of  approach  we  should  be  looking 
at.  Sure  there  are  going  to  be  abuses  in  this. 
There  are  abuses  in  our  criminal  system,  but 
I  feel  in  any  system  that  is  going  to  be  imi- 
versal  and  just,  there  are  going  to  be  some 
abuses.  One  doesn't  look  at  the  exception. 
He  tries  to  look  at  the  rule. 

Mr.  Speaker,  having  said  this,  I  feel  I 
should  make  some  special  comment  about  a 
problem  that  I  have  in  the  Ottawa  area 
for  a  certain  group  of  workers.  I  think  I 
should  bring  this  to  the  minister's  attention. 
The  minister  may  be  aware,  because  of  the 
doseness  of  the  cities  of  Ottawa  and  Hull 
in  the  Province  of  Ontario  and  the  Province 
of  Quebec,  there  are  thousands  of  workers 
whose  residences  are  in  Quebec  but  who  in 
fact,  work  in  Ontario.  Flowing  from  this  is 
the  fact  that  a  very  great  number  of  workers 
who  are  injured  working  in  Ontario  must 
then  look  to  the  Ontario  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  for  benefits,  although  they 
are  Quebec  residents.  Many  of  them  don't 
even  have  a  voice  in  the  sense  that  they  are 
not  Ontario  residents.  They  can't  go  through 
Ontario  MPs,  and  their  member  in  Quebec 
sends  them  back  into  Ontario. 

Of  course,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  been  in- 
volved in  many  of  these  cases.  I  am  con- 
vinced the  majority  cannot  get  any  repre- 
sentation at  all.  In  other  words,  Mr.  Speaker, 
these  people  cannot  speak  through  their 
member  of  parliament  who  often  is  a 
member  of  parliament  from  the  Province  of 
Quebec.  And  secondly,  most  of  these  people 
in  this  difficulty  are  not  Ontario  residents, 
and  they  can't  even  get  legal  aid  available 
to  Ontario  residents  to  assist  them  in  claims 
with    the    Workmen's    Compensation    Board. 

I  found  that  very  many  of  these  people 
are  sort  of  left  aside,  Mr.  Speaker,  They 
don't  have  a  voice.  I'm  not  saying  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  is  taking  advan- 
tage of  the  situation  with  these  people  who 
don't  have  a  voice.  But  the  very  fact  that 
they  do  not  have  a  voice  creates  this  prob- 
lem. 

I  think  that  we  should  look  at  this  situ- 
ation. There  ought  to  be  a  way  to  assure 
that  a  Quebec  resident  injured  in  Ontario  is 
at  least  assured  of  his  full  rights.  Many  of 
these  people,  for  instance,  can't  even  speak 
English,  and  so  there  is  the  other  problem 
of  communicating  with  the  board. 

I  think  that  some  attention  should  be  paid 
to  their  situation.  One  member  from  the 
Ottawa  area  cannot  represent  all  their  cases. 


I  think  there  should  be  some  way  to  help 
them— even  if  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  pays  for  some  of  their  legal  fees  for 
representation. 

For  instance,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  today's 
paper  it  says  the  federal  government  is  go- 
ing to  pay  legal  costs  to  help  Indians  fight 
deportation— they'll  pay  legal  costs  for  that. 

Why  wouldn't  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board  pay  legal  costs  for  certain  indi- 
viduals who  fought  the  claim  for  years 
through  the  courts  and  through  a  series  of 
appeals  and  whose  claim  is  later  accepted? 
Why  couldn't  they   get  some  assistance? 

And  so,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  we  are  justi- 
fied in  opposing  this  bill,  inasmuch  as  we 
have  a  certain  amount  of  friendliness,  or  a 
certain  amount  of  softness— I  shouldn't  say 
softness,  but  camaraderie  with  the  minister. 
We  feel  that  the  comments  that  have  been 
made  here— and  repeated  over  again— are  jus- 
tified, and  for  these  reasons,  Mr.  Speaker, 
it  is  obvious  that  we  cannot  support  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  York- 
view. 

Mr.  Young;  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  support 
my  party  and  leader  in  the  opposition  that 
we  have  expressed  to  this  bill;  and  I  don't 
want  to  repeat  too  much  of  what  has  been 
said.  I  think  the  minister  has  heard  it  and 
I  hope  he  has  profited  by  it,  even  though  his 
party  may  not  agree  in  changing  the  terms  of 
this  particular  bill. 

(I  come  from  an  area,  Mr.  Speaker,  where 
we  have  a  very  large  influx  of  immigrant 
population,  particularly  from  Italy.  They  are 
people  who  have  been  brought  into  this 
country  and  welcomed  here  to  do  the  hard, 
dangerous  labour  of  this  country-largely 
construction  work.  And  their  effort  has  helped 
make  possible  the  great  building  boom  in 
Metropolitan  Toronto  following  die  Second 
World  War.  We  paid  these  people  pretty 
inadequate  wages  at  the  start,  until  they 
unionized.  Today  many  of  them  are  getting 
very  high  wages;  some  of  them  aren't. 

But  the  fact  is,  when  those  people  are 
hurt,  then  we  simply  say  "All  right,  they've 
played  their  part,  and  we're  not  too  worried 
about  them  from  this  point  on."  They  come 
into  my  office  in  a  steady  stream  with  their 
answers  received  from  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board.  All  too  often  the  answer 
has  been  "no."  For  some  of  them  the  an- 
swer has  been:  "Well,  we've  paid  100  per 
cent  for  a  certain  length  of  time,  and  now 
you  are  able  to  do  half  a  job.  You  are  25  or 
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50  or  75  per  cent  disabled;  and  we  will  pay 
you  proportionately."  And  then  they  are 
cut  oflF  and  told  to  look  for  light  work. 

The  wonder  at  how  in  the  world  these 
people  who  are  50  per  cent  disabled,  or  even 
less,  without  adequate  knowledge  of  the 
language  in  this  country,  with  only  the  skill 
to  do  construction  or  hard  heavy  labour,  with 
no  real  skills  beyond  that,  can  be  expected  to 
find  light  work  has  already  been  expressed 
by  speaker  after  speaker  here  today.  For  the 
life  of  me  I  can't  understand  why  the  minis- 
ter can't  understand  this  too,  although  he 
did  express  this  attitude  in  his  press  release. 
I  would  hope  that  some  of  this  is  now 
passed. 

But  the  thing  that  irks  me  more  than  any- 
thing else  is  this  matter  of  the  process  of 
retraining  whereby  if  you  are  not  retrained 
then  you  are  discarded.  I  have  had  instance 
after  instance  where  men  have  come  to  me 
and  said,  "Well,  I  have  a  rehabilitation  of- 
ficer." I  talked  to  the  rehabilitation  officer. 
He  is  concerned  about  this  particular  work- 
man but  he  says  to  me,  "The  man  hasn't 
even  enough  basic  English  to  be  retrained 
in  any  real  skill."  Or,  "His  pain  is  still  with 
him  in  his  back  or  his  arms  and  when  he 
tries  to  do  something  else,  then,  of  course, 
he  runs  into  real  diflBculty."  For  these  people 
without  language  and  vdthout  skills  to  be 
retrained  is  almost  impossible,  although  there 
are  instances  here  and  there  where  success  is 
achieved.  It  is  a  long  process,  and  some- 
times we  are  not  willing  to  spend  the 
money  on  them. 

My  experience  is  also  that  most  of  these 
men  are  not  soldiering  on  the  job  at  all,  as 
sometimes  they  are  accused.  Most  of  them 
are  anxious  to  get  back  to  the  job.  They 
want  to  work.  They  don't  want  to  draw 
compensation.  They  don't  want  to  draw  un- 
employment insurance.  They  don't  want  to 
draw  welfare.  They  want  to  work. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Absolutely. 

Mr.  Young:  I  would  say  that  99.9  per  cent 
of  the  people  that  I  see  in  this  regard  are 
anxious  to  get  back.  There  are  one  or  two 
I  could  think  of  who  perhaps  are  just  a 
little  happy  to  stay  where  they  are  and 
make  excuses  for  not  getting  back,  but  the 
vast  majority  are  anxious  to  work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  matter  of  reviewing 
instead  of  indexing  is  an  abominablte  sort 
of  thing.  We  see  this  happen  time  after  time 
as  we  start  to  build  up  to  elections,  where 
reviews  of  government  payments  take  place 


and  one  becomes  very  suspicious  that  this 
is  done  for  a  political  purpose.  To  people 
who  are  on  fixed  payments  from  government 
we  say,  "We  will  look  at  your  situation  now, 
after  the  four  years  is  up.  An  election  is 
coming  up,  so  we  will  give  you  another  bit," 
like  the  $50  that  was  given  to  the  old  age 
pensioners  just  before  the  last  election.  They 
are  supposed  to  be  grateful  and  vote  for 
the  party  that  gives  it  to  them.  I  presume 
this  is  the  philosophy.  It  looks  very  much  it. 

If  we   could   index   these   payments,    gear 
them  to  the  cost  of  living,  after  first  of  all 
they  are  made  adequate- 
Mr.  Foulds:  Right. 

Mr.  Young:  —then,  of  course,  we  are  get- 
ting someplace  and  we  are  completely 
divorcing  it  from  the  political  process. 

I  just  want  to  say  a  word,  Mr.  Speaker, 
about  the  ability  of  this  province  to  do  the 
kind  of  thing  that  we  have  been  talking 
about  on  this  side  of  the  House.  I  had  some 
figures  looked  up  for  me  and  I  looked  up 
one  of  my  speeches  of  a  year  or  so  ago 
when  we  were  talking  about  welfare.  I  find 
that  in  Ontario  we  have  7.6  million  people— 
7,638,887  to  be  exact.  Our  gross  provincial 
product  this  year  by  all  economic  forecasts 
looked  to  be  $54.3  billion.  That  means  we 
are  producing  a  provincial  product  this  year 
in  Ontario  equal  to  $7,100  per  person.  We 
have  just  under  1.9  million  families  in  On- 
tario, which  means  we  are  actually  producing 
a  gross  provincial  product  of  $28,000  per 
family.  I  know  there's  quite  a  bit  of  dupli- 
cation and  that  people  will  argue  with  the 
figures.  So  if  we  squeeze  out  the  duplication 
and  use  the  net  national  income  figure  or, 
in  this  case,  the  net  provincial  income  figure, 
which  is  78  per  cent  of  the  gross  provincial 
product,  we  get  personal  production  in  On- 
tario of  $5,538  per  person  and  $21,840  per 
family.  That's  what  we  are  actually  produc- 
ing as  a  net  provincial  product  with  the 
duplication  squeezed  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  despite  that  kind  of  wealth, 
we  talk  in  terms  of  $260  a  month  for  the 
widow  of  the  injured  worker.  We  talk  in 
terms  of  the  ceilings  that  we  have  set  for 
the  men  who  have  been  hurt  in  the  industrial 
warfare  or  the  industrial  process  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario.  This  is  nothing  more  than 
a  sheer  disgrace. 

Then  we  look  at  the  pictiure  of  profits 
that  are  taken  out  of  the  productive  process. 
In  the  Toronto  Star  of  June  20,  as  has  been 
mentioned    already,   it   was    reported:    "Firm 
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profits  up  45  per  cent  in  1974,"  and  the 
Globe  and  Mail  of  March  30,  1974,  said  this: 
After-tax  profits  of  manufacturing  com- 
panies rose  by  an  average  of  42  per  cent 
to  $3.7  billion  last  year,  following  a  23 
per  cent  gain  in  1972,  Statistics  Canada 
has  revealed. 

That  means  that  in  two  years  profits  have 
doubled  in  this  country,  and  probably  have 
more  than  doubled  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario. Then  we  talk  in  terms  of  raising  in- 
comes for  the  pensioners  by  four  per  cent, 
or  two  per  cent  if  we  go  back  a  little  farther, 
or  10  per  cent— whatever  the  percentage  is. 
At  the  same  time  that  these  profits  have  been 
taken  out  of  the  economy,  inflation  has  ac- 
counted for  10  per  cent  per  year— and.  right 
now  it  is  faster  than  that  when  we  look  at 
food,  the  basic  cost  for  most  pensioners. 

Pensioners  and  people  on  workmen's  com- 
pensation have  to  spend  the  bulk  of  their 
incomes  for  food;  and  the  index  for  food  is 
much  higher— practically  double  now— than 
the    general    cost-of-living   index   increase. 

I  was  interested  the  other  day  to  leaf 
through  the  report  which  came  to  my  desk, 
and  came  to  the  desks  of  all  of  us,  the  report 
of  Canada  Packers  Ltd.,  dealing  largely  in 
food.  Canada  Packers  boasts  of  this:  In  1971 
its  profit  was  $9.5  million- 
Mr.  Deacon:  Why  doesn't  the  member 
talk  about  their  percentage  profit  on  dollars 
of  sales  per  fiscal  year? 

Mr.  Young:  Dollars  of  sales  have  nothing 
to  do  with  investment,  and  the  member 
knows  it. 

Mr.  Deacon:  It  does. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Young:  Profits  are  based  on  the  capital 
invested— 

Mr.  D.  C.  MacDonald  (York  South):  The 
member  for  York  Centre  is  arguing  against 
higher  benefits  to  workmen. 

Mr.  Young:  All  right.  This  is  the  Liberal 
attitude:  Rather  than  profits  on  investment, 
he'd  like  to  talk  about  profits  on  sales. 

Mr.  Foulds:  We'll  make  our  argument; 
let  the  member  make  his,  in  apologizing  for 
the  food  industry. 

Mr.  Young:  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I  could  get 
back  to  this  $9.5  million  in  1971-and  I'll 
skip  the  other  figures,  since  the  hon.  member 
for  York  Centre  doesn't  seem  to  like  them— 


in  1974  they  say  their  profit  is  $19.1  million. 
That's    over   three   tunes   in   those  years. 

Mr.  A.  Carruthers  (Durham):  What  are 
they  doing  with  the  money? 

Mr.  Young:  What  are  they  doing  with  the 
money?  Well,  let's  not  go  into  a  lesson  on 
economics  right  now. 

Mr.  Carruthers:  No,  we  won't  go  into  that. 

Mr.  Foulds:  They  sure  as  hell  aren't  help- 
ing their  injured  workmen. 

Mr.  Young:  Whilte  the  food  processors 
triple  their  profits,  we  say  we  will  give  an 
extra  10  per  cent,  to  be  generous,  to  the 
recipients  of  Workmen's  Compensation,  or 
four  per  cent  or  two  per  cent,  as  the  case 
may  be,  keeping  way  behind  the  inflationary 
factor  at  the  very  time  when  the  food  pro- 
cessors' profits— and  I  have  more  figures  here 
if  you  want  them— are  sky-rocketing.  And  it 
is  food  these  people  will  primarily  spend 
their  income  upon. 

Mr.  Speaker,  not  to  prolong  this  matter 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned  this  afternoon  be- 
cause others  want  to  speak,  I  again  plead 
with  the  minister  to  think  in  human  terms 
in  this  wealthy  province  where  we  are  pro- 
ducing this  kind  of  wealth,  piling  up  the 
surpluses  at  the  corporate  level  but  denying 
the  very  mediocre  gain  we  have  been  sug- 
gesting to  the  people  who  have  been  the 
victims  of  the  industrial  process. 

Surely,  the  minister  can  see  the  kind  of 
thing  that  is  needed  here.  Surely,  we  don't 
want  put  the  burden  of  suffering  and  then 
the  burden  of  poverty  on  these  people  who 
came  here— in  my  case,  largely  the  people 
who  came  from  Italy— to  do  our  job  for  us, 
to  do  the  hard,  bone  labour.  Sometimes,  I 
admit,  through  their  own  carelessness,  some- 
times because  of  employer  carelessness,  some- 
times just  because  society  has  not  been 
interested  enough  to  set  up  the  proper  safe- 
guards, these  people  have  become  casual- 
ties and  we  should  not  ask  them  to  bear  the 
pain  and  the  poverty  and  the  suffering,  and 
to  pass  that  on  to  their  families  as  well. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  ask  the  minister  again 
to  take  this  bill  back;  take  another  look  at 
it;  bring  in  a  bill  which  does  demonstrate 
compassion— not  only  compassion— but  demon- 
strates justice,  and  I  stress  that  word,  justice, 
to  these  people  who  are  casualties  of  our 
productive  process. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Essex- 
Kent. 
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Mr.  R.  F.  Buston  (Essex-Kent):  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  may,  at  this  time,  like  to  add  a  few 
comments  to  Bill  116  and  I,  too,  feel  it  was 
brought  in  at  a  bad  time,  right  at  the  end 
of  the  session  when  everyone  seems  to  be 
interested,  naturally,  in  getting  the  proper 
process  of  government  finished  up.  The  gov- 
ernment brings  in  so  many  bills  in  the  last 
week  or  two.  This  one,  as  members  will 
recall  was  presented  on  June  21,  one  week 
ago  today.  Of  course,  to  anyone  in  the  op- 
position, including  me,  it  seems  that  bill 
could  easily  have  been  presented  a  month 
earlier.  It  would  have  had  time  to  go  to 
the  committee  for  representations  from  all 
segments  of  society,  whether  it  was  the  in- 
jured workman  or  even  the  people  who  have 
to  pay  the  premiums.  They  should  also  have 
been  allowed  to  come  in. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That  will  be  changed  when 
the  speaker  takes  over. 

Mr.  Ruston:  That's  what  should  have  been 
done  on  a  bill  like  this.  I  think  that  is  a 
public  forum  we  don't  use  enough  in  this 
Legislature,  especially  since  the  present 
Premier  has  taken  over,  as  many  are  aware, 
and  as  has  been  proved  by  statistics. 

Oni  the  minister's  statement  on  June  21, 
it  is  rather  interesting  to  read  the  statement 
and  read  some  of  the  interjections.  I  wouldn't 
want  to  imply  that  the  minister  was  mis- 
leading anyone  but  the  statement  seems  to 
have  a  tendency  to  get  a  little  misleading. 
He  was  reading  it  out  and'  we  diidn't  have 
copies  of  it,  I  don't  believe,  right  at  the 
time;  we  may  have  had  them  shortly  after. 

It  was  interesting  to  note  some  of  the 
comments  of  different  members  in  the  op- 
position parties,  thinking  this  was  maybe 
the  answer  to  some  of  the  needs  of  the 
injured  workers.  I  noticed  in  one  place  that 
the  pensions  which  are  presently  in  existence 
would  be  increased  by  a  maximum  of  60  per 
cent  but  the  trouble  is,  when  one  is  looking 
at  the  partial  disability  pension,  it  might  be 
so  small  that  60  per  cent  of  nothing  is  not 
very  much.  That  is  the  problem. 

I  heard  somebody  here  say  one  day  that 
eggs  went  up  60  or  70  per  cent  but  the 
problem  was  that  before  then  the  man  who 
was  producing  was  losing  11  cents  a  dozen 
so  it  really  wasn't  any  increase.  Percentages 
are  very  misleading. 

If  one  reads  into  it,  there  was  another 
comment  from  the  minister's  statement. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  benefit  of  the  House,  I 
should  indicate  that  the  formula  to  which  I  refer  will 


be  applied  to  the  original  pension  of  the  worker. 
Thus,  if  a  person  was  injured  in  1945  the  maximum 
60  per  cent  increase  will  apply.  If  that  results  in  an 
amount  in  excess  of  the  new  minimum  of  S260  a 
month,  the  worker  will  get  the  increased  amount,  but 
if  the  figure  is  less  than  $260  the  worker  will  get 
that   $260. 

I  recall  at  the  time  there  were  comments 
about  time;  I  think  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough West  said,  "Boy,  it's  about  time," 
and  when  the  minister  said  he  would  like 
to  have  it  put  through  as  soon  as  possible, 
one  of  the  comments  of  the  member  for 
Kitchener  was,  "Sure,  why  not?" 

We  assumed  from  listening  to  his  state-^ 
ment  that  the  bill  was  a  good  bill  and  had 
some  worthwhile  benefits  in  it.  I  suppose  if 
we  had  known  what  was  in  it  we  would 
probably  have  taken  the  same  position  we 
took  when  one  of  the  ministers  introduced 
the  Act  putting  an  energy  tax  of  seven  per 
cent  on  fuel  and  so  forth.  A  year  ago  we 
would  have  opposed  it  on  the  first  reading, 
but  with  the  procedure  the  way  it  is,  it  is 
pretty  difficult  to  do  that  on  bills. 

I  have  not  had  too  many  dealings  with  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  but  I  can 
recall  one  very  distinctly— it  was  in  my  earlier 
years  in  the  Legislature— where  a  man  had 
been  through  all  the  procedures  that  he 
thought  he  had  to  go  through,  he  went  to 
his  union  heads  and  they  appealed  his  bene- 
fit decisions  and  they  were  turned  down.  He 
had  a  partial  disability.  He  went  to  the 
former  member,  Mr.  Reaume,  who  referred 
it  to  me  and  I  made  representations  to  the 
board. 

I  went  down  to  the  board.  I  guess  it  was  a 
court  of  last  appeal,  so  I  understand.  It  was 
the  last  appeal  possible,  so  we  made  arrange- 
ments for  the  man  to  come.  He  was  only 
getting  $38  a  month.  I  went  to  visit  him 
at  his  home  and  he  had  one  leg  in  braces.  I 
visited  with  him  to  discuss  his  injury  and 
stayed  there  for  a  while  and  saw  some  of 
the  problems  he  had.  So  we  made  arrange- 
ments  and   an  appeal   date  was  set  up. 

I  had  never  been  there  before,  so  I 
walked  in  and  the  secretary  came  out  and 
they  were  very  kind.  I  said,  "I  am  new  here 
at  this  particular  thing,"  and  not  having  any 
legal  training  or  anything,  and  appearing 
before  the  board,  I  felt  a  little  frustrated,  I 
suppose,  as  to  what  I  might  do.  So  they 
asked  me  to  come  in  first  to  meet  the  board 
and  I  went  in  and  they  discussed  the  case 
some  with  me  and  said  liiey  thought  the  man 
probably  had  some  problems  that  went  may- 
be a  little  bit  beyond  his  injuries,  and  I  said, 
"Well,  I  suppose  that's  possible." 
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The  man  was  earning,  at  that  time,  around 
$5.50  an  hour  as  a  cabinet  maker  and  he 
had  a  nice  home  in  the  city  of  Windsor.  He 
had  to  turn  that  over  to  his  son  because  he 
was  losing  it.  He  did  have  another  home  in 
another  village  or  town  so  he  moved  out 
to  it,  but  as  his  savings  went  down  he  had 
to  rent  the  lower  floor  out,  and  then  he  rent- 
ed the  second  floor  out  and  he  and  his  wife 
moved  into  the  attic.  When  I  visited  him, 
you  coidd  stand  up  straight  in  the  centre 
part  of  the  house  but  you  had  to  get  do^vn 
low  because  of  the  sloping  roofs  elsewhere, 
and  these  were  the  conditions  they  were 
living  imder.  I  said  to  the  members  of  the 
board,  "I  think  that  if  I  was  forced  into 
those  conditions  I  would  probably  have 
some  problems  that  maybe  would  com- 
pound my  injuries.  I  think  that's  i)ossible 
under  those  circumstances."  Then  the  man 
came  in  for  the  interview  with  the  board 
and  they  made  a  decision  in  15  minutes  to 
allow  my  appeal. 

I  just  wondered  what  I  did— I  had  no  pro- 
fessional ability  to  tell  them  what  was  go- 
ing on— and  why  the  board  would  make  a 
decision  so  quickly  when  someone  made  a 
representation.  I  hope  it  wasn't  because  I 
was  a  member  of  the  Legislature.  I  hope 
it  was  because  a  man  needed  it  and  showed 
his  need  loy  being  there,  but  I  question  that, 
because  I  didn't  think  that  we  really  had 
that  much  of  a  case.  I  just  told  them,  as  I 
thought,  the  way  it  was.  This  was  in  No- 
vember, wintertime,  when  some  work  wasn't 
too  plentiful  and  I  suggested  that  he  be 
paid  full  benefits  imtil  June  1,  if  I  remem- 
ber correctly,  or  May  1,  when  there  would 
be  more  openings  for  work.  This  is  what 
they  went  along  with. 

But  it  concerns  me,  when  I  think  about  it 
at  different  times,  as  to  how  many  people  are 
maybe  in  a  similar  position  and  they  are 
not  sure  where  they  should  go.  Some  can 
go  to  their  union  heads,  but  if  they  are  not 
in  a  union  shop,  who  do  they  go  to?  Some- 
times they  don't  think  of  going  to  their  local 
member. 

What  really  concerned  me  was  the  way  the 
system  was  working.  It  isn't  working  the 
way  it  should  be.  The  benefits  that  are 
allowed  now  are  nowhere  near  what  they 
should  be. 

I've  talked  to  many  employers  about  par- 
tial disability.  If  one  is  on  a  partial  dis- 
ability pension  from  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board,  they  just  don't  want  to  hire 
him.  In  the  employment  field  of  the  federal 
government  they  have  quite  a  practice  of 


hiring  people  with  partial  disabilities.  In 
their  case,  a  lot  of  them  are  Legion  members 
or  members  of  the  armed  forces.  Having 
worked  in  the  civil  service  for  some  time 
I  know  a  lot  of  people  who  were  in  the 
civil  service  in  the  federal  government  were 
returned  veterans  and  some  of  these  were 
on  some  form  of  pension  because  of  war- 
time disabilities.  They  have  quite  a  plan 
with  their  point  system,  and  points  are 
gained  when  taking  exams  because  of  these 
disabilities. 

I  can't  see  where  this  government  is  doing 
anything  in  that  line  and  I  think  this  gov- 
ernment should  be  spending  a  lot  of  time 
looking  into  and  hiring  these  kinds  of 
people.  I'm  sure  there  are  a  lot  of  positions 
in  the  civfl  service  where  these  people  can 
be  placed. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  There's  a  lot  of  light  duty 
around  here. 

Mr.  Ruston:  Yes,  there's  a  lot  of  light 
duty. 

However,  Mr.  Speaker,  I  just  wanted  to 
make  my  point,  I  object  very  strongly  to 
this  bill  and  the  inadequacy  of  it.  We  in 
our  party  intend  to  vote  against  it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Sand- 
wich-Riverside. 

Mr.  F.  A.  Burr  (Sandvdch-Riverside):  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  should  like  to  make  a  few  re- 
marks on  Bill  116.  In  almost  all  the  dif- 
ficult cases  that  come  to  my  attention  there 
seems  to  be  one  common  factor.  The  work- 
man becomes  injured;  he  cannot  do  his 
regular  job  and  there  is  no  alternative  work 
available.  He  tries  a  regular  job  and  fails 
to  last  more  than  a  short  time— less  than  45 
minutes  in  one  case  I've  had  recently.  The 
company  refuses  to  take  him  back  unless 
he's  100  per  cent  fit  and  able  to  do  the  job 
that  he  had  been  doing  when  injured.  The 
man  becomes  discouraged.  He  goes  to  the 
rehab  hospital  and,  in  one  case  I  have,  the 
injury  was  aggravated  through  his  efforts  to 
do  the  prescribed  exercises  at  the  hospital. 
The  injured  workman  often  runs  into  doc- 
tors who  refuse  to  treat  him,  either  because 
of  the  paperwork  involved  in  WCB  cases  or 
because  the  doctor  knows  from  previous 
experience  that  he  hasn't  the  necessary  skill 
to  treat  the  workman  successfully.  The 
workman,  often  at  an  early  stage,  encoun- 
ters the  suspicion  that  he  is  malingering  or 
that  he  has  a  psychosomatic  problem  or  the 
famous  functional  overlay. 
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One  of  my  constituents  has  gone  to  sev- 
eral doctors.  The  very  first  one  insulted 
him  by  asking  him  why  he  did  not  want  to 
work.  The  fact  that  he  had  an  operation  on 
his  back  a  few  months  later  proved  that  he 
had  a  back  injury  and  that  he  was  not  just 
feigning  some  problem. 

This  man  had  come  to  Canada  from 
southern  Europe,  because,  like  millions  of 
others,  he  hoped  to  be  able  to  have  a  home 
of  his  own  and  a  good  education  for  his 
children.  He  had  just  made  a  down  pay- 
ment on  his  own  home,  the  first  step  in  this 
dream,  when  the  accident  occurred  which 
changed  his  life  and  cast  a  cloud  over  the 
whole  future  of  his  family. 

The  suggestion  that  he  does  not  want 
to  work  has  probably  hurt  this  man's  spirit 
even  worse  than  the  spinal  injury  has  hurt 
his  body.  He  has  run  into  this  attitude,  not 
onlv-  in  doctors'  ofiices,  but  also  with  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  representa- 
tives. He  has  reported  these  slights  to  me 
regularly  and  religiously.  I  might  even  have 
had  doubts  about  such  a  consistent  denigrat- 
ing attitude  had  I  not  encountered  it  for 
myself  when  I  made,  by  telephone,  an  ap- 
pointment for  him  with  a  neurosurgeon  in  a 
distant  city  so  that  he  could  have  a  neutral, 
independent  opinion.  The  doctor's  final  words 
to  me,  after  the  appointment  had  been 
made,  were:  "I'm  familiar  with  the  south- 
ern European  syndrome."  As  you  might 
expect,  Mr.  Speaker,  my  constituent  was 
given  only  a  perfunctory  interview— I  can 
hardly  call  it  an  examination— and  was  ad- 
vised to  seek  light  work. 

This  man,  about  35  years  af  age,  a 
perfectly  healthy  specimen  when  he  was 
accepted  by  our  immigration  authorities  in 
Europe,  who  was  able  to  do  hard  work  in 
a  factory  for  thi'ee  or  four  years,  is  now 
unable  to  turn  his  neck.  He  has  pains  in 
his  legs,  his  shoulders,  his  left  jaw,  his  neck 
and  his  back.  He  has  two  or  three  hour  long 
headaches  each  day  and  must  lie  down  to 
recover.  He  cannot  stay  on  his  feet  for  an 
extended  period.  After  sitting  for  half  an 
hour  or  so,  he  has  difficulty  getting  up.  Yet 
he  is  suspected  of  malingering.  It  hurts  him. 
His  wife  has  had  to  leave  their  two  small 
girls  in  the  father's  care  and  go  out  to  work. 

Being  an  old-fashioned  man  who  thinks 
that  the  place  for  a  mother  of  young  children 
is  in  the  home,  he  finds  this  reversal  of  roles 
very  hard  to  take.  If  only  he  could  work; 
he  wants  to  work;  his  pride  is  injured  as 
well  as  his  body. 


It  may  be  true  that  a  few  hundred  people 
are  content  to  become  invalids.  Unfortu- 
nately, the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
seems  to  regard  every  injured  workman  or 
woman  as  a  potential  malinger  and  proceeds 
on  that  theory. 

At  the  rehabilitation  hospital  my  constitu- 
ent discovered  a  talent  for  working  in 
leathercraft.  He  is  good  at  this;  he  enjoys  it. 
He  could  work  at  this  job,  or  a  job  of  this 
kind,  resting  or  lying  down  when  necessary 
and  he  might  possibly  be  able  to  put  in  a 
total  of  eight  hours  a  day  at  such  employ- 
ment, but  unfortunately  there  is  no  such  em- 
ployment available. 

When  this  man  has  been  at  the  rehabili- 
tation hospital  he  has  been  given  what  ap- 
pears to  be  full  allowable  compensation. 
Before  he  goes  there  and  after  he  returns 
he  is  cut  to  half  that  rate.  His  disability  is 
the  same  or  worse  when  he  returns,  but  the 
rate  is  cut  in  half.  I  suspect  that  this  par- 
ticular individual  will  be  classified  as  per- 
manently disabled,  pensioned  off  at  about 
five  or  10  per  cent,  or  if  his  discouragement 
over  his  future  is  called  a  functional  overlay 
he  may  get  20  per  cent. 

What  he  gets  doesn't  matter  too  much 
because  whatever  it  is,  he  will  have  to  go 
on  welfare  whenever  his  wife's  temporary 
jobs  dry  up. 

I  believe  that  the  workmen's  compensation 
pensions  should  be  not  only  adequate  but 
also  automatically  escalated  as  the  cost  of 
living  index  moves  up  or  down.  This  bill 
fails  on  both  counts.  There  is  however,  one 
aspect  or  one  principle  of  this  bill  that  I 
should  like  to  commend.  I  know  the  minister 
would  like  to  hear  something  pleasant  to- 
day and  this  is  it.  The  minister  has  avoided 
an    across-the-board    percentage    increase. 

The  Minister  of  Education  (Mr.  Wells) 
recently  announced  an  eight  per  cent  in- 
crease for  superannuated  teachers.  This 
means,  of  course,  that  a  teacher  already  re- 
ceiving $10,000  gets  an  extra  $800.  A  teacher 
receiving  $5,000  receives  $400.  A  teacher 
receiving  $3,000  gets  only  $240.  Obviously 
the  pensioned  teacher  getting  $3,000  needs 
a  greater  increase,  not  a  smaller  one,  than 
the  pensioner  getting  the  $10,000. 

Although  the  increases  to  injured  work- 
men outlined  in  this  bill  are  quite  inadeqate, 
as  my  colleague  from  Windsor  West  so  ably 
pointed  out,  nevertheless  the  minister  has 
avoided  the  inequities  of  the  across-the- 
board  percentage  increase.  That  much  credit 
I  should  like  to  give  him. 
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What  we  need  in  this  province,  and  in 
this  coimtry,  is  a  guaranteed  income  system 
which  would  enable  injured  workmen  and 
all  other  unemployables  to  escape  the  welfare 
stigma  which  destroys  the  morale  and  the 
dignity  of  those  who  are  compelled  to  re- 
ceive it.  We  need  a  guaranteed  income  sys- 
tem that  would  replace  all  the  present  social 
benefits  and  pensions,  probably  combining  or 
eliminating  the  old  age  pension,  the  Canada 
Pension  Plan,  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Commission,  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board,  and  several  other  agencies.  By  con- 
tinuing our  efforts  to  improve  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  policies,  we  are  prob- 
ably delaying  the  introduction  of  a  compre- 
hensive social  security  and  guaranteed  in- 
come system.  Therefore,  there  seems  no  pur- 
pose in  speaking  further  and  I  shall  oppose 
this  inadequate  bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon,  member  for  York 
Centre. 

Mr.  Deacon:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn't  think 
we  would  have  a  member  in  public  life  ex- 
pose himself  to  a  description  such  as  the 
former  Finance  minister  of  the  federal  gov- 
ernment did  when  he  got  the  name  "Six- 
Buck."  Here  we  have  a  man  who  has  earned 
the  name  "Ten-Buck,**  but  he  really  hasn't 
earned  the  name  "Ten-Buck  MacBeth"  be- 
cause he  has  got  nothing  for  the  youngsters 
here. 

I  am  really  disappointed  at  the  whole  pro- 
granmie  that  this  minister  has  brought  for- 
ward because  it  obviously  is  not  designed 
to  fit  the  real  needs  that  he  and  the  rest  of 
us  know  exist,  but  it  1ms  been  designed  to 
fit  into  an  eight  per  cent  or  so  adjustment  in 
the  costs  of  worfanen's  compensation  paid  by 
the  industry. 

I  didn't  realize  until  I  became  a  member 
just  how  serious  workmen's  compensation 
was,  and  the  problems  faced  by  those  who 
are  injured  in  the  course  of  their  employ- 
ment. During  the  past  six  years  I  have  come 
across  many  pathetic  situations.  Although 
maybe  one  or  two  out  of  10  have  at  times 
been  not  deserving  of  a  change  in  their 
compensation,  the  other  eight  or  nine  have 
definitely  been  really  deserving  and  needy 
cases.  Without  our  intervention  on  their  be- 
half their  cases  would  be  desperate;  as  it 
is,  they  are  still  very  serious. 

I  think  of  the  ones,  for  example,  who  had 
medical  problems  and  because  of  the  lack 
of  independent  medical  help  weren't  getting 
any  real  attention  to  their  cases.  Because 
I  was  in  a  position,  fortimately,  to  get  inde- 


pendent medical  examinations  for  them,  I 
eventually  was  able  to  get  them  adjustments 
to  their  pensions. 

There  is  the  problem  of  getting  light  work, 
so-called,  for  them.  I  know  one  ex-employee 
of  a  construction  company  whose  light  work 
was  so  heavy  that  he  had  to  have  his  young 
son,  aged  14  or  15,  do  the  work  on  his 
behalf  because  he  just  couldn't  do  it.  This 
young  son  was  certainly  not  in  a  position 
to  spend  a  lot  of  time  helping  his  father 
carry  out  work  that  was  necessary  to  bring 
home  money  for  food  and  the  necessities 
of  life. 

Time  after  time  I  have  found  serious  prob- 
lems and  it  is  gratifying  that  now  we  are 
trying  at  least— I  am  sure  the  new  chairman 
of  the  board  vdll  be  trying— to  bring  a  little 
more  heart  and  compassion  and  understand- 
ing to  the  total  needs  of  the  injured  man  or 
woman  affected,  rather  than  just  thinking 
of  the  medical  side  on  a  purely  physical 
basis. 

The  alternative  these  people  have  faced  is 
soul-destroying  welfare  assistance,  and  that 
really  is  soul-destroying.  It  is  family-destroying 
so  often  too,  because  the  person  loses'  respect 
for  himself  and  the  family  at  the  same  time 
and  relationships  often  break  down.  It  is  sad 
to  see  this  happen  and  I  have  seen  it  happen 
on  many  occasions. 

As  my  leader  has  said,  we  feel  the  only 
answer  is  that  these  changes  in  assistance  be 
introduced  on  the  basis  that  they  are  indexed 
to  the  cost  of  living.  Indeed,  we  feel  the 
basis  of  the  pension  should  be  adjusted  to 
meet  the  actual  new  contracts  that  are  ne- 
gotiated in  their  particular  former  job  cate- 
gories, so  that  their  pension  base  is  an 
equitable  one,  taking  into  account  the 
changing  conditions  that  they  would  have 
benefitted  from  if  they  had  continued  to 
serve.  It  wasn't  their  fault  that  they  were 
injured.  It  was  an  accident.  It's  a  situation 
that  is  inciurred  because  of  their  employment. 
We  shouldn't  be  penalizing  them  because  the 
cost  of  living  increases;  we  should  be  ad- 
justing the  base  for  their  pension  benefits  in 
accordance  with  the  employment  agreements 
that  are  negotiated  in  their  particular  former 
work  categories. 

I  would  hope  that  the  minister  would  see 
that  what  he  has  introduced  here  is  really  a 
distortion,  a  mirage;  people  hoped  they  were 
going  to  get  something  better,  but  they 
really  aren't.  There  is  nothing  significant  in 
this  legislation;  and  it  disappoints  me,  as  it 
disappoints  others,  that  we  have  this  $10 
adjustment  for  a  few  and  no  help  for  many 
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in  a  bill  that  we  thought  we  could  support 
when  we  first  heard  about  it,  but  now  find 
we  must  oppose  it. 

Unless  this  minister  can  bring  in  a  major 
adjustment  that  looks  after  the  indexing  and 
recognizes  the  need  to  increase  the  pension 
basis  to  meet  negotiated  wage  agreements, 
we  see  no  way  where  we  can  support  this 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Port 
Arthur. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  rise 
in  support  of  my  colleagues  in  the  New 
Democratic  Party  to  oppose  this  bill. 

I  have  a  good  deal  of  sympathy  for  the 
minister,  not  on  this  bill,  but  because  I  think 
he  has  tried  to  cope  with  his  portfolio,  hav- 
ing comef  in  at  a  difiBcult  time  in  the  middle 
of  a  session.  To  some  extent,  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  think  the  minister  was  a  victim  of  the 
deception  of  his  own  initial  statement  on  the 
bill.  I  think  he  must  now  be  feeling  some 
hurt,  some  bewilderment,  because  we  on 
this  side  of  the  House  applauded,  by  and 
large,  the  statement- 
Mr.  Burr:  One  of  the  few  times  we  have. 

Mr.  Foulds:  —one  of  the  few  times  that 
we  have,  my  colleague  from  Sandwich-River- 
side reminds  me— because  we  wish  this  minis- 
ter well;  we  wish  his  portfolio  well.  But 
somehow  that  statement  deceived  us  and, 
I  believe,  it  deceived  the  minister. 

It  is  a  cruel  and  deceptive  statement.  It's 
a  bit  like  the  Treasurer's  budget— attractive 
at  first  sight,  but  it  simply  does  not  stand 
up  to  closer  inspection  or  public  scrutiny. 
It's  cruel  to  raise  the  expectatioD  of  die 
injured  workmen  in  the  way  that  that  an- 
nouncement did,  with  the  resultant  heajines 
and  news  stories.  It  is  cruel  to  the  work- 
men andl  the  families  involved,  but  it  is 
deceptive  to  the  public  who  are  not  aff^ected, 
because  they  will  read  those  statements  and 
they  will  say;  "Well,  what  are  the  injured 
workmen  complaining  about  now?" 

It's  just  the  same  kind  of  thing  that  has 
happened  to  these  workmen  time  and  time 
again,  Mr.  Speaker,  because  they  have  to 
fight  every  inch  of  the  way  to  catch  up  on 
what  should  have  been  done  for  them  de- 
cades ago. 

Just  as  a  year  ago,  we  got  the  headlines 
in  the  press  in  the  papers  about  the  new 
humane,  revamped  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  under  Michael  Starr.  And  we  had  the 
same  kind  of  sympathy  for  Michael  Starr  as 


we  have  for  the  minister.  But  members  in  the 
House  have  found,  as  the  workmen  through- 
out the  province  have  found,  and  certainly 
as  I  personally  have  found,  that  the  injured 
workmen  who  come  to  us  for  help  have  found 
that  the  bureaucracy  in  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  is  just  as  calcified  as  it  ever 
was.  It's  just  as  obstructive;  it's  just  as  com- 
mitted to  the  adversary  procedure,  for  all  they 
say  to  the  contrary;  and  it  is  just  as  com- 
mitted to  protecting  the  companies'  interests 
and  the  companies'  money  over  the  interests 
of  the  injured  workman. 

il  want  to  talk  very  briefly  about  four  par- 
ticular cases  that  I  have.  By  the  way, 
this  is  the  file  that  I  have  at  the  present 
time  of  current  compensation  cases.  I  come 
from  an  area,  Mr.  Speaker,  where  the  union 
representatives  in  my  area  work  damned 
hard  and  take  a  lot  of  those  cases;  and  I 
get  very  few  referrals  from  them.  The  ones 
in  my  file  are  largely  from  unorganized,  un- 
unionized  workers;  and  they  are  current 
cases.  That's  how  the  board  has  been  stream- 
lined. 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  few.  I  want  to  talk 
about  Vittorio  Pucci.  Vittorio  Pucci  has  a 
case,  and  I  won't  go  into  the  details  on  it. 
But  I  do  want  to  indicate  what  this  bill  fails 
to  do;  what  the  revamping  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  has  failed  to  do. 

Mr.  Pucci  was  injured  in  1964.  He  first 
got  in  touch  with  me  a  year  ago  February. 
He  was  allowed  his  claim  in  1964,  and  bene- 
fits were  paid  until  he  returned  to  work  in 
1965.  He  had  a  recurrence  of  his  trouble  in 
1968;  the  recurrence  was  allowed  on  his 
claim.  Total  benefits  were  paid  from  Feb- 
ruary to  April,  1968.  A  further  recurrence 
was  allowed  from  September  to  December, 
1972,  and  at  that  point  the  benefits  were  re- 
duced to  a  partial  rate  of  25  per  cent.  In 
1973  he  was  assessed  for  a  permanent  dis- 
ability rating.  They  found  no  "significant 
disability,"  and  it  was  felt  that  no  award 
could  be  made  and  that  further  payment  of 
partial  compensation  benefits  were  also  no 
longer  justified.  That's  in  May  1973. 

Mr.  Pucci  has  been  fighting  that  decision 
through  the  normal  processes  since  that  time 
without  getting  a  penny.  He's  appealed  to 
the  appeal  tribunal;  the  hearing  was  held  in 
January,  1974.  A  further  report  was  obtained 
from  the  specialist  and  a  further  review  was 
heard  by  the  appeal  tribunal.  The  decision 
was  upheld  and  the  appeal  denied.  He  was 
advised  of  this  decision  on  May  17. 

I  ask  you,  what  does  that  tell  us  about  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board?  Aside  from 


4038 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


whether  or  not  the  claim  within  its  narrow 
confines  is  justified,  what  it  tells  us  is  there 
is  a  series  of  obstructionistic  steps  and  that 
an  ordinary  workman,  without  some  kind  of 
expertise  and  without  some  kind  of  help,  finds 
it  very  diflBcult  to  find  his  way  through  the 
maze.  It  is,  in  fact,  a  legalistic  and  an  ad- 
versary system.  In  fact,  he  is  not  encouraged 
to  take  his  appeal  further.  He  is  told  in  that 
indescribably  bland  and  sterile  prose  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board'  that  so-and- 
so  is  the  next  step.  But  is  he  given  any  en- 
couragement; is  he  given  any  guidance?  The 
answer  is  no. 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  case  of  man  whose 
name  I  will  not  mention,  but  which  has  been 
on  my  conscience  for  a  considerable  length 
of  time.  Let's  call  him  Mr.  R;  Mr.  Tom  R. 
I  don't  know  how  justified  Mr.  R's  claim  is. 
He  came  to  me  several  times.  We  appealed 
his  decision;  he  lost  the  appeal.  He  didn't 
want  to  take  it  to  the  full  board.  But  in  some 
way  he  got  in  touch  with  an  action  group  in 
the  Lakehead  which  wanted  to  consider  the 
case  further.  He's  a  young  married  man  in 
his  early  30s,  he  has  three  children.  I  hap- 
pened to  be  walking  in  a  park,  which  I  am 
fortunate  enough  to  have  behind  my  house 
in  Thunder  Bay,  with  my  wife  and  18-month- 
old  son  when  Mr.  R  and  his  family  were  also 
in  the  park.  He  came  over  to  me  and  he 
said  to  me,  "Mr.  Foulds,  you've  got  to  help 
me;  they  think  I'm  crazy.  I  cannot  let  my 
children  think  that  I'm  crazy." 

Obviously  he  was  emotionally  upset;  ob- 
viously he  was  suflFering  from  that  phrase 
"functional  overlay."  But  he  did  not  want  the 
stigma  of  having  to  go  to  a  psychiatrist  to 
get  a  rating.  He  wanted  to  work;  he  couldn't 
work,  but  he  wanted  to.  He  didn't  under- 
stand, and  nobody  on  the  board  and  nobody 
in  societ>'  took  the  time  to  explain  to  him  in 
his  language  that  it  is  not  a  disgrace  and 
it  is  not  a  stigma  to  have  to  see  a  psychiatrist 
because  you  are  emotionally  upset  by  the 
rigmarole  and  the  frustration  of  not  being 
able  to  work  and  of  not  being  able  to  get 
an   adequate  income. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Brought  on  by  the  board. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Brought  on  by  the  board.  I 
want  to  talk  to  you  about  a  man  called  Mr.— 
I'll  give  him  a  pseudonym  too— I  have  his 
file  right  in  front  of  me;  let's  call  him  Mr. 
Simone,  that's  not  his  name.  He  says: 

Re  my  correspondence  with  you  in  re- 
gard to  claim  No.  [such  and  such]  with  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board.  I  want 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  you  very 


much  for  your  untiring  efforts  on  my  part. 
Even  though  we  were  not  successful,  at 
least  we  tried. 

These  next  two  sentences  I  think  capture  the 
essence  of  the  attitude  of  the  average  work- 
ing man  to  the  compensation  board,  and 
therefore  underline  the  failiire  of  that  board 
to  do  the  job  that  it  says  it  is  doing  and  is 
set  up  to  do  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
workmen. 

I  know  from  past  experience  with  this 
outfit,  they  are  hard  to  convince.  They 
are  supposed  to  help  the  injured  worker, 
not  hinder  him.  All  you  get  from  them 
is  a  shaft. 

Finally,  I  want  to  talk  very  briefly  about  a 
case  that  I  do  not  have  with  me.  My  secretar}' 
has  it  down  in  the  oflRce  this  afternoon, 
hoping  that  we  will  get  some  answer  today 
from  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board. 
He  also  is  a  young  man,  in  his  mid-30s,  and 
he  has  seven  children.  He  was  injured  in 
an  industrial  accident  about  12  years  ago. 
He  has  had  two  very  brief  claims— once  at 
the  time  of  the  original  accident  for  being 
off  work,  once  later  for  drugs  for  medica- 
tion, both  of  which  were  looked  after. 

But  this  man,  now  in  his  mid-30s,  who 
has  been  working  as  a  painter  for  diflFerent 
organizations  since  his  injury,  can  no  longer 
work.  He  has  for  12  years  been  living  on 
pain-killers,  tranquillizers,  anything  that 
would  kill  the  pain  and  that  would  allow  him 
to  work,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  get  just  a  little  tired 
when  I  hear  Tory  back-benchers  and  people 
in  the  public  and  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board  talk  about  malingerers  among 
the  people  unable  to  work.  This  society  does 
not  provide  them  with  light  work;  this  gov- 
ernment does  not  provide  them  with  ade- 
quate job  substitutes;  this  government  does 
not  supply  them   with  proper  retraining. 

The  fourth  and  final  case  that  I  want  to 
talk  about  specifically,  Mr.  S,  has  such  pride, 
has  been  so  imbued  with  the  protestant 
work  ethic  that  he  was  determined  to  work 
if  it  was  going  to  kill  him.  And  as  I  stand 
here,  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  going  to  kill  him. 
He  takes  pain- killers;  he  refuses  to  accept 
welfare,  to  which  he  is  now  entitled  be- 
cause he  can  no  longer  work,  and  he  has 
no  unemployment  insurance  benefits  left.  But 
he  has  asked  me  if  I  would  take  one  last 
stab  at  seeing  if  we  could  get  a  compensa- 
tion claim.  But  do  you  know  what  he  asked 
me,  Mr.  Speaker?  He  said,  "Can  you  just 
get  them  to  agree  to  some  medication  claim 
for  me  so  I  can  kill  the  pain  again  and  get 
back  to  work?" 
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I  refused  to  do  that,  Mr.  Speaker.  I  said 
to  him:  "Mr.  S,  we  have  to  fight  like  hell. 
I  don't  think  we  will  win,  because  we  don't 
have  all  the  evidence  that  we  need  but  we 
are  going  to  fight  like  hell  to  get  you  a 
pension  because  you  deserve  it.  Because  you 
have  contributed  to  this  society.  You  have 
helped  build  this  country  in  your  working 
life  of  15  years,  and  we  are  not  doing  you 
any  favour  by  trying  to  get  you  a  pension." 

Those  are  just  four  examples,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, that  in  some  way  try  to  touch  the  four 
cornerstones  of  the  weaknesses  of  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act  and  the  workmen's 
compensation  policy  and  it  is  just  one  of 
the  reasons  that  I  support  so  strongly  the 
suggestion  made  so  brilliantly  by  my  col- 
league from  Windsor  West  and  my  friend 
from  Nickel  Belt  and  all  of  the  speakers, 
about  the  necessity  for  a  plan  like  the  New 
Zealand  plan  which  will  not  lead  to  abuse. 

But  you  know  Mr.  Speaker,  if  this  gov- 
ernment introduced  a  plan  like  the  New 
Zealand  plan,  they  would  put  the  whole 
charge  on  the  public  purse.  They  would 
discontinue  the  tithes  from  the  companies. 
They  would  manage  some  way,  to  put  it 
crudely,  to  screw  it  up  and  to  benefit  of 
the  employers  of  this  province. 

There  were  two  specific  things  in  the 
minister's  statement  that  I  want  to  take 
issue  with.  One  of  them  is  on  page  2.  The 
minimum  total  permanent  disability  pension 
and  widow's  allowance  will  be  increased'  by 
four  per  cent  to  $260  from  $250. 

Why  is  it  that  people  like  the  widows  in 
this  province  get  a  measly  increase  of  four 
per  cent?  Surely  to  God,  today  in  this 
society,  we  have  come  to  the  idea  that  the 
family  is  a  unit,  that  their  income  is  a 
unit,  that  the  wife  has  contributed  to  the 
upbringing  of  the  children,  and  to  the  con- 
solidation of  the  savings  of  the  family,  yet 
the  widow  gets  four  per  cent.  Four  lousy 
per  cent. 

The  example  that  has  already  been  used, 
and  God  help  me,  I  just  cannot  forgive  the 
executive  assistant,  or  the  speech  writer  or 
whoever  the  hell  it  was  that  drew  up  the 
statement,  and  who  had  the  gall— I  don't 
know  how  to  categorize  it,  iMr.  Speaker— I 
get  so  angry.  The  statement  says:  "A  pen- 
sion of  $200  per  month  awarded  in  1952 
wfll  be  increased  by  46  per  cent  to  $292." 

I  would  hope  in  his  reply  that  the  minis- 
ter will  read  into  the  record  the  number 
of  people  who  were  receiving  $200  a  month 
in  1952.  It  will  take  him  about  30  seconds. 


and   I    am    almost   incoherent,    Mr.   Speaker, 
with  that  kind  of  distortion. 

I  want  to  talk  about  a  man— and  I  am 
compelled  to  do  this  I  suppose— I  want  to 
talk  about  a  man  who  had  three  compensa- 
tion accidents  during  his  life.  I  am  com- 
pelled to  speak  about  him  and  I  hope  not 
in  an  emotional  way  because  I  never  said 
thank  you  to  him.  He  was  my  father.  My 
father  had  three  compensation  accidents 
during  his  life,  none  of  which,  Mr.  Speaker, 
he  had  any  difficulty  vdth  in  the  normal 
sense  of  the  word. 

And  I  suppose  I  am  compelled  to  speak 
about  him  because  he  died  in  January  and 
somehow  I  have  never  been  able  to  express 
my  thanks  to  that  man  for  what  he  did  for 
me,  for  our  family  and  for  my  mother. 

He  worked  for  47  years  for  the  CNR;  47 
years.  One  of  the  most  vivid  memories  of 
my  life  is  walking  home  from  school— and 
I  had  to  walk  about  a  mile  and  a  half— up  a 
street  called  Tupper  St.  in  Thimder  Bay, 
and  my  mother  was  walking  in  the  other 
direction,  very  hurriedly  and  very  agitatedly, 
and  we  were  both  about  a  mile  from  home. 
I  said,  "What's  up?  What's  wrong?"  I  sup- 
pose I  was  in  grade  7  at  the  time,  so  that 
would  make  me  about  12  or  13  years  old; 
12  years  old,  I  think. 

She  said,  "Your  dad's  been  hurt.  Don't 
worry  about  it,  I'm  going  to  the  hospital."  I 
went  home  and  prepared  the  supper  for  my 
elder  brother,  who  was  working  and  had  to 
come  back,  and  for  my  younger  sister.  I  re- 
member it  very  vividly  because,  by  one  of 
those  little  ironies  of  rate,  it  was  the  day  I 
received  my  first  bicycle.  I  had  been  working 
part-time  as  a  newsboy  and  had  saved  up  and 
been  able  to  do  that. 

What  happened  in  that  accident  was  that 
my  father  had  been  working  near  a  crane  on 
the  railway.  The  bucket-one  of  those  big 
crane  buckets  which  are  two,  three  or  five 
tons  themselves-the  cable  had  broken  on  the 
bucket;  the  bucket  had  hit  his  leg  and  the 
cable  had  cracked  him  over  the  skull.  It's 
a  miracle  he  was  alive.  He's  alive;  he's  fine. 
I  don't  know  how;  he  doesn't  know  how;  the 
medical  authorities  don't  know  how.  He  had 
as  far  as  we  could  tell,  no  permanent  dis- 
ability from  that  accident.  He  was  in  hospital 
for  five  or  seven  months  — I  can't  quite 
remember. 

iSomehow,  it  was  never  brought  home  to 
us  that  we  were  in  dire  straits.  We  killed  off 
a  few  extra  chickens  that  we  used  to  keep. 
We  harvested  the  garden  a  little  more  fully. 
When  dad  came  home  from  hospital  he  was 
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cheerful.  He  played  with  my  sister;  it  was 
probably  the  first  time  in  his  life  he  had 
an  opportunity  to  play  with  his  children  for 
any  length  of  time.  He  survived,  he  re- 
covered, he  went  back  to  work. 

He  went  back  to  work  and  about  six  years 
later  he  was  working  on  realigning  the  rail- 
way tracks  in  the  yard  in  Thunder  Bay.  Some- 
thing happened  and  a  piece  of  steel  pierced 
his  eye.  He  was  rushed  to  one  of  the  very 
good  specialists  in  Thunder  Bay,  who  sewed 
up  his  eyeball  and  he  recovered  part  of  the 
sight  of  that  eye.  He  received  compensation 
benefits.  He  received  a  permanent  partial  dis- 
ability pension  and  he  went  back  to  work. 
He  had  no  resentment  over  that.  He  had  to 
wear  glasses  from  then  on  and  a  film  deve- 
loped over  his  eye  so  it  became  harder  and 
harder  for  him  to  see.  It  hadn't  thickened 
enough  by  the  time  he  died  so  that  it  could 
be  removed,  but  he  felt  no  resentment  over 
that. 

That  was  part  of  having  to  work  in  On- 
tario and  he  continued  to  do  his  job.  But  do 
you  know  what  he  couldlk't  do,  Mr.  Speaker? 
He  could  never  get  promoted.  At  that  tim*^ 
he  was  a  section  foreman  and  he  couldn't  get 
promoted  to  becoming  a  road  master  because 
for  the  CNR  and  CPR,  a  man  had  to  pass 
certain  visual  tests  which,  at  that  point,  he 
couldn't.  They  didn't  demote  him  which, 
technicallv,  I  suppose  they  should  have  done 
to  an  ordinary  labourer  because  the  foreman 
has  to  pass  more  advanced  tests.  But  he  had 
no  resentment  over  that  and  he  continued  to 
work. 

About  1965  he  was  with  a  gang  of  men 
burning  brush  along  the  right  of  way  of  the 
railways,  they  do  to  keep  it  clear,  and  some 
ierk  had  left  a  gallon  of  gasoline  by  a  post. 
They  thought  they  had  the  fire  out  and  iust 
as  he  was  leaving  the  gasoline  caught  fire, 
caught  his  clothes  and  bumedi  his  leg  very 
badly.  He  recovered  from  that.  He  was 
hospitalized  once  again  for  three  or  four 
months  while  they  grafted  skin  from  the  rest 
of  his  bodv  onto  that  leg.  He  recovered  but 
he  limped  slightly  after  that. 

Mr.  Speaker,  for  the  first  time  that  I  had 
known  him,  he  complained  a  little  bit.  He 
didn't  complain  during  the  summer;  he  com- 
plained a  little  bit  in  the  winter  because 
the  cold  began  to  get  to  the  leg  and  he 
couldn't  work,  as  he  had  always  worked,  out- 
side. He  was  a  track  foreman  and  he  used  to 
actually  love  his  work.  He  loved  walking 
along  the  tracks,  but  he  could  no  longer  do 
that  adequately.  So  what  my  father  did  was 
he  retired  early.   He  could  take  a  relatively 


good  pension,  so  he  retired  at  63  instead  of 
retiring  at  65. 

In  every  single  case  that  we  had,  those 
three  cases,  there  was  no  question  about  it, 
he  got  his  benefits,  there  was  no  red  tape, 
and  presiunably  there  were  no  after-effects— 
except  I  wonder;  I  wonder  because  my  dadi 
died  of  a  massive  heart  attack  in  January,  and 
I  wonder  about  the  toll  those  accidents  took 
on  his  bodiy,  which  we  cannot  gauge.  I  just 
wanted  to  take  some  time  to  pay  tribute  to 
the  courage  of  that  man  andi  to  call  into 
question  the  kind  of  injustice  that  we  have  in 
our  society,  when  men  like  that— and  there 
are,  I  am  sure,  many  hundreds  of  thousands 
of  them  in  this  counhy- who  feel  very  strong- 
ly that  they  are  contributing  to  society,  give 
all  they  have  to  that  contribution,  which  is 
their  labour. 

I  suppose  one  aspect  that  has  not  really 
been  emphasized  strongly  in  this  debate  is 
that  if  there  was  a  time  to  really  revamp  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  and'  labour 
legislation  in  this  province,  this  surely  is  it. 
And  surely  some  attention  should  be  paid  to 
safety,  to  preventing  accidents,  more  than  the 
advertising  programme,  and  there  should  be 
more  insistence  in  every  industry,  in  mining, 
in  manufacturing  and  the  service  ind^ustries 
like  the  railways,  on  the  training  of  the  fore- 
men and  the  supervisors  and  the  workmen  in 
the  safety  aspects. 

The  minister's  intentions  are  good.  M  fact, 
the  officials'  intentions  are  good,  because  I 
don't  see  a  conspiracy,  I  don't  see  a  malevo- 
lent thing.  I  see  stupidity.  I  see  people  look- 
ing at  the  wrong  end  of  the  telescope.  I  see 
them  trying  desperately  to  justify  these  in- 
creases to  the  companies  which  they  have  to 
tithe  a  little  bit  more. 

But  damn  it  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  those  com- 
panies would  not  have  any  wealth  to  tithe  if 
people  like  my  father  and  the  people  who  I 
mentioned  earlier  didn't  labour  for  them.  In- 
terest, investment,  money-these  would  not 
exist  without  the  labour  of  these  men.  The 
CNR,  die  grain  elevators,  the  paper  com- 
panies, the  fruit  processing  plants,  would  not 
exist  if  these  men  did  not  labour  for  them. 

And  why  do  we  not  protect  the  labouring 
rights  of  the  ordinary  working  man  in  this 
province?  Why  do  we  have  to  be  so  con- 
cemed'-and  the  minister  shocked  me,  much 
as  I  have  affection  for  him,  much  as  I  have 
respect  for  him,  he  shocked  me  when  he  said, 
"Well,  it  is  other  people's  money  that  we  are 
dealing  with  here."  To  hell  with  that,  Mr. 
Speaker,  it  is  the  money  produced  by  the 
people    of    the    province,    by   the    labouring 
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people  in  this  province;  it  is  wealth  that  is 
generated  in  this  province  and  it  is  wealth 
that  deserves  to  be  distributed  to  the  injured 
workmen  of  this  province  for  this  production 
that  they  have  put  into  the  gross  provincial 
product  that  my  friend  from  York  South 
talked  about. 

Mr.  Speaker,  there  would  be  no  profits,  no 
investments,  no  stock  market,  no  capital  with- 
out the  labour  that  helps  to  produce  them. 
Our  system  uses  these  men,  Mr.  Speaker,  it 
destroys  them  and,  in  this  kind  of  grud'ging, 
gradual  amendment,  it  humiliates  them.  Mr. 
Minister,  this  is  indeed  one  small  step  for  the 
ministry. 

Mr.  Martel:  Backwards. 

Mr.  Foulds:  It  is  not  one  giant  step  for  the 
injured  workmen  of  tihis  province,  as  it  should 
be.  We  refuse  to  support  it  because  we  are 
tired  of  the  gradiualism  of  this  Tory  govern- 
ment. We  refuse  as  opposition  members  to 
support  it  because  we  are  tired  of  being 
apologists  for  a  government  that  doesn't  care 
about  people.  I  tiink  no  one  has  spoken  more 
eloquently  than  David  Lewis  when  he  was 
asked  a  few  weeks  ago  what  drives  him  to 
continue  as  a  democratic  socialist  in  this 
country.  He  said,  "There  is  a  great  anger  in 
me  that  a  land  as  rich  as  Canada  has  so  many 
people  living  in  poverty.  There  is  a  great 
frustration  in  me  that  so  many  have  to  live 
with  social  and  economic  injustice  in  a  land 
as  rich  as  Canada." 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  can  only  echo  those  re- 
marks. There  is  a  great  anger  and  frustration 
in  me  that  this  government  and  this  society  in 
Ontario  has  not  seen  fit  to  come  to  terms  with 
the  social,  the  economic,  the  psychological 
and  the  physical  injustice  that  the  injured 
workmen  in  Ontario  have  to  live  with.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Waterloo 
North. 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Speaker,  there  are  two 
aspects  I  would  like  to  direct  some  remarks 
to.  First  of  all,  the  level  of  benefits  received 
by  injured  workmen  and,  secondly,  the  matter 
of  the  partially  recovered,  or  light  work  in- 
jured workmen  or,  as  we  call  it,  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  syndrome  which 
seems  to  develop  in  so  many  oi  that  particular 
class. 

As  to  the  level  of  benefit,  I  am  sure  all 
members  who  do  quite  a  lot  of  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  work  with  constituents 
find  that  when  the  injured  workman^  is  on  100 
per  cent  compensation  and  in  and  out  of  hos- 


pital and  under  active  care,  he  can  in  today's 
level  of  wages  get  along  by  using  some  of  his 
savings.  By  being  more  careful  than  when  he 
is  at  work,  he  can  manage  on  three-quarters 
of  his  wages,  but  it's  not  very  long  before  the 
family  savings  have  disappeared. 

In  some  cases  of  which  I  have  had  knowl- 
edge and  in  which  I  have  worked,  the  wife 
has  had  to  sell  the  little  car  she  was  driving 
around.  Before  we  know  it,  the  family  is 
dov^ni,  you  might  say,  to  the  bottom  of  their 
savings.  They  are  just  scraping  along  on 
three-quarters  of  their  former  benefits  re- 
ceived from  working.  This  is  not  so  bad  as 
long  as  100  per  cent  benefits  are  coming  in, 
but  I  think  where  most  members  find  that 
they  are  called  in  to  the  picture  is  when  a 
letter  arrives  and  says  the  person  has  now 
been  cut  back  to  50  per  cent  benefits  because 
medical  reports  say  he  is  fit  for  light  work. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  is  the  problem  we  had 
thought  was  going  to  be  solved  when  the 
minister  made  his  first  announcement.  On 
the  surface,  it  appeared  that  there  was  going 
to  be  some  help  but  when  we  look  at  and 
examine  the  bill  and  the  provisions  of  it  more 
carefully,  we  find  that  there  is  only  a  tem- 
porary and  partial  and  small  solution  offered 
in  this  bill  for  that  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board  syndrome  into  which  so  many  injured 
workmen  seem  to  fall.  Once  the  benefits  are 
cut  to  50  per  cent,  there  is  no  way  in  which 
a  person  can  maintain  a  wife  and  family  on 
those  benefits. 

The  attitude  of  the  Act  and  the  board 
then  has  been  that  the  worker  must  supple- 
ment his  benefits  by  finding  another  job.  We 
all  know  that,  first  and  foremost,  in  the  in- 
jured workman's  mind  must  be  the  wish  to 
get  back  to  his  original  job.  In  most  cases, 
the  injured  workman  has  worked  there  for 
some  time.  He  has  been  making  a  fairly  de- 
cent salary  and  he  knows  that  that  is  his 
first  and  prime  consideration.  In  the  mean- 
time, the  doctor  will  probably  tell  him  that 
there  is  no  way  he  can  get  back  to  his  job 
for  another  six  weeks  or  two  months,  and 
we  can  only  imagine  the  problems  that  are 
facing  this  particular  person. 

Now  even  with  the  extension  of  six  weeks 
extension  of  100  per  cent  benefits  that  were 
brought  in  last  year  the  problem  still  exists, 
but  six  weeks  later  than  it  used  to  exist.  It 
is  regarding  these  people  that  I  think  greater 
consideration  has  to  be  given. 

Usually  coupled  with  a  lengthy  period  of 
temporary  partial  disability,  quite  often  is 
a  psychiatric  overlay  which  seems  to  come 
into  play  after  a  certain  length  of  time.  The 


4042 


ONTARIO  LEGISLATURE 


workman  becomes  anxious.  He  does  not  have 
suflBcient  funds  to  look  after  his  family  prop- 
erly. He  has  to  go  down  and  supplement  his 
income  with  some  municipal  welfare  under 
the  General  Welfare  Assistance  Act. 

This,  to  many  people,  is  something  which 
is  very  hard  to  accept.  Perhaps  by  the  time 
this  has  dragged  on  long  enough,  he's  used 
up  his  unemployment  insurance  benefits  and 
everything  will  be  done  to  try  to  provide  for 
his  family. 

The  injury,  perhaps,  has  now  even  become 
secondary  to  the  psychiatric  overlay.  We  get 
statements  from  the  medical  reports  that 
there  is  psychogenic  magnification  of  the  in- 
jury. In  other  words,  it's  all  in  his  mind. 
He's  not  as  badly  off  as  he  really  thinks  he 
is. 

I  told  the  appeal  tribunal  before  which 
I've  appeared,  and  I've  told  the  board  the 
same,  if  I  had  been  through  what  that  work- 
man had  been  through  I  would  be  completely 
out  of  my  mind.  One  cannot  go  on  month 
after  month,  and  month  after  month,  trying 
to  support  a  wife  and  family  on  50  per  cent 
benefits. 

You  say,  "Well,  he's  capable  of  driving  his 
car.  He's  capable  of  doing  this.  He  should 
go  out  and  try  to  get  a  job."  Unless  this  per- 
son is  fortimate  enough  to  work  in  an  indus- 
try that  has  written  into  its  um'on  contract 
that  there  must  be  provided  a  certain  num- 
ber of  light  work  jobs,  he  will  find  it  almost 
impossible  to  try  to  find  some  lif]^ht  work  of 
which  he  is  capable  to  supplement  his  bene- 
fits from  the  compensation  board. 

Herein  lie  most  of  the  problems  of  the 
cases  that  come  before  us  on  a  short-term 
basis.  Eventually,  the  man  will  perhaps  be 
recognized  to  have  developed  a  permanent 
partial  disability  and  then,  of  course,  he  is 
eligible  for  a  pension.  But  he  still  faces  the 
same  problem  of  trying  to  get  a  job. 

I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  improve- 
ment needed  in  the  rehabilitation  section  of 
the  board.  Their  officers  come  and  have 
great  talks  —  they're  great  at  promises,  it 
seems,  and  building  up  the  confidence  of  the 
injured  workman— but  when  it  comes  down 
to  the  crunch  of  retraining  the  man  into 
something  for  which  he  is  physically  capable 
it  just  seems  to  fall  by  the  wayside  so  often 
and  nothing  happens  in  the  retraining  pro- 
gramme. 

Another  aspect  I'd  like  to  talk  about  is  the 
reason  for  the  accident  and  the  responsibility 
of  industry  in  this  whole  matter.  I  think  the 
responsibility  is  very  great.  It  annoys  me  a 
great  deal  when  I  appear  with  workmen  be- 


fore the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board— 
and  I  realize  it  is  the  right  of  the  industry 
to  have  someone  representing  it  at  the  hear- 
ings—but the  prime  consideration  has  got  to 
be  justice  for  the  injured  workman,  not  how 
cheaply  can  industry  get  by  on  this  accident. 

Sure,  their  assessment  is  going  to  go  up  if 
their  accident  record  is  bad,  but  the  provi- 
sions of— I  think  it's  section  87— of  the  Act 
which  show  how  assessments  there  or  extra 
assessments  are  made,  in  my  view  are  very 
lenient  and  quite  often  the  appeal  against 
those  assessments  can  be  upheld  without  too 
much  trouble  other  than  a  promise  to  estab- 
lish better  safety  controls,  or  to  have  a  better 
safety  programme  installed  in  the  industry. 
I  think  the  answer  to  the  problem  must  be 
to  make  industry  realize  its  responsibilities 
toward  the  workmen  in  providing  proper 
safety  programmes. 

I  have  been  accused  by  industry  of  cost- 
ing them  a  lot  of  money  because  of  my 
emotional  appeals  before  an  appeal  tribunal 
or  before  the  board  in  getting  an  award. 
This,  I  think,  is  entirely  imjust.  Industry  in 
no  way  seems  to  be  aware  of  its  respon- 
sibility to  the  workman.  They  say  that  be- 
cause of  my  appeal  on  behalf  of  an  injured 
workman  I  may  cost  them  $5,000  in  assess- 
ment the  next  year.  If  their  accidtent  record 
is  that  bad  I  say  they  deserve  to  have  to 
pay. 

But  I  think  the  prime  consideration  has 
got  to  be  that  industry  be  made  more  aware 
of  what  its  responsibility  is  to  have  a  good 
safety  programme.  We  have  some  industries 
in  our  area  that  undoubtedly  have  a  bad 
safety  programme.  One  can  tell  this  by  the 
number  of  claims  coming  from  them,  the 
fact  they  send  a  lawyer  to  appeal  every 
decision,  and  that  they  would  even  offer  an 
appeal  against  the  decision  made  by  the 
board,  which  happens  on  occasion.  I  really 
feel,  and  I  get  very  much  annoyed,  when 
industry  takes  that  attitude.  It's  not  all  in- 
dustries, but  there  are  isolated  cases  where 
this  does  happen. 

I  think,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  the  matters  that 
have  been  mentioned  here  this  afternoon 
dealing  with  the  level  of  benefits  and  the 
problem  which  is  still  going  to  exist  with 
the  temporary  partial  disability,  if  it  extends 
for  any  length  of  time  and  becomes  a  per- 
manent partial  disability,  have  not  been 
properly  dealt  with  in  this  bill.  Therefore 
I  join  with  my  colleagues  in  voting  against 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Went- 
worth. 
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Mr.  Deans:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
want  to  add  something  to  the  comments 
that  have  been  made  during  the  course  of 
the  day.  The  minister  knows,  I  think  prob- 
ably all  of  the  members  of  the  House  know, 
that  I  have  devoted  a  considerable  amount 
of  time  to  the  representation  of  people  who 
have  been  on  compensation.  Perhaps  it  is 
no  more  than  many  other  members  but,  in 
my  own  view  of  my  life,  I  seem  to  have 
spent  a  great  deal  of  time  involved  with 
or  around  the  Workmen's  Comi)ensation 
Board. 

I  had  the  pleasure  of  sitting  on  a  com- 
mittee which  investigated  the  board.  It  did 
a  reasonably  good  job,  I  thought.  We  under- 
stood much  more  about  the  operation  when 
we  had  finished  than  when  we  started.  And 
I  think  it  is  fair  to  say  that  the  board  was 
more  aware  of  the  Legislature,  if  not  the 
Legislature  more  aware  of  the  board,  when 
we  had  finished  than  they  had  been  when 
we  began. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister  has  had  an  op- 
portimity  today  to  listen  to  the  members  of 
the  Legislature  explain  to  him  what  it  is 
about,  not  only  his  bill  but  about  the  way 
in  which  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
operates,  that  frustrates  us,  angers  us  and 
causes  us  to  have  grave  concerns  for  the 
affairs  of  the  workers  of  the  province, 
whether  they  have  had  to  use  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  or  not. 

I  want  to  tell  the  minister  that  for  many 
of  us  there  is  a  great  feeling  of  despair. 
There  is  a  deep  feeling  of  anger  in  what  he 
has  done.  I  feel  as  if  I've  been  taken  in, 
because  for  the  last  16  months  I've  been 
asking,  not  this  minister  necessarily,  but 
his  predecessor  most  of  the  time,  when  was 
he  going  to  make  amendments  to  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Act. 

When  could  we  expect  amendments  to 
widows'  pensions?  When'  could  we  expect 
changes  in  the  pension  levels  for  injured 
workers?  And  week  after  week,  month  after 
month,  I  was  told:  "We  are  working  at  it." 
"It's  coming  soon."  "It's  on  my  desk."  "I 
have  recommendations  to  make  to  cabinet." 
"I've  made  my  recommendations  to  cabinet." 
"I'm  just  waiting  for  an  answer,"  "It's  back 
on  my  desk  again,  because  we've  changed 
ministers."  And  "I'm  now  going  to  cabinet." 

Finally,  out  come  tlie  recommendations. 
Sixteen  months  I  waited.  For  me,  the  16 
months  was  okay.  But  as  I  waited  16 
months,  there  were  any  number  of  widows, 
any  niunber  of  children  and  any  number  of 
injured  workers  who  were  also  waiting  that  16 


months  and  watching  with  bated  breath  to 
see  what  kinds  of  things  were  going  to 
happen. 

They  saw  the  change  in  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board.  They  saw  the  task 
force  set  up.  They  saw  what  appeared  to 
be  a  new  approach  by  the  government  and 
the  board  towards  their  affairs.  They  honestly 
believed  that  out  of  all  of  this  would  come 
some  worthwhile  amendments,  reflecting  a 
more  adequate  income  level  for  them  and 
for  their  families. 

And  then  it  came.  Four  per  cent  in  1973; 
four  per  cent  in  1972;  and  two  per  cent  in  the 
preceding  years  back  into  the  dark  ages  of 
workmen  s  compensation. 

iMy  God,  does  that  reflect  the  attitude  of 
the  government  and  the  WCB  toward  those 
people  whose  pensions  have  been  so  inadte- 
quate,  whether  by  way  of  a  widow's  allow- 
ance or  by  way  of  a  disability  pension,  total 
or  partial?  Does  that  reflect  the  dtegree  of 
concern  thisi  government  and  the  board,  act- 
iiig  on  behalf  of  the  government,  has  for  the 
affairs  of  people  whose  only  wrong  was  to  get 
hurt  in  an  indnstrial  accident? 

(Well,  it  dt>esn't  reflect  it,  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
am  going  to  telli  you.  That  doesn't  reflect  the 
attitudte  of  the  board.  Because  in  the  days 
when  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  and 
some  others  of  us  sat  on  that  committee  and 
looked  into  the  affairs  of  the  board,  and  we 
discovered  the  board  is  a  damn  sight  more 
generous  than  that  under  different  circum- 
stances. 

(We  discovered  the  board  can  be  extremely 
generous  under  different  circumstances.  And 
just  lately  we  discovered  even  more;  that  not 
only  can  the  board  be  extremely  geperous,  but 
the  government  can  be  extremely  generous 
imder  different  circumstances.  Because  we 
saw  the  magnitude  of  the  paymentsi  that  were 
made  to  Jack  Cauley.  We  saw  the  size  of  the 
payments  that  have  been  made  to  other 
people  who  have  been  in  the  employ  of  the 
board  and  who  have  left.  We  more  recently 
saw  the  size  of  the  payment  that  was  made 
to  Bruce  Legge. 

And  then  the  minister  has  the  nCTve  to 
come  into  this  House  and  to  offer  to  the 
widows  of  this  province— the  widows  of  the 
peoplte  who  worked  in  the  industries  of  the 
province  and  who  lost  their  lives— an  increase 
from  $250  to  $260  a  month. 

Okay!  I  am  personally  bitterly  disappointed. 
I  am  ashamed  of  what  has  happened  here,  to 
be  quite  frank  with  the  minister.  I  can't 
understand  how  he  could  have  done  this.  I 
don't  understand  it.  I  don't  understand  how 
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the  cabinet  could  have  approved  in  a  time 
hke  this,  with  the  cost  oi  living  like  it  is, 
increases   that   are  so  obviously  inadequate. 

(I  can't  understand  why  the  government,  in 
the  16  months  that  it  has  been  reviewing  the 
benefit  level's  of  recipients,  could  not  have 
come  up  with  a  reasonable  standard  based'  on 
the  needs  of  1974,  upon  which  to  base  the 
payments  that  are  going  to  be  made  to  those 
people  who  have  been  injured  in  the  past  and 
to  those  people  who  are  going  to  be  left 
behind  as  a  result  of  industrial  accidents. 

The  disability  pensions  paid  in  this  prov- 
ince are  a  disgrace.  The  pain,  the  sufFering, 
the  turmoil,  tSe  chaos  that  is  felt  by  the 
M'orkers  who  are  forced  to  go  before  the 
board  and  to  try  to  justify  their  disability 
level,  is  shameful. 

When  I  think  of  at  least  two  friends  of 
mine,  friends  because  they  became  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board!  recipients,  and 
came  to  me  for  help;  when  I  think  of  them 
and  I  think  of  the  disruption  of  their  lives; 
when  I  think  of  the  deprivation  that  is  forced 
upon  their  families;  when  I  think  of  the  pain 
and  the  suffering  that  they  have  gone  through, 
simply  because  thev  were  unhicky  enough  to 
be  injured  in  an  indiustrial  accident;  and  M^ien 
I  think  of  the  pajment  that  they  ge*  to  com- 
pensate them  for  the  loss  of  earnings,  I  could 
cry  for  them. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It's  outrageous. 

Mr.  Deans:  It's  about  time  the  minister 
faced  reality.  It's  about  time  he  woke  up, 
sleeping  in  tie  front  row,  and  paid  a  littlte 
bit  of  attention  to  what  in  heaven's  name  is 
going  on  in  this  province.  It's  time  he  woke 
up  and  appreciated'  that  what  he  has  done  is 
disgraceful  and  is  an  affront  to  the  people 
who  have  devoted  much  of  their  lives  to  the 
buildinig  of  the  economy  of  this  society. 

I  have  one  man— I'll  talk  about  only  one 
in  the  case  of  disability.  His  educational 
standing  is  very  low.  He  has  great  difficulty 
because  he  has  a  language  problem.  He  was 
a  construction  worker;  he  was  a  I'abourer  in 
construction  and  it's  a  damn  tough  job.  He 
got  hurt  in  an  industrial  accident  to  the  ex- 
ten*  that  he  cannot  go  back  to  labouring  in 
construction.  Not  that  he  woui'dn't  go  back 
to  labouring  in  construction,  he  couldln't 
physically  do  it,  though  he  has  tried.  We  have 
looked  everywhere  for  a  way  to  try  to  retrain 
him  but  the  problems  are  immense.  There 
aren't  enough  jobs  to  go  around  for  the 
people  who  are  looking  for  them  now. 


Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Come 


on. 


Mr.  Deans:  There  are  sufficient  numbers  of 
people  unemployed  at  this  particular  point  in 
time  that  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  find  jobs 
which  will  pay  a  person  a  decent  wage  and 
which  he  can  do  if  he  has  a  disability.  On 
top  of  that,  there  are  very  few  employers  in 
the  Province  of  Ontario  who  will  employ  a 
person  who  has  a  disability  of  any  degree. 

Mr.  Foulds:  That's  true. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Not  even  the  Minister  of 
Government  Services  (Mr.  Snow). 

Mr.  Deans:  As  my  leader  said  when  he 
spoke  an  hour  and  a  half  or  two  hours  ago, 
when  one  looks  at  any  of  the  ministries,  how 
many  does  one  find  who  are  the  recipients  of 
workmen's  compensation  benefits?  What  per- 
centage of  the  jobs  available  in  any  ministry 
are  made  available  to  people  who  are  on 
benefit  from  the  WCB?  What  appraisal  is 
ever  done  of  all  the  jobs  in  the  civil  service 
to  determine  whether  or  not  it  might  be  pos- 
sible to  go  through  the  very  long  lists  of 
people  who  are  eagerly  seeking  employment 
and  who  are  receiving  benefits  and  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  they  might  be  re- 
trained to  fit  into  some  kind  of  job  within 
the  civil  service? 

Mr.  Haggerty:  The  liquor  stores  would  be 
a  good  starting  point. 

Mr.  Deans:  Maybe  even  at  the  board  it- 
self there  could  be  greater  emphasis  placed 
on  trying  to  find  a  way  of  retraining  some  of 
these  recipients  for  jobs  at  the  board.  I  know 
the  board  hires  people;  I  know  it  does.  But 
it  could  well  be  and  I  think  it  prdiably  is, 
possible  for  it  to  hire  even  more  and  get  a 
good  day's  work  for  a  decent  day's  pay. 

Anyhow,  the  man  I  am  talking  about  isn't 
going  to  be  able  to  return  to  his  job;  nor  is 
anyone  going  to  want  to  hire  him  because 
be  has  tried  and  he  has  tried  and  he  can't 
get  a  job.  He  is  now  at  the  end  of  his  six 
weeks.  He  vdll  try.  He  will  probably  get  put 
back  on  as  a  result  of  this  bill  and  six  weeks 
or  a  month  or  two  months  or  three  months 
from  now  he  will  be  forced  again  into  a 
position  where  he  won't  have  an  adequate 
income. 

Or  take  the  case  of  the  widow  with  chil- 
dren. I  don't  know  how  the  minister  can 
possibly  expect  anyone  to  be  appreciative  of 
an  increase  from  $250  to  $260.  I  don't  kno^^• 
how  he  can  expect  anyone  to  be  apprecia- 
tive of  a  four  per  cent  increase  in  benefit 
rate.  I  don't  understand  how  he  could  ex- 
pect anyone  to  be  thankful  for  an  extra  $10 
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a  month— although  I'll  be  quite  honest;  I 
suspect  for  many  anything  is  better  than 
what  they  had.  Although  the  $10  they  are 
going  to  get  from  the  government  is  dis- 
gusting. 

Then  there  is  the  old  ploy.  After  a  person 
has  been  on  workmen's  compensation  bene- 
fits for  a  while  and  has  been  reduced  down 
and  down  and  down,  he  is  told  to  go  to  the 
Unemployment  Insurance  Commission,  be- 
cause maybe  he  could  be  retrained  there  and 
maybe  he  could  get  a  job.  They  get  there 
only  to  discover  that  they  don't  qualify  be- 
cause it  has  been  so  long  since  they  made 
contributions. 

Let  me  just  reorient  it  a  moment.  I  want 
to  talk  about  another  group  in  society  who 
could  have  been  here,  had  the  minister  seen 
fit  to  hold  reasonable  hearings,  to  open  the 
committee  up  and  invite  representation.  It's  a 
group  that  we  never  hear  from  and  yet  it's  a 
group  that  could  contribute  significantly  to 
change  within  the  board.  It's  a  group  that 
probably  has  as  much  knowledge  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  recipient  as 
any  single  group  of  people.  They  are  the 
doctors  of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

I'm  sick  and  tired  of  doctors  sending  in 
letters  saying  the  man  is  fit  for  light  work. 
I'm  fed  up  with  doctors  saying  the  man  has 
improved  and,  therefore,  would  be  able  to 
return  to  some  form  of  modified  employment. 
I'm  absolutely  disgusted  with  letters  from 
doctors,  supposedly  on  behalf  of  their  pa- 
tients, saying  they  are  getting  better  and  if 
they  could  find  some  modified  employment 
they  would  be  able  to  return  to  it. 

Do  you  know,  Mr.  Speaker,  why  they  say 
these  things?  Because  they  are  so  out  of  touch 
with  industrial  Ontario  they  don't  realize  that 
there  are  very  few  light  jobs. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Absolutely  right. 

Mr.  Deans:  There  are  very  few  jobs  that 
could  fall  into  the  category  of  being  modified 
employment.  For  most  small  employers  there 
are  no  light  jobs.  It  is  time  that  we  as  a 
Legislature  had  the  doctors  before  us  to  ex- 
plain to  us  what  in  heaven's  name  they  think 
these  people  are  capable  of  doing.  I  know 
damn  well  that  the  majority  of  them  are  not 
capable  of  doing  very  much.  If  you  ask  the 
doctor  point  blank:  "Could  you  tell  me  what 
do  you  think  this  man  is  really  capable  of?" 
He  can't  tell  you. 

I  appeared  with  a  man  before  the  board. 
Do  you  know  that  the  doctor  had  a  state- 
ment that  the  man  couldn't  walk  for  long 
periods  and  he  wasn't  able  to  stand  for  any 


length  of  time.  He  shouldn't  sit  too  long.  He 
wasn't  to  lift  and  was  not  to  climb  stairs. 
But  he  was  fit  to  return  to  modified  employ- 
ment. Needless  to  say,  I  lost  that  one. 

Anyway  that's  the  frustration  of  the  board, 
and  it  bothers  me  some.  Beyond  that  I'm 
tired  of  employers  coming  before  the  board 
or  fighting  against  claims  that  they  know  full 
well  are  justified,  simply  to  keep  their  rates 
down.  I  think  it's  wrong. 

Finally  I  think  society  has  been  hood- 
winked. This  is  supposedly  a  reflection  of 
society  and  I  think  that  we  have  been  hood- 
winked. I  don't  think  there  is  going  to  be 
any  major  change  to  the  benefit  levels  at 
the  board.  I'm  now  persuaded  on  the 
strength  of  what  this  government  has  done 
over  the  seven  years  that  I've  been  involved, 
there  will  be  no  fundamental  change  to  the 
way  in  which  payments  are  made  to  the 
people  who  are  injured  in  the  Province  of 
Ontario.  This  will  always  evolve  into  the 
government  sitting  down  and  deciding  what 
is  the  minimum  we  can  give  in  order  to 
shut  them  up  and  to  keep  them  away  from 
the  front  door  a  little  longer. 

The  minister  can't  tell  me  thfat  he  sat 
down  and  worked  out  a  reasonable  formula 
to  compensate  these  people.  He  can't  honest- 
ly tell  me  that  on  the  strength  of  some 
reasonable  calculation  and  input  which  in- 
cluded cost  of  living  and  changes  in  living 
standards  he  came  up  with  four  per  cent 
for  the  year  of  1973  or  four  per  cent  for 
the  year  1972.  He  can't  tell  me  on  the  basis 
of  that  example  in  his  statement  that  there 
are  any  appreciable  number  of  people  in  the 
province  who  are  going  to  benefit  to  the 
extent  the  example  shows.  He  can't  tell  me 
there  were  many  people  in  1952  who  re- 
ceived $200  a  month  in  pension  from  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board.  I  suspect 
he  could  count  them  on  his  digits  if  he  took 
his  shoes  off.  This  is  a  fraud,  and'  it's  wrong. 

I  want  to  ask  the  minister  to  consider 
something.  Obviously  he  is  not  going  to 
withdraw  the  bill;  and  he  is  obviously  not 
going  to  go  on  into  next  week  as  he  should 
in  order  to  allow  for  adequate  opportunities 
for  discussion.  He  obviously  is  not  going  to 
amend  it  here,  today,  to  reflect  the  needs 
of  the  people  in  the  province  who  have  the 
misfortune  of  having  to  go  to  the  board  in 
order  to  receive  their  income. 

What  I  am  going  to  ask  the  minister  to 
do  is  to  make  a  commitment  to  us,  that  over 
the  coiu-se  of  this  summer,  by  God,  he'll  sit 
down  and  establish  once  and  for  all  pension 
and    benefit   levels   in   the   Province   of  On- 
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tario,  applicable  to  all  persons  in  receipt  of 
benefit  from  the  board,  which  will  ade- 
quately reflect  the  cost  of  living  in  the  year 
1974. 

Beyond  that,  I  would  ask  that  he  will 
bring  in,  along  with  that,  an  indexing  that 
will  reflect  changes  in  the  cost  of  living  in 
order  that  people  won't  forever  be  behind 
in  their  needs. 

Third,  I  am  going  to  ask  that  he  sit  down 
and  develop  a  retraining  programme,  in  con- 
junction both  with  industry  and  with  gov- 
ernment, that  will  clearly  show  both  the 
trends  with  regard  to  job  availability  and 
the  numbers  of  persons  presently  in  receipt 
of  workmen's  compensation  benefits  who  can 
be  absorbed  into  worthwhile  jobs  in  indus- 
try and  in  government. 

Finally,  I  would  ask  that,  over  the  course 
of  the  summer,  the  minister  set  about  to 
bring  into  Ontario  a  programme  of  social 
security  that  will  provide  for  people,  whether 
they  are  hurt  on  the  floor  of  the  shop,  in 
the  mine,  on  the  farm  or  whether  they 
simply  take  ill,  a  benefit  level  that  will  en- 
able them  to  meet  their  obligations,  that 
will  adequately  reflect  what  it  costs  to  live 
in  Toiy  Ontario  with  its  high  cost  of  living. 

If  the  minister  does  those  things,  then 
when  we  come  back  in  September  we  will 
be  able  to  stand  in  the  House  and  talk  with 
him  about  the  worthwhile  things  that  are 
being  done  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  this 
province  who  are  imable  to  do  anything  on 
their  own  behalf.  And  if  he  doesn't  I  want 
to  Jissure  him  that  every  single  day  until 
he  leaves  this  place,  I  will  bug  him  and 
bug  him  and  bug  him. 

Mr.  Drea:  Wow.  Oh,  wow. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  know  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  thinks  that's  amusing,  but 
I  know  that  the  minister  doesn't. 

Mr.  Drea:  No,  I  don't.  I  think  it's  rather 
deadly. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  think  the  mimster  knows  it 
isn't  that  way- 
Mr.  Drea:  I  think  it's  rather  deadly. 

Mr.  Deans:  Because  I  am  sick  and  tired 
of  having  idle  promises,  either  in  regard  to 
the  kind  of  things  which  come  about— 

Mr.  Drea:  There's  nothing  like  extortion 
in  the  House. 

Mr.  Deans:   I  am  not  distorting  it. 


Mr.  Drea:  Extortion. 

Mr.  Deans:  Extortion?  I  am  going  to  tell 
the  member   for   Scarborough  Centre  some- 
thing- 
Mr.   Martel:   Well,  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre- 
Mr.  Foulds:  He  is  an  expert  on  distortion. 

Mr.  Deans:  If  I  thought  for  one  minute 
that  extortion  would  work  and  bring  up  the 
levels  of  those  people  who  need  it,  I  would 
run  the  risk  and  I  would  do  it. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  that's  the  member's 
epitaph. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  wouldn't  be  like  that  mem- 
ber; I  wouldn't  sit  in  the  back  row  and  keep 
my  mouth  shut  and  nod  my  head  just  to 
hold  my  seat. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  member  has  written  his 
own  epitaph. 

Mr.  Deans:  I  am  telling  the  hon.  member 
that  when  he  was  elected  here,  he  was  elect- 
ed to  try  to  represent  the  people  of  this 
province  who  cannot  be  represented  on  their 
own. 

Mr.  Drea:  And  I  represent  them  a  lot  bet- 
ter than  the  member  opposite  —  and  he 
shouldn't  ever  forget  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  And  until  such  time  as  he  is 
able  to  stand  up  and  speak  on  behalf  of 
those  people,  and  speak  about  them  as  they 
really  exist  and  about  their  needs,  and  con- 
vince his  colleagues  to  support  him,  then 
he  should  resign  his  seat. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  don't  have  to  be  an  extor- 
tionist. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  won't  support  this  legisla- 
tion. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Any  member  from  the  Lib- 
eral Party?  The  hon.  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  Yes,  sir.  I 
won't  be  long.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  rise  to  oppose 
this  bill.  I  am,  of  course,  grateful  there  is 
some  improvement  coming  in  the  moneys 
that  are  being  given  to  people  who  are  on 
pensions  and  receiving  workmen's  compensa- 
tion, but  the  amount  that  is  being  received 
at  the  present  time  is  totally  inadequate.  I 
was  deceived,  as  many  in  this  House  and 
outside  were,  when  the  minister  first  rose  to 
speak  and  talked  of  giving  60  per  cent  im- 
provement in  pensions.  As  we  look  in  detail 
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at  the  legislation  it  isn't,  of  course,  60  per 
cent.  It  is  60  per  cent  if  you  had  your  in- 
jury in  1940  something- 
Mr.  Young:  And  60  per  cent  of  the  amount 
at  that  time. 

Mr.  Shulman:  And  60  per  cent  of  the 
amount  at  that  time.  There  has  been  no  con- 
sideration given  to  inflation  since  that  time. 
It  seems  that  on  every  bill  I  get  up  to  speak 
about  in  the  House,  I  have  to  talk  about  in- 
flation. But  that  is  the  crying  economic  fact 
in  the  v^^orld  today,  and  to  ignore  it  in  refer- 
ence to  the  very  people  who  need  it  the  most 
is  not  a  suitable  act  for  this  minister  or  for 
this  government. 

I  give  the  government  full  credit,  it  has 
made  great  strides  forward  in  recent  years. 
This  is  not  the  place  where  it  should  stumble. 

I  just  want  to  say  a  word  about  the  people 
who  are  receiving  workmen's  compensation 
pensions.  These  are  not  the  type  of  people 
who  are  getting  unemployment  insurance. 
We  are  all  well  aware  of  the  ripoffs  and  the 
way  that  some  people  have  taken  advantage 
of  unemployment  insurance.  But  I  have 
never  yet  heard  of  a  single  case  of  any  indi- 
vidual taking  advantage  of  workmen's  com- 
pensation. It's  always  the  other  way  around. 

An  Hon.  member:  Right  on;  exactly  so. 

Mr.  Shulman:  There  are  many  places 
where  the  government  perhaps  shouldn't  be 
spending  money,  or  there  are  places  where 
it  should  cut  back.  This  is  not  one  of  them. 

I  think  perhaps  I  have  as  much  right  as 
anyone  else  to  speak  in  the  House  on  this 
bill  because  I  have  had  the  privilege,  and  I 
consider  it  a  privilege,  of  having  gone  to  the 
board  on  some  hundreds  of  cases  now  and  I 
have  been  reasonably  successful.  But  each 
and  every  one  of  those  cases  is  heart- 
rending. 

Perhaps  the  minister  hasn't  been  here  quite 
as  long  as  some  of  us— and  perhaps  some  of 
us  have  been  here  too  long— but  I  am  sure 
by  this  time  he  must  have  had  a  few  cases 
himself  that  he  has  taken  down  to  the  board. 
Each  and  every  one  of  these  cases,  whether 
it  is  a  back  case  or  an  amputation  or  some- 
one who  is  good  only  for  hard  labour  and 
now  can  only  do  light  work  and  can't  get 
light  work,  is  an  individual  tragedy  and  a 
person  would  have  to  be  made  of  stone  not 
to  feel  it. 

One  case  that  comes  to  my  mind  now— 
and  the  reason  I  think  of  it  is  because  this 
60    per    cent    that   the   minister    talks    about 


exemplifies  the  horrors  of  this  piece  of  legis- 
lation —  is  a  woman  by  the  name  of  Rose 
Szego. 

I  fought  the  board  back  in  the  bad  old 
days  of  1968  when  they  would  give  her 
nothing.  This  is  a  woman  who  developed  an 
allergy  from  working  in  furs  to  a  point  that 
she  was  unable  to  work  again.  She  developed 
asthma  and  literaUy  her  whole  life  was 
ruined.  They  said;  "Well,  we  don't  cover  that 
sort  of  thing." 

We  fought  and  we  fought  and  we  fought. 
She  finally  got  a  pension  which  was  barely 
adequate  for  her  to  exist  on  then.  She  has 
come  to  my  office  several  times  this  past  year 
and  said,  "Please,  Dr.  Shulman,  can  some- 
thing be  done  about  this?"— I'm  sorry. 

"Can  something  be  done  about  the  size  of 
the  pensions?"  Now  the  minister  is  doing 
something  but  he  is  not  doing  enough.  This 
woman  still  is  not  going  to  be  able  to  man- 
age, and  to  give  her  the  15  per  cent  increase, 
which  is  what  he  is  doing— I  am  sorry,  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  have  never  done  this  before.  But 
these  are  the  tragedies  that  come  into  my 
ofiice, 

I  say  to  the  minister,  this  is  not  the  place 
to  skimp.  Please  go  back  and  reconsider  this. 
It  doesn't  matter  where  the  money  comes 
from.  If  it  has  to  be  an  added  cost  of  doing 
business  in  this  province  then  we  should  put 
it  on  to  our  manufacturers,  our  companies. 
If  they  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  compete 
with  other  provinces  as  a  result  of  that,  then 
part  of  it  should  come  out  of  the  public 
purse. 

This  is  the  one  thing  that  breaks  me  up  as 
an  MPP,  these  individual'  cases.  TTiey  are  all 
tragedies  and  they  can  break  your  heart  if 
you  l^ook  at  aiw  one  of  them  because  it  isn't 
just  the  indivimial.  Invariably  they  are  immi- 
grants with  families  and  they  come  and  they 
say:  "How  am  I  to  feed  my  family?  What  am 
I  to  do?  Am  I  to  go  on  welfare?  Am  I  to 
send  them  back  to  Italy  or  to  Poland  or 
wherever  we  came  from?  I  came  here  and  I 
worked'  hard  in  this  country  and  I  did  the 
best  I  could  and  I  had  an  accident— and  now 
I'm  being  punished  for  it." 

It  isn't  right!  Well,  I  don't  want  to  belabour 
it. 

(I  want  to  ask  the  minister  something,  be- 
cause I  know  him  to  be  a  kindly  man  and  I 
know  he  would  like  to  do  the  best  he  can. 
Now  in  his  rush  to  bring  this  in,  let  us  hope 
this  is  an  interim  measure.  And  I  appeal  to 
him.  I'm  not  going  to  bug  him,  as  my  col- 
league says.  Perhaps  that's  the  way  to  get 
things  dione;  but  Im  appealing  to  nim  as  a 
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fellow  human  being.  This  is  the  place  where 
government  should  intervene. 

iWe  dbn't  have  to  worry  about  the  fat  cats. 
I  don't  worry  too  much  about  the  oil  com- 
panies or  what  the  taxation  rate  is,  or  the 
speculative  land  tax,  or  what  the  front  bench 
does— because  they  affect  people  who  can 
fend  for  themselves. 

There's  really  only  one  minister  in  this 
House  who  is  in  the  same  position  as  the 
Minister  of  Labour,  and  that's  the  Minister  of 
Correctional  Services  (Mr.  Potter).  They  are 
the  only  two  ministers  who  aflFect  people  who 
carmot  protect  themselves;  and  this  responsi- 
bility should  lie  heavily  on  their  shouldiers. 

I  appeal  to  the  Minister  of  Labour  to  go 
back  and  over  the  summer  to  decide  whether 
it  has  to  come  out  of  public  funds,  or  whether 
it  has  to  come  from  an  added  levy  on  indus- 
try—but give  them  more.  They  can't  exist  as 
it  stands. 

(By  September  or  October,  when  we  come 
back,  inflation  is  going  to  have  taken  another 
five  or  10  per  cent  out  of  these  pensions. 
They  just  can't  live  on  it.  Please,  do  some- 
thing. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Kitch- 
ener. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to 
fall  to  me  to  wind  up  this  debate  on  behalf 
of  the  opposition  parties.  And  I  think  that  I 
can  say  that  on  the  basis  that  we  have  been 
consistent  an  both  sides  here  in  attempting  to 
bring  to  the  minister  the  problems,  the  con- 
cerns, the  great  depth  of  feeling  which  vi^  all 
have  about  this  bill. 

The  minister  has  now  been  in  his  chair  for 
the  last  six  hours.  He's  listened  to  19  other 
speakers  before  me  and  all  but  one  have  re- 
cited to  him  cases,  problems,  attitudes  and 
de\ek)pment9  which  they  see  in  constituencies 
that  are  spread  right  across  this  province. 

My  riding  happens  to  be  an  urban  one. 
That  of  the  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East 
contains  a  large  number  of  mines.  That  of  the 
hon.  member  for  St.  George  is  a  downtown 
city  riding.  The  hon.  member  for  Essex-Kent 
represents  a  rural  area;  and  so  it  goes. 

All  of  us  have  seen  examples  of  hardship, 
of  sorrow,  of  people  who  have  come  in  to  us 
so  badly  crippled  that  they  could  hardly  walk. 
And  in,  usually,  an  accented  English,  but 
with  goodwill,  sometimes  with  tears  streaming 
down  their  faces,  they've  said:  "Mister  or 
Mrs.  Member  of  the  Legislature,  what  can 
you  do  to  help?"  And  after  a  while,  you 
know,  after  a  while  it  becomes  almost  too 
much  to  return  that  phone  call  when  )  ou  see 


that  name— because  there's  nothing  you  can 
say. 

When  you  try  to  feel  open  and  aware  and 
wanting  to  help  people,  when  you  try  to  take 
on  your  responsibilities  as  a  member  of  this 
Legislature,  to  represent  not  just  those  who 
voted  for  you,  but  everyone  in  your  consti- 
tuency that  brings  you  a  problem,  you  look 
at  those  numbers  of  phone  calls  that  we  all 
have  to  return  and  you  keep  shuflBing  that 
one  or  two  down  to  the  bottom  of  the  list, 
but  eventually  you've  got  to  call  them  and 
you've  got  to  say:  'Tm  sorry,  you'll  need 
new  medical  evidence  if  you're  going  to  go 
anywhere.  You  must  remember  that  this  is 
the  last  step.  And  if  you  don't  make  it,  there 
isn't  anything  else.  If  your  pension  can't  be 
adjusted  now  you'll  have  to  wait  a  year  or  so 
before  there's  a  review." 

These  are  the  kinds  of  things  that  we  have 
to  say  when  we  turn  oflF  that  person  for  a 
month  or  a  year,  or  perhaps  forever. 

As  my  leader  led  ofiF,  as  the  leader  of  the 
NDP  and  all  of  us  have  said,  we're  going  to 
oppose  this  bill.  We  believe  the  pensions 
should  be  indexed,  so  that  when  cost  of  liv- 
ing changes  hit  these  persons  who  have  the 
least  ability  to  fend  for  themselves,  we  at 
least  attempt  to  keep  them  in  balance. 

Most  of  us  can  take  care  of  ourselves. 
Frankly,  looking  around  this  chamber,  most 
of  us,  whatever  our  background,  have  done 
pretty  well.  We  like  to  think  that  we  have 
worked  hard.  We  like  to  think  that  some  of 
it  may  be  deserved— I  do  not  know  whether 
it  is  or  not;  I  guess  there  is  a  good  measure 
of  luck  involved— but  we  have  all  done  pretty 
well.  We  are  not  bothered  with  the  same 
kinds  of  problems  as  these  unfortunate  people 
are,  and  their  misfortune,  really,  is  perhaps 
something  over  which  they  had  no  absolutely 
no  control.  Unfortunately,  they  happened  to 
be  involved  in  an  accident. 

Certainly  the  increase  in  pensions  for  those 
injured  some  years  ago  has  been  covered  by 
all  those  who  have  spoken.  We  have  all  re- 
viewed the  situation  of  percentages.  We  have 
all  played  this  percentage  game,  I  suppose 
you  might  call  it.  We  have  looked  at  the 
increases  in  the  cost  of  living,  we  have 
looked  at  the  increases  that  are  now  going  to 
be  involved  in  the  pension  benefits  and  we 
have  found  that  they  just  don't  match  up.  , 

We  have  also  found  a  great  deal  of  disap-     'Wk 
pointment,  because  when  we  heard  the  state-       ^ 
ment  when  this  bill  received  first  reading,  I 
really  think  that  every  one  of  us  on  this  side 
of  the   House  felt  that  a  breakthrough  had 
1;een  made.  I  reallv  think  that  we  looked  at 
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each  other  and  we  commented  and  some  of 
us  pounded  our  desks,  because  we  thought 
that  at  long  last  there  was  going  to  be  some 
way  of  catching  up,  there  was  going  to  be 
some  way  of  helping  persons  who  couldn't 
cope  any  longer,  and  that  of  any  group  within 
our  society  we  at  least  were  going  to  be  able 
to  leave  here  for  two  or  three  months  on 
light  duties— because  we  can  find  light  work 
when  we  are  not  here— and  we  were  going 
to  be  able  to  perhaps  have  a  good  summer, 
or  vacation,  and  feel  that  at  least  we  had 
done  one  good  damn  thing  in  this  session;  we 
had  helped  injured  workmen. 

Well,  the  matter  of  light  work  has  been 
talked  about,  the  matter  of  partial  disability 
and  permanent  total  disability  has  been 
talked  about,  and  these  two  things  seem  to 
be  the  curses  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Board.  I  hope  the  minister  is  able  to 
resolve  them.  We  haven't  really  seen  it  done 
very  well  as  yet,  but  perhaps  hope  springs 
eternal. 

We  feel,  of  course,  that  the  lower  income 
of  $4,000  is  too  low  and  should  be  raised, 
probably  to  $6,000.  We  feel  that  the  clothing 
allowances  are  inadequate,  that  the  problems 
oi  paraplegics  and  others  who  need  particiJar 
prosthetic  devices  are  inadequately  handled, 
we  feel  that  when  a  person  is  on  a  temporary 
disability  and  certainly  on  a  permanent  dis- 
abih'ty,  this  government  should  take  care  of 
OHIP  and  arrangements  should  be  made  with 
the  federal  government  so  that  the  contribu- 
tions to  the  Canada  Pension  Plan  should  be 
maintained. 

Surely  this  is  possible  in  the  wealthiest 
Province  of  Canada,  in  the  province  that 
from  some  of  those  vacant  chairs,  when  they 
are  occupied,  we  hear  the  phrase,  "We  lead 
North  America,"  "We  lead  the  western 
world,"  "We  lead  the  galaxy."  I  suppose,  on 
occasion,  in  some  of  the  things  we  do,  we 
do. 

\Vhen  the  government  does  things  like  that 
it  will  be  praised  for  it,  but  when  it  does 
things  like  this,  it  can  surely  not  expect  to 
receive  ver\-  much  praise. 

The  rehabilitation  branch  needs  strength- 
ening and  improvement.  We  must  make  it 
clear  that  the  injured  workman  is  entitled  to 
ha\  e  an  outside  doctor  or  a  specialist  examine 
the  evidence,  so  that  there  is  a  clear  ap- 
proach that  can  be  given,  so  that  persons 
know  whether  this  functional  overlay  with 
which  we  are  all  familiar  is  real  or  not.  If 
there  is  outside  medical  evidence  available 
this  might  go  a  long  way  to  solving  the  prob- 
lems—many of  them  no  doubt  psychological 


—which  the  injured  workman  finds  such  a 
burden,  because  at  least  he  has  "his"  doctor, 
which  might  allow  him  to  have  the  balance 
that  is  needed  when  the  other  doctors  all  say: 
"No,  tliere  is  nothing  we  can  do." 

I  realize  the  staflF  at  the  compensation 
board  is  imder  great  difficulty  because  of  the 
volume  of  work.  I  realize  at  the  end  of  a  day 
a  doctor  who  has  seen  a  number  of  patients 
might  be  a  little  short.  We  all  get  a  little 
short  as  the  days  go  by  at  times  when  we  are 
trying  to  complete  a  volume  of  work  or  when 
we  have  other  things  on  our  minds.  Surely 
it's  not  too  much  to  ask  to  have  a  stronger 
independent  medical  point  of  view  which 
will  benefit  the  persons  who  can't  benefit 
themselves. 

As  I  have  said,  Mr.  Speaker,  the  minister 
has  sat  here  now  for  six  hours.  He  has  listen- 
ed to  20  members  from  around  the  province 
speak  on  the  bill  as  they  see  it;  one  in  favour, 
19  against.  However,  I  still  hope  that  in  years 
to  come  the  minister  will  look  back  on  this 
day  as  a  highlight  in  his  career.  He  will  be 
able  to  do  so  if  he  will  have  learned  from 
the  members  who  have  spoken  what  the  real 
situations  in  this  province  are. 

Mr.  Worton:  Temper  justice  with  mercy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Wind  up. 

Mr.  Drea:  Pardon?  Mr.  Speakw,  I  am 
going  to  be  very  brief.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
provided  I  am  not  interrupted,  I  am  not 
going  to  take  more  than  a  couple  of  minutes. 
I  would  like  to  talk  in  terms  of  the  concept 
of  workmen's  compensation  in  this  province. 
First  of  all,  Mr.  Speaker,  as  everyone  here  is 
aware,  although  I  certainly  haven't  heard  it 
this  afternoon,  we  were  the  pioneer  in  work- 
men's compensation. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Tell  us  something  new. 

Mr.  Drea:  All  right,  fine.  We  just  went  to 
three  minutes.  Let  the  member  open  his 
mouth  and  he  is  going  to  get  it. 

We  were  the  pioneer  in  workmen's  com- 
pensation. 

Mr.  Martel:  Is  that  a  promise  or  a  threat? 

Mr.  Good:  Don't  threaten  us. 

Mr.  Drea:  No,  that  is  the  game  of  the 
member  for  Wentworth,  not  mine. 

Mr.  MacDonald:  Why  doesn't  the  member 
deliver  his  speech? 
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Mr.  Drea:  I  am  certainly  prepared  to  de- 
liver it  in  two  minutes  provided  I  am  not 
interrupted. 

Mr.  Speaker,  this  province  pioneered  a 
unique  concept  in  the  protection  of  the 
worker,  in  that  it  was  an  insurance  plan  en- 
tirely funded  by  the  employer.  It  was  an 
insurance  plan  that  was  and  is  totally  with- 
out any  liability  in  that  the  employer  is  al- 
ways presumed  to  have  been  at  fault  because 
the  workman  was  injured.  I  subscribe  very 
much  to  those  two  concepts  of  workmen's 
compensation  in  this  province. 

Until  the  last  four  or  five  years,  workmen's 
compensation  in  this  province  has  been  uni- 
versally considered  to  be  a  model  for  the 
world.  I  think  it  is  still  considered  to  be  a 
model  for  the  world  despite  the  fact  that  in 
the  past  four  or  five  years  there  have  been 
criticisms.  Quite  frankly,  as  one  who  has 
criticized,  I  think  they  were  very  legitimate 
criticisms,  but  approximately  a  year  ago 
there  was  a  decision-making  process  which  I 
think  changed  the  very  nature  of  the  board. 
One  of  my  regrets  this  afternoon,  and  I  cer- 
tainly haven't  been  here  throughout  the 
whole  afternoon- 
Mr.  Roy:  That's  obvious. 

Mr.  Drea:  If  I  was  here  as  little  as  the 
member  for  Ottawa  East,  I  wouldn't  open 
my  mouth.  I  don't  know  why  he  comes  at 
me  because  he  gets  it  back  twice  as  hard 
from  me. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  not  being  here  or  not  being 
here,  it  is— 

Mr.  Drea:  I  have  always  suspected  that 
one  of  his  problems  is  he  is  a  masochist.  He 
likes  to  get  punched.  If  that  is  his  problem, 
he  is  certainly  going  to  get  it  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Roy:  Is  the  member  going  to  punch 
me? 

Mr.  Drea:  Only  verbally. 

Mr.  Roy:  That  is  what  I  thought. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to 
document  some  of  the  improvements  I  have 
found  in  the  last  year.  I  will  be  quite  frank 
with  you;  I  was  very  moved  by  my  colleague 
from  High  Park  this  afternoon  and  I  can 
understand  his  feelings.  Particularly,  I  can 
understand  his  feelings  because,  I  think  in 
the  terms  of  workmen's  compensation,  he 
occupies  two  roles. 

He  is  somewhat  different  from  me  in  that 
he  is  a  medical  practitioner  so  he  knows  the 


root  cause  as  well  as  the  feelings  people  like 
me  and  the  other  members  of  this  House 
have  for  someone  v/ho  goes  to  work  in  the 
morning  and  is  hale  and  hearty;  he  is  mak- 
ing a  good  income  and  is  self-suflBcient,  but 
something  happens  within  a  period  of  hours 
whereby  he  becomes  something  less  than 
self-sufficient  and  it  winds  up  into  seemingly 
an  endless  situation  where  technicalities  are 
being  used  against  him  and  so  forth. 

I,  for  one,  like  to  go  back  to  the  fact  that 
on  a  certain  morning  he  was  absolutely  hale 
and  hearty  until  a  certain  event  took  place. 
It's  always  been  my  feeling  that  one  looks 
at  the  event  rather  than  the  physical  per- 
son, so  I  can  imderstand  his  feelings  on 
this.  I  give  him  full  credit  for  it. 

In  the  last  year,  there  is  more  accessi- 
bility to  the  board.  Last  year  when  I  spoke 
I  talked  about  the  fact  that  I  didn't  think 
there  should  be  special  assistants  in  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  to  deal  with 
members,  I  thought  that  was  kind  of  loading 
the  deck.  It  seems  to  me,  and  I  had  this 
feeling,  that  as  long  as  one  is  a  member  of 
the  Legislature  he  had  somebody  special 
to  deal  with  him  at  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board,  I,  for  one,  preferred  to  go 
through  the  normal  channels  just  the  same 
as  the  injured  worker  or  his  wife  has  to. 

I  must  say,  Mr,  Speaker,  in  the  past  year 
I  have  found,  at  least  in  my  case,  there  is 
no  longer  anybody  there  who  deals  with 
me.  I  deal  through  the  board.  I  find  that 
the  accessibility  to  the  board  is  excellent.  I 
think  it's  about  a  300  per  cent  improvement 
in  one  year.  I  think  they  deserve  fuU  marks 
for  it.  I  think  they  also  deserve  credit  for 
the  fact  that  they  don't  close  at  5  o'clock 
any  more.  They  don't  close  after  what  is 
known  as  normal  business  hours.  They  are 
open  at  night,  so  that  people  can  phone  in 
there  and  can  get  details  of  their  claim, 

Mr.  Martel:  In  Toronto. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Not  in  Sudbury. 

Mr.  Martel:  Why  doesn't  the  member  try 
Sudbury? 

Mr.  Drea:  Unfortunately,  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  claimants  that  I  have 
usually  come  from  Scarborough.  I  must  say 
one  of  the  things  that  really  bothers  me  is 
when  I  get  them  on  the  second  romid  from 
members  of  the  opposition.  This  always 
bothers  me. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  member  is  a  real 
apologist. 
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Mr.  Drea:  I  wonder  if  the  job  was  done 
properly  the  first  time  or  whether  it's  be- 
cause I'm  a  government  member.  However, 
in  any  event,  there  is  much  greater  acces- 
sibihty  to  the  board.  I  give  the  present 
minister  credit,  although  it  certainly  wasn't 
his  programme- 
Mr.  Deans:  Is  the  member  saying  because 
he  is  a  government  member  he  gets  better 
service? 

Mr.  Drea:  —but  that  of  his  predecessor, 
who  is  now  retired  from  this  Legislatiu-e.  I 
certainly  give  him  a  great  deal  of  marks  for 
it. 

Mr.  Speaker,  on  a  more  pertinent  point, 
I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  concept  of 
insurance.  Today,  we  have  heard  a  lot  of 
things  about  the  increase.  For  example,  it 
doesn't  really  meet  the  standards  of  1974. 
It  doesn't  meet  the  standards  of  inflation. 
It  certainly  can't  keep  up  with  great  many 
changes  in  society.  To  a  very  large  degree, 
I  accept  that  criticism.  I  think  that  the  board 
must  and  I  also  think  the  minister  must. 
But  I  would  like  to  know  what  insurance 
programme  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada 
where  the  premiums  have  already  been  paid 
has  adjusted  itself  to  inflation.  I  really  think 
this  is  the  first  one.  I  think  there  is  a  prin- 
ciple involved.  Just  because  one  has  paid 
into  an  insurance  fimd  and  because  the 
premiums  have  already  been  paid  and  the 
payments  have  begun  to  start  there  carmot 
be  an  adjustment. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Oh  rot! 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  that  this  principle  is 
very  pertinent. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  All  right.  The  Leader  of  the 
Opposition  walked  into  it.  What  about  the 
federal  government  and  its  perpetual  bonds? 
Has  his  party  raised  them?  Will  it  redeem 
them?  No,  it  won't,  and  that  is  his  party. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  What  about  the  old  age 
pension? 

Mr.  Drea:  And  that  is  just  as  much  a  point 
of  social  insrurance  as  the  item  that  we're 
talking  about  now. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  That  is  ridiculous. 

Mr.  Drea:  It's  ridiculous,  is  it?  To  the 
people  who  invested  in  this  country  through 
the  federal  government  and  had  a  perpetual 
bond,  the  government  now  says:  "We  think 


they're  held  by  speculators.  We  won't  raise 
the  interest." 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  knows  so 
little  about  economics. 

Mr.  Drea:  They  have  lost  whatever  they 
had. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  How  many  ways  can 
the  member  put  that  idiotic  point  across? 

Mr.  MacDonald:  It's  a  pity  that  the  mem- 
ber does  not  recognize  that  the  debate  wai 
finished  long  before  he  got  up. 

Mr.  Drea:  If  I  was  the  leader  of  a  defunct 
party  I  don't  really  think  I  would  criticize 
me  as  waiting  all  day  to  put  forward  an 
idea. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  The  member  hasn't  been 
sitting  here  all  day  like  I  have. 

Mr.  Laughren:  He  is  an  embarrassment 
to  the  minister. 

Mr.  Drea:  He  used  to  share  an  office  next 

to  me.    I   think  he'd  still   like  to  share  an 

office   next   to   me.    I  don't  think  he's   very 
embarrassed. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  No,  but  the  member  would 
like  to  share  an  office  next  to  him. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  members  opposite  don't 
like  it  because  what  I  am  pointing  out  to 
them  is  a  very  significant  principle.  I  am  not 
debating  the  amount  of  the  money. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  is  not  even 
debating  the  bill.  When  he  is  debating  the 
principle,  let  me  know. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  my  friend,  I  may  not  be 
debating  the  bill  in  his  words,  but  I  listened 
very  carefully  to  him  and  I  found  little  sem- 
blance between  what  he  was  saying  and  any- 
thing in  that  bill.  So  just  let  him  calm 
himself  down. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  The  member  obviously 
hasn't  read  the  bill,  then. 

Mr.  Drea:  Well,  that  is  by  the  member's 
admission,  not  mine. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  know  of  no  other  insurance 
programme  where  the  premiums  have  been 
paid  and  the  payments  scheduled,  where  it  is 
now  account  taken  of  the  fact  that  living 
standards  have  changed,  that  inflation  has 
been  with  us  and  plaguing  us  for  some  period 
of  time- 
Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  It  is  not  insurance,  it  is 
compensation. 
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Mr.  Drea:  —and  that  the  payments- 
Mr.  Breithaupt:  Why  doesn't  the  govern- 
ment raise  the  teachers'  pension? 

Mr.  Drea:  —are  no  longer  vahd  in  terms  of 
today's  society.  We  have  estabh'shed  that 
principle. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  not  the  principle  of 
compensation.  That  is  not  the  principle  of 
workmen's  compensation;  it  never  was,  it 
never  was  intended  to  be,  and  it  never  will 
be. 

An  hon.  member:  How  many  speakers  do 
we  have  to  listen  to  at  the  same  time? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  not  an  insurance  policy. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  The  hon.  mem- 
ber may  proceed. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  disturbs  me  no 
end  to  find  out  that  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  and  its  activities  are  not 
considered  to  be  a  social  insurance  fund.  Of 
course  it  is  insurance. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  It  is  not  insurance. 

Mr.  Drea:  It  is  insurance.  It  is  insurance 
for  the  worker  in  case  there  is  an  accident. 
It  is  funded  entirely  on  a  premium  system. 
It  is  paid  for  entirely  by  the  employer. 

Mr.  Deans:  It  is  not  insurance. 

Mr.  Martel:  It  is  protection  for  industry, 
that  is  what  it  is. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

An  hon.  member:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  is  getting  through  to  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please.  Order. 

Mr.  Drea:  All  right,  I'll  tell  you.  If  it's 
only  protection  for  industry,  as  the  member 
for  Sudbury  East  says,  then  why  don't  the 
members  opposite  scrap  it?  I  have  never 
heard  one  of  them— 

Mr.  Martel:  We  would.  The  member  is 
bloody  well  right,  we  would. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  board  is  not  worth  re- 
taining. Abolish  the  board  entirely. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  West  has  the  floor. 

An  hon.  member:  Scarborough  East. 

Mr.  Drea:  Scarborough  Centre. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Scarborough  Centre— it's 
Scarborough  anyway. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  He  is  provoking  the  oppo- 
sition. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  hon.  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Good:  He  is  repetitious. 

An  hon.  member:  Well,  he  certainly  copied 
from  the  member  for  Waterloo  North  if  he 
has  been  repetitious. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  is  impossible  to 
provoke  the  mordant. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  one  of  the  things 
that  bothers  me  this  afternoon,  quite  frankly— 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  reason  is  that  he  is  so 
sensitive. 

Mr.  Drea:  —is  that  we  have  concentrated 
—and  I  give  the  people  full'  measure  for  it— 
we  have  concentrated  upon  those  who  have 
not  been  successful  in  a  system  that  was  de- 
signed, quite  frankly,  to  protect  them  against 
the  economic  and  social  hazards  of  being 
injured  on  the  job. 

Mr.  Laughren:  All  recipients- 
Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  bothers  me  that 

people  vi'ould  bring  up  the  names  of  people. 

It  bothers  me  that  people  would  concentrate 

upon  this— 

Mr.  Laughren:  He  is  so  sensitive. 

Mr.  Drea:  —because  I  think  there  is  a  uni- 
versal admission  that  over  the  years  tens  of 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  workers  not 
only  have  been  helped  but  have  been  re- 
stored back  to  the  job  and  they  haven't  had 
to  prove  their  employer  was  negligent— and  I 
can  just  see  the  member  looking  with  his 
legal  eye;  he  would  love  to  have  negligence 
established;  oh,  I  can  see  that  one.  I  can 
see  the  fees  encountered  in  looking  at  that. 

Mr.  Deans:  That  is  not  his  legal  eye. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  His  legal  eye  is  the  other 
one. 
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Mr.  Drea:  But  Mr.  Speaker,  over  the  years 
tens  of  thousands  of  injured  workmen  have 
not  had  to  prove  that  their  employer  was 
liable. 

Mr.  Laughren:  They've  had  inadequate 
benefits  too. 

Mr.  Drea:  They  have  received  their  com- 
pensation. Their  families  have  been  pro- 
tected. I  think  this  is  a  tribute  to  the  work 
of  the  board.  I  think  this  is  a  tribute  to  the 
principle  of  workmen's  compensation  in  this 
province. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  that  the  whole  con- 
cept of  retraining  or  readjustment— I  prefer 
readjustment,  because  really  when  you  get 
to  a  man  in  his  middle  40s,  who  for  reasons 
beyond  his  control  really  hasn't  had  the  op- 
portunity for  much  education,  I  realize  that 
it  is  very  diflBcult  within  the  existing  pro- 
grammes; and  I  look  at  all  of  the  program- 
mes, the  federal-provincial  one  —  right  on 
down. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  member  is  crying 
crocodile  tears. 

Mr.  Drea:  Don't  ever  say  on  a  matter  of 
workmen's  compensation  that  I  have  croco- 
dile tears;  don't  ever  say  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  what  he  is  doing 
right  now. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  was  into  workmen's  compen- 
sation and  I  was  fighting  for  reform  long 
before  the  member  for  Nickel  Belt  ever  got 
the  bright  idea  that  it  would  get  him  a 
salary.  So  he  can  just  keep  quiet.  I  have 
just  about  had  enough;  sit  down  and  keep 
quiet. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Why  doesn't  the  member 
help  abolish  the  board  if  he  has  any  integ- 
rity at  all?  If  those  are  not  crocodile  tears, 
then  what  are  they? 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Then  tell  him  to  abolish 
the  board  and  implement  a  new  system. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Drea:  While  the  member  was  trying 
to  mooch  off  the  backs  of  the  workers,  there 
were  people  on  this  side  of  the  House  who 
were  doing  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  is  here,  but  the  workers  are 
not. 


Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  The  hon.  member  for 
Nickel  Belt  will  please  be  seated.  The  hon. 
member  for  Scarborough  Centre  has  the 
floor. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  agree  that  the 
concept  and  the  problem  of  retraining  is  a 
very,  very  diflBcult  thing.  I  think  one  of  the 
problems  we  have  in  this  province  parti- 
cularly is  the  problem  of  immigration.  Be- 
cause, unfortunately,  not  all  of  the  workmen 
in  this  province  have  had  the  opportunity 
to  participate  in  the  Canadian  school  system. 
Therefore,  when  they  come  here  they  tend 
to  go  into  the  raw  labour  jobs  where  the 
strength  of  their  back  and  the  strength  of 
their  shoulders  is  what  determines  their  in- 
come. If  something  happens ,  there  are 
usually  problems.  Perhaps  it  is  because  they 
have  not  had  educational  opportunities;  or 
because  of  their  age;  and  because,  maybe— 
I  don't  really  like  to  go  this  far— but  in  some 
cases  that  I  have  encountered  there  cer- 
tainly are  psychological  overtones  because 
of  the  pain  and  the  suffering  involved  in  an 
industrial  accident.  These  people  are  very 
difficult  to  retrain— and  it  is  not  their  fault. 
I  don't  think  it  is  die  fault  of  the  compen- 
sation board  in  this  province,  Mr.  Speaker, 
or  the  other  compensation  boards,  I  don't 
think  it  is  their  fault,  because  precisely  the 
same  thing  happens  to  somebody  who  is 
injured  outside  of  their  hours  of  work— the 
person  who  falls  on  the  street  on  the  way 
home,  and  this  kind  of  thing.  Exactly  the 
same  thing  happens  to  them, 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  be  begging  the  ques- 
tion if  I  said  that  this  was  really  a  federal 
responsibility  because  of  the  Manpower  De- 
partment; I  am  not  going  to  say  that. 

Mr.  Roy:  Oh  no,  no. 

Mr.  Drea:  No,  I  am  not.  I  say  that  most 
sincerely. 

Mr.  Deans:   Oh  heavens;  nothing  else. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  the  onus  is  on  the  fed- 
eral government;  the  onus  is  upon  the  pro- 
vincial government.  I  think  the  onus  is  upon 
the  various  components  of  both  of  those 
governments  who  deal  with  the  person  who 
is  less  than  self-suflBcient. 

Mr.  Roy:  It  is  the  fault  of  the  world. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  is  a  cosmological  fault. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  the  diflSculty  in  the  area 
of  retraining— and  I  think  this  is  the  main 
difficulty— is  I  think  the  time  has  come  when 
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we  have  come  to  a  realization  in  this  country' 
that  not  all  the  people  in  it  are  the  beautiful, 
self-sufficient  people.  That  there  are  people 
who  cannot  cope  under  the  ordinary  circum- 
stances of  industry,  or  of  the  service  industry, 
indeed,  even  of  the  civil  service,  because  of 
technology,  the  amount  of  education,  the 
amount  of  skill  that  is  now  required. 

I  don't  think  it  is  a  place  where  you  can 
castigate  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
of  Ontario  as  the  only  one  in  this;  that  some- 
how they  are  responsible.  I  think  all  of  us  are 
responsible  for  the  situation. 

I  think  the  time  has  come— and  I  cer- 
tainly would  submit  it  to  my  colleague,  the 
Minister  of  Labour— that  we  begin  to  look 
into  the  problem  of  this  two  or  three  per  cent 
of  the  people  who  are  eligible  by  age  and  by 
education  for  the  work  force,  but  who  simply 
cannot  be  employed  because  we  have  techno- 
logy that  has  wiped  out  the  light  work.  And 
who  cannot  be  retrained  because  we  want 
those  from  grades  8,  9  or  10;  and  they  are 
in  their  middle  50s  and  they  have  grade  2. 
Or  they  don't  speak  the  language;  or  per- 
haps they  are  not  the  kind  of  person  that  an 
employer  really  trusts  on  the  job— they  have 
an  arm  off  and  he  is  afraid.  I  am  not  discus- 
ing  the  economic  motive.  I  think  an  employer, 
when  he  looks  at  someone  who  has  an  arm 
off  or  a  leg  off  and  they  are  working  around 
a  machine,  that  he  has  some  real  concern 
about  safety.  What  happens  if  they  slip?  I 
don't  think  it  is  the  economic  question  all 
of  the  time.  I  realize  there  are  butcher  shops 
in  this  province;  I've  seen  enough  of  them. 
But  also  there  is  a  concern  by  the  employer 
as  to  whether  he  is  really  doing  the  person 
a  favour  because  he  is  putting  him  into  a 
position  of  danger. 

I  think  the  time  has  come— and  I  accept 
many  of  the  ideas  from  the  two  opposition 
parties  today— for  us  to  really  sit  dovioi  and 
take  an  inventory  of  what  these  people  can 
do.  But  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
is  not  the  role  of  the  Workmen's  Compen- 
sation Board  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  certainly  is. 

Mr.  Drea:  That  is  the  role  of  the  govern- 
ment of  Ontario,  of  the  members  of  this 
Legislature,  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission 
and  the  same  equivalents  in  Ottawa  and  in 
every  municipality  across  the  province- 
Mr.  Laughren:  We  have  given  them  up  a 
long  time  ago. 

Mr.  Roy:  What  have  they  been  doing  for 
30  years? 


Mr.  Laughren:  The  last  thing  the  injured 
workmen  of  the  province  need  is  another 
apologist. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  last  thing  the  injured  work- 
men of  this  province  need  is  another  mem- 
ber like  the  one  who  just  interjected. 

Mr.  Laughren:  I'd  abolish  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board;  they  would  all  be  bet- 
ter off. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  see. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  should  have  stuck  with  two  minutes. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Order.  The 
member  for  Scarborough  Centre  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  regardless  of  whe- 
ther a  person  is  an  injured  workman  or  has 
been  injured  in  his  own  home— there  are  far 
more  disabling  accidents  in  the  home,  quite 
frankly,  than  there  are  in  industry- 
Mr.  Laughren:  That's  why  it  should  be 
universal. 

Mr.    Drea:    The    point    is    that   society    in 
general,  through  its  governments  and  through 
various  other  institutions,  has  to  take  a  long 
look  at  the  person  who  has  been  injured- 
Mr.  Deans:  Not  for  too  long. 

Mr.  Drea:  —and  his  ability  to  contribute  to 
the  fullest  in  society  and  to  reap  to  the  fullest 
the  rewards  that  come  from  that  full  contri- 
bution- 
Mr.  Laughren:  How  much  longer  does  the 
government  want  to  look  at  it? 

Mr.  Drea:  -I  think  that  the  time  has  come 
when  we  have  to  measure  that;  Indeed,  if 
they  are  denied  the  opportunity  to  employ- 
ment at  their  fullest-and  I  suspect  they  are 
—perhaps  the  time  has  come  that  we  have  to 
adopt  the  procedures  of  New  Zealand,  Swe- 
den and  Great  Britain  where  an  employer 
has  to  assume— 

Mr.  Laughren:  Well,  what  do  you  know,  a 
white  cloud. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  member  has  finally  come 
full  circle. 

Mr.  Drea:  What? 

Mr.  Laughren:  After  apologizing  for  it,  he 
admits  that  it  is  all  wrong.  That  is  very 
interesting. 
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Mr.  Drea:  When  the  member  says  that  I 
have  come  full  circle,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
difficulty  in  following  his  logic.  I  have  al- 
ways subscribed  to  the  idea- 
Mr.  Laughren:  He  apologizes  for  it  one 
minute;  then  he  wants  to  do  away  with  it 
the  next  minute. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That's  what  is  called  full 
circle. 

Mr.  Drea:  Let's  put  it  squarely  on  the  re- 
cord. I  am  not  for  abolishing  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  of  Ontario.  I  think  it's 

the  finest  in  the  world. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Then  don't  mention  the  New 
Zealand  plan  then. 

Mr.  Drea:  And  I  have  had  more  to  do 
with  it  than  you  have. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Mattel:  The  member  can't  have  it  both 
ways.  With  one  breath  he  is  saying  don't 
abolish  it;  in  the  next  he  is  saying  the  New 
Zealand  plan- 
Mr.  Drea:  I  don't  think  that  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  of  Ontario  deserves  to 
be  pilloried  in  this  House  for  six  hours  for 
all  the  ills  of  society,  nine-tenths  of  which 
it  has  no  responsibility  nor  concern  over. 

Mr.  Drea:  If  the  government— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  would  have  been  much  more 
impressed  by  the  statements  I  heard  in  the 
debate  if  they  had  zeroed  in  on  the  parti- 
cular problem  that  faced  the  Minister  of 
Labour  and  the  people  from  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  in  the  very  changing 
times  of  1974.  I  am  not  impressed  that  some- 
how the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  is 
the  author  of  all  the  misfortimes  that  come 
to  people  in  economic  society  in  Ontario. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  member  hasn't  even 
listened  to  the  debates. 

Mr.  Martel:  Nor  have  his  Tory  friends. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  The  very  fact  that  the  mem- 
bers opposite  are  yelping  and  yowling  ob- 
viously means  I  have  hit  a  sore  nerve.  It  is 
very  easy  to  blame  somebody  for  everything 
that  goes  on. 


Mr.  Deans:  It  seems  to  me  that  when  I 
was  speaking  the  hon.  member  was  yelping 
and  yowling. 

Mr.  Drea:  No,  I  didn't  yelp  and  yowl  at 
the  hon.  member  for  Wentworth.  I  was  just 
appalled— 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  —that  he  would  say  in  this 
House  that  he  was  proud  to  be  an  extortion- 
ist- 
Mr.  Speaker:  Order.  Would  the  member 
for  Scarborough  Centre- 
Mr.  Deans:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  was  yelping  and  yowling  and  squeal- 
ing- 

Mr.  Speaker:  Would  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  get  back  on  the  principle 
of  the  Bill  116? 

Mr.  Deans:  Yes,  pay  attention  to  the 
Speaker.  Get  back  to  the  principle  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  D.  A.  Evans  (Simcoe  Centre):  The 
member  for  Wentworth  should  keep  quiet 
too  and  pay  attention  to  the  Speaker. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  member  for  Scarborough 
Centre  is  right.  He  didn't  go  full  circle;  he 
is  only  going  backwards. 

An  hon.  member:  When  did  he  get  here? 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  having  dealt  with 

the  retraining  aspect- 
Mr.  Deans:  Does  the  member  mean  he  has 

finished? 

Mr.  Drea:  —and  I  think  I  have  been  as 
critical  in  general  terms  as  most— I  would 
like  to  talk  about  one  last  aspect  of  this 
Act- 
Mr.  Laughren:  We  were  urging  the 
Premier  to  appoint  the  member  for  Scar- 
borough Centre  as  Minister  of  Labour.  I 
can  t  understand  that. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order,  please.  Order.  Let  the 
member  for  Scarborough  Centre- 
Mr.  Evans:  The  members  opposite  should 
pay  attention  to  the  Speaker.  Let  this  mem- 
ber speak.  Be  quiet. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  to  come  to  the 
last  point— 
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Mr.  Bounsall:   That  will  take  20  minutes, 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  look,  I  am  trying 
to  obey  your  injunctions,  you  know;  I  am 
trying  very  manfully,  but  somehow— 

Mr.  Speaker:  Just  proceed. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  is  trying  all  right. 

Mr.  Roy:   The  member  has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to  me  to 
be  the  very  essence  of  diatribe  to  try  to 
blame  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board 
for  the  fact  the  people  who  were  insured 
against  accidents  some  years  ago  no  longer 
get  payments  in  the  form  of  pensions  which 
will  meet  an  inflationary  day  which  was 
never  dreamed  of  at  the  time  the  premiums 
were  collected. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  ad- 
mire the  Minister  of  Labour  very  much. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  were  blaming  the  govern- 
ment. 

Mr.  Drea:   I  admire  his  political  courage 

in  bringing  in  a  bill- 
Mr.  Laughren:  Yes,  bringing  in  something 

like  that  takes  courage. 

Mr.  Drea:  —that  does  begin  to  meet— I 
don't  suggest  this  bill  is  going  to  meet  all 
of  the  economic  needs  of  people  who  were 
imfortunately  injured  a  long  time  ago. 

Mr.  Deans:  Just  falls  marginally  short. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  admire  the  poli- 
tical courage  and  the  moral  courage  of  not 
only  the  Minister  of  Labour  but  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  itself.  If  I 
can  just  disgress  for  just  a  few  short  words. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  member  hasn't  all 
along? 

Mr.  Drea:  It  pains  me  no  end  that  the 
people  who  represent  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board,  who  don't  have  a  voice 
in  this  assembly,  have  had  to  sit  here  for 
six  hours  and  listen  to  some  of  the  diatribe 
that  has  taken  place  today. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  Builds  character. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  admire  my  colleague  the 
Minister  of  Labour.  I  think  he  has  stood 
up;  he  has  accepted  his  moral  challenge. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Never  mind,  they  get  a 
cost  of  living  bonus. 


Mr.  Breithaupt:  They  are  paid  to  do  that 
andl  paid  well. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  why  the  Minister  of 
Consumer  and  Commercial  Relations  (Mr. 
Clement)  is  out;  he's  embarrassed. 

Mr.  Drea:  He  has,  within  the  terms  of  ref- 
erence of  the  compensation  programme  of  this 
province,  begun  to  bring  up  the  worker  who 
was  injured  some  time  ago.  He  hasn't  said  the 
worker  who  was  injiured  a  Itmg  time  ago  is 
now  the  responsibfl'ity  of  society;  that  if  the 
pension  is  so  low,  obviously  it  is  supplemented 
through  social  assistance.  I  think  that  would 
be  the  easy  way  out.  He  hasn't  done  that.  He 
has  said  to  industry  that  even  if  the  very 
employer  who  was  responsible  for  the— 

Mr.  Martel:  There  are  1,000  cases  on  FBA 
now. 

Mr.  Drea:  —accident  is  no  longer  there, 
industry  has  to  bear  a  significant  part  of  the 
cost. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  raised  their  payinent 
1/10  of  one  per  cent. 

Mr.  Martel:  There  are  1,000  cases  on  FBA 
now. 

Mr.  Drea:  Mr.  Speaker,  he  has  stood  up 
and  he  has  said  that  industry  must  bear  a 
significant  part  of  that  cost. 

Mr.  Breithaupt:  That's  nonsense. 

Mr.  Drea:  I  think  he  and  the  people  who 
adtminister  the  workmen's  compensation  pro- 
granmie  in  this  province  deserve,  certainly  not 
the  brick-bats  which  have  been  thrown  this 
afternoon,  they  deserve  full  credit  for  what 
they  have  done.  I  certainly  hope  the  other 
provinces,  particularly  those  where  those 
members  who  have  an  inward  view  lake  to 
look,  will  not  only  follow  the  lead  of  my  col- 
league, the  Minister  of  Labour,  I  would  even 
hope  they  would  surpass  it. 

Mr.  Boimsall:  Saskatchewan  has  passed  it. 
Mr.  Drea:  If  they  surpass  it- 
Mr.  Bounsall:  Saskatchewan  already  passed 
it. 

Mr.  Laughren:  They  already  have,  on  May 
9  of  this  year. 

Mr.  Drea:  —once  again  we  can  follow  them. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  closing  I  think  this  biU 
does  not  meet  all  of  the  problems  of  all  of  the 
people  who  are  affected.  I  would  be  the  last 
to  say  that  it  did. 
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Mr.  Deans:  It  doesn't  even  meet  the  prob- 
lems of  the  people  it  was  designed  to  nelp. 

Mr.  Drea:  It  goes  an  awful  long  way  to 
meeting  most  of  those  problems  and)  I  give 
full  marks  to  my  colleague,  the  Minister  of 
Labour,  for  having  the  courage  to  bring  it  in. 

Mr.  Laughren:  He's  glad  to  hear  the  mem- 
ber say  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Listen  to  the  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Is  there  any  other  member 
before  the  minister?  The  hon.  minister. 

Mr.  Roy:  The  Premier  missedi  a  good 
speech.  It  was  tremendous. 

Hon.  W.  G.  Davis  (Premier):  I  heard  it. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  why  he  left. 

Hon.  Mr.  Davis:  The  member  could  learn 
a  lot  from  him. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Speak,  man. 

Mr.  Martel:  The  Premier  went  to  throw  up 
his  cookies,  did  he? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
listened  long  this  afternoon  and  this  morning. 
I've  listened  carefully  and  I  have  listened  not 
insensitively  to  the  points  all  sides  of  the 
House  have  made  today.  Despite  what  abuse 
I  may  have  taken  and  my  ministry  may  have 
taken— 

Mr.  Deans:  The  minister  took  no  abuse 
personally. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  maintain  ^at  this  is 
a  good  bill. 

Interjections  by  hon.  m«iibers. 

Mr.  Roy:  Not  much  enthusiasan  there. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  want  to  say  and'  I  do 
say  that  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Boaid 
is  doing  a  good  job. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Stop  that  nonsense. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  minister  mustn't  insult 
his  corporate  friends. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Speaiker,  I  have 
not  boasted  about  this  statement.  I  may  have 
been  a  little  surprised  that  it  was  welcomed 
as  it  seemed  to  have  been  by  the  House  the 
day  I  read  it.  I  have  not  claimed  it  was 
generous.  It  is  difiBcult,  as  I  have  said  on 
several  occasions,  to  come  up  with  what  is 
fair.  I  don't  think  we  can  be  generous  with 


funds  tliat  are  not  our  own.  I  think  we  can 
only  be  fair  with  them. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  say  "funds  that  are 
not  our  own"  and  I  realized  that  that  was 
going  to  bring  rebuke. 

Mr.  Laughren:  So  it  should. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  should  it? 

Mr.  Laughren:  Yes,  it  should. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  The  people  of  this 
province,  whether  they  collect  it  through  in- 
dustry or  whether  they  collect  it  through 
taxes,  are  the  ones  who  pay  workmen's  com- 
pensation benefits.  I  saw  some  remarks  the 
other  day  about  this  where  the  hon.  member 
for  Sarnia  (Mr.  Bullbrook)  was  implying  that 
if  industry  paid  it,  it  was  all  right  because 
it  wasn't  costing  us  anything.  I  believe  that 
was  it. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  He  said  industry  should 
pay  it  all  and  it  should  pay  more.  The  minis- 
ter raised  it  by  one-tenth  of  one  per  cent. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Industry  is  paying  this 
and  industry  is  paying  all  of  it.  Whether  it 
should  be  paying  more  or  not  is  something 
that  certainly  I  will  be  continuing  to  con- 
sider. But  the  point  I  want  to  make  is  that 
we  must  be  fair. 

Mr.  Deans:  To  whom? 

Mr.  Martel:  Tell  it  to  the  workers. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Whether  it  comes  from 
industry's  pocket  or  government's  pocket,  the 
members  and  I  know,  it  comes  out  of  the 
same  pocket  eventually,  and  that's  the  people 
of  the  Province  of  Ontario. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Injured  workmen  are  pay- 
ing. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  The  hon.  member  for 
Scarborough  Centre  did  make  a  point  about 
plans  that  try  to  look  after  people  of  one  sort 
or  another,  and  I  do  not  know  any  industry 
that  has  sweetened  its  plan  as  time  went  on. 
I'm  not  saying  we  shouldn't  do  it  here;  we 
are  doing  it  here.  But  there  are  many  people 
in  this  province  who  are  on  sick  pensions  and 
they  do  not  have  their  pension  updated  from 
time  to  time  as  the  workmen's  compensation 
people  do,  and  I  think  should  have  done  for 
them.  But  they  are  the  ones  who  are  helping 
to  pay  for  these  increases,  and  I  ask  the 
members  to  keep  that  in  mind. 
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These  are  some  of  the  things  that  have 
been  a  problem  to  me  in  the  short  time  I 
have  been  here,  and  these  are  some  of  the 
things  that  I  have  been  considering  and  will 
continue  to  consider. 

I  haven't  boasted  about  this  and  don't  in- 
tend to.  But  what  I  do  say  is  that  it  troubles 
me  a  little  when  the  members  say  that  we 
haven't  complied  with  the  statement,  or  that 
the  statement  was  misleading.  I  looked  it 
over  and  I  think  everything  I  read  that  day 
we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Deans:  How  about  that  1952  example? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  I  am  not  so  sure 
whether  that  is  a  good  example  or  not. 
Frankly,  I  don't  know.  And  if  it  is  an  unfair, 
unreasonable  example,  I  shouldn't  have  put 
it  forward. 

Mr.  Deans:  What  does  the  minister  think 
of  it?  Does  he  know  the  average  wage  in 
1952  was  $1.30? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I'm  not  trying  to 
avoid  responsibility  for  it.  It  was  attached  to 
the  statement  that  I  read,  but  I  honestly 
don't  know  whether  that's  a  reasonable  ex- 
ample or  not.  It's  a  correct  example,  but  how 
representative  it  is  I'm  not  sure. 

Let  me  just  look  at  a  few  things  here.  I 
said  the  pension  would  be  increased  by  a 
maximum  of  60  per  cent,  and  I  read  how  that 
was  done,  and  I  certainly  didn't  indicate  that 
there  would  be  any  more  than  four  per  cent 
for  1973.  People  have  asked  how  I  arrived 
at  the  10  per  cent-$2.50  to  $2.60-that's 
simply  that  four  per  cent  factor  applied.  I 
understand  that's  how  we  get  the  $10;  some- 
one was  asking  about  that  earlier.  As  to 
the  amounts  to  widows,  the  members  say  $10 
is  not  very  much.  Some  of  them  may  re- 
member that  they  were  raised  for  widows, 
last  year  about  this  time,  from  $175  to  $250. 

Mr.  Martel:  Thank  God  they  got  more 
than  two  per  cent  last  year. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Based  on  a  formula. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  This  is  the  formula  I 
am  talking  about.  Whether  the  members 
think  it  is  a  reasonable  formula  or  not,  that 
is  the  four  per  cent. 

Let  me  look  at  some  of  the  other  things 
we  are  talking  about.  The  earning  ceiling 
from  $10,000  to  $12,000,  certainly  that  is 
good.  These  are  some  of  the  things  that  the 
task  force  recommended,  and  some  of  the 
things  that  we   are  trying  now  to  put  into 


effect.  The  minimum  total  permanent  dis- 
ability pension  and  widow's  allowance  to 
$260  from  $250;  I  question  that. 

Mr.  Laughren:  The  minister  must  be  proud 
of  that  one. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  But  let  me  say  this  in 
regard  to  that  amount.  I  think  there  is 
always  an  assumption  that  for  the  people 
who  are  getting  this,  this  is  all  they  are  get- 
ting. There  are  many  widows,  particularly 
widows  without  families,  who  have  been  out 
working  for  many  years  in  the  work  field. 
We  apply  this  to  perhaps  the  most  dire 
cases  and  we  have  to  regulate  and  make  laws 
for  them  all.  There  are  many  widows  who 
are  getting  the  $260  and  they  have  been 
out  working  and  making  probably  full 
salaries  for  themselves  and  those  salaries 
have  been  kept  up-to-date;  so  this  is  some- 
thing additional. 

Mr.  Laughren:  That  is  what  the  minister 
should  be  concerned  about. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  percentage  of  the  total? 
The  minister  says  there  are  many. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  that  is  factual. 
I  am  not  trying  to  enter  into  any  argument 
with  the  member.  I  am  not  sure  what  per- 
centage of  widows  are  out  working,  but  I 
am  saying  there  are  some. 

Mr.  Martel:  Some,  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  A  reasonable  amount 
of  them.  Then  we  went  on  about  the  light 
work  that  some  of  my  colleagues  on  the  op- 
posite side  of  the  House  have  taken  excep- 
tion to.  They  feel  we  are  going  to  abuse 
that.  I  don't  think  it  is  wrong  to  have  a 
safety  clause  in  there  for  the  board.  It  is 
certainly  not  put  in  there  with  the  intent 
that  some  members  are  suggesting. 

Mr.  Martel:  I  have  dealt  with  the  board 
for  seven  years. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  the  member 
hasn't  dealt  with  it  in  recent  years  to  find 
them  abusing  that  sort  of  thing.  That  is  put 
in  there  with  the  intent  that  I  said  it  was 
put  there  and  I  hope  and  expect  it  to  be 
used  in  that  way.  Then  we  talked  about 
people  who  were  permanently  disabled  dying 
from  heart-attacks  or  things  of  that  nature. 
The  section  covering  this  is  a  good  one  and 
there  are  other  good  things  in  here  as  well. 
The  bill,  for  those  reasons,  should  be  sup- 
ported. 
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Members  opposite  complain  that  it  is  not 
great  enough  and  talk  about  tying  it  in  wdth 
the  cost  of  living  and  things  of  that  nature. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  what  this  government 
asked  the  federal  government  to  do  in  the 
Canada  Pension  Plan.  It  won't  do  it  itself 
when  it  is  responsible.  The  Minister  of 
Community  and  Social  Services  went  to  Ot- 
tawa last  year  and  asked  for  it  and  approved 
it  in  Ottawa. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Order  please,  order.  Give 
the  minister  a  chance  to  speak.  He  didn't 
interfere. 

Mr.  Martel:  This  government  keeps  ask- 
ing Ottawa  to  do  something  but  it  won't  do 
it  itself. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  thought,  Mr.  Speak- 
er, I  listened  rather  attentively. 

An  hon.  member:  He  sure  did. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  I  asked  one 
question  of  the  hon.  member  for  Welland 
East  for  clarification  at  one  point.  Apart  from 
that,  I  didn't  make  any  interjections  and  I 
was  here  for  most  of  the  time.  I  want  to 
approach  this  from  a  reasonable  basis.  Mem- 
bers have  given  me  good  arguments  today. 
I  want  to  be  factual  and  I  want  to  be  reason- 
able. I  think  there  are  other  sides  to  the 
story  which  in  reason  perhaps  we  should 
listen  to  also. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Accept  our  amendments 
then. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Let  me  read  this,  Mr. 
Speaker.  In  his  1950  royal  commission  re- 
port Mr.  Justice  Roach  stated: 

This  Act  should  be  considered  for  what 
it  is  and  was  originally  intended  to  be. 
Namely,  a  scheme  by  which  compensation 
is  provided  in  respect  of  injuries  to  work- 
men in  industry.  It  is  not  a  system  for 
dispensing  charity.  It  is  not  unemployment 
insurance. 

[Interjections  by  hon.  members.] 

It  is  not  social  legislation  for  the  pur- 
pose of  elevating  the  standard  of  one 
group  in  society  at  the  expense  of  an- 
other. 

That  is  the  end  of  the  quotation. 

Mr.  Laughren:  It  sure  doesn't  do  that. 
Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  It  goes  on: 


The  payment  of  additional  compensa- 
tion benefits  on  the  basis  of  need  would 
cause  the  system  to  become  a  welfare  or 
unemployment  programme  which  it  was 
never  intended  to  be. 

I  think  many  of  the  opposition's  complaints 
have  come  today,  sir,  on  the  basis  that  these 
are  days  of  inflation.  It  may  be  inflation  is 
upsetting  the  whole  scheme  of  business  and 
making  it  tough  to  administer  and  bringing 
out  the  cases  of  hardship  that  many  mem- 
bers have  brought  out.  I  am  saying  in- 
flation does  cause  the  board  problems  to 
live  within  the  kind  of  guidelines  that  I  think 
this  Act  was  originally  intended  to  live 
within.  It  may  be,  Mr.  Speaker,  that  I  will 
have  to,  and  the  government  will  have  to, 
review  this  Act  in  light  of  today's  situation. 
I  am  very  much  concerned  about  the  kinds 
of  cases  that  members  bring  forward,  but 
I  would  again  suggest  that  generally  the 
examples  they  bring  forward  are  the  hard- 
ship cases.  Perhaps  these  are  the  ones  mem- 
bers are  expecting  this  Act  to  look  after  on 
a  charitable  basis. 

Mr.  Martel:  Charitable,  my  eyel 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That  is  not  the  basis 
of  this  Act. 

Mr.  Martel:  When  a  man's  ability  to  earn 

is  destroyed,  the  system  should  compensate 
him. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I'm  saying  that  this 
Act  was  never  set  up  for  that  purpose.  It  was 
set  up  as  an  insurance  matter. 

Mr.  Laughren:  Why  are  there  so  many  on 
welfare,  then? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  As  members  all  know, 
it  was  based  on  the  old  master-and-servant 
law  and  the  responsibilities  of  that.  The  ideal 
is  to  get  those  cases  out  of  the  courts  and 
to  speed  up  those  compensation  cases  without 
the  problems  of  litigation. 

Now,  today,  because  of  inflation  we  are 
getting  all  of  these  unreasonable  extremes 
which  the  members  have  brought  out. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  me  assure  all  members 
here  that  it  is  my  hope  that  I  can  look  at 
these  things  and  look  at  the  hardship  cases 
—reminding  the  House  that  most  of  the  cases 
are  not  hardship  cases.  The  board  is  looking 
after  many  people  whose  payments  are  quite 
reasonable  and  quite  adequate. 

Because  of  the  things  I  have  mentioned 
and  the  hon.  members  have  mentioned  caused 
by  inflation  for  the  most  part,  we  are  into 
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this  type  of  trouble  and  this  type  of  concern. 
Mr.  Speaker,  I  certainly  will  undertake  to  do 
my  best  to  look  at  it  with  that  in  mind  dur- 
ing the  summer  months  and  into  the  fall. 

I  would  hope  that  the  good  things  which 
are  in  here  could  be  done  now.  I  could  have 
sat  on  this  and  made  further  examination  well 
on  into  the  fall  but  I  have  been  urged  by 
many,  as  well  as  in  the  fairness  and  justice 
that  I  was  trying  to  talk  about,  to  get  this 
into  effect  as  quickly  as  possible.  That  is  the 
reason  the  government  and  I  pushed  for  it 
prior  to  the  end  of  this  month  so  it  could 
become  effective  on  July  1. 

There  is  much  good  in  this  Act.  It  may 
not  be  as  good  as  opposition  members  would 
like  it  to  be,  but  I  ask  for  support  when  we 
go  into  committee  and  finally  in  third 
reading. 

Mr.  Speaker:  The  motion  is  for  second 
reading  of  Bill  116. 

'The  House  divided  on  the  motion  for  sec- 
ond reading  of  Bill  116,  which  was  approved 
on  the  foll'owing  vote: 


Ayes 


Nays 


Auld 

Bounsall 

Bales 

Braithwaite 

Beckett 

Breithaupt 

Brunelle 

Burr 

Carruthers 

Campbell 

Davis 

Davison 

Downer 

Deacon 

Drea 

Deans 

Evans 

Duks^ta 

Ewen 

Foulds 

Gilbertson 

Good 

Handleman 

Haggerty 

Hodgson 

Laughren 

(York  North) 

MacDonald 

Irvine 

Mattel 

Kennedy 

Newman 

Kerr 

(Windsor- 

Leluk 

Walkerville) 

MacBeth 

Nixon 

Maeck 

(Brant) 

McNeil 

Roy 

Meen 

Ruston 

Morrow 

Shulman 

Newman 

Singer 

(Ontario  South) 

Worton 

Nixon 

Young-23. 

(Dovercourt) 

Parrott 

Potter 

Re% 

Root 

Rowe 

Scrivener 

Ayes 
Smith 
(Hamilton  Mountain) 
Snow 
Stewart 
Timbrell 
Villeneuve 
Wardle 
Wells 
Winkler 
YaTemko-39. 

Clerk    of    the    House:    Mr.    Speaker,    the 
"ayes"  are  39,  the  "nays"  23. 

(Motion  agreed  to;  second!  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  bill  be  ordered  for 
third  reading? 

Seme  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.    Speaker:    Committee    of    die    whole 
House? 

Agreed. 


WORKMEN'S  COMPENSATION  ACT 

Hou5e  in  committee  on  Bill  116,  An  Act  to 
amend  the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act. 

'Mr.  Chairman:  Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  Any  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  on  sections 
1  or  2? 

Mr.  E.  J.  Bounsall  (Windsor  West):  Yes, 
section  1. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  1. 

Mr.  R.  Haggerty  (Welland  South):  Section 
l(l)(c). 

Mrs.    M.    Campbell   (St.    George):    Section 

l(l)(d). 

On  section  1: 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West.  Hold  it  please.  Section  l(l)(b)  first 
of  all. 

An  hon.  member:  No,  l(l)(c)  is  the  first 
one. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yours  is  (c)?  The  member 
for  St.  George,  was  yours  (c)?  The  member 
for  Welland  South. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  I  was  interested  in  the 
minister's  comments  dealing  with  this  par- 
ticular section,  where  he  thought  that  there 
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were  a  number  of  widows  who  were  working 
and  he  couldn't  indicate  to  the  House  just 
how  many  widows  would  be  working  to  earn 
the  extra  income,  whether  it  would  be  one 
per  cent  or  two  per  cent. 

When  I  look  at  raising  the  benefits  to 
$12,000,  I  suppose  if  we  take  the  75  per 
cent  factor  that  means  that  there's  $9,000 
maximum  that  would  be  payable  under 
workmen's  compensation.  When  one  looks 
at  the  raising  of  the  survivor's  benefit  here, 
I  would  say  that  $260  is  far  too  low.  I  think 
there's  no  consideration  here  of  what  a 
widow  would  have  to  go  through  if  she  hap- 
pened to  be  a  young  person  paying  for  a 
home.  Purchasing  a  home  would  absorb  all 
of  that  amount  that's  suggested  in  here,  the 
$260,  in  monthly  mortgage  payments  alone. 
Then  again,  considering  the  high  cost  of 
rent  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  there  are 
many  communities  where  the  $260  would 
perhaps   be  just  enough  to   cover  the  rent. 

So  I  say  there's  nothing  in  here  at  all  to 
supply  a  suflBcient  means  of  income  to  sup- 
port the  proper  maintenance  that  it  would 
take  for  a  widow  to  keep  the  existing  home 
environment,  and  I  would  hope  the  minister 
would  bring  in  an  amendment  here  to  sug- 
gest that  it  shouldn't  fall  below  a  60  per 
cent  rating  for  survivor's  benefits.  I  believe 
this  is  what  should  be  included  in  the  bill, 
at  least  60  per  cent  survivor  benefit  in  this 
particular  case. 

I  don't  know  whether  we  can  move  an 
amendment  to  this  section  or  not.  I  under- 
stand it  deals  with  money  and  we  in  the 
opposition  have  no  right  to  make  an  amend- 
ment that  includes  the  expenditure  of  money, 
so  I  hope- 
Mr.  E.  R.  Good  (Waterloo  North):  It's  not 
government  money. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Someone  says  it  is  not  gov- 
ernment money.  Maybe  I  have  interpreted 
it  wTongly  then.  In  this  case,  I  would  hope 
that  the  minister  would  bring  in  an  amend- 
ment to  cover  this  section  so  that  at  least 
the  survivor  benefits  should  not  fall  below 
60  per  cent  of  the  total  maximum  pension 
there,  dealing  with  the  $12,000. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have 
an  amendment  to  place  on  section  l(l)(c) 
at  this  time.  I  would  place  it  on  section 
l(l)(c)  but,  at  the  same  time,  because  the 
figure  involved  in  l(l)(c)  appears  elsewhere 
in  the  bill  I  will  place  the  amendment  for 


those  other  sections  at  the  same  time.  I 
would  hope  that  you  would  rule,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, that  that  doesn't  rule  out  further  dis- 
cussion on  l(lKd),  for  example. 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  sections  l(l)(c), 
l(l)(d),  l(l)(f)  and  4(l)(i)  be  amended  by 
replacing  "$260"  with  "$455  adjusted  semi- 
annually by  the  same  percentage  as  the 
change  in  wages  and  salaries  in  Ontario." 

Mr.  J.  F.  Foulds  (Port  Arthur):  A  good 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  There  was  some  question 
as  to  whether  it's  in  order.  I  rule  it  is  in 
order  because  it's  not  money  coming  from 
the  consolidated  revenue  fund. 

Mr.  Foulds:  A  good  ruling,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Is  there  any  comment  on  it? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  woiJd 
like  to  indicate  exactly  how  this  is  arrived 
at.  This  is  a  very  similar  amendment,  except 
for  the  actual  dollar  amount,  as  I  placed  a 
year  ago  on  June  5.  At  that  time  it  was  clear 
that  the  basis  by  which  the  amount  was  set 
in  this  section  and  repeated  in  various  other 
sections  of  this  bill  was  by  the  ministry 
following  a  particular  formula,  or  the  Work- 
men's Compensation  Board  following  a  par- 
ticular formula;  and  that  is,  taking  the  mini- 
mum wage  in  the  Province  of  Ontario,  being 
$1.80  at  that  time,  to  reach  the  $250,  mul- 
tiplying it  by  a  40-hour  week  and  taking 
75  per  cent  of  it.  That  worked  out  to  $250. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  proposal  that  I  have 
is  higher  than  multiplying  it  by  the  new  mini- 
mum wage  that  one  has,  or  the  new  one  that 
we  are  about  to  have,  because  it's  based  on 
what  the  minimum  wage  should  be.  Just 
briefly,  I  would  indicate  what  that  minimum 
wage  should  be. 

I  have  held,  as  have  people  in  our  party, 
that  we  should  follow  the  Manitoba  formula 
in  determining  what  the  minimum  wage  in 
this  province  should  be,  which  is  60  per  cent 
of  the  average  industrial  composite  for  wages 
and  salaries.  In  the  Province  of  Ontario,  in 
the  month  of  May,  1974,  on  a  per-hour  basis, 
60  per  cent  of  the  average  of  wages  and 
salaries— the  latest  month  for  which  I  can 
determine  figiues— would  be  $2.65.  So  the 
minimum  wage  right  now  in  the  Province 
of  Ontario,  based  on  Manitoba's  method  of 
arriving  at  it,  would  be  $2.65.  That's  what 
would  be  a  proper  minimum  wage  in  this 
province. 

Following  the  ministry's  own  formula  of 
June  5,  1973,  multiply  40  by  that  minimum 
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wage  of  $2.65,  multiplied  by  4.3  to  put  it  on 
a  monthly  basis— that  being  the  factor  of 
conversion  that  is  used  in  government  circles 
or  in  any  circle  for  conversion  from  weekly 
to  monthly— and  multiply  that  by  100  per 
cent  because  we  do  not  believe  that  it  should 
be  75  per  cent  as  well,  one  arrives  at  a  proper 
minimum  being  $455  a  month. 

This  is  the  basis  on  which  that  figure  is 
arrived  at.  There  are  a  couple  of  comments 
that  can  be  made— I  think  made  right  at  this 
section  and  I  won't  repeat  myself  in  further 
sections  of  the  bill.  We  see  no  justification, 
Mr.  Chairman,  for  paying  anything  less  than 
100  per  cent  of  one's  wages  and  have  that 
amount  taxable.  Paying  75  per  cent  non- 
taxable does  not  make  any  sense.  Certainly 
the  difference  in  income  tax  does  not  amount 
to  25  per  cent  of  his  full  wages.  We  should 
be  paying  100  per  cent. 

Mr.  Minister,  I  would  like  to  hear  what 
your  arguments  are  for  continuing  to  pay  75 
per  cent  of  one's  earnings.  The  only  argu- 
ment that  the  former  Minister  of  Labour 
made  when  we  debated  over  a  year  ago  was 
that  they  don't  pay  income  tax.  Anyone 
knows  that  at  the  level  of  pensions  paid,  a 
worker  does  not  pay  25  per  cent  of  his  total 
income  in  income  tax.  So  the  argument  made 
by  the  former  minister  was  fallacious.  I 
would  be  interested  to  hear  by  what  means 
the  present  minister  justifies  that  75  per  cent. 

I  feel  it  should  be  100  per  cent  and  fully 
taxable.  There  is  no  reason  for  it  being  one 
iota  less,  no  reason  whatsoever— unless  the 
minister  is  going  to  admit  in  public  terms 
another  equally  fallacious  argument  and  a 
very  discriminatory  one,  that  somehow  he 
doesn't  trust  these  injured  workmen.  Somehow 
he  feels  that  unless  he  gives  them  a  little  bit 
of  a  cut,  they  are  going  to  sit  on  their  rears. 
Is  that  the  minister's  attitude,  really?  I 
would  be  interested  in  hearing  him  explain 
and  clear  up  just  why  he  is  content  to  leave 
it  at  75  per  cent  and  state  is  explicitly. 

And  so,  based  on  the  100  per  cent  times 
4.3  a  week,  times  a  40-hour  week  by  what 
should  be  the  proper  minimum  wage,  using 
the  Manitoba  formula,  you  arrive  at  that 
figure  of  $455  per  month  as  the  proper  mini- 
mum; that  formula  having  been  basically 
derived  by  the  board  itself  in  the  amend- 
ments it  placed  a  year  ago  this  month. 

Just  to  digress  on  the  minimum  wage,  the 
Manitoba  formula  is  60  per  cent  of  the  in- 
dustrial composite  for  that  province.  At  the 
current  level,  using  the  month  of  May  figures 
for  the  minimum  wage  in  the  Province  of  On- 
tario, we  are  paying  46  per  cent.  The  mini- 
mum wage  is  46  per  cent  of  the  average  of 


salaries  and  wages  in  this  province.  And  by 
the  time  next  October  comes  and  we  raise 
that  minimum  to  $2.25,  we  will  have  just 
reached— taking  a  guestimate;  using  the  per- 
centages that  have  been  accruing  over  the 
last  few  months  on  increases  in  salaries  and 
wages— we  will  have  just  reached  50  per  cent. 
The  minimum  wage  then  will  equal  50  per 
cent  of  the  average  of  salaries  and  wages  in 
the  province. 

It  will  continue  then  to  fall  rapidly  behind. 
I  don't  think  this  province  can  hold  its  head 
up  in  terms  of  its  minimum  wage  level  when 
it  is  paying  that  kind  of  a  percentage— cur- 
rently less  than  50,  managing  to  just  make  50 
next  October,  and  continuing  to  slide  behind. 

A  minimum  wage  and  the  pensions  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  are  two 
items  that  should  be  adjusted,  not  by  the 
consumer  price  index  changes  or  the  cost  of 
living  changes  but  by  the  change  that  occurs 
in  the  average  salaries  and  wages  in  the  prov- 
ince. And  that  includes  as  well  all  those 
workers  on  the  minimum  wage. 

That  is  the  proper  basis  on  which  to  put  it; 
not  on  cost  of  living.  There  are  other  things 
which  are  best  placed  on  the  cost  of  living, 
as  opposed  to  averages  of  wages  and  salaries. 
And  all  through  the  Fifties,  Sixties  and  early 
Seventies  the  percentage  increase  in  salaries 
and  wages  in  Ontario  was  double  what  the 
cost  of  living  was. 

In  this  past  year  it  has  had  one  blazes  of  a 
time  keeping  up,  and  lately  it's  fallen  a  bit 
behind.  By  the  same  token,  the  pension  of  an 
injured  workman  and  the  minimum  wage 
should  not  be  based  on  the  consumer  price 
index  or  consumer  cost  of  living,  as  I've  said, 
but  the  increase  in  the  average  of  the  salaries 
and  wages  in  the  province. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments?  The 
hon.  minister. 

Hon.  J.  P.  MacBeth  (Minister  of  Labour): 
Mr.  Chairman,  as  I've  said  before,  I  think  we 
are  getting  a  welfare  matter  mixed  up  here 
with  a  pension  matter. 

There  are  some  4,657  widows  receiving 
pension  from  the  Workmen's  Compensation 
Board.  If  we  tied  these  widows,  or  in  some 
cases  widiowers,  into  a  cost  of  living  index, 
th^  would  be  getting  something  that  most 
widows  of  this  province  do  not  receive.  They 
would  be  getting  special  treatment  and  they 
are  not  all  cases  of  need. 

(If  we   are  talking  about  special   cases   of 
need— and  there  may  be  many- 
Mr.  Bounsall:  That  is  what  makes  it  a  wel- 
fare case,  if  you  talk  about  need. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  if  they  were  cases 
of  need  they  should  be  getting  some  other 
sort  of  assistance.  I  do  not  know  why  you 
want  to  treat  the  widows  of  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  people  ddfFerently  from  other 
widows.  I  don't  Icnow  of  any  other  pensions 
automatically  tied  in  to  a  cost  of  living  index 
and  things  of  that  nature  as  you  are  suggest- 
ing. You  want  these  some  4,000  widows  to  get 
special  treatment  which  I  don't  think  any 
other  widows  in  this  province  get— or  widowers 
—or  at  least  very  few. 

You  asked  me  to  comment  on  the  75  per 
cent.  I  think  the  answer  my  predecessor  gave 
last  year  was  the  main  reason— income  tax.  I 
think  there  is  also  the  matter  of  the  cost  of 
getting  to  work  and  things  of  that  nature.  In 
other  words,  the  man  who  is  going  to  work 
every  day  has  certain  transportation  expenses, 
certain  clothing  expenses  and  certain  food  ex- 
penses which  the  man  who  stays  at  home 
doesn't  have.  Those  are  at  least  two  items 
which  I  think  account  for  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall.  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this,  just 
very  briefly;  when  you  do  not  tie  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board  pensions  to  the  loss  of 
earnings  and  the  increases  in  salaries  and 
wages  which  occur  in  this  province,  you  are 
making  a  welfare  case  out  of  it.  By  so  dcing, 
you  are  not  making  it  a  welfare  case.  The 
whole  point  here  is  that  through  this  Legisla- 
ture, on  a  bill  like  this  dealing  with  compen- 
sation only,  you  raise  the  funds  from  indtistry 
to  pay  the  amount  you  decide  to  pay.  There 
is  no  welfare  involved  here. 

This  very  point  is  the  way  in  which  you 
decide  exactly  what  it  is  you  are  going  to 
pay.  If  you  don't  relate  it  to  salaries  and 
wages,  and  you  don't  relate  it 'to  increased 
earnings  in  the  position  as  that  job  progresses, 
\ou  are  then  making  it  a  welfare  case. 

Mr.  Foulds:  Good  point. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour   of   Mr. 

Bounsall's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  plfease  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it.  Shall  we 

stack  this  with  any  possible  future  ones? 

The  hon.  member  for  St.  George  was  on 
(d),  was  it? 

Mrs.  Campbell  moves  that  clause  (d)  of 
section  1  of  the  Act  be  amendfed  by  adcKng  at 
the  end  thereof  the  words  "or  under  the  age 
of  18  years  and  in  full-time  attendance  at  a 
regular  institute  of  education." 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  prov- 
ince has  seen  fit  to  enact  this  legislation  to 
provide  that  a  young  person  may  be  supported 


by  a  parent  if  the  child  is  over  the  age  of 
16  years  and  in  full-time  attendance  at  an 
institution  of  education. 

It  would  seem  to  me  at  least  that  it  would 
be  a  travesty  if  we  enforced  that  through 
the  family  courts  of  this  province  in  cases 
when  the  parents  are  alive,  yet  we  would  not 
enforce  it  for  the  benefit  of  those  unfor- 
tunate children  whose  parents  are  not  alive 
or  whose  father  is  not  alive.  It  would  bring 
the  total  picture  into  line  with  all  of  the  other 
legislation  and  I  would  hope  that  the  minister 
would  view  that  at  least  kindly  and  accept  it 
as  a  proper  amendment  to  this  legislation. 

Mr.  D.  M.  Deacon  (York  Centre):  Very 
good  point. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  Last 
June,  I  put  an  amendment  very  similar  to 
this.  I  don't  want  to  help  the  minister  out 
but  he  pointed  out— and  I  can't  quickly  pick 
it  out— there  was  a  section  of  the  Act  that 
relates  to  maintaining  a  child  in  school.  If 
the  child  is  in  full-time,  the  benefits  continue. 
Although  the  age  left  in  the  Act  was  16  and 
your  change  to  18  would  certainly  be  a 
beneficial  one— and  I  woidd  like  to  see  it  in, 
that's  for  sure— it  seems  to  run  against  the 
current  practice  of  other  factors  in  the  prov- 
ince where  we  have  been  dropping  the  age  to 
16  from  18. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  No,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
may  explain  this  amendment. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  To  cut  this  short,  I 
think  this  has  already  been  taken  care  of. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  You  are  ex- 
tending it  up,  aren't  you? 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Yes. 

Mr.  Chairman:  No,  no. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  The  trend  has  gone  the  other 
way.  The  Children's  Aid  Society— out  at  16. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Section  36(4)  says: 

Where  in  the  opinion  of  the  board  the 
furnishing  of  further  or  better  education 
to  a  child  appears  advisable,  the  board  in 
its  discretion  may  on  application  extend  the 
period  to  which  compensation  shall  be 
paid  in  respect  of  the  child  for  such  ad- 
ditional period  as  is  spent  by  the  child  in 
the  furthering  or  bettering  of  its  education. 
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Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might. 
I  could  see  that  being  useful  after  the  age  of 
18,  but  why  would  we  not  bring  this  statute 
into  line  with  the  other  statutes  which  clearly 
—they  were  amended;  when  was  the  amend- 
ment? About  a  year  ago  last  fall  there  was 
an  amendment  brought  in  by  the  Hon. 
Allan  Lawrence  in  order  to  provide  that 
parents  had  an  ongoing  responsibility  to  any 
child  who  was  in  full-time  attendance  at  a 
regular  institution  of  education  up  to  the  age 
of  18  years. 

I  see  no  reason,  with  the  greatest  respect, 
why  that  should  be  a  matter  of  discretion 
for  the  board  in  those  circumstances  and  up 
to  18,  when  there  is  no  discretion  in  the 
parents  and  where  the  parent  is  no  longer 
available  to  take  that  responsibility.  If  I 
could,  I  would  ask  the  minister  to  direct  him- 
self to  that  position,  and  then  over  the  age 
of  18  if  the  Act  is  available  that  would  be 
splendid. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am 
reading  here,  "No  case  for  extension  of  edu- 
cation has  ever  been  refused."  Til  be  pleased 
to  look  at  that.  I  think  there  is  great  merit  in 
having  similarity  in  all  of  the  Acts.  You  have 
put  some  pressure  on  me  today,  at  least  I 
have  felt  you  have.  We'll  be  looking  at  this 
Act  again  in  the  near  future.  Since  I  am 
taking  our  oflBcials'  word  that  no  case  has  ever 
been  refused,  I  would  hope  that  you  would 
leave  it  there  and  that  we  can  try  to  bring 
them  into  similarity  in  the  next  go-round. 

Mr.  Good:  Not  very  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  On  the  same  section,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman:  On  the  amendment? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  On  the  same  section.  Yes, 
I  believe  one  can  move  an  amendment  to  the 
amendment  in  committee. 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  section  1(1  )(d) 
be  amended  by  deleting  the  words  "$70  to 
be  increased  upon  the  death  of  the  widow  or 
widower  to  $80  for  each  child  under  the 
age  of  16  vears"  and  substituting  therefor 
"$120  adjusted  semi-annually  by  the  same 
percentage  as  the  change  in  the  consumer 
price  index  for  each  child  imder  the  age  of 
18  and  upon  the  death  of  the  widow  or 
widower  payment  to  be  made  to  whomever 
is  in  loco  parentis." 

Mr.  Good:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  a  point  of 
order:  As  this  amendment  is  in  an  entirely 
difiFerent  vein  than  the  amendment  submitted 
by  die  member  for  St.  George,  what  would 


be  the  proper  procedure  so  that  she  does  not 
lose  her  amendment  in  the  subamendment, 
which  appears  to  me  to  be  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent amendment? 

Mr.  Chairman:  I  think  the  proper  pro- 
cedure is  we  vote  on  the  subamendment  and 
then,  if  it  is  lost,  we  vote  on  the  amendment. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  If  it  is  lost,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  would  suggest  that  since  they  are  two 
different  subjects,  we  would  in  any  event 
vote  on  both  amendments,  but  in  order. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes,  the  subamendment 
comes  first,  then  the  amendment.  There  is  a 
similarity;  the  way  I  read  Mr.  Bounsall's 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  he  wants  to 
increase  the  fee. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  say  a  few  words  on  my  amendment,  which 
also  takes  the  age  to  18. 

We've  had  the  assurance  that  there  has 
been  no  one  in  school  turned  down.  In  the 
Act  at  the  present  time,  $70  is  to  be  paid 
to  each  child  of  a  widow  or  widower  and  $80 
should  that  widow  or  widower  die  and  the 
child  have  to  live  somewhere  else.  Where 
is  the  iustification  for  there  being  any  differ- 
ence between  a  child  living  with  a  widow  or 
widower  and,  when  that  widow  or  widower 
then  dies,  a  different  sum  being  paid  to 
somebody  else,  whoever  is  appointed  through 
the  Children's  Aid  Society  or  otherwise, 
whoever  that  person  is? 

There  should  be  no  different  cost  in  the 
bringing  up  of  that  child  through  pensions. 
Again,  you  are  making  it  sort  of  a  different 
scheme  when  you  fool  around  like  this.  I 
have  chosen  the  figure  $120  because  at  the 
moment  that  is  the  most  common  payment 
by  the  Children's  Aid  Societies  in  the  Prov- 
ince of  Ontario  for  a  foster  child  or  any  other 
child  into  which,  over  which  or  around  which 
the  Children's  Aid  Societies  involves  them- 
selves. 

Again,  we  have  one  segment  of  our  society 
with  which  this  present  government  is  in- 
volved and  to  which  they  say  $120  is  the 
appropriate  amount.  Yet  in  another  Act  you 
find  $70  is  the  appropriate  amount  or  $80 
if  they  live  with  somebody  else.  How  ridicu- 
lous can  this  continue  to  get?  I'm  firmly 
of  the  opinion  that  it  should  be  the  same 
amount  whether  they  live  with  their  natural 
parent  or  with  someone  else.  That  is  the 
reason  I  have  made  this  payable  to  whoever 
acts  in  loco  parentis,  and  that  the  amount 
should  be  $120,  the  amount  paid  by  the 
Children's  Aid  Societies. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Does  any  other  member 
wish  to  speak?  Does  the  minister  want  to 
reply  to  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  don't  think  I  can 
say  very  much.  It's  substituting  one  figure 
for  imother  figure;  and,  as  I  say,  we  want  the 
figure  we  put  in  there.  It  is  easy  to  say  it 
should  be  more— maybe  it  should  be  $120; 
maybe  it  should  be  $240-but  I  think  ours 
is  a  reasonable  figure. 

Mr.  E.  W.  Martel  (Sudbury  East):  Mr. 
Chairman,  if  I  may  speak  to  that  for  a  mo- 
ment, the  minister's  logic  is  really  something 
to  behold.  How  do  we  justify  in  this  prov- 
ince, if  a  child  is  placed  in  a  home  because 
he  has  lost  both  parents  or  for  other  reasons, 
the  i>ayment  of  roughly  $120,  plus  a  cloth- 
ing allowance,  plus  a  spending  allowance, 
plus  a  variety  of  other  things  such  as  vaca- 
tion allowances  and  so  on;  and,  if  that  child 
doesn't  happen  to  be  placed  through  the 
Children's  Aid  Society,  that  $80  is  sufficient 
in  a  diff^erent  situation? 

Surely  there  must  be  some  rationale  for 
your  choice  of  that  figure,  as  there  is  a  ra- 
tionale for  the  Children's  Aid  Societies  hav- 
ing adopted  a  figure  of  approximately  $120 
to  look  after  the  needs  of  a  child  who  might 
be  in  a  foster  home  for  any  reason.  If  you 
have  a  child,  as  in  the  instance  my  colleague 
has  spoken  about,  who  has  lost  one  of  his 
parents  through  an  industrial  accident  and 
possibly  the  other  for  some  other  reason,  and 
if  it  costs  $120  to  raise  a  child  in  a  foster 
home  placed  through  the  Children's  Aid 
Society,  perhaps  the  minister  could  explain 
why  it  costs  $40,  $45  or  $50  less  to  raise  a 
child  placed  with  a  relative  or  a  stranger 
than  it  is  for  a  child  placed  through  the 
Children's  Aid  Society,  which  is  really  a 
tool  of  this  government  as  well. 

There  must  be  some  rationale.  It's  not 
enough  to  get  up  and  say:  "Well,  it*s  a 
figure  this  government  chose."  How  did  you 
arrive  at  that  figure?  To  simply  hand  us  that 
kind  of  nonsensical  answer  is  not  good 
enough. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I'm  not  proposing  any 
change  here  to  the  figure  for  children.  It 
was  already  there.  The  figure  we  are  chang- 
ing or  proposing  to  change  is  the  $250  figure. 

Mr.  Deans:  Sure,  we  know  it  is.  We  are 
saying  you  should  change  it. 

Mr.  Martel:  Surely  to  God,  if  the  Children's 
Aid  Society,  which  deals  in  the  well-being 
of  kids  every  day  of  the  week,  sees  fit  to  pay 


up  to  $120  plus,  how  can  you  say  that  for  a 
child  who  becomes  an  orpnan  as  a  result  of 
an  industrial  accident  and  later,  on  the  death 
of  a  mother  or  father,  it  only  takes  $70  or 
$80  to  raise  that  child  in  a  similar  foster 
home?  Where  is  the  rationale  behind  it? 

We  argued  this  with  the  Minister  of  Com- 
munity and  Social  Services  (Mr.  Brunelle).  If 
the  same  child  is  placed  through  another  Act 
there  is  yet  another  amount  that  is  dijfferent. 
Let's  try  to  get  some  rationale  in  what  we 
are  doing  in  this  province.  Otherwise,  one 
never  knows  what  benefits  a  child  is  entitled 
to  when  he's  left  in  this  type  of  position. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  again  I 
can  see  some  advantage  in  having  similar 
amounts  for  similar  services  or  similar  pro- 
visions. I  am  not  so  sure  that  foster  homes  are 
exactly  the  same  as  we  are  talking  about 
here.  Certainly  at  this  time  I  don't  propose  to 
change  this  amount  or  recommend  that  we 
change  this  amount  from  the  $70  to  $120. 
I'm  not  sure  which  one  is  right.  I  would 
agree  that  maybe  they  should  be  looked  at 
and  studied,  and  all  of  the  Acts  brought 
into  some  sort  of  co-relationship.  You  are 
asking  me  now  to  explain  why  two  different 
Acts,  passed  at  two  difiFerent  times,  don't  have 
the  same  figure  and  I'm  afraid  I  can't  do  it. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Further  to  the  point,  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  feel  that  the  present  Minister  of 
Labour  does  have  an  organized,  logical  mind. 
I  would  be  very  pleased,  therefore,  if,  before 
the  time  comes  for  the  next  change  to  this  Act, 
the  next  amendment  to  be  brought  in  by  the 
government  to  this  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act— I  would  hope  it  wouldn't  be  too  long, 
like  six  months— that  in  the  interim  he  in- 
vestigate amounts  like  this  and  bring  back 
into  this  Act  an  amount  that  is  reasonable 
and  in  line  with  what  is  paid  to  children  in 
other  but  very  similar  circumstances. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  you  ready  for  the 
amendment  to  the  amendment? 

All  those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Bounsall's 
amendment  to  the  amendment,  please  say 
aye. 

All  opposed  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Stack  this  one? 

All  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Campbell's  amend- 
ment to  the  same  clause  please  say  "aye." 

All  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Stack  this  one? 
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No  more  on  section  1? 
On  section  2: 

Mr.  Bounsall:   Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one 

on  the  41  ( 1 )  ( a )  portion. 

I  will  put  the  amendment  I  have  and  then 
speak  to  it. 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  section  2  of  the 
bill  be  amended  so  that  section  41(1) (a)  of 
the  Act  be  amended  by  deleting  all  the 
words  after  "employment"  in  the  first  line 
and  substituting  therefor  "a  taxable  weekly 
payment,  equal  to  the  total  difference  between 
the  average  weekly  earnings  after  the  acci- 
dent, and  the  actual  or  estimated  average 
earnings,  including  as  it  may  change,  of  the 
employee's  position  before  the  accident." 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this 
is  fairly  self-explanatory.  Again  I  have  in- 
cluded in  this  the  concept  that  all  of  these 
pensions  should  be  taxable  and  at  the  100 
per  cent  level.  By  deleting  what  I  have  de- 
leted, it  removes  the  75  per  cent  figure. 

We  talk  about  a  taxable  weekly  payment 
equal  to  the  diflFerence  between  the  average 
weekly  rate  in  his  new  job— which  is  presinn- 
ably  some  light  work  in  many  cases— and 
the  old  job  that  he  had  before  the  accident. 
However,  as  the  old  job  rate  changes,  or 
estimated  rate  changes  if  that  job  should 
disappear  in  the  particular  plant  that  he 
worked  in  or  in  the  particular  community, 
then  he  should  get  the  entirety  of  that  differ- 
ence. As  the  job  rate  increases  his  difference 
will  likely  increase  and  he  should  be  getting 
the  whole  amount  of  that  difference. 

If  you  look  at  some  of  the  figures  here, 
they  are  quite  revealing.  If  a  person  was 
injured  right  now,  and  the  old  job  paid  $160 
and  the  new,  lesser  job  that  he  could  find 
being  injured  paid  $120,  he  would  at  the 
present  time  get  three-quarters  of  that  differ- 
ence. He  would  then  be  getting  a  salary  of 
$150. 

Let's  say  that  both  jobs  go  up  according 
to  the  cost  of  living,  or  whatever  is  nego- 
tiated in  the  contracts,  and  the  new  job  goes 
up  $20  to  $140  and  the  old  job  by  the  same 
$20  to  $180.  The  worker  finds  himself  getting 
15  per  cent  of  that  difference  still,  but  the 
difference  now  being  $140  and  the  amount  of 
the  old  job  at  $160— not  the  new  position— 
the  new  rate  for  that  old  job.  And  he  finds 
that  it  is  $15  added  onto  the  $140  and  he  gets 
$155.  So  his  new  job  classification  has  gone 
up  by  a  full  $20,  yet  he  sees  only  $5  more 
and  the  other  old  job  position  is  still  advanc- 
ing out  of  sight. 


You  can  go  on  and  take  another  example 
if  you  want,  but  you  arrive  at  some  point 
where,  of  course,  there  is  no  difference  be- 
tween his  new  job  and  his  old  job  rating, 
because  that  new  job  rating  is  caught  up 
some  maybe  four,  five  or  six  years  later  on. 
However,  the  old  job  that  he  had  now  pays 
considerably  higher.  There  is  still  a  real 
difference  in  terms  of  his  earning  capacity 
and  because  of  his  reduced  employability 
due  to  the  injury,  yet  he  is  not  receiving 
any  of  that  benefit  of  that  particular  differ- 
ence. 

I  know  the  minister  at  this  particular 
time  is  inclined  to  do  something  with  re- 
spect to  this  particular  change.  But  he  should 
be  looking  at  the  Act  closely  in  the  future, 
having  seen  some  of  these  anomalies.  This 
is  an  area  where  workmen's  compensation 
benefits  are  supposed  to  compensate  for  loss 
of  earnings.  Tying  the  difference  to  the  old 
job  rating,  as  that  old  job  rating  has  in- 
creased in  its  wage,  is  an  area  in  which  the 
minister  should  be  taking  some  action. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  Leader  of  the 
Opposition. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon  (Leader  of  the  Oppo- 
sition): I  would  like  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman, 
that  I  congratulate  the  hon.  member  for  a 
valiant  attempt  to  put  forward  in  a  specific 
formula  a  method  to  relate  the  compensation 
payments  with  the  changes  in  the  salaries  of 
the  job  at  which  the  original  accident  oc- 
curred. There  is  no  doubt  that  the  changes 
in  the  compensation  payments  must  be  re- 
lated to  the  cost  of  living,  which  we  have 
discussed  this  afternoon,  and  also  to  the 
changes  in  the  wages  paid  to  the  job  con- 
cern, which  is  a  good  reasonable  approach. 

I  can  see  real  difficulties  in  relating  both 
of  these  factors,  which  presumably  would 
both  be  rising  at  perhaps  different  levels 
and  different  rates,  particularly  when  we  are 
talking  about  an  instance  of  a  permanent 
injury  and,  over  many  years,  the  rationale 
for  associating  the  payment  for  the  injured 
workman  to  a  job  which  may  or  may  not 
exist  in  the  same  terms  as  it  was  perhaps  10 
or  15  years  before. 

We  intend  to  support  the  concept,  but  I 
think  a  good  deal  of  thought  must  go  into 
it— possibly  even  the  establishment  of  some 
sort  of  a  wage  index  as  well  as  a  price  index 
so  that  the  two  are  not  always  at  odds  and 
the  one  pushing  the  other  in  the  inflationary 
spiral.  I  can  see  that  it  would  be  a  very 
Solomon-like  decision  indeed  to  come  up 
with  a  formula  that  would  be  fair  and  satis- 
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factory.  But  one  could  strive  for  the  best 
possible  under  the  circumstances  and,  in 
attempting  to  use  it,  see  where  there  might 
be  inequities  which  could  be  removed. 

As  I  said  at  the  begirming,  I  admire  the 
hon.  member's  attempt  to  use  wage  increases 
to  relate  to  the  benefits  paid  to  the  workmen. 
For  want  of  something  better  on  the  horizon, 
we  would  support  it  if  it  is  put  forward  to  a 
vote. 

Mr.    Chairman:    The    hon.    minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  en- 
dorse what  has  been  said  here.  I  say,  this 
is  one  of  the  problems  that's  caused  by  in- 
flation and  one  of  the  things  we've  been 
grappling  with  today.  I'm  not  prepared  to 
try  to  look  after  that  in  this  time.  I  think, 
as  the  Leader  of  the  Opposition  has  said, 
it's  a  formula  that  perhaps  can  and  should 
be  worked  out  and  certainly  thought  given 
to  it. 

Just  one  comment  about  tying  it  in  with 
the  taxable  weekly  payments.  I  don't  think 
we  can  do  that  at  this  level.  This  is  an  in- 
come tax  consideration  and  we'd  have  to 
ask  the  federal  people  to  review  their  Act. 
I'm  not  so  sure  we  want  to.  I  think  it's 
reasonable  that  it  should  be  exempt  from 
income  tax  payments.  There  is  a  possibility 
that  some  of  them  may  be  paying  greater 
than  25  per  cent  because  many  of  them  can 
go  out  and  get  other  employment  and  it 
may  be  working  hardship  on  Ontario  citi- 
zens. In  other  words,  just  because  a  man 
loses  an  arm,  it  doesn't  mean  he  can't  go 
out  and  make  full  wages  as  an  accountant 
or  something  else. 

Mr.  Deans:  He  won't  get  a  job  as  a  bus 
driver. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  He  certainly  can't  work 
as  a  bus  driver.  I'm  not  suggesting  that  at 
all.  But  he  could  go  back  to  school  or  do 
something,  and  some  of  them  do. 

Mr.    Martel:    He   can't  work  underground. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  He  might  be  in  a  field 
that's  paying  more  than  25  per  cent. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Bounsall's  amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 

In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 

Mr.  Deans:  We  will  stack  that  one  too. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Stack  that  one? 
The  hon.  member  for  Sudbury  East. 


Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  the  nub 
of  the  whole  problem  with  respect  to  what 
has  been  discussed  all  day.  Therefore,  I'd 
like  to  move  the  following  then  explain  the 
reason  why. 

Mr.  Martel  moves  that  in  section  2  of  the 
bill  41(I)(b)  be  deleted  and  a  new  section 
41(l)(b)  be  included  as  follows:  "Where  the 
employee  is  unable  to  return  to  regular  work 
a  weekly  payment  in  the  same  amount  as 
would  be  payable  if  he  were  temporarily 
totally  disabled." 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  that's  the  nub 
of  the  problem  that  has  been  discussed  all 
afternoon.  It's  the  real  issue  and  what  makes 
the  Act  so  bad.  I  am  firmly  convinced  that 
we  have  to  start  looking  at  a  man's  inability  to 
earn  as  opposed  to  a  man's  physical  disability, 
and  I  think  in  the  process  we  have  to  make 
industry  somewhat  more  responsive  to  the 
needs  of  those  workmen  who  are  injured  in 
their  operations.  Let  me  cite  an  example. 

International  Nickel  Co.  would  not  give 
light  duty  for  about  two  >'ears,  and  as  the 
board  moved  to  have  more  and  more  men 
retrained.  International  Nickel,  being  under 
schedule  2,  had  to  pay  the  full  shot  for  these 
people  being  retrained.  International  Nickel 
Co.  had  a  whole  group  of  contracts  for  clean- 
ing ofiBces  and  so  on.  It  didn't  have  its  own 
employees  doing  this  work.  It  was  contracting 
it.  At  the  same  time,  it  had  maybe  50  or  60 
men  who  were  being  retrained  in  Canada 
Manpower  and  so  on,  and  the  company  found 
it  was  rather  expensive  to  have  all  these 
people  being  retrained,  with  Inco  paying  the 
shot,  so  it  moved  then  to  take  these  handi- 
capped people  into  doing  the  work,  the  clean- 
ing of  the  ofiices  and  so  on. 

It  was  a  kind  of  a  pressure  tactic.  I  think 
that  industry,  when  confronted  with  paying 
the  full  shot  until  the  man  can  resume  regu- 
lar work  —  the  other  clause  in  this,  of  course, 
the  first  clause  would  alleviate  it. 

If  the  company  is  willing  to  provide  light 
duty  then  you  have  the  clause,  which  we  have 
moved  an  amendment  on  but  it  has  the  same 
effect,  that  using  the  two  principles,  in  fact, 
industry  would  find  it  convenient  to  find  lifijht 
duty  work  and  those  people  would  fall  then 
under  the  schedule  A  portion.  But  if  they 
couldn't  and  wouldn't  do  this,  then  we  would 
have  it  so  that  we  wouldn't  have  the  prob- 
lem that  confronted  us  here  last  week,  of 
men  who  have  50  per  cent  disabilities,  who 
can't  be  retrained,  who,  in  fact,  are  living  on 
a  $200  or  $150  pension  and  the  rest  is  made 
up  by  welfare.  In  fact,  they  would  remain  on 
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full    benefits    until    such    time    as    work    was 
found  for  them. 

I  know  the  minister  is  going  to  say:  "Well, 
that's  really  what  we  are  doing."  Well,  I 
don't  have  that  much  faith,  Mr.  Minister.  I 
happen  to  be  convinced  that  in  the  rehabili- 
tation department— and  I  know  many  of  them 
and  they  do  excellent  work— they  are  actually 
discouraged.  They  take  a  look  at  a  man.  They 
will  give  him  the  first  round.  They  will  try 
to  help  him.  He  has  got  to  prove  he  is  trying 
to  help  himself,  but  after  that  they'll  take  him 
from  the  rolls  if  it  doesn't  work  the  first  time 
around.  Rehabilitation  does  not  really  play  a 
role.  There  is  very  little  counselling  for  a  guy 
who's  injured,  very  little  counselling,  very 
little  psychological  help  if  that's  necessary, 
very  little  to  bridge  the  gap  to  get  him  back 
in. 

I  am  saying  that  this  will  force  the  board 
to  look  at  it  and  if  they  are  sincere  on  re- 
training the  men  and  getting  them  back  into 
the  work  force  they  will  have  to  do  it  and 
they  are  going  to  have  to  persist  in  attempting 
to  achieve  that. 

They  simply  won't  be  able  to  use  what  in 
this  Act  bothers  me— that  discretion,  "fails  to 
co-operate  or  is  not  available."  As  I  pointed 
out  this  morning,  there  were  138  industrially 
deaf  men  in  the  city  of  Sudbury  last  year.  I 
don't  know  what  you  are  going  to  do  for 
them.  I  don't  know  how  you  are  going  to 
retrain  them.  I  don't  know  who  is  going  to 
hire  them.  But  what  I  do  know  is  that  they 
have  gone  deaf,  and  that  they  have  families 
at  home,  and  they  have  kids  that  they  want 
to  see  finish  school. 

What,  in  fact,  is  happening  to  some  of 
these  men  is  that  they  know  if  they  stay  in 
the  place  they  will  go  totally  deaf.  At  the 
same  time,  they  know  full  well  that  if  they 
leave  the  work  place  they  are  not  going  to 
get  another  job.  They  have  that  great  choice 
and  they  make  it.  They  stay  in  there  and  they 
go  stone  deaf  and,  in  the  final  analysis,  they 
are  destroyed. 

I  have  met  with  one  of  the  leading 
specialists  in  this  province  on  the  deaf  prob- 
lem. He  elaborated  at  great  length  on  this 
problem  during  the  Ministry  of  Natural 
Resources  estimates.  But  you  know,  that's 
what  we're  doing,  Mr.  Minister.  We  give 
them  the  choice  of  staying  on  the  job  and 
going  completely  deaf  so  that  they  can  finish 
educating  their  children,  or  leaving  the  work- 
place and  going  on  welfare  with  a  small 
amount  of  pension  from  the  Workmen's  Com- 
pensation Board  and  the  rest  made  up  from 
family  benefits  or  general  welfare. 


Any  man  looks  at  himself— and  these  are 
tough,  hardworking  individuals;  they  are  fine 
people— and  those  men  will  take  that  rotten 
choice  knowing  they  are  condemning  them- 
selves to  total  deafness.  It's  not  a  choice; 
there's  no  option,  but  for  the  benefits. 

Let's  take  a  look  at  the  silicotic  miner  at 
Elliot  Lake.  There  are  now  114  cases  and 
they're  getting  15,  20  and  25  per  cent.  And 
if  Denison  Mines  doesn't  offer  them  a  job 
out  on  the  surface,  in  other  than  the  mine 
itself  where  they  are  exposed  to  silica  dust, 
those  men  have  the  option  then  to  remain  in 
the  silica  dust— some  option,  mind  you— to 
continue  to  support  their  families  and  to  edu- 
cate their  children,  or  they  can  leave,  as  many 
of  them  have  done,  and  there  isn't  another 
mining  company  in  this  province  that  will  hire 
them.  Not  another  company  will  hire  those 
men  who  have  worked  in  the  EUiot  Lake  area. 

So  we  have  no  option.  This  is  the  gioup  we 
spoke  about  all  afternoon.  This  is  the  group 
that  makes  up  the  workers'  union  as  they  call 
themselves.  They're  in  that  bind— that  25,  30, 
35,  40,  50  per  cent;  call  it  what  you  want,  or 
the  percentage  that  you  want.  They're  in  the 
bind.  They  can't  get  out  of  work  and  if  they 
leave  the  place  of  work  that  they're  in,  they're 
out.  If  they  stay  in  they  go  totally  deaf.  They 
know  that  ultimately  it's  silicosis  to  a  degree 
that  could  turn  to  cancer.  And  we  sit  by  in 
this  Act  and  we  don't  change  a  thing. 

There  are  other  industrial  diseases  coming 
on.  My  colleague,  the  member  for  Parkdale 
(Mr.  Dukszta),  this  morning  talked  about 
asbestosis.  Who  hires  someone  with  asbes- 
tosis?  We  are  talking  about  it;  this  is  the  only 
way.  I  know  part  of  the  answer  will  be, 
"Industry  can't  afford  that  much.  It  will  really 
be  costly."  I  suggest  it  will  be  costly  only  for 
the  length  of  time  it  takes  industry  to  make 
some  light  meaningful  work  available. 

In  the  case  of  International  Nickel,  for  two 
or  three  years  they  wouldn't  take  back  a  man 
on  Hght  duty.  They  said  "No."  But  under 
schedule  2,  having  to  pay  it  all,  they  soon 
found  ways  of  employing  many  of  those  men. 
With  them  it  was  because  of  the  economics. 
It  wasn't  because  of  the  great  conscience  of 
Inco.  It  was  because  of  the  economic  situa- 
tion of  men  drawing  full  salaries,  or  $129  a 
week  compensation  and  going  to  school,  and 
Inco  paying  for  that;  and  at  the  same  time, 
paying  the  contractors  who  were  hired  to 
clean  the  oflBces.  After  about  two  years,  with 
60  men  or  so  being  retrained,  it  was  to  their 
economic  advantage  to  use  some  of  those 
men  rather  than  have  them  in  school. 

I   suggest   industry,    confronted   with   that 
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type  of  situation,  will  find  many  light  jobs. 
At  the  same  time,  I'm  saying  there  are  cases 
v/e  will  never  be  able  to  help  in  terms  of 
retraining  them— those  men  who  have  silicosis 
and  who  ultimately  develop  cancer;  they  can't 
go  back  to  work. 

Again,  I  say  to  you,  we  caimot  slough  it 
off  by  saying,  "It's  only  one  lung  so  therefore 
he  is  20  per  cent  disabled,"  or,  "It's  just  his 
hearing  so  therefore  he  is  only  20  per  cent 
disabled."  He's  not.  He's  totally  disabled  from 
earning  a  living  to  support  his  family.  He 
became  that  way  in  his  efforts  to  support  his 
family,  and  he  was  doing  a  job  for  that  com- 
pany which  in  turn,  was  paying  taxes  to  this 
province  which  makes  this  economy  viable. 

As  I  said  this  morning,  we  can't  dump 
them  in  the  garbage  can.  And  that's  what 
we  continue  to  do. 

Surely  to  God,  that's  the  area  we  have  to 
move  in  and  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Minister, 
that  one  change— although  diflBcult  it  might 
be  at  first— will  see  the  end  of  the  men  hob- 
bling up  here  on  crutches  and  in  wheelchairs. 
We  will  see  the  end  of  people  going  on  the 
welfare  rolls.  I  know  for  certain  that  on  the 
rolls  of  the  Minister  of  Community  and  Social 
Services  there  are  936  cases  of  injured  work- 
men who  are  on  family  benefits. 

I  checked  with  the  Sudbury  oflSce  of 
general  welfare  and  they  average  15  cases 
a  month  of  injured  workmen  who  are  draw- 
ing welfare.  That  isn't  the  responsibility  of 
the  province  in  terms  of  using  tax  dollars,  but 
we  do  it  every  month.  If  the  Sudbury  area 
is  any  indication  with  its  15  cases  a  month 
who  draw  general  welfare  what  is  it  across 
the  province?  We  are  picking  up  an  enormous 
tab  for  industry. 

We  are  humiliating  and  degrading  a  lot  of 
hardworking  people  who  have  never  been  on 
welfare,  who  find  it  absolutly  destructive  of 
them,  as  people,  to  go  on  the  welfare  roll. 
Let  me  give  you  some  examples. 

Have  you  ever  suggested  to  a  Finn  he 
should  be  on  welfare?  If  you  want  to  start 
a  minor  revolution,  suggest  it  to  him.  It's 
everything  that  is  alien  to  him.  I  could  go 
right  down  a  whole  variety  of  groups  of 
people.  Suggest  to  a  hardrock  miner  that  he 
go  and  apply  for  welfare.  It  just  destroys  the 
man. 

There  is  only  one  way  out  of  this,  Mr. 
Minister,  Whether  you  do  it  now,  six  months 
from  now,  six  ye^ars  from  now,  you  will 
eventually  have  to  come  to  this  amendment. 
Eventually,  whether  it  be  today  or  six 
months  hence,  you  will  have  to  come  to  it 
if  you  are  ever  going  to  resolve  the  problem 


of  the  partial  allowance  that  is  so  destruc- 
tive. You  will  eventually  have  to  come  to  it 
from  that  point  of  view  and  1  suggest  to  you 
if  you  do  it  now,  you  will  see  your  rehabili- 
tation stafiE  very  quickly  improved.  You  will 
see  industry  start  to  make  a  lot  of  jobs  avail- 
able although  they  won't  make  them  avail- 
able now. 

I  suggest,  for  the  injiured  workmen,  it 
would  be  the  best  thing  that  ever  happened 
to  them.  I  would  urge  you  to  accept  this 
amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Went- 
worth. 

Mr.  Deans:  I'm  sorry,  I  thought  you  were 
looking  past  me.  One  thing  bothers  me.  I 
appear  before  the  Unemployment  Insiu-ance 
Commission  very  frequently  on  unemploy- 
ment insurance  claims.  I  see,  in  these  two 
sections,  the  development  of  the  very  same 
kinds  of  arguments  that  I  have  before  the 
Unemployment  Insurance  Commission. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  You  are  right  on.  Just  pick 
up  a  newspaper. 

Mr.  Deans:  This  is  what  bothers  me.  You 
are  going  to  develop  an  entirely  new  type 
of  claims  procedure.  You  are  going  to  have 
an  entirely  new  appeal  procedure  before  you. 
No  longer  will  it  be  on  the  basis  of  medical 
evidence.  No  longer  will  it  be  on  the  basis 
of  trying  to  prove  that  the  individual  is  not 
able  to  go  back  to  work. 

We  are  going  to  have  a  new  procedure  in 
claiming  that  the  job  was  suitable;  or  that 
there  were  jobs  in  the  area  that  this  indi- 
vidual could  have  applied  for.  We  are  going 
to  have  people  going  around— they  are  go- 
ing to  have  to  maintain  lists  as  they  now  do 
for  unemployment  insurance.  You  are  going 
to  have  to  show  you  have  been  to  20  places 
this  week  looking  for  work.  That  you've 
applied;  that  you've  gone  through  the  news- 
paper every  morning  and  you've  been  to 
every  single  place  or  you've  called,  and 
you've  got  a  running  account  of  everywhere 
you've  been.  You  are  going  to  have  people 
cut  off  and  they  are  going  to  be  in  the  same 
position  they  were  in  before  except,  in  all 
fairness,  at  least  as  it  now  is  with  the  medical 
disability  you  can  go  to  a  doctor,  you  can 
get  a  certificate  and  it  may  well  say  that 
the  man  is  disabled.  Where  do  you  go  when 
you  are  trying  to  develop  an  argument  to 
back  up  a  claim  for  a  person  who  has  been 
out  looking  for  work  and  who  hasn't  been 
able  to  find  anything  that  is  suitable? 

I  think  you  are  going  to  face  some  very 
serious     problems.     People    who    previously 
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weren't  even  in— you  are  going  to  be  faced 
with  all  different  kinds  of  claims;  all  differ- 
ent kinds  of  appeals.  You  are  setting  up  a 
procedure  almost  identical  to  the  UIC  pro- 
cedure. It  is  wrong,  it  is  difficult  to  fight 
and  there  are  delays  which  cause  people  all 
kinds  of  financial  embarrassment.  I  would 
suggest  to  you  that  the  argument  that  my 
colleague  makes  probably  makes  sense.  There 
are  lots  of  ways  around  getting  people  to 
be  motivated.  I  don't  think  that  one  of  them 
is  to  hang  a  threat  over  them. 

When  you  say,  "fails  to  accept  or  is  not 
available  for  employment,"  who  is  going  to 
determine  that?  The  "fails  to  accept"  part 
might  be  fine.  That's  put  the  onus  on  the 
board  to  explain  to  the  individual  that  there 
is  a  job  some  place  that  he  has  to  go  and 
apply  for.  The  job  bias  to  be  offered  to  him, 
and  if  it  is  offered  to  him  and  he  doesn't 
take  it,  then  he  has  failed  to  accept  the  job. 
But  the  bit  "is  not  available  for  employment 
which  is  available"  is  going  to  be  the  part 
of  that  clause  which  is  going  to  cause  us 
immeasurable  difficulties. 

We  are  going  to  have  arguments  till  the 
end  of  time  over  whether  the  person  was 
available,  and  whether  the  job  was  available 
and  whether  the  person  knew  the  job  was 
available.  I  think  this  is  where  I  am  saying 
that  this  clause  is  a  very  bad  clause.  That 
clause  shouldn't  be  in  this  bill;  that  clause 
has  no  place  in  a  Workmen's  Compensation 
Act.  Aside  from  the  amendment  which  my 
colleague  made,  which  is  valid  right  down 
the  line,  I  see  some  very  difficult  technical 
problems  arising  out  of  trying  to  make  that 
clause  applicable. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
to  speak  on  the  amendment.  We  do  support 
it  on  this  side.  Looking  at  the  two  sections 
there  that  the  member  has  suggested  be  de- 
leted from  section  41(b)(1)  and  (2),  those  are 
two  arbitrary  clauses  that  I  think  should  be 
deleted  from  the  bill. 

I  can  recall  a  number  of  cases  in  which  I 
appeared  before  the  Unemployment  Insurance 
Commission.  One  of  the  very  first  things  they 
pull  on  you  is  to  pick  up  the  Globe  and  Mail 
and  tell  you  there  are  all  kinds  of  jobs  avail- 
able here  in  Toronto.  Many  persons  in  my 
area  and  in  other  areas  of  the  province  would 
never  see  a  Globe  and  Mail.  When  I  look  at 
it  further  I  can  see  where  you  can  have  a 
company  doctor  step  into  the  picture  and  say 
in  his  opinion,  without  even  looking  at  per- 
haps some  of  the  reports  before  him,  the 
person  is  capable  of  employment.  As  soon 
as  you   get  this  side  of  the  story  then  the 


board  will  probably  go  along  and  say  he  is 
capable  of  going  back  to  work  and  as  he 
hasn't  gone  back  he  is  going  to  be  deprived 
of  all  benefits. 

Again  when  I  look  at  this  section  what  you 
are  actually  doing  in  a  sense  is  putting  the  job 
security  of  the  injured  worker  on  the  line. 
Why  I  indicate  this  to  the  minister  is  there 
are  many  workmen  that  have  had  maybe  10 
or  15  years  of  full  and  continuous  employ- 
ment for  that  period  of  time.  Through  this 
particular  section  his  job  could  be  in  jeop- 
ardy by  the  clause  saying  he  is  able  to  go 
back  to  work.  Perhaps  there  is  no  job  avail- 
able in  that  plant.  Do  you  know  what  is 
going  to  happen  there?  He  is  going  to  be  left 
out  in  the  street  and  he  loses  all  his  job 
security, 

I  suggest  to  the  minister  that  he  should 
take  this  seriously.  That  section  should  be 
dropped.  It  definitely  will  set  up  a  new 
appeal  procedure  and  perhaps,  as  I  said 
before,  it  is  going  to  be  too  arbitrary  to 
police  and  to  enforce.  It  is  going  to  cause  a 
very  undue  hardship  to  the  injured  worker. 
Hopefully  the  minister  will  drop  these  two 
sections. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  Windsor 
West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
have  the  same  concern  too  as  the  previous 
speakers  do  on  this  section.  If  it  is  left  in 
you  are  going  to  have  a  real  problem  in  a 
different  type  of  review  and  appeal  proced- 
ure on  behalf  of  an  injured  workman.  Cer- 
tainly there  is  too  much  discretion  here.  If  I 
could  be  sure  that  the  board  were  going  to 
take  the  viewpoint— and  when  I  say  "the 
board,"  I  know  that  the  top  people  on  the 
board  do— but  if  those  people  who  call  them- 
selves claim  officers  were  going  to  take  the 
view  that  a  person  is  and  should  remain  on 
temporary  partial  disability  until  employment 
is  found  unless  there  is  a  very  easily  proven 
case  that  he  wouldn't  co-operate,  and  it's  a 
blatant  case,  then  I  might  feel  fairly  happy 
about  this.  But  from  my  experience  with  some 
of  the  claims  officers  on  some  of  the  cases,  I 
do  not  feel  this  could  happen. 

For  example,  I  want  to  give  one  quick  case 
here— well,  there  are  a  couple.  I  have  one 
case  with  a  pinched  nerve  and  shattered 
vertebrae  in  her  back  who  is  a  nurse  and 
who  for  over  two  years  now  has  not  been 
able  to  work  at  that  job.  They  have  given 
her  a  10  per  cent  rating.  She  is  completely 
unemployable  as  far  as  getting  a  job  goes,  and 
she  has  been  two  years  in  that  position. 
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My  question  is,  will  this  person  now,  be- 
cause she  has  not  been  able  to  find  a  job— 
I  won't  go  into  all  of  the  details  but  there  is 
not  a  job  that  is  suitable  for  her  to  take  be- 
cause of  the  particular  injury— even  though 
the  rating  for  a  pension  is  very  low,  will  this 
type  of  person  come  under  this  temporary 
partial  disability  category  starting  as  of  July 
1,  and  will  she  be  returned  to  the  level,  or 
that  you  call  the  100  per  cent,  from  which 
she  went  some  years  ago,  I  guess  more  than 
two  years  ago? 

The  second  case  I  have  is  a  chap  who 
sustained  a  broken  back  in  the  construction 
industry.  His  name  is  Cuthbert  Caldwell, 
985  Church,  Claim  No.  C8769071,  who  re- 
ceived an  interesting  letter  on  May  15  say- 
ing, "You  are  no  longer  totally  disabled." 
He  was  on  his  100  per  cent  or  75  per  cent  of 
wages  for  the  accident  which  occurred  to 
him  on  Aug.  19,  1971.  "You  now  have  six 
weeks  to  find  a  job  or  to  make  yourself 
available  for  rehabilitation  or  you'll  drop 
to  50  per  cent." 

I  won't  read  his  letter,  which  he  gave  me 
a  photocopy  of,  which  he  wrote  back  to  the 
board.  I'll  just  read  the  first  paragraph.  It 
is  addressed  to  the  claims  officer:  "Dear 
Sir:  I  was  astounded  to  receive  your  letter 
of  May  15,  or  rather  I  should  say,  astounded 
to  read  the  contents  of  same"— that  being 
the  reference  that  he  is  no  longer  totally 
disabled  and  that  July  1  is  the  time  when 
he  drops  from  75  per  cent  of  his  former  wages 
to  half  of  that  because  he  is  no  longer  totally 
disabled. 

There  is  no  way  he  can  get  his  job.  He 
has  filled  out  the  rehab  form  and  one  of  the 
questions  is,  "Have  you  registered  with  the 
Canada  Manpower  Centre  for  employment?" 
Before  he  returned  the  rehab  he  checked 
off  "No,"  writing  in,  "What  kind  of  a  job 
am  I  supposed  to  be  applying  for?"  The  guy 
can't  sit  in  a  chair  without  having  to  get  up 
and  move  after  five  minutes.  He  can't  even 
sit  in  a  car,  let  alone  drive  a  car;  he  can't 
bend  over. 

On  the  form  it  says,  "What  kind  of  work 
can  you  do?"  He  answered  that,  as  far  as 
I  could  see,  completely  honestly:  "A  desk 
job  that  I  couldn't  come  to  work  to  on  my 
bad  days— about  one  day  in  every  three- 
provided  there  is  at  that  job  an  easy  chair 
or  a  hard  bed  on  which  I  could  lie  down 
three  or  four  times  a  day  for  as  long  as 
perhaps  one  hour  at  a  time." 

He  has  described  his  position  as  best  he 
can.  It  doesn't  look  as  if  he's  very  employ- 
able. At  any  rate,  he  is  going  to  be  cut  off 


because  he  is  now  not  totally  disabled.  He 
can't  get  a  job.  He  is  going  to  go  off  this 
rate  on  July  1.  Does  this  section  of  this  bill 
cover  this  particular  man,  because  he  has 
no  job,  and  will  the  75  per  cent  be  con- 
tinued rather  than  being  cut  off  on  July  1? 
Those  are  two  specific  instances  for  which 
I'd  like  the  answers,  even  though  I  share  the 
identical  concerns  with  the  other  speakers 
on  the  overall  operation  of  this  whole  sec- 
tion. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may 
just  address  myself  first  to  the  second  of  the 
two  clauses.  I  think  I  have  made  my  position 
clear  in  the  example  which  I  quoted  in  ray 
remarks  on  the  matter  of  second  reading. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  difficulty  with 
these  two  sections  is  the  discretion  which  is 
in  the  board.  I  don't  think  anyone  would 
object  here  if  there  were  some  objective 
procedure  to  give  consideration  to  such  mat- 
ters as  medical  or  vocational  rehabilitation. 
I  think  most  of  us  feel  very  strongly  that  we 
want  to  see  this  for  the  injured  workmen. 

The  difficulty  in  clause  1,  of  course,  is  that 
the  programme  would  be,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  board,  an  aid  in  getting  them  back  to 
work.  I  can  say  without  any  fear  of  contra- 
diction, Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  is  not  always 
the  best  way  to  view  these  cases.  Quite  often 
the  decision  of  the  board  appears  to.  be 
arbitrary  when  it  comes  to  a  suggestion  of 
medical  rehabilitation  programmes.  As  I 
have  said,  I  am  waiting  for  the  day  when  I 
will  have  one  case  personally  known  to  me 
of  a  person  who  has  benefitted  as  a  result 
of  vocational  rehabilitation. 

I  really  wouldn't  have  too  much  worry 
about  leaving  that  section  in  because,  as  I 
say,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  I  have 
sent  people  to  the  board  with  the  request 
that  they  be  given  rehabilitation,  not  one 
of  them  has  qualified;  so  it  wouldn't  bother 
me  too  much.  But  certainly,  when  you  have 
someone  sitting  in  a  comfortable  oflSce  de- 
ciding on  the  suitability  of  employment,  and 
when  in  the  case  I  cited  of  the  man  on 
cmtches  with  fused  bones  in  both  feet,  the 
board  decides  that  suitable  employment  for 
that  man  is  to  put  him  in  a  quarry  to  work, 
I  have  grave  misgivings  about  the  advisability 
of  retaining  that  sectioii. 

I  am  going  to  support  the  amendment 
which,  as  1  understand  it,  moves  the  de- 
letion of  both  of  those  clauses.  I  would  have 
hoped  that  the  minister,  with  his  draftsmen 
available  to  him,  might  have  come  in  with 
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some  solution  to  this  problem.  I  think  we 
would  like  to  see  that  a  person  in  this  po- 
sition has  some  onus  to  co-operate  but  not 
within  the  terms  that  are  set  out  here. 

Mr.  Martel:  He  must  go  back.  No  one  is 
suggesting  he  should  not. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Just  a  moment.  The  thing 
that  bothers  me,  as  I  say,  is  that  in  all  of 
these  matters  everything  is  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of .  the  board.  It  goes  back  to  what 
one  of  my  colleagues  said  in  the  question  of 
the  full  right  of  examination  by  his  or  her 
own  medical  practitioner.  I'm  sure  the  minis- 
ter knows  from  the  complaints  that  have 
been  openly  voiced,  particularly  by  the  Ital- 
ian group,  that  they  feel  very  strongly  that 
there  is  at  least  one  doctor  who  is  a  con- 
sultant that  was  detrimental  to  the  Italians 
as  a  whole,  should  not  be  available  to  ex- 
amine any  Italian  going  before  that  board. 
For  these  reasons  I  am  prepared  to  support 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  this 
section  has  been  put  in  in  an  attempt  to  ease 
the  problem.  I  think  the  members  opposite 
would  like  this  to  rest  at  the  discretion  of 
the  employee  rather  than  at  the  discretion  of 
the  board- 
Mr.  Martel:  No,  not  at  all. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Well,  I  am  just  read- 
ing the  proposed  amendment;  it  says:  "w'here 
the  employee  is  unable  to  return  to  regular 
work.*'  Regular  work,  I  suppose  that  would 
destroy  the  whole  percentage  basis  entirely. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  what  I  am  attempting 
to  do.  That  is  exactly  the  problem. 

Mr.  Deans:  Exactly. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That  is  a  whole  new 
scheme  of  an  Act  you're  considering,  where 
there  is  no  percentage  injury  at  all.  I  know 
that  was  brought  up  earlier  and  I  think  that's 
worth  looking  at  but  I  am  certainly  not  pre- 
pared to  recommend  today  that  such  a  drastic 
change  as  that  take  place  by  way  of  this 
amendment  without  some  further  long-range 
view  of  where  we  are  going. 

I  think  you  are  harder  on  the  board  than 
you  should  be.  I  don't  think  the  board  is  that 
bad.  You  have  raised  the  deafness  problem. 
That's  a  policy  matter  rather  than  an  indi- 
vidual application.  And,  as  I  say,  the  discre- 
tion has  to  remain  v^dth  the  board  rather  than 
with  the  employee. 


The  member  for  Windsor  West  raised  two 
specific  cases.  I  would  hope,  really,  that  he 
didn't  expect  me  to  pass  judgement  on  those 
from  the  little  evidence  I  have  here  in  regard 
to  them.  I  am  certain  the  board  can  give 
him  a  quick  ruling  on  those  if  he  will  apply 
after  this  Act  has  been  passed. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Chairman,  might  I  say  I 
am  not  suggesting  for  a  moment  that  the 
employee  will  determine,  "I  don't  feel  like 
going  back  to  work  so  I  am  not  going  back 
to  work." 

I  have  been  before  the  board  as  often,  I 
would  suspect,  as  any  member  of  this  Legis- 
lature and  I  can  honestly  say  that  every  time 
I  have  gone  and  every  representation  I  have 
made  has  been  with  respect  to  rehabilitating 
the  man  as  near  as  possible  to  the  type  of 
existence  he  had  prior  to  the  time  of  his 
injury.  I  feel  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the 
man  to  be  occupied,  not  necessarily  in  exactly 
the  same  line  of  work;  but  for  his  family,  for 
himself  as  an  individual,  I  feel  it's  much 
better. 

It  doesn't  change  a  thing;  it  still  will  be 
that  if  the  doctor  says  the  man  is  ready  to  re- 
sume work  the  man  will  go  back  to  work.  But 
if  the  man  isn't  ready  for  work  and,  taking 
into  consideration  clause  (a),  if  the  company 
is  not  willing  to  see  him  or  provide  him  with 
alternative  employment,  what  it  does  do  is 
guarantee  him  a  decent  income  with  which  to 
support  his  family. 

I  ask  the  minister— I  made  the  point  this 
afternoon.  I  have  at  least  five  cases  on  file, 
very  recent,  in  which  the  Canada  Pension 
Board  has  ruled  that  the  man  is  totally  dis- 
abled. That  means  they  have  gone  through  a 
variety  of  doctors,  including  being  brought 
to  Toronto  and  examined  by  the  physicians  or 
specialists  employed  by  the  Canada  Pension 
Board. 

The  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  gives 
him  20  per  cent.  How  do  you  do  that?  How 
do  you  have  a  whole  series  of  doctors  saying, 
"The  man  is  totally  disabled,"  yet  you  have 
the  Workmen's  Compensation  Board  saying, 
"But  he's  not;  he's  only  entitled  to  20  per 
cent."  You  can't  have  it  both  ways. 

Even  more  significant  is  that  we  would 
get  rid  of  what  is  happening  which  is  why 
you  have  these  groups  demonstrating  and 
why  you  have  people  end  up  on  welfare. 
Management  wall  either  find  them  a  job  or  we 
will  rehabilitate  them  and  in  the  process  they 
will  have  suflBcient  income. 

First  of  all,  it  takes  us  too  long  to  start  to 
rehabilitate  a  man  with  a  bad  back;  we  take 
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way  too  long.  We  are  six,  eight,  10  months 
too  late.  It  is  six  or  eight  months  before  we 
operate  on  him  and  then  it  is  six  or  eight 
months  before  we  start  to  rehabilitate  him. 
The  board  knows  and  I  know  that  for  a 
man  who's  off  one  year  it  is  diflBcult  to  get 
back  to  work;  two  years,  it  is  much  more 
diflBcult;  three  years  out  of  the  work  force 
and  he  is  virtually  finished.  That  has  been 
documented  by  the  board  when  it  has  come 
before  the  minister's  estimates  on  many  an 
occasion.  Our  rehabilitation  programme  is 
bad.  That  takes  time;  the  incomes  are  re- 
duced. 

The  family  problems  start;  there  is  in- 
suflBcient  income;  he  doesn't  know  how  he  is 
going  to  pay  the  rent;  he  doesn't  know  how 
he  is  going  to  pay  the  mortgage;  he  doesn't 
know  how  he  is  going  to  send  the  kids  to 
school.  The  functional  overlay  starts.  He  is 
depressed  because  of  lack  of  money;  because 
of  inability  to  return  to  work.  The  whole 
thing  starts. 

What  I  am  saying  is  if  we  really  want  to 
rehabilitate  people,  if  we  want  to  give  them 
a  chance  to  readjust  after  the  severity  of  an 
injury,  we  have  to  be  able  to  counsel  them. 
He  has  to  have  adequate  income,  and  the 
only  way  you  are  going  to  do  it  is  to  elimi- 
nate no-nonsense  stuflF  on  50  per  cent  and  60 
per  cent  or  ultimately  a  pension. 

As  I  look  at  this  wording,  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  horrified.  You  might  say,  "Well,  I  trust 
the  board."  I  don't  want  to  run  anybody 
down  at  the  board.  As  I  say,  I  have  been 
before  the  board  at  all  levels  as  much  as  any- 
one in  this  Legislature;  and  on  every  occasion 
that  I  have  spoken  in  this  Legislature  I  have 
made  the  point  that  the  people  I  have  dealt 
with  have  been  first-rate.  I  don't  blame  them. 
It  is  the  legislation  that  is  bad;  and  they  have 
to  interpret  the  legislation. 

These  are  two  bad  clauses.  They  throw 
the  whole  thing  wide  open,  and  they  don't 
resolve  the  problem.  That  is  what  you  seem 
to  be  shying  away  from.  That  is  the  real 
problem.  The  minister  himself  said:  "We  are 
talking  about  a  small  group.  In  the  over- 
whelming majority  of  cases  the  guy  gets  his 
money  and  he  gets  back  to  work.  We  are 
indeed  talking  about  a  small  number.  But 
trive  them  the  adequate  income;  give  them 
the  rehabilitation;  give  them  the  counselling 
and  so  on  that  is  necessary  to  bring  them 
through  this  trying  time,  and  we  won't  find 
as  many  as  are  destitute  today. 

But  you  have  to  change  the  Act.  And  you 
have  got  to  reinforce  the  rehabilitation.  But 
the   first    change    has    to   be    that    they    are 


assured  of  income,  so  that  it  doesn't  cause 
all  of  the  related  problems  that  arise  when 
there  is  an  industrial  problem,  such  as  in- 
adequate income.  I  could  stand  up  here— and 
I  haven't  used  cases  because  I  won't— and 
recite  cases  where  people  have  lost  their 
homes,  their  cars  and  their  furniture;  their 
wives  and  kids  have  left  them,  and  the  family 
is  totally  destroyed.  I  could  stand  here  tonight 
and  recite  50  such  cases,  chapter  and  verse. 

We  have  to  make  a  fundamental  break, 
Mr.  Chairman;  and  this  is  the  clause,  because 
it  deals  with  all  the  hard  cases,  the  tough 
cases,  the  ones  where  all  of  the  factors  come 
into  play.  If  you  don't  change  that,  as  I  said 
when  I  introduced  this,  whether  it  is  six 
weeks,  six  months  or  six  years,  eventually  you 
will  have  to  come  back  and  change  that,  be- 
cause that  is  where  you  are  going  to  be  deal- 
ing with  the  hard  cases,  the  tough  cases. 

I  don't  mean  hard  in  the  sense  that  the 
men  are  obstinate.  I  mean  diflBculties  in  terms 
of  the  type  of  injury,  the  educational  back- 
ground, the  income,  the  whole  thing.  That's 
where  it  has  to  change,  right  there. 

I  say  to  the  minister,  as  I  stand  here,  if  he 
does  that,  he  is  going  to  find  industry  finding 
a  lot  more  jobs  than  they  presently  have.  I 
have  talked  to  some  of  his  people  who  have 
gone  into  various  plants  and  so  on.  They 
say:  "Look,  we  could  pick  out  a  dozen  jobs 
in  there  that  an  injured  workman  could  do. 
But  the  company  won't  designate  them  as 
that."  You  would  find  dozens  of  them.  I  am 
sure  in  all  plants  you  could  find  two  or  three 
such  jobs. 

But  it  won't  happen  as  long  as  that  clause 
is  there,  and  we  are  paying  men  only  20 
per  cent. 

They  pay  an  assessment,  and  the  lower  that 
assessment  based  on  the  amount  expended, 
the  more  advantage  it  is  to  them  to  have 
them  dumped  into  the  garbage  can.  But  if 
they  had  to  find  work  or  pay  the  shot,  I  will 
tell  you  most  companies  could  come  up  with 
a  number  of  jobs  that  would  be  good  for  the 
men  and  for  this  province,  and  we  would  get 
rid  of  the  problem. 

Right  there  is  where  you  have  to  change  it. 
And  if  you  haven't  the  heart  to  change  it, 
then  we  aren't  getting  at  the  problem  con- 
fronting those  injured  workmen  today. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those   in   favour   of   Mr. 

Martel's  motion  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it.   Shall 

we  stack  this  one  \vith  the  others? 

Agreed. 
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Mr.  Mattel:  That  was  very  weak,  Mr. 
Chairman.  Your  hearing  aid  was  ofF  again. 
You  must  have  worked  in  the  mines. 

On  section  3: 

Mr.  Chairman:  Thank  you.  Anything  fur- 
ther on  section  2?  Anything  up  to  section 
3(8)?  If  not,  the  minister  has  an  amendment 
to  section  3(8). 

Mr.  Martel:  I  just  want  to  ask  the  minis- 
ter one  question,  if  I  may.  Could  the  minister 
tell  us  how  many  people  are  on  100  per 
cent  disability  pension? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  There  are  1,059. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  is  how  many  will  be 
affected  by  this  bill?  In  this  great  bill  and 
this  great  announcement  under  which  we 
were  going  to  help  those  people  who  were 
totally  disabled,  and  we  are  talking  about 
1,059  cases. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Out  of  33,000. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  ought  to  be  ashamed  of 
yourself!  And  you  should  have  advised  your 
backbenchers  that  in  fact  you  were  talking 
about  three  per  cent  of  those  on  pension  as 
those  you  are  going  to  benefit  by  this  bloody 
Act. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  hon.  minister  has  an 
amendment  on  this. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No.  You  asked  me 
how  many  were  on  100  per  cent  total  disa- 
bility. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  One  thousand  and 
fifty-nine.  But  this  bill  affects  many  more 
people  than  that.  It  affects  people  far  be- 
yond that.  I  don't  know  why  you're  suggest- 
ing that's  all  it  does. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  I'm  suggesting  is  that 
the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  problems 
are  in  those  33,000  cases.  I  don't  know  how 
many  cases  are  handled  in  a  year  with  no 
problem.  The  men  who  are  demonstrating, 
that's  the  33,000  we're  talking  about.  And 
this  is  the  sort  of  place  where  we  should 
have  fixed  it  up.  That's  where  we  get  at  the 
hard,  long-term  cases  who  are  getting  partial 
pensions. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  All  right.  I  would 
agree  with  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  many 
of  the  people  that  we  are  looking  at— and 
this  is  a  figure  that  I  have  taken  note  of  too— 
that  really  some  of  these  concerns  that  you're 


looking  at  today  in  the  long-term  cases  are 
in  those  1,000  cases. 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  right. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  But  don't  suggest  to 
the  House  that  that's  all  this  bill  is. 

Mr.  Martel:  What  in  fact  the  bill  is  doing 
is  giving  60  per  cent  based  on  income  'way 
back,  which  means  to  many  workers  very 
little  money.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  an 
escalator  clause  or  with  the  actual  costs  of 
living  these  people  have  encountered. 

Hon.   Mr.   MacBeth:   There  are  1,059. 

Mr.  Martel:  One  thousand  and  fifty-nine 
will  get  the  benefits  outlined  in  page  4  of 
your  examples.  You've  tried  to  let  on  that 
there  were  a  lot  of  people  who  were  going 
to  get  tremendous  benefits  from  this  legis- 
lation. We're  saying— and  that's  why  we're 
opposing  it— there's  very  little  in  there  for 
the  injured  workers. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  disagree  with  that, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Martel:  Well,  60  per  cent  for  some, 
provided  they've  been  out  since  1945  on 
injury,  and  in  the  next  clause  you  exclude 
all  those  who've  got  commutations  over  the 
years.  In  fact,,  you've  done  nothing.  You're 
doing  nothing  but  window  dressing. 

Hon.  W.  Newman  (Minister  of  the  En- 
vironment):   Come   on   now,   that's   not  fair. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  weren't  even  here!  You 
haven't  even  read  the  bill  so  don't  come  in 
here  and  give  us  your  garbage! 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  Go  back  to  where  you  came 
from.  Just  go  back  to  where  you  came  from. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  Go  back  to  where  you  came 
from.  You  don't  know  what's  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Mr.  Martel:  And  that's  obvious. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  minister  has  an  amend- 
ment to  this. 

Mr.  Martel:  And  you  can  grunt  and  groan 
all  you  want  over  there! 

Mr.  Foulds:  He  doesn't  know  what's  in  his 
own  bills. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Order,  please. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  whether  you're  down  to  subsection  8, 
that's  the  one  I  wish  to  make  an  amendment 
to. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Section  3,  subsection  8? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Yes. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth  moves  that  subsection 
8  of  section  42  of  the  Workmen's  Compensa- 
tion Act,  as  proposed  by  section  3  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Amendment  Act, 
1974,  be  amended  by  striking  out  the  word 
"product"  in  the  fourth  hne  and  substituting 
the  word  "sum." 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Martell:  That  was  significant. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  comments  or 
questions  on  a  later  section? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Hold  it.  You've  carried  that 
amendment.  I  also  have  an  amendment  on 
subsection  8,  okay?  This  is  very  self-explana- 
tory. 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  section  3,  sub- 
section 8,  be  amended  (a)  by  replacing  "two 
per  cent"  by  "six  per  cent",  "four  per  cent" 
by  "12  per  cent,"  and  by  deleting  the  words 
"provided  that  in  no  case  the  sum  of  such 
factors  exceeds  60  per  cent,"  and  substituting 
therefor  "and  adjusted  thereafter  semi- 
annually by  the  same  percentage  as  the 
change  in  wages  and  salaries  in  Ontario." 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  a  good  amendment. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Just  very  briefly,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. I  think  it's  pretty  obvious  that  the  cost 
of  living  has  gone  up  180  per  cent  since  1945. 
This  bill  proposes  to  give  50  in  steps  of 
mainly  twos  with  a  couple  of  fours.  It  is  one- 
third  of  that  by  which  the  cost  of  living  has 
gone  up.  If  one  adjusted  it  by  wages  and 
salaries,  which  is  how  you  should  be  adjust- 
ing it,  that  would  be  a  factor  of  seven,  mak- 
ing an  adjustment  of  one-seventh  of  what  it 
should  be. 

If  one  is  being  half-way  responsible  in  this 
section,  one  recognizes  that  one  can't  increase 
it  by  a  factor  of  seven.  Oh,  I  suppose  you 
could.  One  could  simply  assess  industry  now 
for  what  they  haven't  been  paying  in  the  past. 
I  have  taken  the  rational  approach  and  said 
increase  it  by  what  the  cost  of  living  has  gone 
up,  but  thereafter  increase  it  by  the  per  cent 
increase  in  salaries  and  wages,  a  factor  which 


over  that  period  has  been  a  factor  of  seven 
over  and  above  what  has  been  proposed  here. 

Mr.  Martel:  A  positive  amendment. 

Mr.    Chairman:    Those    in    favour   of   Mr. 
Bounsall's  amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 
Those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Stacked. 

Mr.  M.  Shulman  (High  Park):  How  can 
seven  people  outvote  one,  two,  three,  four, 
five,  six,  seven,  eight,  nine,  10,  11—? 

Mr.  Chairman:  Are  there  any  further  com- 
ments, questions  or  amendments  on  a  later 
section  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Shulman:  On  a  point  of  order,  Mr. 
Chairman,  let  the  record  show  that  seven 
people  somehow  outvoted  11  on  your  last 
vote. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Section  4? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  No,  subsection  9  as  set  out 
in  section  3  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Do  you  mean  3  (9)? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Yes,  3  (9). 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  the  portion  of  section 
3  of  the  bill  related  to  subsection  9  of  sec- 
tion 42  of  the  Acf  be  deleted. 

Mr;  Martel:  Anybody  on  conunutation 
doesn't  get  paid. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  This  is  a  very  despicable 
part  of  this  bill.  Let's  not  worry  about 
whether  we  should  be  increasing  them  from 
1945  by  420  per  cent,  which  is  the  real 
amount  it  should  be  done  or  by  the  180  per 
cent  which  is  the  cost  of  living  factor  instead 
of  your  60  per  cent.  Whatever  you  increase 
the  percentage  by,  there  is  no  justice  in  ex- 
empting those  people  who  have  to  take  a 
commutation  or  who  took  a  commutation. 
Many  of  them  had  to  take  a  commutation 
under  section  42,  subsection  4,  of  the  Act,  if 
by  your  meat  rating  through  the  loss  of  three 
fingers  and  something  else  they  happened 
to  fall  below  10  per  cent.  I  don't  know  quite 
what  your  meat  ratings  are  now  with  the 
board,  whether  an  eye  is  less  than  10  per  cent 
or  not. 

If  the  meat  rating  for  the  losses  of  various 
parts  of  the  body  was  rated  at  less  than  10 
per  cent,  you  had  to  take  a  commutation. 
Now  that  you  have  given  these  increases  you 
are  going  to  exempt  all  those  commutations 
that  have  ever  been  made,  most   of  which 
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you  have  forced  yourself.  There  is  absolutely 
no  justice  in  that  end  in  the  other  parts  of 
this  bill  where  you  have  made  a  lump  sum 
award  because  of  a  facial  or  head  disfigure- 
ment. That  is  not  going  to  be  counted.  It 
has  been  a  payment  for  injury  suflFered. 
Whether  it  is  commuted  or  not,  they  should 
all  be  affected  by  these  percentages. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  are  stealing  from  them. 

Mr.  Deans:  That's  true.  Surdy  you  will 
accept  that. 

Mr.  Martd:  Surely  to  God  you  can't  deny 
these  people  that  which  they  are  legitimately 
entitled  to.  They  had  an  injury  whether  it 
be  1956  or  1948,  and  you  are  starting  at  the 
1945  figure.  They  lost  a  hand  or  a  leg  or 
had  some  type  of  physical  disability.  For 
some  reason— either  under  the  direction  of 
the  Act  because  it  is  less  than  10  per  cent; 
or  a  commutation  which  they  applied  for, 
maybe  to  get  re-established— they  obtained 
that  commutation.  Now  you  are  saying  to 
them,  even  though  they  would  have  been 
entitled  to  it  had  they  not  obtained  a  com- 
mutation, "We  are  not  paying  for  that 
amount  over  these  years."  In  other  words, 
that  60  per  cent  you  brag  about,  which  is 
peanuts  anyway,  you  are  going  to  take  away 
from  them. 

That's  robbery.  That's  the  entitlement  that 
they  have.  You  simply  can't  come  in  here 
and  pass  an  Act  and  say,  **We  will  give  it 
to  everyone  else."  How  do  you  make  the 
division?  Somebody  who  had  nine  per  cent 
disability  whom  you  paid  off  doesn't  get  it. 
Somebody  who  has  got  12  per  cent  disability 
gets  the  increase. 

What  gives  you  the  right  to  do  that?  You 
are  legalizing  robbery.  I  am  not  even  trying 
to  put  it  subtly.  You  are  stealing  from  them. 
I  realize  that  you  have  to  pay  homage  to 
your  corporate  friends  but,  in  God's  name, 
do  you  have  to  do  it  that  deliberately? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman, 
whether  we  should  force  conmiutation  or  not 
is  certainly  a  question  in  my  mind,  but  I 
know  of  no  place  where  a  person  accepts  a 
lump  smn  payment.  I  agree  I  question 
whether  it  should  be  forced  but  having  ac- 
cepted a  lump  sum  payment  he  does  what 
he  wishes  with  that.  He  can  spend  it  or  he 
can  invest  it  or  he  can  do  anything  else. 

In  some  other  type  of  accident,  such  as 
an  automobile  accident  where  you  get  a 
lump  sum  payment,  nobody  will  come  aroimd 
sometime  later  and  say,  "I'm  sorry,  we  should 
have  paid  you  more  because  the  cost  of  liv- 


ing has  gone  up."  Not  that  this  should  be 
an  important  factor  but  the  management 
problems  in  connection  with  it  would  be 
pretty  astronomical,  but  that  could  be  over- 
come. 

It's  just  the  principle  of  it.  I  would  agree 
I  would  be  quite  happy  to  look  at  whether 
or  not  it  should  be  done,  particularly  if  it's 
forced  on  them.  If  they  agree  to  it,  what 
they  do  with  it— as  in  a  motor  accident  or 
anything  else— is  up  to  them.  I  question 
whether  we  should  have  the  right  to  force 
commutation. 

Mr.  Martel:  Mr.  Minister,  you  have  to 
agree  that  if  you  are  getting  a  commutation, 
it  is  imder  10  per  cent  over  the  years  that 
we  have  been  talking  about;  they  wouldn't 
have  a  heck  of  a  lot  to  have  invested.  Most 
of  them  wouldn't  have  been  investing  that 
type  of  money. 

They  would  be  using  it  for  their  everyday 
needs  because  they  would  have  gone  through 
the  whole  gamut  of  down  to  50  per  cent 
and  so  on  over  the  years.  When  you  finally 
gave  them  the  commutation  I  would  suspect 
that  the  overwhelming  commutation  was 
probably  not  more— if  they  were  under  10 
per  cent— there  would  be  a  very  few  over 
$1,500.  The  commutations  would  have  been 
very  few  over  $1,500. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Martel:  Six  thousand?  I  find  that  hard 
to  believe.  I  accept  what's  coming  out  from 
under  the  gallery  over  there  but  I'm  saying 
that  I  think  if  you  force  commutations  on 
people— it's  different  if  somebody  took  out 
$8,000  or  $10,000  and  invested  it  in  a  busi- 
ness. He's  able  to  rehabilitate  himself  or 
he's  making  money  work  for  him  but  to 
those  tmder  the  10  per  cent,  you  just  said: 
"Take  the  commutation  and  go  home."  How 
do  you  say  to  them,  they  are  not  entitled 
to  the  increases  that  have  accrued  since 
then?  I  don't  think  you  can  do  that,  Mr. 
Minister. 

If  you  don't  do  anything  else,  would  you 
stand  down  that  section  and  not  bring  it  in 
until  you've  had  a  good  look  at  it?  You  can 
always  reintroduce  it  in  the  fall,  but  I 
don't  think  you  should  include  that  section 
at  this  time  imtil  you've  looked  at  it  very 
carefully.  Once  it's  in  the  Act  you  and  I 
both  know  that  you  won't  move  an  amend- 
ment to  delete  it.  You  can  always  move  a 
new  Act  this  fall  to  reintroduce  it  once 
you've  looked  at  it.  I  would  ask  the  minister 
to  stand  that  section  down. 
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Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I 
took  out  subsection  9,  I  would  have  to  take 
out  the  whole  section. 

Mr.  Martel:  Why?  You  would  only  have  to 
take  out  subsection  9.  Why  would  you  have 
to  take  out  the  rest? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Then  they  might  re- 
ceive it,  and  I  know  that's  what  you  want 
them  to  do. 

Mr.  Martel:  They  might  what? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Then,  I  think,  they 
might  be  entitled  to  it.  I  know  that's  what 
you  want  them  to  do.  The  section  is  in  there 
for  a  purpose  and  you're  suggesting  that  I 
take  it  out  now.  That  would  accomplish  the 
very  thing  you're  after. 

Mr.  Martel:  No. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  say  it's  not  right. 

Mr.  Martel:  All  I'm  asking  the  minister 
to  do  is  stand  it  down  for  the  time  being 
ind  once  he  examines  it,  even  though  he 
realizes  it's  wrong,  if  he  determines  to  go 
ahead  then  he  can  introduce  a  bill  this  fall 
with  that  in. 

But  if  he  puts  it  in  now  he  knows  it's  the 
death  knell.  No  investigation  is  going  to  lead 
him  into  giving  that  money  to  those  workers. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  point, 
before  the  member  for  High  Park  speaks:  I 
think  my  colleague  the  member  for  Sudbury 
East  is  quite  correct  here.  If  you  remove  this 
now—you  have  Mr.  MacDonald  sitting  in 
the  wings  here,  he's  heard  the  discussion, 
he  will  have  heard  the  reasons  for  you  so 
doing  and  he  simply  doesn't  pay  out  a 
pension  based  on  that  commutation  part  until 
he  he^rs  from  you  that  you  have  decided  one 
way  or  another. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  can't  change  them 
all. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  If  you  decide  not  to  pay  it 
out  in  a  commutation— look  they  are  in  a 
different  set  of  files,  particularly  that  group 
that  has  been  forced  to  take  them,  those 
people  who  came  under  section  42(4)  of  the 
Act  receiving  a  pension  of  less  than  10  per 
cent  and  who  had  to  take  it.  Their  files  are 
closed;  a  different  set  of  buttons  on  the 
computer  activates  that.  They  don't  have  to 
acti\'ate  the  darn  situation  in  terms  of  paying 
it  out  until  you,  in  a  week  or  two  or  a  month 
or  two,  have  come  to  vour  decision.  If  the 


decision  is  it  shouldn't  be  paid  out,  you  bring 
in  a  bill  this  fall.  But  if  you  do  leave  this  in 
here— 

Mr.    Martel:     You    have    written    it    ofiF. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  —then  you  know  what  is 
going  to  happen:  People  get  busy.  You  might 
have  the  best  intentions  in  the  world  having 
decided  that  they  should  be  paid  and  not 
bring  it  in  next  fall.  It  would  be  better  for 
the  recipients  of  this  if  you  took  it  out  now, 
and  gave  notice  to  the  administration  at  the 
board  to  just  hold  off  payment  on  that  until 
you've  made  up  your  mind,  with  a  determina- 
tion to  bring  it  in  on  Sept.  17  or  S^t.  23, 
whenever  it  is  we  meet. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High  Park. 

Mr.  Shulman:  I  think  possibly  there  is  a 
basic  misunderstanding  here.  Does  the  min- 
ister not  understand  what  a  commutated 
pension  is? 

All  it  is,  is  receiving  what  the  actuary 
works  out  the  person  would  receive  over  a 
period  of  time.  For  the  minister  to  get  up 
and  suggest  when  you  get  a  lump  sum  that 
you  can  do  with  it  as  you  will  and  we  must 
come  back  after  and  say  we  will  give  more 
because  of  inflation,  that's  exacdy  vidiat  he  is 
doing  with  this  bill.  He  is  coming  to  all  of 
the  people  who  are  on  a  pension  and  who 
presumably  this  government  and  its  people 
don't  think  should  stay  on  the  same  pension, 
and  he  is  saying,  "Look,  things  have  changed, 
therefore  we  are  giving  you  more." 

That  is  what  you  are  doing  to  everybody. 
That  is  what  this  bill  is  for.  That  is  the  good 
part  of  this  bUl. 

But  what  you  are  doing  here  with  this 
subsection  is  dividing  all  the  people  who 
had  an  accident  in  the  past  into  two  dasses— 
those  who  are  taking  the  money  week  by 
week  and  those  who  got  it  in  one  hunk. 

I  want  you  to  realize  the  implication  of 
what  you  are  doing.  Just  two  weeks  ago  I 
did  a  horrible  thing.  I  went  to  the  board 
and  I  got  a  man's  pension  commutated.  What 
I  have  done  in  effect  is  cut  down  the  receipts 
that  man  will  receive  by  50  per  cent.  Two 
weeks  before  you  brought  this  bill  in  I  did 
this.  Surely  there  is  no  justice  there. 

This  man  wanted  the  money  to  start  a 
business.  The  board  considered  it.  They  said 
yes,  that's  a  proper  thing  for  it.  They  gave 
him  this  amount.  We  had  no  way  of  reading 
your  mind  and  knowing  you  were  going  to 
bring  in  this  bill  and  bring  in  a  subsection 
like  this. 
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Mr.  Martel:  It's  his  money,  though. 

Mr.  Shulman:  If  we  hadn't  done  that  and 
if  I  had  just  let  him  sit  for  another  few  weeks, 
he  would  have  received— well,  his  pension 
goes  back  to  the  Fifties— he  would  have  re- 
ceived approximately  40  per  cent  more  if  we 
had  asked  for  a  commutation  at  the  begin- 
ning of  July. 

Surely,  Mr.  Minister,  you  are  not  going  to 
discriminate  against  those  who  either  through 
need  or  through  compulsion- 
Interjection  by  an  hon.  mranber. 

Mr.  Shulman:  —were  forced  to  have  their 
pension  commuted.  I  think  you've  made  your 
decision  on  the  basis  of  a  basic  misunder- 
standing, of  what  these  pensions  are  about. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  I  am  not  prepared 
to  do  that.  That  is  my  understanding  of 
commutation,  where  you  decide  to  do  just  as 
you  have  suggested.  I  notice  that  you  said 
40  per  cent  more.  Now  that  figure  intrigues 
me.  TTiat's  the  first  time  I've  heard  any  figure 
that  high  today.  I've  heard  much  smaller 
figures  than  that  mentioned. 

Mr.  Shulman:  It  depends  on  the  date.  I 
am  prepared  to  accept  the  figure  whether  it's 
20 .  per  cent  or  40  per  cent  or  your  60  per 
cent,  what  difference  does  it  make?  The  man 
is  being  robbed. 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson  (York  North):  Was  it 
your  advice? 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  man  is  being  robbed. 

An  iion.  member:  I  am  surprised  to  hear 
anything  that  high. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  That's  the  point  I  am 
making. 

Mr;  .Shulman:  I  am  not  going  to  debate 
the  percentage  with  you  at  the  moment. 
What  I  am  trying  to  debate  is  this  subsection 
in  which  any  man  who  has  had  his  pension 
commuted,  whether  voluntarily  or  otherwise, 
whether  through  need  or  otherwise,  is  not  to 
receive  any  benefit.  Could  the  minister  ex- 
plain his  blinking  on  it?  I  just  don't  under- 
stand. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  The  member  for  High 
Park  doesn't  need  to  explain  commutation  to 
me.  I  know  what  it  means  and  I  think  he 
knows  what  it  means  too. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Well,  if  you  know  what  it 
means,  on  what  basis?  Take  my  man,  and  I'll 


give  you  his  name  and  address  if  you  like, 
and  his  compensation  number— I  can't  give 
the  exact  number— who  just  some  weeks  ago 
commuted  his  pension.  Does  the  minister 
see  nothing  improper  or  unfair  in  that  man 
receiving  some  considerable  amount  less  last 
month  than  he  would  receive  next  month  if 
he  had  known  the  bill  was  coming  in? 

Mr.  W.  Hodgson:  Who  advised  him— you? 

Hon.  G.  A.  Kerr  (Solicitor  General):  How 
far  back  do  you  go? 

Mr.  Shulman:  All  the  way  back,  all  the 
way  back. 

Interjection  by  an  hon.  member. 

Mr.  Shulman:  The  Solicitor  General  asked 
how  far  back.  Of  course  you  go  all  the  way 
back,  and  the  farther  back  you  go  the  more 
discrepancy  there  is. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  To  1971,  let's  say. 

Hon.  Mr.  Kerr:  For  one  year? 

Mr.  Shulman:  In  this  Act  you  go  back  to 
everyone  who  is  getting  a  pension.  Why  dis- 
criminate between  them? 

Mr.  Martel:  He  has  that  choice. 

Interjections  by  hon.  members. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  High  Park 
has  the  floor. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Obviously  the  Solicitor 
General  is  not  aware  that  in  many  of  these 
cases  they  were  forced  to  take  the  commu- 
tation. They  were  written  a  letter  saying: 
"Your  pension  will  not  be  continued  in  this 
way.  We  want  to  give  you,  we  insist—" 

Mr.  Martel:  That's  why  we  are  asking  you 
to  stand  it  down. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That's  what  we  told  him,  but 
he  won't  listen.  Most  of  those  whose  pensions 
have  been  commuted  were  done  in  a  com- 
pulsory way,  and  the  rest  of  them  were  done 
through  need.  But  the  majority  were  done  in 
compulsion. 

How  can  you  possible  say  that's  proper? 
Whether  it  was  done  three  weeks  or  30 
years  ago  they  should  receive  the  same 
amount  of  increase  as  everyone  else.  What 
you  are  doing  is  making  two  classes,  those 
who  are  gaining  the  percentage  you  are  giv- 
ing them  and  those  who  are  to  get  nothing. 
It  just  isn't  fair.  It  just  isn't  proper. 
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Mr.  Chairman:  Those  in  favour  of  Mr.— 

Mr.  Shulman:  No.  Would  the  minister  con- 
sider standing  it  down? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No. 

Mr.   Chairman:   The  member  for  Windsor 

West. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  very 
disturbed  at  the  minister's  attitude.  He  is 
showing  in  this  that  he  is  being  extremely 
hardheaded  and  stubborn.  For  the  benefit  of 
the  Solicitor  General,  who  is  in  the  House,  I 
can't  see  much  difference  between  the  case 
in  which  there  was  compulsion— that  is,  where 
a  person  who  got  less  than  10  per  cent  of  a 
disability  rating  was  forced  to  take  it  in  a 
lump  sum— and  the  case  that  I'll  relate  to 
you,  the  fellow  who  was  awarded  it  must 
have  been  more  than  10  per  cent,  in  1965,  a 
pension  of  $49  a  month.  He  was  able  to  buy 
a  house  at  a  very  reasonable  price  a  couple 
of  years  ago  and  took  a  commutation  of  part 
of  that,  which  brought  him  down  to  $21. 

According  to  this  scale,  he  would  now  get 
a  22  per  cent  increase  in  his  pension.  We  are 
saying  that  22  per  cent  increase  should  be 
based  on  the  original  $49  amount,  not  just  on 
the  $21  which  is  left.  I  don't  see  any  differ- 
ence in  the  two,  in  terms  of  justice  of  pay- 
ment. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Just  one  other  point:  Does 
the  minister  not  realize  that  as  recently  as 
two  weeks  ago  some  of  these  people  have 
been  forced  to  commute  their  pensions?  Does 
he  see  no  injustice  there?  Having  someone 
receive  a  letter  in  May  saying,  "Your  pension 
has  been  commuted;"  and  then  today  read- 
ing in  the  newspaper  where  good  John  Mac- 
Beth  has  raised  everybody's  pension  except 
those  we  screwed  last  month.  Does  the  min- 
ister not  see  anything  wrong  with  that? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr,  Chairman,  you 
always  see  this  difficulty  when  the  time  comes 
along.  You  set  a  date,  whether  it  is  a  taxa- 
tion problem  or  whether  it  is  a  benefit  of 
this  nature  and  you  are  either  before  or  after 
the  date.  It  is  unfortunate,  but  that's  it. 

Mr.  Shulman:  That  answer  is  going  to  go 
down  in  history.  Oh,  I  give  up  on  you. 

Mr.  Chairman:  The  member  for  St.  George. 

Mrs.  Campbell:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wonder  if 
there  is  not  some  way  that  we  could  appeal 
to  the  minister  on  this  particular  matter? 
When  we  look  at  those  who  are  forced  into 


this  position,  surely  that  is  a  decision  made 
by  a  body  which  has  the  right  under  the  Act 
to  make  that  kind  of  decision.  But  if  one  has 
the  right  of  the  decision-making,  siurely  one 
has  an  obligation  to  ensure  that  what  is  being 
done  is  equitable. 

If  a  person  is  choosing  to  take  this  sum,  I 
could  see  a  somewhat  different  situation,  but 
where  they  are  on  the  lowest  possible  scale 
and  taking  the  sum  because  they  have  no 
alternative,  I  would  appeal  to  the  minister  to 
at  least  eliminate  that  portion  which  would  be 
referable  to  those  who  have  no  choice. 

The  minister,  I  am  sure,  is  not  the  person 
he  appears  to  be  as  we  are  putting  this 
through,  and  I  recognize  the  difficulty  of  the 
minister  in  this  position.  But  there  must 
surely  be  some  tempering  of  mercy  in  this 
kind  of  a  clause  for  those  who  are  told  un- 
equivocally that  this  is  precisely  what  this 
position  is,  you  take  it  and  that's  it. 

I  would  urge  the  minister  to  give  thought 
to  that  particular  group.  Perhaps  there  is  a 
justification  for  saying  to  a  person  who  makes 
that  choice  today,  this  is  what  I  want  for  my 
purposes  to  better  my  position,  to  make  an 
investment  or  something  of  that  nature.  I 
could  see  that  there  might  be  a  difference. 
Would  the  minister  comment  on  that,  please? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I 
say  I  have  some  questions  myself  in  connec- 
tion with  those  who  were  forced  into  it. 
Voluntary  is  something  different.  I  say  there 
is  a  tremendous  administration  problem.  How 
far  back  do  you  go?  Some  suggest  you  go 
back  right  to  the  start.  Then  you  might  get 
involved  with  the  estates  and  all  sorts  of 
problems  there. 

Mr.  Martel:  You  go  back  to  where  this 
goes  back,  back  to  1945. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  If  I  take  it  out  now, 
as  you  know,  that  becomes  the  law  without 
it.  I  am  certainly  not  prepared  to  do  that,  but 
I  am  certainly  prepared  to  look  at  it  again; 
not  to  the  point  of  deleting  it  now  but  to  the 
point  of  maybe  making  some  change  later  on 
if  it's  thought  advisable  and  wise. 

In  the  cases  there  are  today  that  at  our 
insistence  accepted,  and  maybe  tomorrow  the 
amount  goes  up,  I  will  agree  there  is  some 
degree  of  unfairness  there.  I  am  prepared  to 
look  at  it,  but  I  am  certainly  not  prepared  to 
take  it  out  of  there  now. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr,  Chairman,  just  a  further 
point;  I  think  the  minister  is  perhaps  over- 
stating the  problems.  We  have  his  answer 
and  we  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  quarrel 
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with  his  answer.  We  can  quarrel  with  his 
answer,  but  I  gather  we  are  not  going  to 
make  any  headway. 

I  think  you  are  overstressing  the  problem. 
You  say  that  you  are  going  to  get  involved 
with  estates.  This  bill  says  it  isn't  going  to 
start  until  July  1.  It  isn't  going  to  become 
eflFective  until  that  date  for  these  people,  so 
you  are  not  going  to  get  involved  with  pay- 
ments of  these  back  percentages  to  people 
who  have  already  died.  That's  dear  in  the 
other  part  of  the  bill.  You  are  not  getting  in- 
volved in  estates. 

Mr.  Martel:  That  dies. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  am  not  so  sure  of 
that. 

Mr.  Martel:  When  a  man  dies,  as  I  un- 
derstand, the  pension  scheme- 
Mr.  Bounsall:  It  usually  stops. 

Mr.  Martel:  —his  own  pension  scheme  dies 
with  him.  If  he  is  getting  20  per  cent  for 
himself  at  the  time  of  his  death,  under  the 
legislation  as  I  understand  it,  the  20  per  cent 
dies.  It  doesn't  pass  on  to  his  wife.  I  don't 
think  you  can  use  that  as  an  excuse. 

As  far  as  being  complicated,  one  goes 
back  to  where  you  are  picking  up  the  pieces 
in  the  bill.  You  are  going  back  to  1945. 
That's  where  you  start  to  pick  up  the  pieces. 
If  you  are  going  to  raise  it  for  someone  who 
from  1945  to  the  present  day  is  at  60  per 
cent,  then  in  fact  that's  where  you  start  to 
calculate  it  from. 

I  say  if  you  pass  it  now,  you  won't  do  a 
thing  about  it.  You'll  simply  chisel  those 
people  out  of  their  entitlement. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  on 
section  3? 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  section  3(9)  be 
deleted. 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Bounsall's  motion 
please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion  the  "nays"  have  it. 
It  is  stacked.  Any  questions  or  comments 
on  any  further  sections  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Section  4,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shulman:  Let  the  record  show  10 
Tories  outvoted  12  "nays." 

Mr.  R.  D.  Kennedy  (Peel  South):  Let  the 
record  show  there  is  one  socialist  here. 


On  section  4: 

Mr.  Bounsall:  This  is  right  at  the  start  of 
section  4,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bounsall  moves  that  section  4  be 
amended  as  follows:  (a)  by  adding  a  new 
subclause  (1)  to  read: 

Subclause  (aXi)  and  (ii)  of  section  43  be 
amended  by  replacing  "$55"  with  "$106,  ad- 
justed semi-annually  by  the  same  percentage 
as  the  change  in  wages  and  salaries  in  On- 
tario"; and  (b)  by  renumbering  the  subse- 
quent subclauses  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  before  I  talk 
to  this  could  I  ask  the  minister  one  question 
to  which  I  hope  he  has  the  answer?  You  must 
know  this:  How  much  money  is  this  actually 
costing  the  industry  in  Ontario— this  entire 
Act? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Are  you  talking  about 
bringing  up  the  back  or— 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I'm  talking  about  the  whole 
programme  which  has  to  be  approved  by 
cabinet.  The  board  must  know  the  cost  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  what  it 
costs,  of  course,  depends  on  many  things, 
such  as  the  future  payrolls  and  where  rates 
go  and  all  the  rest.  To  bring  up  the  back  to 
the  present  is  $6.61  million  per  year,  for  10 
years  to  catch  up.  Now  things  being  as  they 
are,  it  looks  as  though  it  is  going  to  cost  us 
$13  million  per  year  from  here  on.  Of  course, 
that  figure  will  escalate  or  go  down  as  the 
economy  goes  up  or  down. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Okay,  I  asked  that  question 
because  apart  from  subsection  8  of  section  3, 
which  we've  already  discussed— and  the  per- 
centages we  feel  are  too  low— apart  from  that, 
I  can  find  very  little  other  expenditure  of 
money  in  this  bill. 

Further  on  in  subsection  4,  what  you  have 
is  the  permanent  total  disability,  those  1,059 
cases  only,  those  three  per  cent  of  the  cases 
which  the  board  has  on  pensions  only.  Ac- 
cording to  this  Act  they  will  get  an  addi- 
tional $70  per  child  adjustment  to  the  mini- 
mum which  heretofore  they  haven't  been 
getting.  You  have  a  widow  who  will  get  that 
slight  $10  per  month  increase  on  her  amount 
and  that's  all  there  is. 

What  my  amendment  does,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  to  bring  back  into  this  Act— having  been 
completely  left  out  of  this  Act— a  benefit  for 
the  temporary  totally  disabled.  On  June  5,  a 
year  ago,  when  the  Act  was  amended,  it 
amended   the   permanent   disability   to    $250 
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from  $175  a  month;  this  Act  takes  the 
picaymie  step  from  $250  to  $260.  It  also  in- 
creased the  average  earnings— the  minimums 
for  the  temporary  totally  disabled  from  $40 
to  $55  a  week.  This  is  completely  left  out  in 
this  section. 

These  are,  of  course,  the  large  group  of 
recipients;  almost  all  of  the  rest  of  them 
minus  this  1,059  which  the  permanent  total 
disability  section  refers  to.  What  this  does  is 
build  it  back  in  again.  I  won't  run  through 
the  whole  course  of  the  argument  as  to  why 
one  picked  $106,  except  to  say  it  was  the 
same  basis  one  used  for  the  $455  rather  than 
the  $260  for  those  who  were  totally  perman- 
ently disabled. 

Taking  the  minimum  wage,  what  it  should 
be  in  the  Province  of  Ontario  right  now. 
based  on  the  Manitoba  formula  of  $265, 
multiplying  it  by  40,  taking  100  per  cent  of 
it,  multiplying  it  by  4.3  weeks  to  a  month 
and  it  comes  out— don't  multiply  it  by  4.3 
weeks;  leave  it  at  that— it  comes  out  of  $106 
a  month,  which  should  be  the  minimum  pay- 
ment for  the  temporarily  totally  disabled.  It's 
been  completely  ignored  in  this  bill.  That's 
why  there  isn't  very  much  expenditure  of 
money  in  this  bill. 

A  year  ago  this  June  the  total  amount  of 
expenditure  for  that  bill,  which  again  wasn't 
very  generous,  was  at  least  $14.6  million,  be- 
cause they  adjusted  the  minimums  of  both. 
Here  you  have  only  adjusted  the  minimum 
for  the  permanently  totally  disabled— only 
1,059  cases— and  it  is  only  a  meaningful  in- 
crease if  they  happen  to  have  children. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  section  is  so  that  the  man, 
when  he's  temporarily  disabled,  will  not  get 
less  than  $55  per  week,  even  though  75  per 
cent  of  his  salary  might  take  him  below  that. 
But  he  still  gets  75  per  cent  of  what  he  was 
otherwise  making  if  he  was  above  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Sure,  that  is  recognized. 
What  I  am  saying,  though,  is  that  is  the  one 
category  which  you  didn't  even  bother  to  in- 
crease in  this  bill. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  But  $55  is  a  minimtim; 

he  won't  get  less  than  that,  but  he  can  get 
more  than  that. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Of  course.  We  are  concerned 
about  someone  getting  less  than  the  mini- 
mum, and  what  those  reasonable  minimums 
should  be.  What  you  have  done  in  this  bill  is 
you  haven't  bothered  to  increase  that  mini- 
mum, which  you  did  a  year  ago,  from  $40  to 
$55.  If  you  did  it  this  year,  using  the  formula 


you  used  then,  but  using  my  minimum  wage 
rather  than  your  minimum  wage,  it  would 
come  out  to  the  minimum  figure  I'm  suggest- 
ing, $106,  and  not  the  present  $55. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  I  think  if  you  did  it  on 

the  present  $55  a  week,  it  would  come  out  to 
more  than  $240,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Lower  than  the  $260,  right. 
Always  show  it  on  the  low  side. 

Mr.   Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  on 

section  4? 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Bounsall's  amend- 
ment, please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Section  4  agreed  to. 
On  section  5: 

Mr.  Haggerty  moves  that  section  5  be 
amended  by  deleting  the  figure  "$12,000" 
in  the  last  line  and  inserting  therefor  "the 
present  earnings  within  the  last  year." 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Mr.  Chairman,  the  purpose 
of  this  amendment  is  to  remove  the  $12,000 
ceiling.  In  other  words,  there  would  be  no 
ceilings  at  all.  When  you  look  at  the  $12,000, 
75  per  cent  of  $12,000  amounts  to  about 
$9,000  of  compensation  that  would  be  paid 
to  an  injured  worker. 

I  know  of  a  number  of  cases  in  industry 
today  where  the  worker  works  40  hours  a 
week  and  earns  anywhere  from  $12,000  to 
$17,000  a  year.  If  he  were  to  be  injured,  I 
feel  that  under  those  conditions  he  would  be 
penalized  to  a  large  degree  and,  again,  the 
family  would  suffer.  By  having  no  ceiling, 
they  would  be  protected  both  ways.  There 
are  policemen  and  firemen  who  are  earning 
more  than  $12,000  a  year;  there  are  a  num- 
ber of  employees  in  this  Province  of  Ontario 
earning  well  above  $12,000.  I  think  that  limit 
should  be  removed. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  Mr.  Chairman,  we  on  this 
side  support  that  amendment.  I  also  had  a 
similar  one  written  out  on  that  section;  the 
last  words  of  mine  would  have  been  "with 
no  maximum  ceiling  imposed".  We  are  talking 
about  identical  amendments,  and  they  are 
certainly  reasonable  ones. 

I  have  never  been  able  to  understand  why 
there  was  a  ceiling  placed  on  this.  Perhaps 
this  Minister  of  Labour  could  explain  why  he 
feels  one  should  have  to  retain  a  ceiling. 
What  one  is  doing  by  keeping  the  ceiling  on 
it  is  penalizing  all  those  employees  who  work 
in  a  high-risk  job,  the  very  type  of  job  for 
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which  they  should  have  the  protection  of  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Act.  You  are 
penalizing  every  worker  in  this  province  who 
has  a  high-skill  job. 

In  other  words,  it  is  okay  for  someone  to 
go  out  and  dig  coal  out  of  a  mine  in  Sudbury, 
because  he  is  not  going  to  make  $12,000  a 
year  out  of  it.  But  if  he  goes  and  takes  some 
extensive  training,  or  takes  an  apprentice  pro- 
gramme and  becomes  a  tool  and  die  maker, 
and  makes  $14,000  a  year  but  gets  injured, 
no  sir,  you  are  not  going  to  let  him  have  his 
pensionable  earnings  based  on  that  skill  which 
he  has  gathered  around  himself. 

I  could  never  understand  that,  and  I  think 
it  is  abominable  that  there  is  a  ceiling  still 
left  in  this  bill.  Sure,  you  have  increased  it 
from  $10,000  to  $12,000,  but  it  shouldn't  be 
there  at  all.  What  is  your  explanation  for  a 
ceiling  at  all? 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't 
know  the  original  theory  in  connection  with 
the  ceiling.  It  has  been  in  the  Act.  Let  me 
read  one  or  two  things  I  have  here— 

Mr.  Haggerty:  Of  $9,000  he  is  only  going 
to  get  75  per  cent  of  it. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  The  earnings  ceiling 
has  been  raised  periodically  and  usually 
covers  the  full  earnings  of  75  to  80  per  cent 
of  the  work  force.  While  the  original  ceilings 
on  earnings  in  1915  of  $2,000  probably 
covered  the  full  earnings  of  a  greater  per- 
centage of  the  work  force,  earnings  were  not 
taxable  in  that  era  and  compensation  was 
paid  on  55  per  cent  of  earnings,  rather  than 
today's  75  per  cent.  Wage  levels  have 
changed  substantially  since  last  July  1  and 
approximately  34  per  cent  of  workers  going 
on  compensation  now  earn  $10,000  or  more. 

An  hon.  member:  Or  more. 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  Or  more;  yes.  Less 
than  20  per  cent  earn  in  excess  of  $12,000. 
The  proposed  new  ceiling  in  this  figure  is 
considered  vdth  past  adjustments. 

Mr.  Haggerty:  That  is  with  the  higher— 

Hon.  Mr.  Ma<;Beth:  The  change  in  the 
ceiling  will  raise  the  maximimi  compen- 
sation payable  to  $144.23  per  week,  et 
cetera,  and  then  it  goes  on  to  $173.08  per 
week.  Compensation  benefits  are  tax  free. 
Now,  I  don't  really  know  what  the  original 
purpose  was.  I  suppose  originally  the  idea 
was  that  people  over  this  bracket  could  pro- 
vide their  own  insurance.  Maybe  they  could 


make  other  provisions.  I  am  at  a  loss  to 
know,  but  it's  worth  doing  some  research 
to  find  out.  In  the  meantime,  this  is  a  20 
per  cent  increase  and  I  am  not  prepared 
to  suggest  that  it  should  be  more  than  that 
at  the  present  time.  This  is  one  place  where 
there  has  been  a  sizable  movement. 

Mr.  Boujisall:  Mr.  Chairman,  just  a  word 
to  the  minister,  we  know  you  have  been  in 
the  job  less  than  six  weeks  now— 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth:  No,  it  is  not  quite  a 
month. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  About  a  month?  Okay. 

Mr.  B.  Newman  (Windsor  -  Walkerville): 
Have  you  got  your  first  cheque? 

Mr.  Bounsall:  In  this  particular  bill,  I  am 
sure  you  have  heard  a  lot  from  us  as  to  what 
changes  need  to  be  eff^ected  here.  I  think 
this  is  one  of  them.  Your  very  thoughtful 
reading  and  comments  there  on  it,  would 
cause  me  to  believe  that  you  yourself  will 
take  a  look  at  this  now  and  get  rid  of  some 
of  these  anachronisms.  I  would  hope  that 
the  hon.  minister  might  feel  very  much  in 
the  position  which  I  feel  about  this  whole 
Act,  that  somehow  wouldn't  it  be  great  if 
we  just  took  the  whole  thing  and  threw  it 
away  and  started  again. 

I  think,  maybe,  in  some  of  these  sections 
you  have  been  inquiring  in  your  own  mind 
as  to  why  it  is  there  and  how  it  got  there, 
such  as  this  one.  I  think  it  is  very  appro- 
priate that  you,  in  fact,  take  that  sort  of 
fresh  look  yourself,  with  your  abilities  to 
be  objective;  have  a  look  at  this  Act  and 
come  back,  hopefully  next  fall,  and  say, 
"Look,  we  have  tossed  out  all  these  sections 
of  it  and  here  are  their  replacements."  This 
is  one  that  that  could  be  done  with  very 
easily. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Any  further  discussion  on 
section  5?  We  have  the  amendment  of  Mr. 
Haggerty,  that  section  5  be  amended  by 
deleting  the  figure  "$12,000"  in  the  last  line 
and  inserting  therefor,  "the  present  earn- 
ings within  the  last  year." 

Those  in  favour  of  Mr.  Haggerty 's  amend- 
ment please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
This  is  stacked  also. 
On  section  6: 
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Mr.  Boimsall  moves  that  a  new  section  6 
be  inserted,  with  subsequent  renumbering, 
as  follows: 

Section  44  of  the  Act:  The  board  shall 
pay  all  OHIP  payments  for  injured  work- 
ers and  their  family  and  the  entirety  of 
their   Canada  Pension   Plan   contributions. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  I  think  it  is  self-explanatory. 
We  could  go  on  and  each  of  us  here  talk 
for  another  15  minutes  about  how  verj'  good 
tliis  particular  amendment  is,  that  he  should 
have  his  OHIP  paid,  and  that  he  should 
reach  a  stage  at  normal  retirement  age  by 
which  he  should  go  on  normal  Canada  Pen- 
sion. This  pension  from  the  board  is  to  re- 
place the  earnings  lost  in  the  work  place 
or  supplement  that  loss  of  employ  ability, 
that  loss  of  earnings.  It  also  says  that  the 
Workmen's  Compensation  Board  should  pay 
that  portion  of  Canada  Pension  on  that  por- 
tion of  pension  which  they  give  to  him.  I 
imderstand  from  my  colleagues  on  the  right 
that  a  workman  loses  his  unemplo5anent  in- 
surance if  he's  out  of  work  for  six  months. 

Mr.  Good:  Entitlement. 

Mr.  Bounsall:  He  loses  his  entitlement, 
and  in  that  respect  maybe  one  should  con- 
sider adding  unemployment  insurance  in 
here  because,  for  the  moment,  for  the  first 
bit  at  least,  when  he's  on  compensation  but 
before  he's  on  pension,  he  really  can  best 
be  viewed  as  an  employee  of  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Board. 

Mr.  Chairman:  All  those  in  favour  of  Mr. 
Bounsall's  amendment  will  please  say  "aye." 

All  those  opposed  will  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "nays"  have  it. 
Stacked  as  w^ll. 
Sections  7  to  9,  inclusive,  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Chairman:  We  have  several  amend- 
ments to  this  bill,  various  sections,  moved 
by  Mr.  Bounsall,  Mrs,  Campbell,  Mr.  Hag- 
gerty  and  Mr.  Martel.  I  shall  read  the  first 
amendment  placed. 

Mr.  R.  F.  Nixon:  Those  have  all  been 
read. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Right. 

The  committee  divided  on  Mr.  Bounsall's 
to  amend  section  1(1)C  which  was  negatived 
on  the  following  vote: 

Clerk  of  the  House:  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
"ayes"  are  16,  the  "nays"  are  32. 


Mr.  Chairman:  Shall  we  take  the  same  vote 
on  the  other  amendments? 

Agreed. 

Sections  1  and  2  agreed  to. 

Section  3,  as  amended,  agreed  to. 

Sections  5  and  6  agreed  to. 

Bill  116,  as  amended,  reported. 

Hon.  Mr.  Winkler  moves  the  committee 
rise  and  report. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

The  House  resumed;  Mr.  Speaker  in  the 
chair. 

Mr.  Chairman:  Mr.  Speaker,  the  commit- 
tee of  the  whole  House  begs  to  report  one 
bill  with  one  amendment  and  asks  for  leave 
to  sit  again. 

Report  agreed  to. 

THIRD   READING 

Hon.  Mr.  MacBeth  moves  third  reading  of 
Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Shall  the  motion  carry? 

Some  hon.  members:  No. 

Mr.  Speaker:  Those  in  favour  of  Bill  116 
please  say  "aye." 

Those  opposed,  please  say  "nay." 
In  my  opinion,  the  "ayes"  have  it. 

Motion  agreed  to;  third  reading  of  the 
bill. 

Hon.  E.  A.  Winkler  (Chairman,  Manage- 
ment, Board  of  Cabinet):  Mr.  Speaker,  Her 
Honour  awaits  to  give  assent  to  certain  bills. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  wonder,  before  the  House 
leader  leaves,  if  I  could  just  take  a  moment 
to  inform  the  House  that  we  have  three 
pages  who  have  stayed  with  us  right  to  the 
very  end  and  I  want  these  names  to  appear 
in  the  record— Mr.  Jim  Collins,  John  Hod- 
dinott  and  Doug  Keyes. 

Mr.  I.  Deans  (Wentworth):  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  wonder  if  I  might  inquire  whether  you  in- 
tend to  pay  them  time  and  a  half  for  over- 
time? 

Mr.  Speaker:  I'll  take  it  under  considera- 
tion. 

The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
of  Ontario  entered  the  chamber  of  the  legis- 
lative assembly  and  took  her  seat  upon  the 
throne. 
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ROYAL   ASSENT 

Hod.  p.  M.  McCibbon  (Lieutenant  Gov- 
ernor): Pray  be  seated. 

Mr.  Speaker:  May  it  please  Your  Honour, 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  province 
has,  at  its  present  sittings  thereof,  passed 
certain  bills  to  which,  in  the  name  of  and 
on  behalf  of  the  said  legislative  assembly, 
I  respectfully  request  Your  Honour's  assent. 

The  Clerk  Assistant:  The  following  are 
the  titles  of  the  bills  to  which  Your  Honour's 
assent  is  prayed: 

Bill  21,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Agricultural 
Societies  Act. 

Bill  22,  the  Health  Disciplines  Act,  1974. 

Bill  73,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  regu- 
lation of  Private  Vocational  Schools. 

Bill  83,  An  Act  respecting  the  City  of  Port 
Colbome. 

Bill  84,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
Plarming  and  Development  Act,  1973. 

Bill  85,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Parkway 
Belt  Planning  and  Development  Act,   1973. 

Bill  86,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Niagara 
Escarpment  Plarming  and  Development  Act, 
1973. 

Bill  88,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Planning 
Act. 

Bill  90,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Sudbury  Act,  1972. 

Bill  92,  An  Act  respecting  Fruits  and 
Vegetables  Produce-for-Processing. 

Bill  93,  An  Act  respecting  the  Marketing 
of  Wool. 

Bill  95,  An  Act  to  restructure  the  County 
of  Oxford. 

Bill  96,  An  Act  to  ensure  a  Guaranteed 
Annual  Income  to  Ontario  Residents  Sixty- 
five  Years  of  Age  and  over. 

Bill  97,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Municipal 
Franchises  Act. 

Bill  100,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Health 
Insurance  Act,  1972. 

Bill  101,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Public 
Health  Act. 

Bill  103,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Milk  Act. 

Bill  105,  the  Juries  Act,  1974. 

Bill  106,  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  In- 
spection of  Public  Institutions  by  Public 
Visitation. 


Bill  107,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Ontario 
School  Trustees'  Council  Act. 

Bill  108,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Highway 
Traffic  Act. 

Bill  109,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Regional 
Municipality  of  Ottawa-Carleton  Act, 

Bill  110,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Lord's  Day 
(Ontario)  Act. 

Bill  115,  An  Act  to  establish  the  Toronto 
Area  Transit  Operating  Authority. 

Bill  116,  An  Act  to  amend  the  Workmen's 
Compensation  Act. 

Clerk  of  the  House:  In  Her  Majesty's 
name,  the  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Gover- 
nor doth  assent  to  these  bills. 

The  Honourable  the  Lieutenant  Governor 
was  pleased  to  retire  from  the  chamber. 

Mr.  F.  Drea  (Scarborough  Centre):  Mr. 
Speaker,  on  a  point  of  privilege  before  the 
adjournment.  I  and  several  other  members 
of  this  Legislature  had  delivered  to  them 
today  a  letter  which  very  seriously  impugns 
the  motives  of  members  of  this  Legislature. 
It  is  under  the  letterhead  of  Browndale. 

I  want  to  raise  a  couple  of  points  in  here 
as  a  matter  of  privilege  because  it  suggests 
that  members  of  the  Legislature  are  in  col- 
lusion with  members  of  the  medical  profes- 
sion to  fund  them  to  perform  experimental 
operations  or  other  experiments  upon  human 
beings. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  to  draw  to  your 
attention  a  paragraph  on  page  2,  and  I 
quote  the  paragraph: 

There  has  been  deliberate  collusion 
among  the  professional  community  in  psy- 
chiatry, psychology  and  social  work  in  the 
Toronto  area  against  any  encroachment  on 
the  medical  model  of  service  to  children. 
There  has  been  gross  experimentation  in 
areas  that  have  no  facility  for  experimenta- 
tion. There  has  been  collusion  to  pass  ex- 
periments oflF  as  services. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  would  like  further  on  the 
point  of  privilege  to  quote  from  a  para- 
graph on  page  3: 

At  the  time  that  I  am  writing  there  is 
a  group  of  people  at  Queen's  Park  who 
are  trying  to  abuse  community  treatment 
and  re-establish  the  need  for  institutional 
services.  They  include  a  number  of  my 
former  colleagues  in  the  back  benches  on 
the  Tory  side  of  the  House  and  a  few  of 
the    unstable,    irrational    members    of    the 
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Liberal  caucus.  They  include  such  people 
as  the  Hon.  Mrs.  M.  Scrivener,  the  Hon. 
Mrs.  M.  Birch,  the  Hon.  Matt  Dymond, 
Mr.  Westcott  of  the  Prime  Minister's  of- 
fice, and  a  few  others  who  are  too  hon- 
ourable to  be  mentioned,  but  happily  they 
do  not  include  other  members  of  the 
cabinet  or  the  leadership  of  the  opposi- 
tion parties. 

Mr.  Si)eaker,  this  letter  is  signed— and  I 
have  every  reason  to  believe  it  was  signed. 
It  is  a  true  copy  of  a  letter  signed  by  a  Mr. 
John  L.  Brown,  along  with  a  notation  that 
copies  have  been  sent  to  all  members  of  the 
provincial  Parliament  at  Queen's  Park,  all 
members  of  the  council  of  the  municipality 
of  Metropolitan  Toronto,  and  as  well  to  the 
press. 

Mr.  Speaker,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  I, 
as  a  member  of  this  Legislature,  have  now 
been  accused  of  voting  funds  so  that  medi- 
cal practitioners  may  perform  experiments 
upon  himians,  I  frankly  regard  this  as  a 
gross  breach  of  the  privileges  of  this  House. 
I  have  no  reason  to  believe  that  this  is 
correct  but,  nonetheless,  I  raise  it  because 
when  a  person  who  has  some  stature  in  the 
community  decides  to  take  this  particular 
route  of  an  accusation  agiiinst  all  the  mem- 
bers of  the  Legislature,  regardless  of  their 
party,  I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
time  ha.s  oome  that  we  draw  the  line. 


I  suggest  to  you,  Mr.  Speaker,  in  regard 
to  the  charges  outlined  in  this  letter,  since 
to  me  they  violate  every  privilege  I  have  as 
a  member,  at  the  very  least  a  select  com- 
mittee be  struck  off  to  investigate  the  charges 
and  the  person  who  made  them.  Quite  frank- 
ly, at  the  very  most  it  might  be  a  more 
practical  suggestion  that  there  be  a  judicial 
inquiry,  not  only  into  the  charges  that  have 
been  made  about  experimentation  upon 
human  beings  who  are  wards  of  the  Crown, 
but  a  judicial  inquiry  into  the  person  and 
the  operations  who  are  making  them. 

Mr.  Speaker:  I  must  say  that  I  have  not 
been  able  to  determine  just  what  parlia- 
mentary privilege  has  been  breached.  Per- 
haps the  letter  may  contain  some  accusa- 
tions. Of  course,  it  is  not  within  my  authority 
or  responsibility  to  set  up  any  such  inquiry 
as  has  been  suggested.  However,  I  will  be 
pleased  to  look  into  the  letter  a  little  further 
to  determine  whether  or  not  there  has,  in 
fact,  been  any  parliamentary  privilege  that 
has  been  breached. 

Hon.  Mr,  Winkler  moves  the  adjourn- 
ment of  the  House. 

Motion  agreed  to. 

Mr.  Speaker:  This  House  stands  adjourned 
until  a  date  to  be  named  by  Her  Honour  the 
Lieutenant  Governor. 

The  House  adjourned  at  8:40  o'clock,  p.m. 
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